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PREFACE.

BEGAN this edition five or six years ago, in the hope that I

might be able to clear away some of the obstacles which
perplex all rcaders of what is still a most attractive drama.
Though I cannot say that this hope became stronger as the
work went on, I have certainly felt more and more the attract-
iveness of the subject. If the task has turned out harder than
I expected, it has at the same time come to seem more worth
doing.

On the general question of the state of the text and its
possible history I have no original views to propound. All I
have tried to do is to ascertain and weigh the views of others,
and to arrive by selection at what seems to me the most
probable hypothesis. This is, speaking generally, that the
Iphigencia at Aulis was left by Euripides in too unfinished a
state to be put on the stage: that the man or men who prepared
it for such representations not only added passages at the cnd
and in the body of the play, but rearranged the prologue: and
lastly that of small casual interpolations of a later date the text
of this tragedy contains an exceptionally large share. For
further details under this head I must refer the reader to my
introduction and commentaries. My original contributions have
been confined to attempts at the emendation and elucidation of
particular passages, and for these likewise I must refer to the
Critical and Explanatory Notes.
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How'largely this edition' is based on the foundations laid by
many generations of Greek scholars will be evident on every
page. My indebtedness to Prof. G. Vitelli of Florence, how-
ever, calls for special acknowledgement. His collation of the
Laurentian Ms., to say nothing of the discussions in his
Osservazione, or his edition of the tragedy, have been of
constant and invaluable assistance to me.

I also here take the opportunity of expressing my gratitude
to Monsignor Ciccolini, the Chief Librarian of the Vatican
Library, for the facilities which he with great courtesy af-
forded me for collating the Palatine Ms.: as well as to Prof. J.
Strachan of this College, for his kindness in reading through my
proof-sheets. But for the suggestive criticisms of the latter, and,
I must add, but for the vigilant supervision of the authorities of
the Cambridge University Press, this book would be far more
imperfect than it is.

E. B. ENGLAND.

THE OWENs COLLEGE,

June, 1891.
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INTRODUCTION.

THERE is no tragedy of Euripides that has in recent times so &=
severely exercised critical ingenuity as the [phigeneia at Aulis. On
few Greek plays have more or longer disquisitions been written. As
these disquisitions have dealt in the main with the imperfections of
parts of the text, its editors would seem to have claimed for it the same
sort of respect that Dogberry does for himself when he says he is “a
fellow that hath had losses”. Its notoriety however was not always
of this unenviable kind. The tone of references in ancient authors o .
shows the Jphigencia at Aulis to have been among the best known and
best liked of Greek. tragedies, while in modern literature and art it is
linked in various ways with such names as Erasmus, Raciné, Gliick;
and Schiller. We may conclude therefore that in it we have a work of
excellence and beauty, and if we can discover these first, the main
outlines, as it were, of the picture will not be obscured by our
perplexity about some of its details. At the same time we shall be
more willing to give some effort to the consideration whether any
of these difficulties can be removed.

It will be well then in the first place to turn a deaf ear to the
discordant voices of the critics—to pass by all disputed points in the
attempt to get a clear idea of the play as we have it—its main action,
its personages, and the character of its principal scenes.

Outline of the Action.

The action opens at Aulis, on the Boeotian coast of the Euripus,
where has assembled the Greek force that is to sail to Troy. The
object of the expedition is to recover Helen and punish the barbarian
- who has carried her off. Though the Greek fleet has found at Aulis a
convenient meeting-place, and a safe anchorage, further progress has
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been made' impossible by the want of a favourable wind. In the midst
of the growing impatience of leaders and men alike, the seer Calchas
has revealed to Agamemnon, the chief commander, and his two
principal advisers, Menelaus and Odysseus, that they have incurred
the displeasure of the goddess Artemis, whose temple stands at Aulis,
and that she will keep them where they are till her wrath is appeased:
that moreover this can only be done in one way: Agamemnon must
sacrifice at the altar of the goddess his eldest daughter Iphigeneia.
On first hearing this, Agamemnon refused to make the sacrifice, and
resolved to abandon the expedition, but Menelaus and Odysseus
over-persuaded him, and at the suggestion of Odysseus he sent for
his daughter to come to him, telling her mother Clytaemnestra that
he wished to give her in marriage to Achilles. As the day of her
arrival approaches Agamemnon’s mind shrinks afresh from the dreadful
deed, and it is at this juncture that the play begins. (He sends while it
is still night an old household attendant, with a letter to his wife,

countermanding his previous orders. This letter is intercepted by
i Menelaus, and at v. 317 the dispute between the two brothers begins
again. In the end the sight of Agamemnon’s grief seems to recall his
brother’s better feelings (2. 477): he is willing to renounce his claim,
but Agamemnon here shows the impotence of an irresolute and feeble
nature to renounce a pursuit once engaged in. He knows too that
Odysseus and the army will not allow him to,draw back now that
he has gone so far. His own love of power and high position, to
which his brother has skilfully appealed, concurs with this fear to
drive him onwards. Accordingly he makes up his mind anew to
proceed with his original plan. He meets his wife and daughter
when they arrive, and though incapable of mastering his emotion,
conducts them to his tent without betraying his purpose.

At . 8or a fresh turn is given to the action by the appearance
of Achilles on the scene. The new-comer knows nothing of the
necessity of the sacrifice, or of the artifice in which his name has
been used to lure Iphigeneia to Aulis. He comes full of impatience,
to remonstrate, somewhat unreasonably, with Agamemnon on his
continued inaction. The first person whom he meets before the
general’s tent happens to be Clytaemnestra. His surprise at finding
who she is, is increased when she salutes him as her destined son-
inlaw. The intervention of the old attendant (who had been intrusted
with the second letter) reveals to both their true position, and the
dreadful fate which Iphigeneia’s father is preparing for her.

Clytaemnestra then turns to Achilles as her only hope, and goes
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on her knees to him to beg his protection. Achilles is moved both
by indignation at the use that has been made of his name, and by
pity for the helpless girl and her mother. He recommends the latter
to try first by entreaties to dissuade her husband from the sacrifice,
but promises that if she fails in this he will as a last resource use
his own right hand to defend Iphigeneia from death.

Then follows a meeting between Clytaemnestra and Agamemnon,
who has come to fetch his daughter for the sacrifice. Finding that his
wife knows all, he attempts no further dissimulation. Neither the
reproaches of his wife nor the prayers of his tearful daughter,—who
comes on the scene at 2. 1210,—can move him. He says he has not
the power to draw back : it is a national question : his daughter must be
sacrificed to the interests of Hellas. At this juncture Achilles returns
with some of his men, prepared to redeem his pledge. He knows that
the army is against him, but he tells Clytaemnestra that he and his
handful of men will brave Odysseus at the head of the whole force
sooner than let Iphigeneia be carried off. At this point comes the
turning-point of the tragedy. The heroine has formed within her
own breast, while listening to her mother and Achilles, the resolution
to give herself willingly to death for the good of her nation, and to
prevent a hopeless struggle between her brave defender and the
relentless army. It is as if the loyal self-devotion of her champion
had roused in her the desire to do likewise. Ske will be the champion
of the women of her nation against barbarous ravishers. Thanks to
her, no Greek woman shall again be carried off as Paris carried off
Helen. In this decision the sorrowing mother is forced to acquiesce,
and so is Achilles, though he renews his offer to die if necessary, in her
defence :—he will be near till the end in case her resolution should
falter. This is the natural expression of his growing admiration of the
heroine. She had been called his bride, and he now regrets feelingly
that she will not be his bride in reality, when he says (vv. 1404 ff.) :

'Ayaye’,).vovoq wal, paxdpwy ué Tis Oedv
{nelde Gjoer € TixOyM TGV yduwy.
{Aé & ood pev ‘EANGY, ‘ENNddos 8¢ o¢é'.

! There are some points of similarity  execution:

between the position of Achilles in this She ascends,
play and that of the lover of the Virgin And every step raises her nearer heaven.
Martyr in Massinger’s play of that name. What god soe’er thou art that must
With the Greek passage given above we enjoy her

may compare Antonio’s words in Act IV. Receive in her a boundless happiness !

sc. 3, when Dorothea is being led to
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The time 'has now come for 'the sacrifice, and when Iphigeneia quits
the stage it is to go to death, and the chorus who are left sing her

praises as the real champion of Hellas, the real taker of Troy. Schiller. _. .

in his translation breaks off with Iphigeneia’s parting words of farewell
to life as she leaves the stage. All dramatic action, he truly says,
closes here,

The play as we have it concludes with an epilogue in which a
messenger describes to Clytaemnestra the scene of the sacrifice, and
tells how, when the fatal blow had been struck, it was discovered
that the immolated body was not that of the princess, but of a doe.
The question of the authenticity of this passage will be discussed
elsewhere. All that need be said here is that it is important to
remember that the religious character of a Greek dramatic exhibition,
and the special partiality of Euripides for a complete setting or frame-
work for his subjects, are conditions which make it probable that
the tragedy would not end merely, as a modern drama would, with
the triumph of human courage and virtue, but would also indicate
how the claims of the superintendent diyinity were satisfied,-and
her approb.gtlon secured.

p————

Dramaturgy.

Such then is the story. If we now turn to the method of its
dramatic representation we shall find three turning-points in the
action: viz.

1. The decision of Agamemnon to proceed with the sacrifice
(vv. 510 f.):

2. The discovery by Clytaemnestra, her daughter, and Achilles
that the sacrifice is intended :

3. Iphigeneia’s resolution to die of her own accord.

Two classifications may conveniently be made of the dramatis
personae.  The first hangs on the question, are they or are they not
aware from the beginning of the impending catastrophe? There are
three who do know the fate that overhangs the heroine : Agamemnon,
Menelaus and the"old Attendant. The three who do not are Clytacm-
nestra, Iphigeneia and Achilles, and it is their discovery of it at v. 873
in the third scene of the third érewddiov which forms the second
wepuréraia, or turning-point, of the play.

The second and more important classification has reference to the
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!
disposition of mind with which the personages regard the sacrifice. j'
Menelaus and Agamemnon decide to bring it about. Clytaemnestra, |
Iphigeneia, Achilles and the old Henchman regard it with horror,
and are prepared to do their best to avert it. This division then|
is not, like the former, an equal one: there are two on one side;
and four on the other. But at #. 1368, in the 6th scene of the &odos
Iphigeneia, the most nearly concerned of all, deserts the larger part!
and ranges herself with her father and her uncle. This transition formg
the supreme crisis of the tragedy. : '

Connected with the three wepuréreai—Agamemnon’s decision,
Clytaemnestra’s discovery, and Iphigeneia’s self-sacrifice—are four main
scenes by which the action of the drama is advanced. The first is the —
2nd scene of the first Epeisodion—v7. 317—542 (assuming, as it will
afterwards be shown we may, that the scene with the messenger,
VV. 414—441, is spurious), in which Agamemnon and Menelaus argue,
the former against, the latter for the sacrifice. The disputants here
have no great earnestness of tone. There is an almost unseemly eager-
ness shown on both sides, not so much to convince the opponent, as
to make a telling answer. A fit end to such a scene is the (perhaps
feigned) renunciation by Menelaus of his pursuit and the corresponding
change of front on the part of his brother. Agamemnon ends by
making up his mind to do what he has all along been arguing that
he could not and ought not to do, just when his brother ceases to
press him to do it.

Next of the four comes the scene following on the 2nd wepurérea :—
the fourth scene of the third Epeisodion—zz. 896—1035. In this
Clytaemnestra appeals to Achilles for help, and the appeal calls forth
ready sympathy in the true-hearted warrior. There is no want of
earnestness in this scene, but it has no conclusive issue. Achilles
promises his help in the last resort, but bids Clytaemnestra first try
by words to shake her husband’s determination'.

The third main scene—technically two scenes; the 2nd and 3rd
of the Exodus—zv. 1106—1275—is that in which Agamemnon is
brought face to face with his wife and daughter. The wife is unable
by her reproaches, the daughter by her tearful prayers, to shake his

1 This unexpected recommendation of them did not do so, it would produce
Achilles seems to be due to dramatic the impression that she had not the
necessity. As both mother and daughter  matter so much at heart as the other.
appear in the play, d0t4 of them must It would be forcign to the nature of
have the opportunity of trying to shake Greek Tragedy that both should try at
Agamemnon’s resolution, If either of once.
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purpose. Clytaemnestra’s-language is here less impassioned than in
the preceding scene, when she was under the full excitement of her
new discovery, but it is more dignified. For the purposes of the
action this scene is more important than the preceding. The alternative
there left open—was the sacrifice to be averted by persuasion or force ?—
is here settled. Persuasion has done its utmost in vain.

Fourthly, in the sth scene of the Exodus—uvz. 1368 —1466—we
have Iphigeneia’s resolution to sacrifice herself, and the justification
from her own lips of the purpose, which throughout the play has
given rise to such anxious discussion, and heated dissension,—thus
putting an end, in the only way possible, to both.

Minor Scenes.

We have now reviewed the three turning-points in the action,
and the scenes which form, as it were, the steps by which it proceeds.
If we read these four scenes by themselves, we feel that we have had
too much debating. But we are not left with these alone. In the
pauses of the action come scenes which though not directly affecting
the developement of events, are of the first importance as revelations
of the characters of the interlocutors. Of these there are two which
I think dwell in our minds more than any others in the play. The
first is the stichomuthia between Agamemnon and Iphigeneia on .
their meeting—vv. 640—677. The second is the meeting of Achilles
and Clytaemnestra at v2. 819—854. It would be hard to find, in any
drama whatever, two characters pourtrayed with more vivid individuality
than are those of Iphigeneia and Achilles in these two short scenes.
In the former the heroine’s tender playfulness makes dissimulation
an evident torture to her father, while it heightens for the spectator
the pathos of her fate. In the latter we cannot withess without
sympathy, nor altogether without amusement, the “biting jest” of
which Fortune makes the stately queen the butt. Both the queen’s
chagrin and the humour of the situation are heightened by the fact
that it is Achilles who inflicts the rebuff. All men looked up to
this heaven-born prince, and Clytaemnestra was specially inclined to
credit him with every virtue of conduct and demeanour. He shows
in this scene, it is true, a little brusqueness and impatience, but
though blunt he is not discourteous. In such company, and dealt
by such a hand, the full force of the blow to the queen is clearly
felt. Like Malvolio, she has indeed been *“most notoriously abused ”.
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Characters.

Notwithstanding the elaboration and distinctness of these several
scenes the art of the poet never allows us to forget the central figure,
and so arranges the supreme crisis in her lot, that her sacrifice serves as
the touchstone to reveal the true character of all the personages in the
drama. From all consideration of separate incidents and characters we
turn again to the heroine, only to find her image more perfectly winning,
more wonderfully noble. Each in its way the several characters are a
foil to that of Iphigeneia. Even Achilles, who has in him the stuff that
makes the manly ideal alike of ancient, medizval, and modern society,
who is the first (»2. 1404 ff.) to sympathize with the heroine’s noble
aspirations, who is high-souled, strong, and generous, seems harsh
by the side of her tenderness. The inordinate share which a sense
of personal indignity has with Achilles in determining him to act in
the heroine’s defence (cf. v2. 935—942), shows a weakness to which
there is no counterpart in the heroic self-abandonment of Iphigeneia.

Clytaemnestra has a strong and true love for her daughter, but it is a
narrow and self-regarding affection as compared with Iphigeneia’s love
for her father and her country—a blind passion of a character whose
subsequent faithlessness to her husband balances her true-hearted love
to her child. .

Of Agamemnon, as he appears in this play, it must be allowed that
his wife gives a true description when at 9. 1012 she says xaxds 7is éore
xal Alav TapBet orpardv. He is a poor creature in a desperate situation.
Whereas Iphigeneia’s first impulse to save herself (7. 1211 —1252)—
which no less a critic than Aristotle’ has blamed as inconsistent with
her later conduct—gives way to an enthusiastic self-devotion, her father'’s
inconsistencies are all between good impulses and base action. He
loves his daughter, but is incapable of renouncing his high position
to save her. It is not the glory and honour of Greece, but fear of the
consequences to himself that induces him to abandon his daughter to
her fate. It is a marvellous ‘touch of nature’ that Iphigeneia, unlike
her mother, is blind to Agamemnon’s faults. To her he is an ideal
father. Her love for him speaks in her intercession for him with
Clytaemnestra at »o. 1456 and 1458; and her mention of him when
she first reveals her determination to die (at ». 1369) shows us that
love for her father, and a clear perception of his desperate situation,
have had their part in forming her decision.

1 Poetics c. 15, . 1454, 31 a.

AN
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As to Menelaus, he'is ¢dol'and crafty in the pursuit of his object—
the recovery of his wife and the punishment of her lover. It is open to
doubt, but I think his renunciation of his claims at v. 471 ff. is meant
by the poet to be only a simulated one. The suddenness with which
he admits the force of the arguments he has just been combating, and
the artful suggestion at 9. 495—Irw orparela Siakvleio” & AvA(Sos—of the
consequences of the abandonment of the pursuit—and at ». 498 of
Agamemnon’s interest in the expedition—el 8¢ T¢ xdpys ofjs Geapdrwv
pérear{ gor—all point to the conclusion that he sees his brother is but
half-hearted in his protest, and that all that is needed to decide him to
sacrifice his daughter is that he should be brought face to face with the -
alternative. Such a character is consistent with the picture of Menelaus
which Euripides gives of him in the Andromacke and in the Orestes.
It is natural too that such should be the character in Euripides of the
king of that people of whom he wrote at Andromache vv. 446 ff. that
they were

8dMa Bovievmjpia,
Yevddyv dvaxres, pnxavoppddor xaxdv,
éAcrd xoddtv vyiés, dAAd mwav mwépuf
¢ppovotvres.

It has been held by many that in the Bacckae, which like the

! Iphigenia Aulidensis was a work of the last days of the poet, Euripides

had the special object of vindicating his belief in the supernatural
against a charge of infidelity. It is well known that he had been
called a woman-hater as well as an infidel by his contemporaries.
Is it not possible that he designed in this other work of his old
age to show the world that, in his fancy at least, a woman might
be perfect ?

State of the Text.

Having thus attempted to show that in the Euripidean [pkigencia at
Aulis we have a great subject nobly treated—that the arrangement of
the plot and the elaboration of the main scenes reveal consummate
dramatic art—I now propose to consider what are the indications that
the play as we have it has suffered something more than the usual
‘wear and tear’ of literary transmission.

The two manuscripts on which we depend for our text are No. 287
of the Palatine manuscripts in the Library of the Vatican, which I
follow Prinz in calling P (Kirchhoff’s B), and No. 32, 2 in the
Laurentian Library at Florence, Prinz’'s L (Kirchhoff’s C). Both of
these Mss. appear to have been copied from the same original, and to
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date from the 14th century. The play was first printed in the Edition
of Aldus published in the year 1503, which contained all the extant
plays of Euripides with the exception of the Electra. Numerous
translations and adaptations to the modern stage attest the interest
which the tragedy has aroused in modern times'. Till a little more
than a hundred years ago no one seems to have suspected that the
Greek text did not give us the play as it was left by Euripides. Since
the publication in 1761 however of Musgrave's Exercitationes in Euripr-
dem, the authenticity of large portions (and even of the whole) of the
play has been repeatedly called in question. Musgrave was the first to
direct attention to the following passage of Aelian Hist. Anim. viL. 39:
o 8¢ Edpuridns & 7 "Idryevely

Dadov & "Axuiiv xepoiv dvbjow [pilais’)

xepovooav, v addlovres atxnrovar oy

apdlew Ovyarépa.

It was the attempt to conjecture in what part of the Jpkigencia at
Aulis this quotation occurred, that gave the first impulse to a far-reaching
sceptical criticism of the text. It was clear from the first that no place
could be found for such lines as these in any part of our present text.
Musgrave’s own attention was directed to the irregularity in the con-
struction of the prologue as compared with those of other Euripidean'
plays, and he expressed the belief that the lines quoted by Aelian come
from a lost prologue spoken by Artemis to an imaginary auditor (s.e.
one not present on the stage)—either Agamemnon or Clytaemnestra.
Musgrave does not suspect our present opening of being spurious, he

! Erasmus published a Latin transla-
tion of it (and the Hecuba) in 1524 which
was frequently reprinted, especially in
Italy : Ludovico Dolce about 1540 pub-
lished an Italian version, which though
not a literal translation followed the
lines of the story and action of the Greek.
Thomas Sibilet translated it into French
in 1549. From the same century date
two German translations, one by Ch. H.
Postellus and one by Baptista de Roch-
litz 1584. An adaptation of the tragedy
to the French stage was made by Rotrou
in 1641, and in 1675 Racine founded
upon it his Jphigénic. In the same year
another tragedy of the same name was
produced by MM. Le Clerc and Coras.
In 1700 an Italian translation by Maggi

E.

was published at Milan, and in the same
year an /phigeneia at Aulis was produced
at Drury Lane. An Italian translation
with notes of the two Zphigeneia's, by
Padre Dom. Giambbatt. Carraciolo, was
published at Florence in 1729, an un-
published Italian translation by A. de
Pazzi is also mentioned. About 1764
appeared a translation in blank verse
by the Italian Laurenzo Guazzesi, and
Gliick’s opera fphigenie en Aulide was
produced in Paris in 1774. I have not
here mentioned any translation of the
whole of Euripides.

3 I cannot believe that ¢pfais is the
right word here. Wecklein suggests
\dbpg.



xviii INTRODUCTION.

imagines that'thé real (prologue is/lost. Porson at one time shared this
view. In his Praclectio in Euripidem (1792) we read: ¢ Cum enim
Aelianus tres versus ex hac fabula citaverit, qui in dramate nostro,
prout nunc habetur, nusquam comparent; cumque hi tres versus Dianae
totam tragediae constitutionem exponenti aptissime congruant; quis
dubitet, prologum hujus quoque olim fuisse dramatis, sed injuria
temporis jamdudum periisse?”” Subsequently Porson appears to have
devoted particular attention to this play, and to have thought of
editing it'. His final judgement was that a large portion of the exodus
of the tragedy was spurious—not added to the genuine tragedy, but
occupying the place of a lost part—and that in this missing part
Aelian’s quotation occurred. His words are (Swpplem. ad Praef.
p- 23): “Si me rogas, utra harum vera sit lectio, respondeo neutra.
Nec quicquam mea refert; quippe qui persuasus sim, totam eam
scenam abusque versu 1541 [1532] spuriam esse et a recentiori quodam,
nescio quando, certe post Aeliani tempora suppositam”. In his note
too on 2. 1338 of the Orestes he expresses doubts of the genuineness of
this part of the Jphigencia at Aulis.

The next important piece of external evidence which influenced the
theories of scholars on the subject was a scholion on z. 67 of the Frogs
of Aristophanes. In 2. 66 Dionysus says

Totovroal Tolvwv pe Sapddmrer wobos

EvpuriSov.
Heracles thereupon asks: xai ra¥re Tof refvmxiros; The scholiast’s
comment on this'is: nwés Bovdovrar & mpdowmov Aéyew olov. Twes
8¢ Biopilovat 70 Tof 7ebvyidros® ws Toi ‘HpaxAéovs Aéyovros adrd. ovtw
yap xai ai Sidacxalia pépovat, redevmicarros Edpuridov tov viov avrod
Sedidayévar opwvipws (so V, oudvupor G) & dore 'Ipiyéveav Ty &
AAB:, "AAxpaiova, Bdxyas. Although it happened that the discovery
of the fragment in Aelian had a greater and more immediate effect on
the problem, this scholion is itself a more valuable piece of evidence.
Its first effect was to suggest an explanation of the irregularities of
structure and diction to which attention had been called. The mention
of another hand as concerned in the production of the tragedy gave rise
to the idea that two separate editions of it were produced at different
times, and that we have pieces of both editions unskilfully joined to
make our present text. This theory fits some of the facts—fits them
too well perhaps. It accounts for passages quoted from ancient authors

1 “De quo latius agam si quando ad Praef. ad He. p. 23.
fabulam istam edendam curabo”’, Supplem. )
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which we do not find in our text' by supposing that they occurred in
some parts of one of the editions which have not been preserved, and
as for discrepancies and irregularities, ¢ what,’ says the theory, ‘is more
natural than that parts should not unite well which belonged originally
to different wholes?

This view of the two editions was supported in one form or other by
Eichstadt (De dramate Graecorum comico-satyrico, Leipzig, 1793),
Boeckh (Graecae trag. princ. &c., Heidelberg, 1808), and by Bremi
(Phil. Beytrige aus der Schweis p. 143, Ziirich, 1819). Zirndorfer
(Dr. Eur. Iph. Aul., Marburg, 1838) modified this theory by supposing
that both the elder and the younger Euripides wrote a play of this
name, and that long afterwards a grammarian selected parts of each to
make into a single play, occasionally adding something of his own.

Another quotation from the /phigeneia at Aulis in an ancient
author which has been the cause of some perplexity is to be found
in the 13th book of Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae p. 562. The difficulty
in this case is not, as in that of Aelian’s quotation, that the lines are not
to be found in our text. It would have saved a good deal of trouble if
they were not ; but they are there:—at vv. 548—551: and the difficulty
is that they are there assigned to “the tragic poet Chaeremon”. The
passage of Athenaeus is as follows: @®edpaoros & & 76 'Epwrixg
Xaprjpovd Pno Tov Tpaywdy Méyew ws Tov olvov Té@v xpwpévwy Tois Tpomwols
xepdvvofas, ovtws xal Tov "Epwra: 8s perpudlov pév dorw edxapis, ém-
revopevos 8¢ xal Sarapdrrwv xolemdraros. dwmep o mommys ovros ov
xaxas abrob Tas duvdpers Swapdv ¢mor Alupa ydp Tofa avrov dvreiveobar
Xapitwy, rd pév ér’ ealwnt Tixg, Td & érl cvyxioe Brords' 6 & avros odros
mwouprijs Kal wepl Tov dpwvtwy & 17§ émypadopévy Tpavparia ¢nolv ovrws

' Tis olxi Prjoer Tovs épdvras {jv pdvous ;

el 8¢l ye mpirov piv oTparevticwrdrovs
elvas, moveiv Te Suvapévovs Tols gupacty
pdlwora, mpooedpeiew 1T apiorovs 1@ mdbw,
mouprikovs, lrapols, mpobupovs, evmopouvs,
& Tols dmipois BAémovras, afhwrdrovs.

! There are two minor items of this
kind of evidence which were known to
Musgrave and used either by or soon after
him to support his theory; (1) the gloss
of Hesychius dfpavora- dwpboxora: Edpi-
s Ipiyerelg Ty év AONS:, (2) the state-
ment made by the'scholiast on Ar. Frogs
2. 1309 ff. that Aristophanes was there
quoting from the Iphigencia at Aulis.

As to the former point sce on 2. 57. As
to the latter, the word orwudA\\ere, which
could hardly have occurred in a tragic
chorus, shows the passage to be a para-
phrase, not a literal quotation. Very
probably /pk. Taur. vv. 1089 fl. was the
passage the scholiast had in his mind and
he wrote é» AdNidt by mistake for év

Tabtpos.
b2
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Gruppe devotes/a ‘considerable space in his work on the Greek stage—
Apriadne, Berlin, 1834—to the argument that in the construction of
the plot and in its elaboration in the dialogue, the [pkigencia at Aulis is
unlike, and superior to the work of Euripides. It might, he says, have
been written by Sophocles, but never by Euripides. Athenaeus, he
believes, has revealed to us its real author, Chaeremon. Euripides did
write a tragedy of that name, and from that tragedy, Gruppe holds,
Aelian quoted in his Hist. Anim. It is not necessary to confront this
theory with all the external testimony which contradicts it, because
Meineke's examination (Hist. Crit. Comic. Graec. p. 520) of the
passage of Athenaeus has destroyed the force of its evidence. He
has shown that the words from ®esppacros & to Biords cannot have
originally been written (at least intentionally) in the position and with
the context they now have. Immediately before, Athenaeus had
quoted a passage from the *Amoxomrouevos of Alexis. Stobaeus Flordl.
119, 15 mentions a Tpavuarias by Alexis. The passage quoted by
Athenaeus as written by ¢ avrds odros moupmjs is by its language, and
still more by its metre, clearly declared to be from a comedy and not
a tragedy. Hence Meineke thinks it evident that by ¢ avros odros
mouyrijs Alexis is meant :—and moreover that Athenaeus, after writing
the passage containing the two quotations from the comedies of Alexis,
finding in Theophrastus the apposite quotations from Chaeremon and
Euripides, inserted them carelessly, without giving the full context of
the passage from Theophrastus, and taking no more care to distinguish
between Euripides and Chaeremon than between the author of the
Iphigencia and the author of the Zraumatias'.

With Matthiae, whose edition of Euripides appeared between the
years 1813 and 1829, begins a new era in the criticism of our play.
The course which he took is the one which the majority of subsequent
critics have followed in the main. He rejects the above-mentioned
conjectures as to the two editions or the two plays, and regards the
tragedy as the work of Euripides, left by him incomplete at his death,
finished and arranged by the younger Euripides for the stage, but in
such a manner as to leave gaps and inconsistencies, which gave rise
to later alterations and additions by various hands. The main points
in this view are the recognition of an original imperfection, and of the
varying character and date of the interpolations. The imperfection
may have been due, as Matthiae thought, to the fact that the author left
the work unfinished at his death, or to an early mutilation of the

1 On the play of Chaeremon bearing chische T'ragoedien, vol. 111. pp. 1086 fi.
the title Tpavuarias see Welcker, Grie-
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manuscript containing it. Naturally the views of scholars on the
spuriousness of particular passages have varied greatly. On the main
question however Matthiae is found to be in company with Hermann
(1831 and 1847), Hartung (1837), Monk (1840), Dindorf, Kirchhoff,
Nauck, Paley, Klotz, Hennig' and Vitelli*. '

While these scholars differ among themselves in the appreciation
and interpretation of the external evidence, they agree in holding that
the internal evidence which condemns parts of the play is overpowering
—that the inconsistencies, the superfluities, the inequalities of style, and
(in the epilogue) the imperfections of the metre are so numerous and
important as to compel the belief that other hands than that of
Euripides have had a share in the work :-—that if they did not make
the gaps, at all events they filled up large gaps which they found.

Two scholars of note, however, stand champions for the integrity’
of the play as it has come down to us. Fimhaber (Zurip. [ph. .in
Aulis, Leipzig, 1841), and Weil (Sept Tragédies d’Euripide, Paris,
2nd ed. 1879) maintain that the text is genuine from beginning to
end: that such imperfections as disfigure it are due to the ordinary
accidents of manuscript transmission, and are not beyond the cure of
an acute and learned textual criticism. ,

The full force of the internal evidence can only be brought out by a
detailed commentary. Many of the debateable points turn on the
interpretation of particular words and sentences which cannot be
understood apart from their context. But there are one or two features
of the text which may with advantage be viewed separately in this
mtroductlon, and which, I think, are enough to prove that the
‘majority of modern scholars are nght in their judgement of the
general question.

To begin with: the prologue (vv. 1—163) consists of two passages
of anapaestic dialogue with a long speech in iambics coming between
them. If we leave the Rsesus out of account—partly because of its
doubtful authorship, but still more because we are told in the second
vmdfeats to the play that it originally had an iambic prologue which had
been lost, and for which another spurious prologue (also in iambics)
had been substituted—the only other tragedy of Euripides which we
have any reason to think began with anapaests was the Andromeda.
The scholiast on v. 1065 of the Zhesmophoriasusae of Aristophanes
says of the passage beginning & w¢ iepd that it is 7o mpoAdyov
"Avdpopédas eigfBolvj, and again at ». 1070 he says xai roiro éx Tod

Y De Iph. Aul. forma ac condicione, 2 Osservasions intorno ad alcuni luoghs
Berlin, 1870. della lfigenia in Aulide (Florence, 1877).
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wpoldyov, and at 7. 1072 Neime wéAhovoa Tvxetv—i.e. in the Andromeda
the words pé\\ovoa ruxev followed favdrov rAjuwv. The words 7. m.
’A. elgBo)sj are usually taken to mean ‘the beginning of the prologue
of the Andromeda’. Fritzsche in his note on the. passage in Aristo-
phanes translates the words “ pars post prologum proxima’. Bohnhoff
(“ Der Prolog der Iphigenie in Aulis des Eur.”—Programm des stidt-
ischen Gymn. in Freienwalde a. O. 1885—p. 7) takes mpoAdyov to be a
mistake for mapddov. If there is a mistake, it seems to me preferable to
conjecture that we have here an instance of the very usual confusion in
uncial Mss. between éx and eis, and that the passage was described by
the scholiast as Tob mpoAoyov "AvSpopuédas éxfBoly (for the word in the sense
of ‘conclusion’ cf. Hesych. and Eustath. p. goo). The whole passage
as far as we can gather it from Aristophanes ran thus:

o v iepa

wds paxpov irmevpa Siikets

dorepoedéa vara Sippeiovo’

aifépos iepds

100 Teuvordrov & 'OAvumov;

7{ wor’ "Avdpouéda meplalla xaxdv

pépos éEérayov

Oavdrov TAzjuwy pé\lovoa Tuxey ;

This passage is a monody—at Z%esm. 1077 Mnesilochus, when inter-
rupted by Euripides as Echo, says “ & 'yd6’ éagdv pe povedijoar” —and is
spoken by Andromeda. As it is an address to Night it may be supposed
to be spoken before daybreak. V. 1098 of the Z’%esm. shows us that
the monody preceded Perseus’s first appearance on the stage. Probably
Echo was brought in by Euripides in the Andromeda, but it is not
necessary to suppose that she appeared in the place in which the comic
poet introduces her—.e. so as to interrupt the monody. It would be a
natural arrangement that the monody should come at the end of an
ordinary iambic prologue and accompany the approach of the chorus.
The anapaests are apparently not lyric anapaests, but such as accom-
pany a march. However that may be, it was not—like the anapaestic
prologue in our text of the /4. in Aul.—a dialogue, and it is difficult
to see how a monody begun in such a strain could have been made to
serve the purpose of enlightening the spectator about the circumstances
of the following action. This however is a question about which I, at
least, cannot be certain, and it is possible that after all eloBoAy is the
right word and that it meant ¢ beginning’.

It remains for us to consider the bearing of this matter on the
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present question. In the face of the scholion at the beginning of the
Hecuba—éroinoe 8¢ Tobro 6 wouprys éfemirndes, va Sfjla wdor woujoy
7a xara ov MloAvdwpor, & xal év dpxf Tdvrwv T@v avrod Spapdrov
morelv elwfev—and of the words of Aristotle at Rket. 111. p. 1415, 18 a
—xai of Tpaywol Snhodor wepl 10 Spina, xdv pn €bvs domrep Edpuridys,
dA\\" & 7§ mpoddyw yé mov Snol, domep kai Sopox)is  éuol marp Hv
II6AvBos”—and of the ridicule of Aristophanes on this very ground—
Frogs 946, where Euripides is made to say :

dA\' od¢wv mpdriora pév poi 10 yévos eln’ dv fvs

Tod Spdparos—
in the face of all this distinct testimony to Euripides’s universal custom,
I think it is difficult to admit on the strength of the Aristophanes
scholion above quoted that the Andromeda formed an exception. But
surely this admission, if made, instead of opening the door, as some
have thought, for a further admission in the case of the pkigeneia at
Aulis, closes it effectually. The words & dpxj mavrwv rév Spapdruwy
are irreconcileable with #wo exceptions. '

It may be taken then as nearly certain that Euripides provided our
play with an iambic prologue of the usual kind. Such a prologue we
have in 0. 49—114. As Wecklein says, it did not need the quotation
of a line of it by Aristotle (RAeforic 1. 1411, 29 b) to stamp it as the
genuine work of Euripides. It bears that stamp on every line'. But
in our text it does not stand as a prologue (in the narrower sense),
but as an answer to the Old Attendant’s eager question in 2. 43 ¢
wovels ; 1{ véov mepl ool, Bacihed; Such an answer—a historical review
of all the previous circumstances, and a detailed statement of the
present predicament of the Greek leaders and their army, containing
no hint until 2. 110 that it is addressed to any special person—is
ridiculously out of place. Besides the Old Man knew it almost all
already. The change of metre too is awkward. Nowhere else can be
found one long iambic passage answering and answered by anapaests,
and forming with the anapaests an uninterrupted conversation. It
should be remembered moreover that the most vital characteristic
of the Euripidean prologue was, not that it was in iambics, nor that
it was a monologue, but that it af once (elfis) put the audience in
a position to understand the action, motives, and condition of the
dramatis personae. Now, however significant this somewhat rambling
conversation (v2. 1—48) may be to those who know what is happening,

! G. Dindorf, £ur. 1L p. 441, Poet.  sage unworthy of Euripides and assigned
Scen. p. 264—thgouht this iambic pas- it to Euripides minor.
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we may feel sure- that'it' would- have puzzled and amazed an audience
who came to hear a play of Euripides, to have to search for their clue
in 50 lines of conversation between Agamemnon and an Old Man on
the time of night, on the disadvantages of rank, and the necessity
of contentment.

A second difficulty which attends the usual arrangement of the
prologue is this. At 2. 106, after explaining the plan by which
Iphigeneia is to be brought to Aulis, Agamemnon says none of the
Greeks know of it except Calchas, Odysseus, Menelaus, and himself.
Yet at . 124 the Old Attendant asks ‘how can Achilles be expected to
put up with the loss of his bride?’ To this Agamemnon at z.. 128
answers that Achilles knows nothing of their plan. If this were a
comedy Agamemnon’s long speech might be conceived to have sent
the old man to sleep, and thus we could account for his not knowing
what Agamemnon had just told him. But this is not a comedy; so
commentators who uphold the Mss. arrangement have to suppose either,
as Hermann did at first, though he gave it up later, that Agamem-
non had spoken 106 ff. (for some inconceivable reason) aside—¢ sub-
missiore voce et aversum ab sene”—or else, as Weil, and (practically)
Firnhaber do, that the old man was exceptionally stupid. Weil thinks .
that the old man’s denseness (or inattention) was arranged by the poet
to give an opportunity of saying over again a thing which it was important
for the spectators to notice. This does not sound like tragic art.

Hennig, to remove this difficulty, rejects 72. 124—132 as spurious—
put in by some one who thought 7z. 133 ff. 8ewd y' érdApas . 7. A
inconsistent with Agamemnon’s words as given in v2. 115—123. But,
as Vitelli well observes, it is even easier to believe that a manifest
inconsistency such as that between vv. 124 ff. and 106 ff. should be
left by inadvertence by the author of the play, than that it should
be deliberately inserted by a would-be improver.

Wecklein (Zischr. f. d. Oest. Gymn. xX1X. p. 721) would get out of
both difficulties by rejecting all the anapaests which come before
the iambic passage (f.e. vv. 1—48) as spurious, and supposing that
the old man only came on the stage after the iambic passage had
been spoken.

Hartung (whose arrangement Hermann approves of in his latest
discussion of the play, see Opusc. viii. 218 ff) also avoids both
difficulties—.e. that arising out of the position of the iambic prologue
and secondly that of the contradiction between vp. 106 f. and vv. 124 ff.
He supposes that, as Euripides wrote this play, first came the iambic
prologue (vz. 49 ff.); then the first anapaestic passage (vv. 1—48), and
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then the second anapaestic passage (vz. 115 fl.). But inasmuch as
2. 115 (or 2. 117) does not make sense when following immediately on
. 48, he supposes that a passage (of 10 or 15 lines) was lost—* resectis
utrimque uno alterove versuy, substitutisque novis quibusdam ”, Hartung
(Z. in A.) p. 85. In these lines Agamemnon would no doubt have told
the old servant what the former letter contained, and that he now wished
to send another'. Bohnhoff (x# supra) adopts the same arrangement of
the different passages and the assumption of a lacuna after z. 48, but
differs from Hartung in his conjectures as to the origin of the transposi-
tion which has produced the Mss. arrangement. The latter thinks the
passages were deliberately transposed by some one who thought the
Euripidean prologue artistically a blemish®. Bohnhoff (## supra p. xxii.)
believes that the transposition was due to an accident: that the first
page in a Ms. copy of the play got loose and was turned round
sideways and bound up the wrong way—so that what was really
p. 1 became p. 2, and vice versa: that on the original p. 1 was the
iambic prologue, and on p. 2 the first 55 or 6o anapaests, of which the
few last have been lost owing to the damaging of the lower part of the
loose page: that vo. 110—114 were the work of a late interpolator into
whose hands the Ms. came in its transposed form, and who saw that
the gap must be filled up somehow.

While then all these considerations do not enable us to say that it
is impossible that Euripides could have arranged a prologue such as
our Mss. give us (or that there is no possible way out of the second
difficulty but those given above), I have no hesitation in accepting the
* hypothesis of a subsequent displacement of the parts of the prologue,
as affording the most satisfactory explanation of the facts, and I have in
the arrangement of the text endeavoured to restore the ‘erratic block’
to its original position, though I cannot hope to remove all traces of its
long sojourn on foreign soil, nor to efface the scars which its intrusion
has left in its unnatural position. That is, I have printed the iambics
first, and left a lacuna in the middle of the anapaests. For the
sake of convenience of reference I have affixed the ordinary numbers at
the side of the lines.

To proceed : it is almost universally admitted that the second half
of the first stasimon is an interpolation. The reasons for this belief
will be found in the commentary on 2. 231 —302.

1 The probability that we have a la-  port this hypothesis.
cuna between zv. 33 and 34, the possible 3 See also Hartung’s views on the
spuriousness of vv. 43—48 and of zw. Exodus. :
110—114 (see commentary), serve to sup-
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The only ‘other-part ‘of the' play which need be discussed here
is the Exodus—»9. 1532 to the end. It has been seen above that
Porson condemned it. He was doubtless moved both by the imper-
fections of metre and language, as well as by the passage in Aelian.
There is however a third kind. of internal evidence to consider besides
the metrical and the linguistic, and that is the fitness of the Exodus from
the point of view of Euripidean dramatic construction. It will be seen
that the tragedian must have been in no little perplexity as to his
dénouement. Every indication in the play up to o. 1531 points to a
consummation of the sacrifice. But the death of the heroine could
not fail to jar upon an audience who were familiar—and had been
made familiar by a previous play of the poet himself—with the story
of her rescue by means of the substitution of a doe. On the other
hand, according to all versions of the story, Iphigeneia’s own con-
temporaries know nothing, until long afterwards, of her rescue’.
Clytaemnestra, both by Aeschylus (4g. 1417) and by Sophocles (Electra
530 fI.), is made to plead Iphigeneia’s sacrifice as a justification of her
husband’s murder. In this very play, at #. 1182, and still more clearly
at 2. 1455, she uses words which would clearly indicate to the audience
her intention to revenge her daughter by the murder of her husband on
his return from Troy when she says to her daughter :—

dewvods aydvas 84 o Set xetvov Spapet.

Schiller's remark quoted above (p. xii.) shows that he would have
been content that the play should end without any explicit statement
of the heroine’s fate and its effect on the survivors. It may be doubted
whether a Greek audience would have submitted to this obscuration of
the crowning action of the piece. Certainly Euripides would be the
last man among dramatic authors to leave the whole of a tale untold.
Not only did he make more use than his contemporaries of messengers’
speeches to enable him to tell his story fully, but he liked the story
itself, as it were, to be fitted with a framework of previous and subsequent
history. His prologues bring up the history to the point where the
action begins, and when he uses a deus ex mackina (as he was
notoriously prone to do) it was not® because there was a ‘“digmus

1 At 2. 563 of the [ph in TZaur.
Iphigeneia asks Orestes 7l 8¢; ogayelons
Ouyarpds &rre Tis Néyos; and he answers
o08els ye, w\i» Garvoloar olx dpdv pdos.

3 See Hartung ¢ sup. pp. 91 f., also
Mahafly, Euripides p. 132, Aristotle is
to be followed rather than the hint of
Horace in a definition of the province in

Greek tragedy of a deus ex machina.
His words are (Poet. c. 15): dA\N& unxary
xpnoréor éxl 18 &w Tob dpduaros i Soa
wpd 10U yéyover, d odx olor Te dvbpwror
eldévas, 1) 8oa Gorepor, & SeiTas wpoayopel-
cews xal dyyeNas® drarra ydp dwodidoper
Tois Oeols dpa.
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vindice nodus,’ but because he wishes, by the help of a divine fore-
knowledge, to put before the spectators such future events or unknown
circumstances as shall settle their minds, satisfy all curiosity, and
connect the subject of the piece with subsequent events, or even
with the times of living men.

It must be confessed that the Exodus of this play succeeds par-
tially in avoiding the peculiar difficulties of the situation. It does
not definitely state, either that Iphigeneia was slaughtered or was not.
The spectators would know what the sudden appearance of the
doe meant, but the survivors on the stage would not. Zkey are
left with the belief that Iphigeneia has been taken away to the gods.
The messenger says at ». 1608 3 mais gadds gou mpos feods depimraro,
and Agamemnon at v. 1622 e ydp Gvrws & Oeols opiav. There
is nothing here to preclude the future discovery that she has been
taken away by Artemis to be her priestess among the Tauri. At
the same time we have nothing to show us that the divine interposition
had at all reconciled Clytaemnestra to the loss of her daughter, or
diminished her desire to be revenged for it upon her husband. In
this respect the conclusion is not one which we should expect from
Euripides.

When we come to examine the passage in detail we find in it
several marks proclaiming it the work of another hand' than that
of Euripides. It is very difficult to believe that the poet would
have reproduced so closely—in some instances verbally—the scene
of the slaughter of Polyxena in the Hecuba. The full correspondence
of the two scenes can only be felt when both are read together.
As the most striking instances of verbal correspondence may be
mentioned the following.

Hee. vv. 548 f.  éxoboa Ovjoxe: pyj mis dymrar xpoos
Todpod, mapéfw ydp dépyy edxapdivs.
Iph. robpdy 8¢ cdpa...

Gioar 88wy’ éxodoa...
wpos Tabra py Yavey Tis "Apyelwv éuov-
oy mapétw yap dépy ebxapdiws.

1 It would be more correct to say
‘other hands’, for from ». 1568 onwards
far more and grosser faults of all kinds
are discernible than in the previous part
of the Exodus. (The fresh handwriting
in P begins at . 1572. We might almost
fancy that the first copier wrote two

lines, and, finding what the rest was like,
let it alone.) The main charge however
—of being a manifest imitation of the
scene in the Hecuba—applies to both parts
of the Exodus, so the variety of hands
need not be noticed here.
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Hee. vv. 535 . '8étan’ xods' pov’ rdoe. ..
...0\0¢ & Js miys pélav
xopns dxpaidris alp’ & aou Swpoipefa
oTpards Te xdyw.

Iph. 8étar 10 Obpa 198’ & yé gou Swpovpeba
orpards 7 "Axadv "Ayauéuvav dvaé 6 opod,
dypavrov alua xaXlurapfévov Séps.

Talthybius too is made to discharge the herald’s part in both the
sacrifices. But, what is most suspicious of all, Achilles is made in the
Iphigeneia to take a very similar part in the sacrifice of the heroine
to that taken at Polyxena’s by his son. In the Hecuba (v. 523) we
read :

wAijpes 8 & xepoiv Aafuov Sémas
wdyxpvoov alper xewpi mals "AxiAéws.

In the Jphigeneia :

6 mals § o Hnhéws &v xixhg Pupov feds
Aafov xavodv &lpete, xépvifSds 6" opod.

It is inconceivable that Achilles, who, as we have seen, had done
his best to dissuade Iphigeneia from her act of self-devotion, and had
even promised to be at hand with an armed force to rescue her if she
should relent at the last moment, should appear in this character at the
sacrifice itself.

Some further indications of a late hand may be mentioned. We
find, not only such linguistic peculiarities as épefe (v. 1569), iva
wA\jéeev dv (v. 1579), mas s fober’ dv (v. 1582), épaiver’ (v. 1589), or
ravrqy pdMora Tis xdpns dowdferar (v. 1594), but such unmetrical
verses as 1562, 1568, 1570, 1589 (js aluare Bupds épalver’ dpyv
s Oeot), 1593, 1596 (7déws Te Tobr édéfaro xai mwhobv ovpiov), 1599
(xwpet Te mpos vadv ws fpuépe THde Sei—evidently the work of some
one whose pronunciation of »juépe by the accent took the place
of the classical rules as to quantity), 1610, 1611, and 1612, and
such anapaestic lines as 1617, 1619 (xai pnjv "Ayapéuvwv dval orelye—
again scanned by the accent), and 1620 (roie8 adrovs éxwv oou Ppdlew
piovs — = o v —vwv—=-). On the other hand in the 74 iambic
lines beginning at v. 1540 there are, if we omit proper names, hardly
1o trisyllabic feet: a proportion far lower than is usual in any of
Euripides’s later plays.

Matthiae, from the fact that at the moment of the sacrificial prayer
we are told (at . 1577) that the eyes of all were turned to the
ground, conjectured, not unnaturally, that the passage was written
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by a Christian, inasmuch as that was not an attitude familiar to an
old Greek religious assembly.

It is further to be noticed that in P from ». 1570 to the end is
written in a different hand—the same hand that wrote the first 36
lines of the spurious fragment of the Danac'. The new hand begins
two lines from the bottom of p. 146 b (of the Ms.), and after the Danae
fragment there is a column and three following pages left blank. This
looks as if the writer of P either had not found any more in the wMs.
from which he copied, or else did not think what was there was worth
copying, and had left some blank pages in his ms. which were
afterwards filled in by another hand, copying perhaps from another
original. The Hippolytus, which is the next play which follows after
the gap, is in the same hand as all the rest of the Ms. At all events
it is the fact that some of the Danae fragment, which has been well
shown by Elmsley and Jacobs® to be spurious, is in the same hand as
the latter part of our Exodus. This indication that the two came from
the same source involves the latter in suspicion.

Then comes the question, what are we to say to Aelian’s quotation ?
Weil tries to show that it could not possibly have come in the play.
But his arguments would equally exclude the fragment from any play
on the same subject. Most modern scholars accept Aelian’s testimony,
and believe the verses to have been part of the missing Exodus of the
play. Wecklein®, for instance, regards the fragment as of cardinal import-
ance to the criticism of the play, and acquits Aelian of any mis-quotation
or mis-citation. I cannot arrive at this certainty myself. It should be
observed that Aelian does not say the lines come from the Jpkigeneia at
Aulis, only from the [phigeneia of Euripides. It seems to me very
possible that an indistinct remembrance of the words

éagov dvridovod pov
"Apreps "Axaiols,
which occur at 2. 28 of the Tauric [phigeneia, led Aelian to locate there
a fragment which came from somewhere else:—not, I think, from
Sophocles’ Zpkigencia ; for this use of adyjoovor was not Sophoclean,
though it was common later:—possibly from the Jpkigeneia of Polyeidus
the Sophist mentioned by Aristotle in the Poetics (c. 16). Everyone

1 Wilam.-Moellendorf (dnalecta Eu-  over xposéfys at v. 824.
ripidea p. 8) thinks this hand the same 2 See the references in Dindorf Poet.
that wrote the earliest corrections. The  Scem. Eur. Frag. 1117,
hand that wrote the last 27 lines of the 3 Zeitschr. fiir die Oesterr. Gymn. Vol.
Danae fragment seemed to me the same  xxix. (1878) p. 721.
‘as that which wrote the word xareides
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knows in'his' 'own'' case,~and in'that of others, how a quotation which,
owing to some prominent feature, has acquired an independent existence
in the memory, loses its hold on its original context and easily makes
new connexions—/.e. becomes associated in the mind with some other
slightly similar context. For instance, the indistinct memory of King

- Lear's words;
’ ‘“that she may feel

How sharper than a serpent’s tooth it is
To have a thankless child”

often leads to the assigning well-known parts of Amiens’ song in Act 11.
Sc. 7 of ‘As you like it’ to King Lear. In ancient times the difficulty of
procuring copies of authors, the difficulty, in the absence of numbered
pages and lines, of finding a special passage, left an author tenfold more
exposed to the danger of mis-locating a quotation. But we need not
go only to ancient times, or to obscure or ill-trained minds, for such
mistakes. It is curious that at p. 46 of vol. 1v. of the collected edition
of his prose works (1878) Sir Henry Taylor quotes a passage from
the ¢Taming of the Shrew’, and says in a footnote (added in this
edition) that it comes from the ‘Winter’s Tale’. If a distinguished
writer, after the publication of a Concordance to Shakspere, can make
such a slip, how much more likely was a man in Aelian’s day to make a
similar one.

With this possibility of error in view, and in consideration of the
difficulty which has been generally felt of finding a place in our play for
Aelian’s fragment—of imagining, that is, circumstances under which the
words could have been spoken to any of the personages—we ought,
I think, to refuse to this piece of evidence the high position which
. Wecklein and others assign to it. It started the discussion, but it
ought not to rule it.

I have given reasons for thinking that our Exodus is not the work
of Euripides, but of at least two distinct hands of very unequal skill.
Many scholars will still prefer to believe that Euripides did write an
Exodus, and that the fragment in Aelian was a part of it. I incline to
think that Aelian cited the passage wrongly and that Euripides left the
play unfinished. The claims of this latter view can only be estimated
properly by one who has carefully examined all the other passages
where it is likely that spurious lines have been interpolated, and where
it is possible therefore that gaps existed'.

1 There is much that is attractive and  holds (Osserv. &c. p. 61 f.) that Euripi-

much that is ingenious about Vitelli’s des the younger found the play without
way of unravelling the mystery. He an exodus, and composed one: that as
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Time of Production.

The second important piece of external evidence mentioned above
(p. xviii.), Z.e. the scholiast’s note on Aristoph. Frogs 1. 67, is, I think, to
be trusted without hesitation, though its significance has not always
been clearly understood. The passage of Aristophanes as well as the
scholiast’s note must be considered. Dionysus in the Frogs must be
taken to represent the average public opinion of the Athenian theatre-
goers. An expression by Dionysus of a longing for Euripides roused
by reading his Andromeda, and a resolution to fetch him up from the
dead, can only mean that the Athenian public would gladly again see
Euripides on the stage. Such a desire might conceivably have been
satisfied by the reproduction of some old plays, but it is on all accounts
more natural to suppose that both Aristophanes and his audience knew
that the poet had left some unpublished dramas behind him at his
death. At any rate the scholiast on ». 67' connected with the
expression of Dionysus’s desire the statement of the didascaliae that
Euripides the younger produced after the pqet’s death the three
tragedies which he names. “As a matter of fact (xal)” he says
‘““that is what did happen. Euripides did appear on the stage. His
son produced three of his tragedies at the great Dionysia, and in so
doing, instead of producing them in his own name, preserved the name
of the author”—i.e. Edpuridys ¢ Mimodpyov—for this I take to be the
meaning of the much discussed opwvipws. érepwvipws might have been
used of posthumous or other works published under another name than
their author’s, dvavipws of work published under no name, Jpwwipws
would then mean ‘name and all’, ‘keeping the author’s name’.

The quotation from the didascaliae is supported in its main facts by
statements made by Suidas (s.2. Edpuridys) and the author of the life of

ordered course of events. Vitelli prefers
to think that such resignation, though
possible in Agamemnon, was impossible

far as v. 1571 we have his work, and
that the fragment of Aelian belongs to
the latter half of the younger Euripides’

exodus, lost at a much later time by an
accident, the place of which lost passage
was filled by some late Byzantine with our
vv. 1573—1629: that the words f\agor
8’ ’Axacois xepolv x.7.\. were part of a
speech spoken by Artemis to Agamem-
non (ofy pawouévn) in order to deter him
from attempting to rescue Iphigeneia at
the last moment from the sacrificial knife,
and to make him resigned to the divinely

for Clytaemnestra.

1 T believe that the scholion on v. 67
consists of two independent notes, so
that the ydp after the ofrw does not intro-
duce an explanation of the previous words
about the division of the line between the
interlocutors, but is the prdinary vdp
with which such explanatory notes are
often introduced.
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Euripides. '/ The - words’'of ‘the: ‘former are: vikas 8¢ elhero €, Tds pév
réoogapas mepudy, Ty 8¢ plav perd rehevriy, émdafapévov 10 Spdua Tov
ddeApudoi avrov EvpuriBov. The latter, speaking of the poet’s third son
(named Euripides), says 8s &Bafe Tob marpds &ia dpdpara.

Euripides died some time in the summer of 406 B.C.. The Frogs
was produced at the Lenaea, s¢. in January B.c. 405. We may
conjecture therefore with much probability, that the Jpkigencia at Aulis,
with the Bacchae and the Alemaeon (the one called ¢ 8:d Kopivfov), was
put on the stage by the younger Euripides at the Great Dionysia,—in
‘March, that is, in the year 405 B.C.

The Manuscripts.

In the critical notes are set down the readings of the mss. P and L
(see above, p. xvi.) wherever they differ from each other, or from the
printed text. On giving the readings of L, I rely, with much gratitude
to its learned author, on the collation and facsimiles published by Prof.
Vitelli of Florence in his Osservazioni 1. a. ale. luo. d. If. in Aul.
Florence 1877. The Ms. P I have collated myself. I also compared
with the Ms. the critical notes of Kirchhoff, and the collation of v.
Wil.-Moellendorf given in his Analecta Euripidea. Of these two colla-
tions I found the latter by far the more complete and accurate, though
I am by no means always ready to accept the decision of this scholar’
as to the distinction between P, P%, and p. I was not able myself to
arrive at any very definite conclusion about the dates of the corrections.
Some are evidently of much later date than others. There are a large
number of apparently early corrections of P to the reading of L ; others
again where both Mss. had the same original reading and are corrected
in the same way. I do not think there are nearly so many where L has
been assimilated to P. This would suggest that P was compared with
L or an early copy of it. At least one ignorant reader has left traces in
P in the shape of stops put in where he thought there was a break in the
construction, and ‘long’ marks over vowels where he thought the metre
required it. It is possible that this reader was the same as the latest
corrector. (See C. N. on 7. 92.)

1 See Analecta Eur. p. 8.



EYPITTIAOY
IPIFCENEIA H EN AYAIAL

Mpdaoroc.

ATA. éyévovro Anda Beatidd: Tpeis mapOévor,
DoiBn Khvrawuviorpa v éurn Evvaopos 50
‘Eévn Te* TavTys ol Td wpdT wABiouévo
pvnaripes Aoy ‘EXiados veavias.
Sewal & amehal xal xat’ dAMAwY Povos

53. ¢0bvos Markland and Matthiae.

49. ©eordBi] Euripides is fond of
these patronymic adjectives—other exx.
are Twdapls, Tvwddpecos, 'Hpdx\ews, Ile-
Nuds, Terasls.

50. PolPfn] not mentioned elsewhere
except by Ovid Her. viiL 77. dpy
guvdopos] It is usual in a Euripidean
prologue for the speaker to announce his
(or her) name. In this case Ag. suffi-
ciently declares who he is when he says
that his wife’s name is Clytaemnestra.

52. pwmoripes fABov] As a secon-
dary predicate to é\deilv an adjective or
verbal noun often indicates a purpose :
TatTys pynoriipes TAfov is equivalent to
Tatryy )\0ov uvnoreboorres. Cf. Isocra-
tes Enc. Hel. p. 216 Umwepidbvres Tols
olxot ydpovs FAOov éxelrny wymoreboorres.
So MHec. 239 olo6” iwix’ 1A0es "TAlov xard-
oxoros. Or. 1300 NG’ éwixovpov éuoiae

E. L

¢Dowe.  Jon 297 éxlxovpos ENOUv. ‘EN-
AdBos] this gen. may depend purely on
veavla or (better) partly also on 7d wpdr’
dNBiopévor which words are a ‘tragic’,
i.e. somewhat grandiose variety of the
simple dNBwiraror. Cf. for the gen.
Soph. Ajax 435 T8 wpdra KaANwgTel
dpworeboas orparo, and ¢5. v. 1300 oTpa-
706 & wplr" dpirTedoas.

§3—57. ‘And it was frightful to hear
one threaten the other with death if he
failed to win the maiden. So difficult
was the decision, the giving and the
refusing alike, that her father Tyndareos
was at a loss how to enjoy fortune’s
blessing without disaster ’.

53. xar’ dAMjAwv] But for these
words the sentence would imply that
cach suitor threatened Tyndareos with
death if his request were refused.

1
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Ewiaral', 8aris pun' AdBov v mapbévov.

T8 wpaypa & dmdpws elye Tvvddpep matpi, 55
Sotvai e pn Sotwval Te, Ths TUNNS dmrws

dyair’ dOpavara. rxal vv elon\fev Tdde,

8provs cuvdyrar defias Te ovpBalelv

pvnaTipas dA\jlowoe xal 8¢ éumipwy

amovdas xabeivai xdmapdocacbar Tdde*

drov qyuvn) ryévoiro Tuvdapis xopn,

ToUTQ ocuvauvvel, € Tis éx Sopwv AaBdy
olyotro Tov 1T’ &yovt dmwloin Méyous,
[xdmworpareice xal xaraokdyew mwoAw

54. dr written over u# in L without much regard for the construction, by
someone who thought the doris clause must refer to the object of the threats.
5§6. Hemsterhuys had the penetration to see that d6pavera (Hesych. dfpavora:

dwpboxora.
similar and commonplace dpwora.

63. dwrdoasfa: (in an erasure) P, dwwfoly L. 64.

Edperldns "Ipeyevela vy év AUNS:) suited this passage better than the
62. owautvew PL, ocwauvvelv Heath.

xamorparevev PL,

xdmiworpareboery Markland.—karaoxdyew corr. to xaraskdwrew P, xaraskdyew L.

54- fuvlorad’] Literally ‘began to
take shape’. 8oris py AdBov ‘such as
should fail to win’. The oblique form
and the dreal in the previous line sug-
gest the way in which this very contracted
sentence is to be expanded (see the trans-
lation above).

ss and §6. Markland was very likely
right in thinking that Eur., who was a
careful student of Aeschylus, in writing
these words had in mind Aeschylus Supg/.
379 dunxard 3¢ xal pbBos u’ Exet ppévas,
Spagal Te uh dpdaal re xal Toxw éNely, but
the construction of the two passages is
different. In the first place, though &pa-
oal re py dpdoal reis ‘to do or not to do’,
the difficulty felt by Tyndareos was not
whether he should or should not give his
daughter, nor even # whom he should
give her, but how, in the giving and in
the refusing, he should escape the enmity
of the disappointed suitors—how he
should seize the good fortune and escape
the evil. There is therefore no reason for
the ¢’ which Markland proposed, which
would correspond to the xal in Aeschylus.
dobval Te uh Sobwval Te is in apposition to

10 wpdypa and ris xS Swws dpar’
dfpavora is dependent on dwépws elxe.

57. dfpavora] It isdifficult to decide
whether by dwpboxora (see Crit. notes)
Hesych. meant ‘without stumbling’ or
‘without giving offence’. 1 think the
former.

58. Cf. dpxovs cuwviipar Phoen. 1241:
Isocr. Enc. Hel. 216 ofxw 8¢ xexpiuévov
7ol péNNovros adrp owourfoew, AN’ &t
xowijs Tis TUXNS obays, olirw wpddnhos Ty
dxagw éoouérn wepiudyxnros, dore auvek-
Obvres wlares Edogay dANMHNots % uiw Son-
Ofceww e Tis dwoorepoly TOV dfiwdévra
AaBety abrhy, vouliwy Eacros Tiw éwikov-
play Tatryy abry wapagkevifew.

6o. xabetvai] an unusual expression
for pouring liquid over anything. So
at Jon v. 435 els dwoppavripia Spboov
xabhow. At . 7. sif. Eur. uses the
word in another rather noteworthy way:
éx 8 éxikpavwr xbpas tavfas xabeivas : he
seems to have found the word significant
and picturesque ; cf. 7. 7. 1181, Bacch.
695.

63. Tdv Ixovra] ‘the hushand’.
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"EX\pv’ opoiws Bdpfopov & omhwy péral. 65
émel & émiaralnoay, ed 8¢ mws yépwv
vmrinlev avrovs Tuwwdapews muxvii Ppevi,
8idwa’ é\éobar Ovyatpi pvmaTipwv &va,
dmoc mvoal pépoiev 'Adpoditns pila.

7 & elhel’, 8s ope pimor’ dpehev AaPBeiv,
Mevéraov. é\Bwv & éx Ppwydv 6 Tas Oeds
kpivov 88, o5 6 udlos 'Apyelov Exer,
Aaxedaipov', avlnpis pév eipdrov aTorj

70

65. Hermann (Opusc. vill. p. 218 fl.) suspected this verse and the next four as
well. If any are spurious I think it is 64 and 6s. 66. eb 8¢ wws PL,
éuwédws Nauck, ed 3§ wws Heath, 38¢ wws Klotz. 68. 8ldwswr PL, Sldwd’
Markland, &o0s Elmsley. 69. &rov PL, 8wov suggested but not adopted by
Markland (so too Heath), 8r¢ Boissonade, 8ot Lenting. 70. ds ye PL, 8s oge
Monk : AaBeiv could not have Helen for subject: ds & Herm. 73. «plvas PL,
xplvwy Clemens Alex. Paed. 111. 2 who also has 'Apyelww for the Mss. dvfpwrw.
I have adopted both Clemens’ readings, the former on its merits, the latter because
the change from 'Apy. to dwfp. is much more likely to have been made by in-
advertence than the opposite change. Vitelli notices that I' 227 &foxos ’Apyelwr
xepahy $3° edpéas Wuovs occurs in Lucian’s Charon (§ 8) as Efoxos avOpdmwy xepakhy
xal edpéas Guovs: and Porson (Adversaria) that for ’Apyelowow at T 124 Et. Mag.
P. 21, 53 has dvfpdwoiswr (so too Didymus). The confusion was no doubt due to

67. Tyndareos circumvented the
suitors by his clever plan (wuxep @perl :
cf. v. 57 xal vor eloij\@ev Tdde) of binding
them beforehand by a solemn oath to
support the rights of the selected hus-
band. The emendations given in the
critical notes on zv. 66 and 68 show that
some interpreters suppose the clever plan
here spoken of to be the allowing his
daughter to choose her husband instead
of making the decision himself.

68. Cf. Aristotle RAet. 1401 b alpeots
Yy&p alry é860n wapd Tod warpés (of Helen).
In Massinger’s Virgin Martyr 1. 1,
Diocletian’s daughter, when her father
says ‘‘Thou shalt not choose’ [a hus-
band] ‘¢ with mine eyes but thine own”,
answers ‘““It is a bounty, The daughters of
great princes seldom meet with”.—For
the short syllable before u» at the begin-
ning of the next word cf. 2. 847 of this
play.

69. Those who retain the Mss. read-

ing are forced to make both &rov and
'A¢gpodlrys depend on wvoal, and com-
pletely obscure the simple metaphor,
which is the same as at Zaming of the
Shrew 1. 2, ‘“What happy gale Blows
you to Padua here from old Verona?”
Schoene (keeping &rov) trans. w». 'Ag.
by amor a Venere inspiratus, comparing
Oeol wvoal at Bacck. 1094.

72. 88'] an extraordinary use of the
pronoun, but, supported as it is by the
quotation of Clem. Alex., it is impossible
(with Wecklein, Stwd. 2. Eur. 387) to
doubt it. As a rule when it is used of
persons, they are present. We must
suppose it is here used picturesquely, to
add to the vividness of the description of
Paris which follows. ** Compares licet
Latinorum eccum, ecillum, ellum, in
absentibus usurpata’, Bothe. For the in-
trans. &xeo cf. Aesch. Pers. 343 &8 et
Abyos.

73. dvlnpds] seems to refer to the

1—2
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Xpvo® T€ Naumpds, BapBdpp yMdiuart:,

épdv épdoav Pyer’ éfavapmdoas 75
‘EXévny mpos "18ns Bovoralu’, éxdnpov AaBdv
Mevéraov: & 8¢ xal® ‘EANd®’ olorpiicas mwbélep

Sprovs maratovs Tuvddpew papriperas,

ws xpn Bonbely Toicww 18ixnuévoss.

Tovvredfev odv "EMAqres dfavres Sopl, 8o
Tevxn AaBévres orevémop’ Avhidos Bdbpa

fixovae Thade, vavoilv dawiow 6 opod

[frmwois Te moAhois dppaciy 1° foxypévor].

xdra aTparnyeiv xdpé Mevéhew ydpw

writers’ abbreviations. 77- A late hand in P has corrected Mevéhaor® & 8¢ to
Meréhaos odv.—udpp PL corr. in P by a late hand to uéves. As is often the case
in a line of more than the average length the last word was obliterated or otherwise
lost: 3pbue Markland, »60¢ Toup: Herm. (Opusc. ut sup.) quotes a fragment of
Menander (Meineke 1v. 159) with the words oloTpdrre wé0ep. 8o. altavres P,
dffarres L.—Aristotle (RAez. 111. 11) in quoting this line has (evidently by an over-
sight) wooly for dopl. 83. 0 dppacw PL, &puacly 7' Reiske: Hartung and
Herm. (Opusc. ut sup.) suspect this line: this use of doxeiv is generally confined in
tragedy to elaborate personal adornment. Herodotus (see L. and S.) uses it also of
the adornment of buildings. The peculiar usage of the word here and the fact that
‘horses and chariots’ are not elsewhere so specified by Eur.—who always uses either
trwo. alone for chariots and horses (e.g. Phoen. 113), or else uses an adj.—lwwios
or wwhwés qualifying 8xot or dppara—go far to justify the suspicions. The line may
well have been interpolated by someone who did not understand the use of the dat.
in the constr. fjxovst vavely dowlow 6’. The dislocation of the 7’ in the Mss. adds
some slight force to these suspicions. 84. «xdué orparnyely xdra PL (the ¢
subscr. in P under the d is added by a corrector). Of the numerous substitutes for
xara the earliest—that of Heath—«dpra comes nearest to the Mss. reading, and has
found general acceptance. But xdra is prima facie not likely to be the result of an
error or a correction, and, as Vitelli says (Osservasions), the fact that Agamemnon’s

bright colours of Paris’s dress : the SapB.
x\id. in the next line applies not merely
to the gold but to the general oriental
splendour both of colour and ornament.
CL 7Zroad. 991 8v eloidoboa BapBapois
éobhpaoe xpvo@ Te Nauwpdr éEepapyddns
¢pérvas. It must not be imagined that
the 7e in ©. 74 corresponds, as a &
would, to the uév in the preceding line :
the uév is left for a while ‘pendens’ and
serves with the 3¢ in v. 77 to contrast the
¢ primrose path of dalliance’ with the
forlorn plight of the injured husband.

75. dpév dpdoav] cf. ¥ 272 (of Aegis-

thus and Clytaemnestra) iy & é0éAwr
¢0éhovoay dviryayev 8y 8¢ buov 8¢.

80. g¢tavres Sopl] dopl is a ‘dative of
effective accompaniment '—*darting forth
spear in hand’. Cf. A 483 airdp oy’
fipws dlocwr § Eyxew dudvero yyheds fuap.
¢ Crotone saniora sunt vulgata, vide Aris-
toph. Lysistr. 1151" [éN@bvres dopl] Porson.

81. orevéwop’ AVN(Sos BdOpa] ‘ The
land of Aulis on the strait’. Phoen. 982
aeprd Awddwys Bélfpa. Cf. 2. 705 Xelpwr
U’ olxei oeprd TIniov Bdbpa.

82. wvavely dowlow 0°] “dat. of effec-
tive accompaniment ’,
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elhovro, aUryyovoy ye. Taflwpa 8¢ 85
d\\os Tis axpeN’ dvr’ éuod AaBeiv Tdde.

nOpowapévov 8¢ xal Evveordros aTpatod,

fiuecld dmwhola ypopevor xatr' AvMlda.

connexion with Menelaus led to his selection is insisted on quite enough in the next
line by the ot¢yyovbr ye: the xdpra overweights the sentence in this direction.
Vitelli ingeniously suggests that the orig. reading was «gra orparyyer pév éué
Meréhew. That in such a line the uév éué should be left out in copying is very
likely, and the line itself, though a jingling one, admirably suits the context; but
it is difficult to see how, when x@ra orparyyely Mevélew xdpw (without the uév éué)
was found written, the xgra should be expelled from the first place and get placed
after the orparyyeiv: elra might have been put there, but not xgra. I believe,
with Vitelli, that xgra is the right word, but I think the confusion was due to the
interchange by a careless copier of the two similar words xdué¢ and «§ra, and hence
that the line ought to stand xgra orparyyeiv xdué Mevéhew xdpw: the xal in xdué

85. It is implied in this account that
of the two brothers Ag. was the greater
prince. There seems to have been no
question between Ag. and Men., only
between Ag. and the other princes.
Agamemnon here modestly attributes
the preference of himself to his special
interest in the object of the expedition.
@\ovro] 8¢ 8¢ rois "Axaiols ¢ alpéoews
v Baoceds O 'Ayauéuvwy, Edpuridns &
"Igpeyevelg dn\ol cagéorara Eustath. p.
57, 30 and at p. 185, 3 (of the same
statement) ols xal & Edpixidns é» 79 xar’
avrdy 'Iguyevels gurpyopel  (Matthiae).
At Electra 1082 in a notable passage EL
says of her father 8» ‘EX\as airijs elAero
agrparn\dryr. It looks as if Eustathius
knew this play better than the Electra.
Perhaps Matt. is right in thinking that
Eust. refers to vv. 337 ff.

88. dwholg xpdpevor] ‘ weather-bound’
as we should say. Hennig (on vv. 6—11)
prefers to consider that it was the want
of any wind—a dead calm—that kept
the Greeks at Aulis. The only passage
in this play which favours this view is
vv. 10f.:—avyal &' dvéuwr Tévde kar’ Eopi-
wov &ovow. But this was in the night,
and there could be no question of the
fleet’s starting in the night. At v. 352
the detention is spoken of as due to the

lack of an olpla wouws. At 2. 1323 Iph.
wishes Zeus had never sent the Greek
fleet the dvrala wouwd which prevented
their sailing.

Aeschylus (4g. 192 fl.) represents the
Greek fleet as prevented from sailing by
stormy weather. V. 15 of Eur. /. 7. has
been very variously emended and made
to suit the ‘calm’ theory as well as the
‘storm’ theory.

Soph. £l. 564 has also been variously
interpreted and emended. Livy (XxvIiI.
6) in describing the port of Aulis says it
is about as bad a station for a fleet as
could be found anywhere. The squalls
were sudden and violent and the constant
—the proverbial—changes of current
quite baffled calculation. Pausanias vi1I.
28. 4 says ks 8¢ rois "ENAqowv bk éylyvero
éxipopa ¢ AONSos wveduara dANG dvepos
ogds Platos éwl xpbvov elxev éyxheloas
x.7.\. Euripides himself had no doubt
often seen crowds of ships waiting for a
wind at this spot. When we consider
that, in addition to the natural difficulties
of the place, the Greeks suffered from
special divine interposition enhancing
those difficulties, we shall see that it is
out of place to enquire too closely into
the possibilities of the case, or to expect
to find in the work of the tragedian an
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Kdxyas 8 6 pavris amopla xexpnpévois
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being the emphasizing xal—* me of all men,—I wish they hadn’t’. 89. xexpn-
uévos PL, xexpnuévy Hemsterhuys, xexpnuévois Heath and Markland, and so almost
all edd. Firnhaber keeps the Mss. reading, referring to Achilles’ abuse of seers
at v, 956 ff. But this amounts to saying that Ag. believed Calchas had no divine
warrant for demanding Iph.’s sacrifice, and consequently that it would have no
efficacy to secure a fair wind. There is not a hint of this elsewhere. 93. «Kara-
opayds PL. In P a late hand has crossed out ¢ and vy and written x and ¢ over
them respectively. So Ald. and all edd. except Mehlhorn and Firnhaber. Other
instances will be noticed in this play where the late corrections of P correspond
with the readings of Ald., suggesting either that the corrections were made by
someone who had the Aldine edition in hand, or that the scholar (Musurus?)
who superintended the printing of that edition used this Ms. and corrected it as
he went on. 93. Nauck, followed by Vitz and Hennig, condemns this line.
Even Firnhaber thinks it may have been added by a scribe. Weil pronounces
it ‘“certainement authentique”. Perhaps F. was the less inclined to defend it
because (whether genuine or not) it gives some support to xexpnuévois. Vitelli
(Oss. p. 3) calls attention to a paraphrase in Dio Chrysostom (Or. 59 § 9) of a verse
from the Philoctdtes of Euripides—dewrivra v Xpboys Bupuby, ob Ovcavres xparfhoew
EueNhov Tav woheulwr* el 8¢ ph udryp éylyvero ) orparela. I think it extremely
probable that it is this verse which has crept in here with the end slightly modified.

exact statement of the reasons why Aga- ground’. So in Eur. yijs warpldos xédov,

memnon could not move his fleet. All
we can say is that Euripides in alluding
to the difficulty speaks of the want of a
favourable and the prevalence of a con-
trary wind, while Aeschylus tells of speci-
ally stormy weather. It is a mistake to
go further and criticise the account as we
should a newspaper report of a cam-
paign—asking for instance, as it has been
done, ‘ why didn’t they use their oars and
row away?’

91. méBov] wedlov is used of a level
tract, and like our ¢plain’ is often found
in the plural: wxé3ov is only used in the
singular like our *soil’ or ‘ground’, and
seems to have been readily applied to any
piece of ground which had special associ-
ations—either to native soil’ or ‘holy

wdrpior éudy wédov, $olSov wédov.

912. A verb of saying has to be under-
stood. Exactly the same construction
might be used in English. As Hennig
says, . 91 is the protasis and ». g2 the
apodosis, and then in ©. 93 the wpéracs
is most awkwardly repeated in the 6¢-
gagt. The rest of the line is mere  pad-
ding’ modelled on #. 1007. The elvac
too, as Hennig observes, is harshly in-
consistent with the £oeafa of the previous
line. The whoiv &seofar is repeated at
v. 358. Vitelli takes elvat to be 7. ¢.
éEetvar.

94. KA¥wv] a good instance of the
aoristic use of this participle. —8p8(sp]
Monk translates by ‘rousing’; perhaps
it is only ¢ shrill’.
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98. wroxas PL, corr. in P to wruxals; in L a circumflex over the ¢ had been erased.

100.

wéuwrew PL. Markl. in view of the &xeupa in the preceding line, and the

oré\\ew in 2. 119, sugg. that the true reading here is oréA\\ew, and that the wéuwerr
was an explanation written over it which had displaced it. Monk, Bothe, Weil and
Vitelli adopt o7é\\eww. An additional objection to wéuwew is that it certainly does
not exclude, and may even suggest the notion that Clyt. should é7ing her daughter—
(Paley translates it here ‘escort’, and it is more often used in this sense than in
that of ‘send’),—and yet Ag. shows at v. 456 that such an arrangement had been
far from his thoughts. 103. Totwex’ PL, in P a later hand has added the mark
of crasis over the v: olivex’ Barnes. 105. drrl wapfévov PL, dugpl wapbévov
Markl. and Musgr., augpl rapfévor (or wapfévy) Hennig: I have retained the Mmss.
reading (see expl. notes). Herwerden pronounces the ». an interpolation. 106, 107,
108. Hennig puts a comma at the end of v. 106 and reads Kd\xas 7’ in the

96. &s odwor’ dv TAds] Cf. Goodwin
Moods and Tenses § 41, 3.

97. ob 1] used of time : cf. the 86 &)
at v. 547. It is strange that Firnhaber
takes it as ‘gen. obj.” dependent on Aé-
Yo,

98. xdv] the xal here introduces an
explanation of the preceding words, of a
kind which is more commonly introduced
by a ydp or a xal ydp. In a similar way
d\\& is used at /. 7. v. 64 where an
d\\& ydp would have been more usual.

100. "AxW\Ad] should be taken not
closely with o7é\\ew but with yauouué-
»v. The position of the "Axi\el is
intentionally emphatic.

101. dxyavpolbpevog] This compound
does not occur elsewhere. Paley cps. the
use of éxwayhovueror at Hec. 1157. Both

words seem used in the sense of ‘to
make much of.’ Stadtmiiller (Fleck.
Sahrb. 1888, pp. 665 fl.) would read éx-
wayloduevos here, quite unnecessarily.

103. Aéxos] for Néxos in the sense of
‘wife’ cf. vv. 389, 1266, 1375, and 1355.
Markl. cps. the use of Jectus at Prop. 11,
8§y Felix Admeti coniux et lectus Ulyxis.

104 f. ouwvdyas is explanatory of the
7ivde. I take the meaning to be not:
‘I had’ or ‘used this means of persua-
ding’, but (refd being predicative) ¢ It
was to persuade my wife that I used this
scheme’ (r#vde being attracted into the
gender of wefd) ‘and I concocted a
sham marriage to get’ (dvrl lit. ‘as the
price of’) ‘ the maiden '. Monk takes this
view of the dvr{ and retains it.
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next v. Certainly, the absence of the éyd is remarkable. Vitelli proposes Mevéews
éyd 0. d & ol xaNds 767’ Eyvwv ueraypddpw xards wd\ww. Herm. (Opusc.) doubted
the correctness of the xa\ds wd\w coming after the adfis and the xalds of the
previous z. I have adopted Vitelli’s reading. We must suppose the lines to have
been deliberately reconstructed. After the loss of the éyd 6’ the xaAd@s would be
taken from the beginning of . 108 and put at the end of #. 107. This would leave
767’ Eyvwv peraypdpw xalds wd\wv. Some copiers would have left this z. so, but
there are many indications in this play that some one or more hands have set
themselves to put in correct shape whatever they found or fancied awry. Hence the
corrector wrote &yvwr 767’ and put in adfes. 109—114. In the following 6 verses,
if the view I have shown reasons in the Introduction for adopting be correct, we
have further deliberate work of a corrector. At the end of z. 109 P has etgpirns
okidy, the ox in an erasure; L has edgpornyr, the final » being in an erasure, corrected
from an original s, and no oxidr. 1 believe, with Hartung, that the genuine speech
of Ag. ends with the word edppormy (or elppévys), and that he went on to say
that under cover of the night he meant to send the second letter countermanding
the orders of the first. I further believe that when, from whatever cause, the iambic
prologue got displaced, 2. 110 to 114 were composed to patch together the iambic
verses with the following anapaests (vo. 115 fl.). Pw. 112 and 113 seem to have
been taken from /pA. in Zaur. vv. 760 fi., and the rdyyeypauuéva which replaces
the dvayyeiha: pihois of the latter passage comes in very lamely here after the & 8¢
xéxevfe 3éhtos of the preceding line. V. 114 was suggested apparently by vv. 45—48
of the present play. I think too, though this is a small point, the eloeides looks
as if it were employed metri gratia. The ind. eloeidov is very rare in Eur. though
eloopd and eloideiv &c. are very common. In the original arrangement then I believe
that after Ag. had concluded the iambic prologue by stating his intention of sending
the second letter before day-break, he summoned the old man from the tent in
the following anapaests. 1. Towde Sopwr wdpober with a B, a, 7, written

1. wpéoPu] the same personage (see on
2. 47) who is here called wpesBirys is at
855 in both Mss. (Kirchh. wrong) called
Oeparwy, a word which in its Homeric
and tragic use corresponds to the older
English use of ‘squire’ or ‘henchman’.
The fepdwwr was a subordinate of equal

social position, and often a close personal
friend. Patroclus, for instance, is the fe-
pdwwy of Achilles. This irregularity in
naming the personage may have been
due to the fact that Euripides left the
play without indicating the persons
throughout, and that this indication was
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over the words respectively L, dduwr 7dvde wdpofer P. 3. webon P, weboy
with the 9 crossed through and e added, the last of these letters apparently in an
erasure L, oweide Pors., owetoes Dobree. To judge from Vitelli’s facsimile of L,
it looks as if wefoor may have been its original reading. After much hesitation
between gwedoor and owedoeis; I have adopted the latter. 4. 70 PL, T« Barnes.
Vv. 6—9. The Mss. make z. 6 a separate question and give zz. 7 and 8 to Ilpesf.
as its answer, Zelpios being thus treated as the proper name of the star. Bremi
however called attention to a passage of Eratosthenes de Ast. c. 33 in which oelpeos is
said to be an adjective technically applied by dorpoNéyo to large bright stars &d
Thy 100 @Phoyds xivmow. Matthiae gives quotations from the scholiast on Apollon.
Rhod. 11. 518 from Et. Mag. p. 710, 28 and from Suidas, all supporting this use
of oelpios. Still more to the point is a passage (first pointed out I believe by
Kirchhoff) from Theon of Smyrna wepl dorpovoulas XVI. (p. 202 ed. H. Martin)
who after making the same statement about celpios quotes among other passages
the one in the text in the form T¢ wor’ dp’ & dorhp 83e wopOueter oelpios. The Mss.
distribution gets some support from the imitation of the passage by Ennius preserved
in Varro L. L. v. 19, VII. 73 Ag. Quid noctis videtur in altisono Cacli clipeo?

carelessly made or was the work of dif-
ferent hands in different parts. The list
of dramatis personae in both Mss. gives
Ilpeafirns and Oepdrwr as if they were
two distinct people.—The building which
formed the oxnv4 for this play is here
called d6uwr, at v. 440 dwudrwr, and at
v. 863 Bacielwy Sbpwr. Atw. 12 Ag.’s
dwelling is spoken of as a oxgv. Monk
and Hermann see in this a reason for
rejecting the passage in which oxqmh
occurs as spurious. They say ‘evidently,
Ag. was living in a building, not a tem-
porary oxw$”. But at v. 189 the Chorus
talks of the x\iwlac of the Achaeans : the
army therefore was encamped in tempo-
rary huts, and in all probability their
leaders were also living in temporary
erections of some kind. If the original
stage decoration (the permanent stone
axnj was probably not built at Athens
till about 330 B.C.) was so slight that the
word oxm became the technical term
for it, it is not hard to imagine that the
scenic decoration in this piece was so
draped as to represent the general’s

tent. To such a building it is not extra-
ordinary that the general term &buot or
ddpuara should be applied. So at Hec.
665 tents are spoken of as déuot. We
can form some idea of the building used
by princes in a camp from the descrip-
tion given in the last book of the Iliad
of the x\win of Achilles (zv. 448 ff., 643,
673, 675. See Buchholz Hom. Real. 11.
1, 343).

2. Wil.-Moell. (4nalecta Eur. p. 197)
thinks that the division of anapaestic
lines here and at »»., 3, 16, 140 and
149 between different speakers, is a proof
that this anapaestic part of the prologue
was not written by Eur. He admits that
Sophocles allowed himself that licence.
This argument is of some force, but such'
rules cannot be admitted to be over-
poweringly conclusive, when we consider
how little comparatively of Euripides’
poetry is left on which to form them.

4 and 5. &vwvoy and én” Sdbadpois dEV)
seem, from the run of the sentence, to be
two predicates to wapecriv, both qualified
by mdla. Some interpreters prefer to
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Sen. Zemo superat Cogens sublime etiam atque etiam Noctis iter. But the evidence
of so free a paraphrase cannot outweigh: (1) the testimony of Theon: (2) the
difficulty, observed by many commentators from Scaliger downwards, of supposing
that Euripides could talk of Sirius as being near the Pleiades: and (3) the want
of any apparent connexion in the ideas—(Ag. * What is that star?’ Sen. ‘Sirius :
it is still in mid heaven, and has come near the Pleiads’. Ag. ¢ The cocks are not
crowing and the sea is still’). Hennig tries desperately hard to make some
connexion apparent. Though he credits Eur. with the astronomical blunder about
Sirius, he makes Ag. draw a very abstruse conclusion from the position of the star:
Sirius, he says, is only in mid heaven at such an hour lafe in the year—*here’
he makes Ag. say ‘is Autumn come, and yet the weather is still so hot that the
birds are quiet and the sea is still’. 8. dloowv PL, but in L a second hand
has written “owli{mois” over the word. Cp. Hemst. on Ar. Plut. 732, Valck. Phozn.
1388, Dawes 4. C. 230. 9—13. Monk, following the Mss. in giving 7 and 8
to the old man, gives from ofxovr to fakdoons to him also, rejecting from ovyal
to dvaf as spurious. Hermann (Opusc.) follows him, except that he rejects odre

supply a separate éorl with dvrvor, but this
gives too much weight to wdpeorw, as if
it were used in some special sense.
What he says is: ¢OIld age is a foe to
sleep, and lends nimbleness to my eyes’:
i.e. ‘they are ready at once to open’.
The various ‘tropical’ uses of é¢ds, which
correspond very much to those of our
‘sharp’, have given rise to doubts as to
the meaning here. Generally, as applied
to eyes, it means ‘ keen-sighted’, but this
idea is foreign to the context here.
(Erasmus, however, by the ergo at the
beginning of his next line connects the
king’s question with this sense of the
word.)—It is important to understand
when the old man appears on the stage.
I think, with Bremi, that it is not till
2. 12 : that from oweddw to wdpearv are
spoken from behind the scene through
the door of the tent from which he ap-
pears when Ag. has finished the soliloquy
contained in zz. 6—11 (see critical notes
on zv. 6—9). It is certain that the old
man is not on the stage to begin with,

for Ag. calls to him to come out of the
tent. At first sight it looks as if orelyw
is said by him while he is coming out,
and that his question 7l -3¢ xawouvpyeis is
spoken after he has appeared. But even
supposing the oxedoes; of v. 3 not to be
the correct reading, the oweddw of the
answer shows that the old man is not out
yet, but is still making all the haste he
can to leave his couch and appear out-
side. If then 7 8¢ xawovpryels ’Aydueuvoy
dva¢ was spoken through the tent door
2v. 4 and § may well have been so spoken
also.

9. We must suppose that Ag. in his
soliloquy puts the question about the star,
like the child in Miss Taylor’s hymn,
without giving it an answer. His mus-
ings on the sky, the hour, and the
weather serve to tell the spectators what
it is important for them to know of the
circumstances under which the action
begins.

10. Monk says “the poet could not
have used gvyal in the plural”. Weil,
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fardoans. 16. orelxouev P, orelxwpev L: this mistake of o for w occurs several
times in P. Ald. followed P and altered éow to elow metr. grat. 17 fl. This
passage, from {y\& o¢ to the end of v. 30, is quoted by Stobaeus Serm. LVIII. 2,
who has Jooor éravd (cp. Eur. Higp. 264 obrw 70 Mav focov éwawi Tob undév dyar):
also, down to dx)Aefs, by Plutarch, De Trangu. An. p. 471 c. Cic. Zusc. 111. 24
says nec siletur tllud potentissims regis anapaestum, gui laudat senem, et fortunatum
esse dicit, quod inglorius sit atque ignobilis ad supremum diem perventurus. Barnes
quotes Ov. T¥ist. 111. 4, 25 Crede mihi bene qui latuit, bene vixst. 22, Kkal 79
@\ériwov PL: many corrections of the metre have been attempted: xal ¢\driuor
or 76 Te ¢\drimor Markl., Dindorf adopts the latter; x& (i.e. xal 8) uAéTiuor
Lenting (so Firnh.), xal 70 wpériwor Nauck; Herm. rejects the verse as ‘‘ verba
interpretis vel 76 xaAd» declarare volentis, vel nescientis, recte ad explicanda
praegressa verba, sine copula inferri yAuxd uév”. I have adopted Nauck’s reading:
@drimos and poreula are constantly used in late Greek for ‘distinguished’ and

rightly, I think, holds that the poetic
beauty of the plural geyal is such that it
may dispense with the authority of a
parallel passage.

11. There is more difference than at
first appears between this sentence and
the similar one at v. 14. Here, as at
. 40, we have a case of ‘ tmesis’: in v. 14
A\ is governed by the preposition, and
makes with it an adverbial expression.
(Blomfield would have made them more
alike by reading rijrde for 53¢ at v. 14.)
The reference in Ag.’s words is to the
stillness of nature, while in the latter
passage the old man says that no one
is stirring yet in the town or the camp.

12. {8 o] this stillness he contrasts
with Ag.’s restlessness: the emphatic o¢

brings out this contrast, and serves to
call out Ag.’s moralizings on the difference
between the lot of a prince and that of
common men :—they may rest when he
cannot.

15. raxéwv] used of the defences of
the camp, not of the walls of the town.
This v. does not mean, ‘the watch has
not gone or been changed yet’ but:
‘there is no sign of commotion among
the sentinels’.

17. 8¢) (‘¢%e man who') is more defi-
nite than da7s (‘e man who’), there being
a special refcrence to the lot of the old
man himself.

20. It is best perhaps to take Blov
with érraifa. Monk quotes Aesch. Cho.
891 évraifa yap 3h 7003 dpucduny xaxod.
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*distinction’, but in Eur. the words mean ‘ambitious’ and ‘ambition’; cf. vo. [5120]
and 537. 23. Pors. and other scholars quote a passage of the comic poet
Macho which evidently parodies this line: elwev, udyewe, uh wposlora Toiré poc
TobaToly. 6 8 elwev, dAN& ufy éoTwv YAukd. xal uhy 70 wpds doroly ¢aal xpéas
elvar yYAvkd. & Xawpepar 8¢, xal pd\' & BéNtwor’, &Py, YAvxd uév wpogioTduevor d¢
Avwrel warraxf. I have adopted Headlam's Aowp for the Mmss. Avwel. He would
emend Avxel in the quotation from Macho in the same way. In this way the xarraxy
gains greatly in force. V. 38—33 are quoted by Stobaeus Flor. XCIi1. (though some
copier, finding the lines in parallel columns, has read them down instead of along),
and by Plutarch, at Cons. ad Ap. p. 103 and again partially at De Aud. Poet. p. 33.
Stob. has éxl wdow &pus and ’A7pei and vevdpuioTar for Bovhouer’ Esrar, Plut. has
BouNduer' &rras. Markl. prefers éorly for éorai, so too Herwerden.—dpioréos PL,

dpioréws Stob.

23. wpoorordpevor] Weil takes the
word here in the sense of ‘to be repug-
nant’, ‘to give offence ’; but the uh wpos-
lora in the passage of Macho quoted in
the critical notes, and the context here,
both make for the simpler meaning of
¢ approach, encounter’.—If \vwei is cor-
rect what he says is: ‘on nearer ac-
quaintance we find it grievous’. But
Headlam’s Ndxp gives a much better
sense:—*‘a near neighbour to Sorrow’.
He quotes Soph. 0. C. 1216: \iwas
éyyvrépu.

24 ff. The displeasure of heaven and
the ill-will of the multitude, spoken of by
Ag. as the banes of rulers, are not men-
tioned here without special reference to
the action of the drama. The helpless-
ness of the Greek armament is the result
of the former; and we shall ind Ag.
influenced in his decision by the fear of

V. 29 occurs in a papyrus fragment of Chrysippus (Letronne,

the latter. His wife says of him at
v. 1013 Nav TapBet orparév.—Hartung is,
in my opinion, the only commentator
who has rightly interpreted rd& Oedw
8pfwlérr’ : his note is ““errant qui ad
deorum cultum neglectum haec verba refe-
runt: nam 74 Bedv sunt quae divinitus
eveniunt hominibus, guae cum prospera
accidunt dpBododar dicuntur”. There is
no reference at all in this play to the
story given in the prologue to the 7. 7.
that Ag. had incurred the wrath of Arte-
mis by failing to pay a vow.

28. dvbpds dpioréws] the genitive of
the ¢ person in whom’, as commonly with
Oavudtw (Eur. Higp. 1041).

29. &m] has here the same force as in
ép’ gre, éxl Toirais (‘on these terms’).
In other words ‘unmixed good fortune
was not pledged to you at your birth’.
Vitelli quotes Andoc. 11. § wérres dvfpw-
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Fourn. des Sav. 1838, p. 313) with the reading dpioréws. Vv. 34—42. Ihave
marked these 7. as spurious for the following reasons: (1) the transition from v. 33
to . 34 fl. is very abrupt: (1) if, as is clumsily implied by the historic presents,
the Old Man saw Ag. writing the letter he must have been in the same tent, or rather
division of the tent, as Ag. If so, why did Ag. call him out to speak to him? It is
also more in accordance with the habit of the Greek stage that the IlpesStrys should
make his appearance from a side door. If the old man had seen through a chink
in the wall, or a door connecting his room with Ag.’s, it is not like Eur. not to have
told us so: (3) in the language the following points are suspicious: the use of xpé in
wpd xepdv: the use of dwlow for xd\w or adfs: though the tragedians often use
Homeric words they do not reproduce such undigested morsels as xard Sdxpv xéwr
- (2 496, 8 556) : vv. 41 f. (though of this I do not feel so sure) seem to be modelled
on 7ro. 797 tivos évdéopev ph ob wavoudlg xwpeiv NéOpov 8id warrés; (4) there is
indication both in P and L of uncertainty about the reading in v. 43, especially at
the end of the v. Besides the fact that both Mss. seem to have originally read u)
Ovpalvesfar (the upper half of the 6 is obscured by a dot in P and erased in L)
the first 7{ woveis is in L crowded into a small space made by an erasure. v.43in L
begins with 7{ véov 7{ wéov, the first 7{ véov straggling over an erasure. In P a
corrector has added the second r{ véor. Vitelli conjectures with great probability,
that L had originally 7 véov 7{ woveis at the end of z. 42 and 7{ woveis 7{ véor at
the beginning of ». 43. I conjecture that, when the prologue was remodelled (cf.
Introd. p. xxv), a passage somewhat to this purport—telling of the writing of this
second letter, and the anxiety and hesitation in which it was written—was struck out

wou ylyrorras éxl 7 €5 xal xaxds wparrew.
Cf. also Eur. fr. 46 (Nauck) dor’ ofris
drdpiov els dravr’ eddacpovel,

33. It is best to take together 74
Oedv Bovhdueva in the sense of *the will
of heaven’. Weil quotes from Antiphon
V. 73 10 Upérepor Swwauevor, and 7 TOWY
éxOpiv BouNbuevor. olrws (xahds &c.)
&oras is the fut. of oirws (kakds &c.) Exet.

34. dpwerdoas] this must be, as Weil
says, a poetical word for *having kindled’.
He compares #\ov 7° dvaxruxal at Hipp.
6o1, Nauwpds alfépos duwruxal Jon 1445
and dupdrwy dvawruxal at K/ 8068.
Most commentators take it most prosai-

cally as ¢ having made the flame broader’
—i.e. as we should say ‘having snuffed
the candle ’—a mark of deliberation not
likely in Ag.'s desperate state.

36. wpd Xepav] can only be accounted
for by supposing that the writer had the
phrase wpbxetpor Exew in his head. Cf.
however, RAes. 274.

38. &wlow] is used of time in the sense
of ‘hereafter, in the future’, but never
(as here) for ‘afterwards’ in the sense of
xd\wv or adbus.

39. webkny] best taken, with Musgr.,
to mean ‘a writing tablet’, not, as some,
‘atorch’.
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YAUKU pév, \umy O¢é mpociaTdpevoy.

Toré pév Ta Bedv ovx opfwbévr’

dvérpeyre Blov, Tote & avfpomrwv - 25
yvduar ToAlal

xal Svadpearor Siéxvaioay.

ovk dyapar TadT dvdpos dpioTéws.
ovx émi maoiv o épvreva’ dyabols,
*Aydpepvov, *ATpels.

Sei 8¢ oe yalpew xal Avmweiohar:
Ovyros ydp épus. xav uij o Géngs,

IIP.

30

‘distinction’, but in Eur. the words mean ‘ambitious’ and ‘ambition’; cf. vv. [5120)
and 527. 23. Pors. and other scholars quote a passage of the comic poet
Macho which evidently parodies this line: elwer, udyewpe, uh wposiocra Toiré ot
TovoToby. 6 8 elwer, dAN& pfy éoTiv YAukb. xal phy 7O wpds doroly Padl xpéas
elvar yAuxb, 8 Xapepor 8¢, xal pd\' & BéAtwor’, E&pn, YAvkd uév wpogisrduevor d¢
Avwrei wavrax. I have adopted Headlam's Nowp for the Mss. Avwel. He would
emend Avwe? in the quotation from Macho in the same way. In this way the xarraxy
gains greatly in force. V. 28—33 are quoted by Stobaeus Flor. XCi1l. (though some
copier, finding the lines in parallel columns, has read them down instead of along),
and by Plutarch, at Cons. ad Ap. p. 103 and again partially at De Aud. Poet. p. 33.
Stob. has éxl wdow &pus and ’Arpel and vevdmoras for Bovouer’ Eorar, Plut. has
BouNduer’ Eorar. Markl. prefers éorly for &orai, so too Herwerden.—dpioréos PL,

dpioTéws Stob.

23. wpooiordpevor] Weil takes the
word here in the sense of ‘to be repug-
nant’, ‘to give offence ’; but the u) wpos-
{ora in the passage of Macho quoted in
the critical notes, and the context here,
both make for the simpler meaning of
¢ approach, encounter’.—If Avxei is cor-
rect what he says is: ‘on nearer ac-
quaintance we find it grievous’. But
Headlam’s Nxp gives a much better
sense:—*‘a near neighbour to Sorrow’.
He quotes Soph. O. C. 1216: \iwas
éyyvrépw.

24 fl. The displeasure of heaven and
the ill-will of the multitude, spoken of by
Ag. as the banes of rulers, are not men-
tioned here without special reference to
the action of the drama. The helpless-
ness of the Greek armament is the result
of the former; and we shall find Ag.
influenced in his decision by the fear of

V. 29 occurs in a papyrus fragment of Chrysippus (Letronne,

the latter. His wife says of him at
v. 1013 Nar rapBet orparév.—Hartung is,
in my opinion, the only commentator
who has rightly interpreted ra Oedw
dpfwbérr’ : his note is *“‘errant qui ad
deorum cultum neglectum haec verba refe-
runt: nam 14 Oedv sunt quae divinitus
eveniunt hominibus, guae cum prospera
accidunt dpBobodar dicuntur”. There is
no reference at all in this play to the
story given in the prologue to the 7. 7.
that Ag. had incurred the wrath of Arte-
mis by failing to pay a vow.

28. dvBpds dpioréws] the genitive of
the ¢ person in whom’, as commonly with
Oavpdfw (Eur. Hipp. 1041).

29. &m\] has here the same force as in
ép’ gre, éxl TolTois (‘on these terms’).
In other words ‘ unmixed good fortune
was not pledged to you at your birth’.
Vitelli quotes Andoc. 1. 5 wérres drv6pw-
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7d Bedv ovrw Boviduer' éotar.

» - - ]
[o0 8 Xapmripos ¢dos dpmerdoas
8é\rov Te ypddas 35

w8 Hv wpo xepdv &ru Paordles,

xal Tavrd wdAw ypdppara ovyxels

xal oppayillas Mes 7 owiow

pixreas re wédy weixny, Galepdv
Fourn. des Sav. 1838, p. 313) with the reading dpioréws. Vv. 34—42. [ have
marked these 7. as spurious for the following reasons: (1) the transition from . 33
to v. 34 fl. is very abrupt: (2) if, as is clumsily implied by the historic presents,
the Old Man saw Ag. writing the letter he must have been in the same tent, or rather
division of the tent, as Ag. If so, why did Ag. call him out to speak to him? It is
also more in accordance with the habit of the Greek stage that the IlpesStrys should
make his appearance from a side door. If the old man had seen through a chink
in the wall, or a door connecting his room with Ag.’s, it is not like Eur. not to have
told us so: (3) in the language the following points are suspicious: the use of xpé in
wpd xepiv: the use of éwlow for wd\w or adfes: though the tragedians often use
Homeric words they do not reproduce such undigested morsels as xard ddxpv xéwr
(Z 496, 3 556): vv. 41 f. (though of this I do not feel so sure) seem to be modelled
on 7ro. 797 tivos évdéopev uh ob wavoudly xwpeir ONéOpov did warrés; (4) there is
indication both in P and L of uncertainty about the reading in v. 42, especially at
the end of the 7. Besides the fact that both Mss. seem to have originally read u#
Oupalvesfas (the upper half of the 6 is obscured by a dot in P and erased in L)
the first 7{ woveis is in L crowded into a small space made by an erasure. 2. 43in L
begins with 7{ »éov i véov, the first 7l véov straggling over an erasure. In P a
corrector has added the second 7 »éov. Vitelli conjectures with great probability,
that L had originally { véor 7{ woreis at the end of v. 42 and 7l woveis 7{ véor at
the beginning of z. 43. I conjecture that, when the prologue was remodelled (cf.
Introd. p. xxv), a passage somewhat to this purport—telling of the writing of this
second letter, and the anxiety and hesitation in which it was written—was struck out

cally as ¢ having made the flame broader’
—i.e. as we should say ‘having snuffed
the candle ’—a mark of deliberation not
likely in Ag.’s desperate state.

36. wpd Xepwv] can only be accounted

wot ylyrorras éxl 1 €l xal xaxds wpérrew.
Cf. also Eur. fr. 46 (Nauck) dor’ ofimis
dvdpdv els dwavr’ eddasporet,

33. It is best to take together ra
Oeiv BovNbueva in the sense of the will

of heaven’. Weil quotes from Antiphon
V. 73 16 Uuérepov Swvauevov, and T oW
éx0piv PBovNbuevor. olrws (xalds &c.)
&orau is the fut. of obrws (xakds &c.) Exet.

34 dpmwerdoas) this must be, as Weil
says, a poetical word for ‘ having kindled’.
He compares #\ov 7° dvaxrrvxal at Hipp.
6o1, Nauwpds alfépos duwrvxal Jon 1445
and édupdrwr dvawtuxal at K/ 868.
Most commentators take it most prosai-

for by supposing that the writer had the
phrase wpbxeipor Exew in his head. Cf.
however, RAes. 274.

38. &wlow) is used of time in the sense
of ‘hereafter, in the future’, but never
(as here) for ‘afterwards’ in the sense of
xd\w or adbus.

39. mwebkyy] best taken, with Musgr.,
to mean ‘a writing tablet’, not, as some,
‘atorch’.
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kard/ dckpt’ ‘xéw, 40
xai Tdv dwopwy ovdevos dvdels
B ob paiveafor. T woveis;)
Ti mwovels; T( véov mapd goi, Baci\ed;
Pépe rolvwaov pitlbov és ruas.
wpos & dvdp’ dyabdv maTov Te Ppdaecs 45
o yap p’ a\éxe Tore Tuvddpews
wéumer pepriy
aurvvudorouoy Te dlrasov.
* s »

Méye xal onpaw’, va xal yAwooy 117
from the end of the iambic prologue, and that the sense of it was given in these
anapaests, which were put in to lead up to ». 110 in the spurious part of the iambic
prologue composed by the same person. If the remodelling was, as Bohnhoff thinks,
consequent on the accidental interchange of the two first pages, we must assume that
a considerable number of the original anapaests have been lost here, i.c. between
2v. 33 and 43: this may well have been the case anyhow. L has wetxp wédw
with 8 and a over the words respectively. 43. wepl PL, wapd Pors. (also
Dobree). 45. wpos dr3p’ PL, wpds & drdp’ a corrector of P. 48 and 117.
The arrangement of the text which I have shown reasons in the Introduction for
adopting brings these verses together. In the Mss. the verses that follow ». 114 are
those numbered 115 and 116. Reiske placed zz. 117 and 118 before them and this
transposition has been generally adopted by later editors. Vitelli rejects vz, 117
and 118. It seems to me the least violent and unnatural of the suppositions that
have been made about the state of the text, to suppose that some anapaestic lines
following v. 48 have either been accidentally lost or purposely omitted in the
remodelling of the prologue. It is now our task to conjecture what the substance of
these lines may have been. From what has gone before we conclude that the old
‘henchman’ did not know anything more than that Agamemnon was greatly
disturbed and perplexed about something. From what follows we find that he had
been told that a previous letter had been sent to Clytaemnestra bidding her send
Iphigeneia to be married to Achilles, and that he was now at once to set off with a
second letter to Clytaemnestra. The diaoxevasrss who recast the prologue conveyed
this information, I conjecture, partly in the interpolated passage—vv. 34—43,—and
partly in the further interpolation at the end of the iambics—2zv. 110—114—and, in
case these anapaestic lines which followed v. 48 were not accidentally lost as
Bohnhoff supposed, owing to the tattered condition of the bottom of the loose first

46. Térq] as often, referring to some s personac were one and the same. Cf.

well-remembered occasion—here to Ag.’s
wedding.

47- $ewniv] Cp. 7. 869 xdr u’ év
Tals caiot peprais ENafev "Ayauéprwy dval
—a verse which among other things
serves, with v. 891, to prove that the
wpeaftrys and the fepdwwr of the drama-

Aesch. Sugpl. 979 Ocpaxorrida peprip of
the maiden attendants given by Danaus
as his daughter’s dower.

48. ovvvvpdoxdpor] not found else-
where ; it seems to mean ‘bridal atten-
dant’,
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cuvTova Tois gois ypaupaciy avdi. 118
ATA. méumew cou wpds Tais mpocbev 115
Sértois, & Andas épvos, 116

page, he (the ‘diaskeuast’) would naturally leave them out as saying the same thing
over again. These lost anapaestic lines, then, I conjecture to have contained the
statement by Agamemnon to the Old Man that he had sent a letter ordering
Iphigeneia to come to be married to Achilles, and that now he, the old man, is
to be the bearer of a second letter to Clytaemnestra. As the spectators already knew,
from the iambic prologue, the true state of the case, it was not necessary for the poet
here to be more explicit, and a few lines only need be supposed to be lost. This
supposition, after a long consideration of the various difficulties in the way of any
supposition whatever, I think decidedly less difficult than any other view. The
transposition, in the Mss. text, of vv. 115 and 116 points to an original confusion at
this point in some earlier Ms., and this is somewhat in favour of a lacuna at this
point. The old man’s Aéye xal gfuaw’ x.r.\. (zo. 117 and 118) may have been
the result of a question of Agamemnon’s as to whether he should tell him the
contents of this second letter, or they may have been the concluding words of a
longer speech of the old man asking to be told what the second letter contained.
On the supposition of this lacuna, and with the arrangement of the prologue given in
the text, the question of the Old Man at v. 124 ff. is intelligible, but not otherwise.
We must then further suppose that at ». 133, when the old man learns that the
promised marriage was only a pretence, the same suspicion suddenly enters his mind,
which we are told at v. [433] entered the minds of some of the army when they heard
of Iphigeneia’s arrival—i.c. that she was to be sacrificed for the common good of the
Greeks. In 2. 136 Ag. virtually confesses that this suspicion is correct. It is
important in this connexion to compare the old man’s words at z. 891. When there
asked by Clyt. how he knew that Ag. meant to sacrifice Iph. his answer is déAror
@xbunv pépwy ooi, wpds Td wplv yeypaupéva. This accords very well with the theory
that it was not till he heard the contents of the second letter that the old man found

out what Agamemnon’s purpose had been.

118. ovdvrova] Dindorf remarks that
this meaning of oovrovos ‘in harmony
with’ is not the usual one. The word
generally means ‘eager, vehement, vio-
lent’; and, of sounds ‘shrill’. At Bacck.
1091 (owréros Spowhuact) it is generally
taken to mean ‘eager, swift’, but it might
there mean ‘uniform’, é.c. ‘keeping step
together’. At . 126 of the same play,
though the passage is probably corrupt,
it seems to mean ‘shrill’, but at Higp,
1361, which Weil quotes as an analogy
for the use here, the word certainly
cannot mean ‘violently’. Weil there
translates it ‘également’. The technical
sense (in music) of the compound Se«droros
is in favour of the possibility of using

115. 7ds...8Arovs Monk, who

atrrovos in the sense of oluuerpos. Paley
thinks owrelvee at He. 189 means
‘agrees’.—The reason given here, for
reading out to a messenger the contents
of the letter he is to carry, is not the
same as that given at /. 7. 760 ff., but
the same reason as this is assigned in a
passage of the Cyrop. (1v. 5. 36) which
has been often compared with this pas-
sage:—va, eldds atrd, duokoyps dv i o€
wpos Tabra épwrq.

115—133. It should be observed that
in reading out the letter Ag. changes
from the ‘regular’ anapaests of the con-
versation to ‘threnic’ or ‘lyric’ anapaests,
characteristics of which are the Doric
dialect (rd» odv), the prevalence of
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w1 a1éXNetw tav oav v mwpds

Tav xoAwwdn mwrépvy EvBoias
Ad\w dxl\iaTav.

els d\\as dpas ydp &1

wadds daioopev vuevalovs.

xal was "Axiheds NMéxTpwv amhaxwy
oV péya Puodv Ouuov émrapet;

T68¢ Kal dewov

ool, afj T d\oxe onpaw’ & T Pijs.

119
120

IIP.
125

compares 7. 89I. 120. Dindorf and Monk, followed by Paley, reject the
7dr at the beginning of z. 120, under the impression that it was added mesrs
gratia. 122. In both P and L an early hand (perhaps the first) has added rds
above els &\\as. In P it is written fully, in L small and in an abbreviated form.
This looks as if in the Mss. from which P and L were copied, the rds had been
added small over the line—no doubt by some one who wanted to make a complete di-
meter. 124. "Ax\\els P, 'Axi\eds L, with space for second \.—N\éx7p’ dumhaxiv PL,
in L xard is added above Aéxrp’ by an early hand, and the du is in an erasure large
enough for 4 or 5 letters: Néxrpwr Scallger, axhaxdv Burney (see Monk on Aipp.
145 and Elmsley on Med. 115). 125. ¢uoowr PL (the first ¢ perhaps crossed
out in L). This doubling of the ¢ was due to a desire to get the metre right on the
part of someone who did not know the quantity of the vowel: so these Mss. write
wlooar for Ilicar at /. 7. 1 and P often, and L generally, writes épwriwr for ’Epwiwr.
—éwalper PL, éwapet Pors., Elms., Cobet.—The Aldine ed. put the ; after éxalpe and
no stop after dAdxy. I believe all subsequent editors but Firnhaber put the ; after
LY OR 1237. In P rdde xal Sewdr is written as a separate verse, in L ool op 7°
d\oxy is stuck in rather awkwardly (as a fresh verse—this is indicated by a small
7élos and a gap—) at the end of the preceding line, with a dash at the end. There
is also a dash at the beginning of the next verse, which dashes indicate that the writer
of them thought that ool o5 7’ d\dxy and the 7d3¢ xal Sewdr ought to form one line.

spondees and the frequency of catalectic next . in apposition to »répvya, and in

lines. Such an irregular anapaesti¢ line
as v. 123, where a dactyl is followed by
an anapaest, is more likely to occur in
lyric anapaests than in the systematic
anapaests.

119. p1 or@hav] For xéuxew with
no direct obj. and followed by an infin.,
like a verb of commanding, L. and S.
compare Xen. Hel. 111. 1. 7, wéuxovow
ol &popoc dxohixbrra Adpiooar orpareteo-
Oa: éxt Kaplav.

120. koAwedy wrépvy’ Eifolas] ‘ the
wing-shaped Euboean bay’. I think
Paley is right in taking the A?Aw of the

regarding the whole expression as a de-
scription of the bay of Aulis. The poet
calls it the Euboean bay, by way of
indicating that Euboea made one side of
it.

125. &wapet] Cobet (Var. lect. Goy)
remarks that 7. 7% 117 is the only passage
in which transcribers have left the future
dp unaltered (? Pers. 795).

127. ovpawy’ 8 7 dnfs] This is
difficult. At first sight it looks as if he
were going to say ‘tell me what you
mean to say’ (i.e. ‘when Achilles visits
you with his wrath’). But the ¢7s can-
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ATA. dvop’, ovk Epyov mapéywy "Ayieds
ovx olde rydpovs, oV’ & T wpdaaouev,
ovd &re xelvyp mald émeprpica
vvudelovs eis dyraoveoy

evvds éxdwgew Méxtpous.

Sewwd o éréapas, *Ayduepvov dvaf.

oV 1 Tiis Oeds oy waid dhoyov

130

ITP.

These amount to slight indications of a confusion in the Ms. from which P and L
were copied, as to the relative position of the two anapaestic diwodlac. I conjecture
therefore that the passage originally ran xal x@s...érapel; | 768¢ xal Sewdv oo, oy 7'
d\Sx@ | ofuar’ 8,7 ¢is. (See explanatory motes.) 128. Libanius Z£p. 1398,
p- 642 Toiro 8¢ éare Soxoivros Pihelv ob PiNoivros, xal xard THv Tpaywdlar Svou'
drr’ &pyov wapexopévov. Unger, who first quoted this passage (and emended the Ms.
& repwov to dvr’ épyov) thinks we ought to read drr’ épyov for odx Epyor here. So
Nauck. If Libanius did quote from this tragedy he most likely slightly altered
the original to illustrate his point better.—dx:\\ess PL, corr. in P to dxthevs.
129. P began to write woc- but altered it to wpago-. 130. éwépnoa PL,
éxegphuuoa Markland. 133. éddoew PL, éxddoewr Markland. 133. dewd
e ToAugs PL, dewrd ’ éréhuas Markl. 134. obrw rijs PL, 8s 7¢ Tijs one of the
Paris copies of L and so Canter. Markl. reads ofirw 7¢ feds and puts a ; after Aavaors.
I have adopted Markland's ; and suggest o0 7¢ 7s. This involves less alteration

not refer to the future, and oy juawe means
‘say distinctly, explain’, rather than
merely ‘tell’. Several editors have ac-
cordingly followed Musgrave in giving
the words 7éd¢ xal dewdr to Ag., and
taking 768¢ to mean ‘this other thing
(that I am going to mention)’. To such
a remark onuaw’ § 7¢ ¢ps would be a very
good answer on the part of the old man,
but on reading the whole passage we see
that the question begun in v. 134 wants
an answer ; and that 2. 128— 132 must?
be the answer to that question. If the
text is right I think it is best to suppose,
with Fimhaber, that the words ofuaw’ §
" 7Tt ¢rjs are a request from the old man for
an explanation of some gesture or excla-
mation on the part of the king. This
being the best that can be made of the
existing text, it is natural to suppose that
something is wrong in it. (See critical
notes.) The meaning of the text as I
have printed it would be *This is enough
to make you afraid; let me know what

E. L

you are saying’ (in the letter, that is) ‘to
your wife’ (about it).

128. If Unger is right (see C. N.) in
supposing Libanius to refer to this pas-
sage it is a proof that the passage was a
very well known one; for it is not in
itself either striking or a strikingly appo-
site parallel to the words it illustrates.
Cp. on 2. 1173 below.

129 *‘Knows nothing about a marriage
or of our plot either.’

130. xelvg] I doubt if any other
instance can be found of an oblique case
of éxeivos used in a subordinate sentence
of the subject of a principal verb of say-
ing or knowing. Hennig compares Or.
292: there however dxeivos is in the
nom., and the contrast necessary between
it and the éyd 8" of the next ». makes
its employment natural. It is going too
far though to say that this use of xelvy is
impossible. There is no danger of its
being taken to refer to any one but
Achilles. It is an extreme instance of

2
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daricas 7yes opdyiov Aavaois;
olpot, yvduas éféorav,

alal, wimrw & els drav.

a\\' 10’ épéoawv aov mdda, wipa
undev vmeixwy. IIP. omeidw, Baciled.
u1 v drewdes Gov

xprvas, pnd Ymvep Benybis.
ebdnua Opde..

wavry 8¢ mopov oxioToY dpeiBwy
Aedaoe, puhdaowy iy Tls oe Naly
Tpoxaloiaiv dyows mapapenyauévy
waida xoullovs’ év0ad dmivy
Aavadv wpos vais.

135

140

145

éorai Tade. ATA. x\plpwv & éEoppocs

of the Mss. reading than any other alteration, and suits the view I have adopted
in the Introduction (p. xxivf.). These words express the first utterance on the part of

the old man of his sudden guess at the true state of the case.

141. I have left

out the un’ which L and P have before a\owdes: there are indications that some
would-be metrical reformer has been at work in this passage expanding catalectic
dimeters to acatalectic ones, and I think the introduction of this u#r’ was a piece of
his work. In P there is an erasure big enough to hold 2 or 3 letters before
the ps of 0é\xOps: possibly the same metrical corrector had introduced a syllable

into this word to make this line also a full dimeter.

Markl.
and a "~ added over the v L.
much emended lines was

IIP. éorar AT x\jfpwr &' éfpua
#v s wouwais drriops
wd\w éfopudayps xalwovs.

the Greek tendency to modify the normal
form of ‘reported speech’ to suit the
exigencies of a particular case.—éwednf-
pwra seems used in the sense of ‘allege’,
sprofess’ (to Clytaemnestra) : possibly the
éxl has here something of the force it has
in éxlopros and émopxéw. émpdoxw was
used in later Greek in the sense of ‘pre-
tend’.—xelvep Mxcrpoig=kelvov Néxrpots.

136. In these words Ag. admits the
truth of the astonished old man’s suspi-
cion.

138 f. In a fragment of the Jphigenia
of Ennius we read procede gradum pro-

145. 7l oe PL, 7is oe

148. vaols corr. by a late hand to vads P, vaols with the o erased
vv. 149—151. The original Mss. version of these

149
150

151

Jerve pedum, Niteve: cessas o fide senex ?
words which clearly recall these lines, as
was first perceived by Scaliger.

142. kprvag] Such an accusative,
though not found elsewhere with I{ouac
is found several times with &{ouat, and is
common with fdsoew.

143. ednpa 8péa] ‘Mind what you
say !'—a variety of efgmua ¢uwet, ‘ favete
linguis’—vehemently repelling the sug-
gestion that it was possible that he should
go to sleep on such a mission.

149 xAjlpwy] The barred doors,
from which Iphigeneia and her escort
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Wv Tals wopmwals dvmicys,

wdMy Spunoov, oeie yalivous,

érl Kuhwmov iels Guuéhas.
mioTds 8¢ Ppdoas Tdde wds Esoua,
Aéye, madl géfev [rf off ¥ dAdxe);

150

IIP.

The emending began in the Mss. L has &sra: 7d3¢ for the simple &racof P. InL
in 149 there is an erasure before the o of étépua. In both Mss. a ydp was
inserted between #» and »w (without any alteration of the accent of the #). dvrioyps
was in P corrected (not by the first hand) to dvrijoers and étopudops corr. in both
Mss. (certainly P and I think also L read -ns originally) to étopudoess. In L
a 7ods was inserted after éfopudses in v. 151 (by the metrical reformer who
thought the penult of xa\wovs was short). The more important corrections made in
later times are Hermann's transposition of ». 149:—he put it after . 152 but
subsequently adopted Monk’s view that it was spurious:—Blomfield’s étbpua oeie
for ékopudoes in 151. Wecklein proposes éfopudoass in 149 and elobpua in 151. Weil
étbppots in 149 (Hermann had proposed étépuovus in 2. 151) and (ingeniously) ¢ dpuds
in 151. Weil also reads od» for »v in 150. I have adopted Weil's édpuots and
Blomfield’s oeie (though the discovery that the Ms. from which' P and L were copied
probably had étopudops makes this seem less certain than before), I also read Tals
for »v (which I think may have been due to the w in the xd\w at the same place in
the next line) and I imagine that the origin of the corruption in ». 151 was that
a transcriber, with the étpu<ois> of v. 149, and possibly also the common phrase
wd\wr & dpxis in his head, wrote by mistake wd\w étépua, (or perhaps wdiw
étdpunoor) instead of xd\w Spunaor. 154. oéev 1§ off 7 dNéxe PL. I have
no hesitation in following Vitelli in regarding 75 o 7’ d\éxy as an interpolation due
to a reminiscence of v. 126. Not only is there no reason why either Ag. or the
old man should think Clytaemnestra would be with Iphigeneia when he met her,
but the addition makes both question and answer unmeaning. The old man is not
asking how he is to gain credit for the Jetfer but for his words (¢ppdoas rdde),

may have emerged, are I think rightly
explained by Weil to be those of the
dxvpoige wapbeviot of v. 738. Callima-
chus, he says, calls (fag. 118) young
girls xardxhewsror. () wals § kardxhewros,
So Philo Yud. 11. 530 yfraia xardx\ewora
und¢ rhs adhelov wpoepxbueva, xal faka-
pevouerat xapfévor.) Eur. has transferred
to the heroic age the customs of his own
time. Homer’s maidens are not so shut up.

152. ém\ Kuchéwwy Ouplhas] Mus-
grave translates Guué\aw by atria ampla
et magnifica. Weil, following a tradi-
tional interpretation for which I can
find no early authority, says they are Jes
murs sacrés. So Paley—‘the piles of
ancient masonry’. At £/ 715 Euripides

uses the word apparently in the sense of
temple :—the altar, being to the temple
what the hearth is to the home, may well
have been used instead of it. If this is
the meaning of the word here we must
suppose the expression, like the KvxAwxls
éorla cf. 1. 7. v. 845, to be a picturesque
synonym for Mycenae—‘the Cyclopean
shrines’. (So Monk.)

153 f.—156. If the old man met Iphi-
geneia on the way, he would not be able
to give her the letter ; that was for her
mother’s hands, and neither he nor Aga-
memnon anticipated that Clytaemnestra
would come with her daughter (cp. C. N.
on 7. 100). Such a message delivered
verbally would naturally want confirma-

2—2
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ATA. o¢payida ¢vracs’ 7y émi Sérte

Aevealvel

vde wopllers. 6.

155

T68¢ Ppds 700 Ndumove” nds
wip Te Tebpimmwv Tdy "Aehiov.

gvA\aBe pbxOwv.

160

Ovnrav & S\Bios els TéNos ovdels

0¥ evdaipwy:

olmw ydp Epv Tis dAvmos.

Mdpoaoc.

XO. éuolov audi mwapaxtiav

supposing he meets Iphigeneia after she has started.
7ivde PL, rfide L.

line is omitted in P. 156.
tion. Agamemnon meets the difficulty
admirably: he says, 'in effect ‘you need
not undo the letter: keep the seal intact
and that will be a sufficient warrant for
your message’.

vv. 156—159. With these lines com-
pare the words with which, at vv. 82 ff. of
the Zon, the hero on his first appearance
salutes the dawn. I think the run of the
sentence here is in favour of taking Aev-
xalve: intransitively and Mduwovoa transi-
tively. Most editors prefer though to
take them the other way.

157. #es] This is the only instance
of this epic form in tragedy. ‘Photius
has preserved the fact that Xenophon
used #ds for &ws.” Rutherford New Phryn.
p. 164.

v, 161—163. These verses, forming
the conventional conclusion to the scene,
must have been spoken, as Firnhaber
remarks, after the old man had left the
stage. The ‘yvdun’ is quoted by Clem.
Alex. Stromat. 111. 3, 33 (Weil) and Orion
Anthol. vii1. 8 (Firnh.).

elg T@\os] These words cannot here
have their ordinary meaning of ‘at last’,
nor is there any reason, except that such
a translation would give a suitable mean-
ing in this passage, for taking them as
equivalent to 3ia 7éovs. I think that

oTp.

155. The AT\ before this
164. wap’ dxrdr PL corr.

here and at Hec. 817 & 7éhos is used
nearly in the sense of ix fact; somewhat
like the French enfin.

At v. 164 begins the Parodus. The
chorus consists of young married women
from Chalcis whose curiosity has led
them to come across the strait to see
the encampment at Aulis. That they
were young we may conclude from zz.
186 f. and from the fact that they are
addressed by Iphigeneia at ». 1310 as
xbpat, and at vv. 1468 and 1492 as
vedvides. This latter fact has been taken
by Hermann (Dissertatio &c.) as support-
ing Dindorf’s statement that the members
of the chorus were unmarried girls, and
his consequent rejection of vv. 171—184
because in them the chorus talks of their
husbands. Dindorf does not however
reject vv. 548 f. in which the chorus say
dxevéwrw nyv duerépwv Kixpe xalNora
falduwy, which hardly sounds natural in
the mouths of unmarried girls. Nor,
again, as Arnoldt (Chor. 7eck. 103) has
shown, are the terms' xépn and wedwis
confined to unmarried girls. At 2. 489
of the Andromache the heroine is called
Ty rdhawar "T\idda xépar (cf. also Suppl.
1073 and £/ 481) and at 2. 192 of the
same play Andromache calls Hermione
veams (cf. Soph. Zrack. 307 f. 7is wor’
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Yapabov AvLidos évalias,
Evpimov Sia yevpdarwv

xé\oaca arevomipbuwy,
Xahcida wohw éuav mpoliroiac’,
dyxtalwv vdaTwy Tpodov

Tds k\ewds 'Apefovoas,

"Axaidy oTpaTidy s éoidoipav
dyavoy Te TAITAS VaVOITOPOUS

170

by an early hand in both to xapaxriav, in P the accent is altered and the apostrophe
and breathing crossed out, in L only the ¢ is inserted. 167. orevéwopfuor
PL, orevordpfuwrv Weil (the mistake of o for w is a common one in these Mss.)
168 f. Both P and L originally made 168 end at the ¢ of wpo\wolra: in both
the correction is made of shifting the xov from . 169 to the end of 168, leaving the ¢’ in
169. Such a curiously identical correction could not have been made independently in
each Ms. and yet it is by an early hand. In 189, the ». of the antistrophe
corresponding to 168, in L the as of x\wlas is erased and is added at the beginning
of 7. 19o. There are in L several other such shiftings, but in most cases
the transposed syllables have been shifted back again (see Vitelli’s facsimile).
171. s oy’ dv PL with no gap or erasure after the ds, xal [Sou’ dv a Paris
copy of L (where the xal is a mistake for ds), ds dv ldoluav Markl. ds éoidoluar Elms,
&s xardolpay Dind. I have adopted Elmsley’s reading, as I think it very likely
(Vitelli compares £/ 1242 where the Ms. has s eldouev, and the ed. princ.
eloeldouev) that éo- may have been omitted after &s from the similarity of the
abbreviations in cursive writing -§ (¥s) and _S(eo). 171. "Axadv PL’Arpadar
Camper on Electr. 246. 173. 'Axawd» PL dyavdr Nauck. Hermann and

el vear(Swv, dvavdpos, § Texvoiooa;) An-
other reason for supposing the members of
the chorus to be married women is that it
would have seemed to the audience (cf.
above on . 149) impossible for a troop of
unmarried girls to have come on such an
expedition.—The parodus does nothing
to further the action of the tragedy. It
serves to give the audience a view of the
surroundings of the scene of action—of
the composition, situation and anticipa-
tions of the Greek forces encamped at
Aulis. The metre is mostly logaoedic
but in the middle of the strophe and anti-
strophe comes an ionic passage (vv. 171
—174, and 192—195). See the appendix
on the metres at the end of the book.
The strophe and antistrophe are followed
by an epode (vz. 206—130).—Nearly

all editors are agreed in regarding vv.
231—302 as a later interpolation and not
from the hand of Euripides. It is a
mere catalogue of the forces modelled on
that in the second book of the Iliad—
‘putidissimus index’ Hermann calls it.

169. ¥Sdrwv Tpoddv] It seems to us
more natural to regard the city or land
as fed by the spring than as feeding it.
A still stranger metaphorical use of the
word occurs at El 54:—a vdf péhawa
xpvoéwr dorpwr Tpodé.

170. Tas xhavds 'Apedoloas] The
scholiast on » 408 says Apéfovoar 3¢
Téooapes, év Zupaxoloy, év Zulpry, év
Xahx(di, xal év '10dxy.

171—178. In these verses the chorus
say why they came: they wanted to see
firstly the army (v. 171) and secondly the
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Npbéwy, ots émt' Tpol-

av é\dTais yiMovava

Tov EavBov Mevénaov 6

apérepor wéoels

évémova’ Ayauéuvova T evmatpidav
aréA\ew éml Tav ‘ENévay, ar’
Edpdra Sovaxorpipov

Ilapis 6 Bouvxdhos v &\afe,
Sdpov Tds ’Adpodlras,

4’ émi xpnvaiaiae Spdoois
“"Hpga IaA\dd: 7" &pw &puwv
poppas a Kvmpis &oyev.

175

180

woAvBuroy 8¢ 8’ dhgos 'Ap-
Téudos fAvlov dpopéva,
dowlcoovoa waphd épav
aloyvva veobalei,

domidos épupa Kai x\igias

avr. 18§

Monk had noticed that if the 'Axaid» were repeated 3¢ and not re was the right
particle to follow it. (In the article in his Opuscu/a Hermann cuts to pieces,
rearranges and alters this chorus to such an extent as finally to settle the question
of its authorship.) 173. Hwmbéwr PL, #0éwr Markland. &s PL, o0s Scaliger,
ds Herm. at Z, 7. 58 P has &s where L has ofs. 175. Mevéhaov PL, Mevérady
6’ Weil. The 6’ helps both sense and metre: the line is in the middle of a stanza or
period, and therefore no such pause is possible as would make the -o» equal to a
long syllable (cf. . 196). 174. x\éravee PL. In P the » is added and the
-ow put into this ». from the next by a corrector: in L the whole word was written
in this v. originally, 177. éwéwove’ PL, corrected in both to évéwouvs',
180. fafer P with the » obliterated by a blot (which Wil.-Moll. thinks accidental:
and that there was no » under it). &afe L. 183 1. &pw E&pw | poppds ¢ PL,
Epw Expwe | poppds dv Pors. This correction was made on the assumption that
Nipéa is in quantity —~ —: but even supposing that Nauck is not right in reading
Nipij there (cf. Rhes. 08 *Odvacsi, El. 439 Ax\NF, or "Ax\j, Alc. 25 lepy), the -ea
can be scanned as one long syllable as at Ar. Zhesm. 26 'HpaxNéa, and at Rkes. 977
&rar’ "Ax\\éa Oéridos év wévle woré. 186. Opwuévar PL, dpouéva Canter.

ships of the chieftains (dyavdr Hubéwy—
M 23 Hubéwr yévos dvdpiv of the war-
riors who fell on the banks of the Simois)
who had joined the expedition. or@\Aav
in v, 178 does not mean eguip, or send,
but lead, take, conduct.

185. woliBurov] As Vitelli well says,

this adjective, applied to the sacred grove
of Artemis, ‘‘is already a hint of another
sacrifice soon to be accomplished there .

188. wveolal] At Jon 112 Eur.
uses the form »enfalfs. The adj. con-
veys the notion of the freshness, and
brilliancy of the colour of the blush.—lit.
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omhopopovs Aavady Béova’
trrwv T dyhov (8éabac.
xateidov 8¢ 80’ Alavre ovvédpw
rov OiNéws Teaudviés Te yovov,
Tov Zakauivos arépavov,

190

HNpwreairady T éml Odrois

meaady 1dopévovs pop-
daioe mohvmrAdkocs,

195

Mahaunded &, bv Téxe mais o Tooei-

Savos, Avourded 6 180-

190. In P there was originally é@éhovs’, the first ¢ being crossed out, ir L there

is an erasure before the 6.
7’ §x\ov Heath.

191.

8x\or 7' P, 8xMov followed by an erasure L,
193. 'OiNws PL, as at 2. 263: it is possible that we ought

to read 'INéws at both places. Tehaudwos &yovor corr. to T. re yévor P, Tehapdvis Te

yovor L with an erasure before the .

Zalauivos by a late hand in P), 7o» Zahauivos Hartung.

‘‘reddening my cheek with the shame
of fresh youth”.

1go. 6whoddpovs] It is clear that
the second half of this compound has
quite lost its force, the whole word being
equivalent to martial, soldiers.

192. ovwiBpw] (penult long here)
means ‘sitting talking together’.

194. 7év Zalapives oréipavov] Cf.
Here. Fur. 875 dwoxelperar gov dvBos xé-
Aeos & Atos Eyovos.

196. 1i8opdvovs] the number of swré-
dpw and its meaning suggest that the two
Ajaces made a group by themselves apart
from the two draught-players next men-
tioned. Hence we must suppose that #-
Souévous qualifies not, as Matthiae says,
. the Ajaces as well but only Protesilaus
and Palamedes. This construction is
called the oxfiua 'ANcuaricéy. A scho-
liast on a passage of Pindar in which it
occurs (Pyth. 1v. 318)—rov pév "Exlova,
xex\ddovras 7fg, Tdv & “Epurov—says, 7o
oxiipa Tis ppdcews ANxpavicdy. wplv ydp
elrely Td S0 Svbpara uéony Erate THY
pmeroxnv.  Another scholiast says the
oxiipa got its name ol 67 & uelowowds
'ANkpdr  elpev avro, dAN 87, ‘Opnpov

Tois Zahamrlos PL (corr. to rois
196. wesdv P corr.

194.

eUpbvros, Exapev éxelvos TY oxipari.
Instances in Homer are T 138, E 774,
x 513 where (finite) plural verbs come
in between two singular subjects. The
scholiast on the last named passage says
Tolro T8 oxfiua xaletrac wpodiefevyuévor
xal xad’ UwepParés, vx’ dvlwy 8¢ dkuavi-
xov. Cf. also Alem. frag. 9 [3] Kdorwp
Te ®dAwy Wxéwv duarijpes lxwirar cogol,
xal IIwhvdevkns xvdpds. The irregularity
of the construction is lessened here by
the fact that the plural 6dxois has shown
that more than one man is being talked
of. Protesilaus would not be sitting on
two chairs.

198. With reference to Palamedes
Vitelli quotes Soph. fr. 380 obres......
Xpovov e diatpifas gopwrdras épeipe
@NoloBov perd xowiy xabnuévois, wéooovs
x6Bous Te, Tepwvov dpylas dxos: the olros
is said by Eustathius, who preserved the
fragment, to be Palamedes.

196. popdaios wokvwhdxors]' intricate
patterns’; the intricacy was not entirely -
that apparent to the eye: the word
woAvwAdxois doubtless refers to the skill
required for the game, whatever it was.
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vais Slaxov kexapnuévov,
mwapa 8¢ Mnpidvmy, “Apeos.
dtov, Oadua Bporoia.,

ToV dmo vnoalwy T Opéwy
Aaépra Toxov, dua 8¢ Ni-
péa, kdA\\aTov *Axaidy.

Tov iodvepov Te mwodoiv
Aawyrnpodpopov 'Axiia,

200

205

émrpdos

700 @ Oéris Téxe xal
Xetpwv éfemévnoey,
€lSov alyialoioe

210

mwapa Te xpoxdlais Spopov Exovra auv Gmhots

Guihay & émover modoiv

wpos dppa TéTpwpov

by a later hand to weocowr, recowr L.

204. Nt is in an erasure in L. Nipjj

Nauck. 209. étewovacer P, étewdvnoer L, corr. to éfewdvacer. 211.  Kpo-

200. kexapnpévov] Other instances
of this form are at Hymn. Hom. V. 458
and VIL 10, and Ar. Wasps 389, Theocr.
XXVIL. 71. kéxappuas is commoner.

201. "Apeos 8lov] This is a slight
variety of the very common Homeric 8fos
'Apijos, just as the following words are a
modification of the Homeric faiua (8é00ar.
It has been suggested that Eur. had in
mind the fact mentioned by Apollodorus
Bibliotheca 1. 7. 7. that Molus (who
was the father of Meriones) was the son
of Ares.

203. wnoalwydpéwv] This is another
Homeric reminiscence. At ¢ 21 Odysseus
says vaterdw &' '10axny eddeleov: év &
8pos avrj. The late position of the 7e
here and in v. 206, like the schema Alc-
manicum in v. 196 gave doubtless a
quaintness to the verse.

205. xdA\wrov 'Ax.] This fact is
almost all that Homer tells us about
Nireus. B 671—673.

206. lodvepov modoly] wodoiv is I
think best taken as a genitive, the con-

struction being of the same kind as wapa-
xoxou ppevdv Bacch. 33, ppevirv xexoupuévos
Aesch. Ag. 479.

209. {eméymoev] Jacobs compared
with this use of the word Theocr. X1,
8 ff. xal jur wdvr’ é8date warihp doel pihor
viéa...ds abr katd Guudr O wais wewova-
pévos ely.

210 f. alywalolon wapd Te Kpoxdars)
“Ulittorcis in harenis” Erasmus, The
wapd goes in sense with both the nouns:
by the sea-shore and the shingle. Cf.
Soph. O. 7. 761 dypots ope wéuyar kdml
woyurlwy vouas. Jebb, in his note on that
passage, cites 7o, 734 and 1205 of the
same play, and Soph. £/ 780—olre
vuxrds oUr’ éf Wuépas, as other instances
of this construction. There is no need
to put in a prep. with aly. as Herm. (éx’)
and Fritzsche (év) propose. kpoxdia*
yigo, dxral, dupos Hesych. (Mus-
grave). od» omhos* i.e. equipped as
for battle.

213. modoiv] gen.
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é\ioawy mepl vixas.

o 8¢ Suppnhdras éBoar’
Edunros Depnriadas,

® xaANloTovs i8ouav

xpvaodadakrovs arouiots
wolovs kévtpep Oewouévous,
Tods pév péaovs §uyiovs,

215

220

AevkoaTicTe Tpixi Baliovs,

Tods & éfw gepodapous,

dvriipess xapmaloe Spépwy,

mUpaoTpixas, povoyaia 8 Yo adupd

rd\as P, xpoxdhass L.
éBoar’ Dind. 218.
L. 233.

218,

215. eNoowy] going round and round
(the course), with especial reference to
the turning-point or goal. The active is
thus used at ¥ 309 (olsfa ydp €& wepl
réppald’ é\ooéuer) with Ixwous under-
stood; at Or. 172 we have the phrase
éNlooeww woda in the sense of turn (to
depart). It is easy to see how the active
came (as at Phoen. 241 and Or. 1292—
dAN al udv év0a8’ al 8’ éxeic’ éNlaoere) to
be used in the same sense as éNlooesfas.
Jacobs and Matthiae take é\oowr as
governing awM\ar here. Bremi supplies
wd8¢, from wodoly, as its object.

wepl vicas] At ¥ 437, in the account
of the chariot race, we have éwetyduero
wepl vixns.

217. PepnrdBasg] The termination
here, as in Alax(das as applied to Achil-
les, means the descendant of, not the son
of. Eumelus was the son of Admetus,
who was the son of Pheres.

218. xal\lorovs] B Go3 Irwor uév
péy' dporas Egav Pnpyriddao (though in
this passage $npnriddns means Admetus)
7ds Edunhos hawe. Cf. also the account
of the chariot race in ¥.

223,
vos ké\ns Ixwos. Suidas.

224. dvmjpas] Is it not possible that

vixas PL, vbooas Musgr.
eldépay PL, l86par Dind.

cepagdpovs PL, ceipopdpovs Dind.
perhaps Wil.-Moll. is right in saying that L originally had xauwais.

oapoddpos] xal &fvE* & Neybue-

228
216. Boar’ PL,

oromowrt P, oroploes
xapwaioe PL, (?)
225. wvp-

219.
224,

this word means suifed fo, here? and that
xapwal Spbuwr means the same as 3pduoc
xduwpo at /. 7. 812 i.e. the horses could
turn the corners better because the two
outside ones were not yoked. Some
extraordinary explanations have been
given of drrijpys on the assumption that
the second part of the word is the root of
épéoow (see e.g. Suidas s.v.). It is now
generally held (see L. and S. s.v.—jpns)
that the -npys in all the compounds in
which it forms the second part, even in
Tpuhpns itself, comes from the root dp fit.
In conjecturing though that drrjpns
means convenient for, suited to, I do not
rely so much on this derivation-—for the
~fipns in all these compounds seems little
more than a derivative syllable—as on the
sense of meeting in drrdw &c. and that of
equsvalent lo, corresponding to, which
drrl has eg. in drrdldwm, and which
developed—in its derivative anfidote—
almost into the meaning suitable for.
Such a derivative as drmipns may have
had sometimes one of the meanings of
drrl, sometimes another. At Phoen. 761
it means ‘as an oppoment’, at 1376 ‘in
battle’.

225. wd] is adverbial and ogupd the
acc. of specification,
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woikiXodéppovas* “ols Tapemwdiero
IIn\etdas odv 8mhoae wap’ dvrvya
xal avpuyyas apuarelovs. 230
[vadv & els dpfpov FAvov

xal Qéav dbéodarov,

Tdv ywaixelov SYw oppdrov

s whjoaut pelidpoy’ adovdy.
xal xépas pév v

Sefwov whdras Ewv

Shusras 6 Mupuiov “Apps
wevmjkovra vaval fovplats.
xpvoéas 8 elxdow xar' dxpa Ny-
piides éoracay feal,

mpipvats o’ "Axt\elov arpatod.

aoTp.

235

240

pérpixas PL, wupodrpixas Monk. 226. wowihodépuovas P, wowA\Nodéppovas L
and Ald., which is noticeable, as Ald. probably printed from P. 229. IInkel-
das PL, Iln\etdas Elmsley. &whos PL, dwhowo: Heath. 233. ywawelay PL,
ywaxeior Boeckh. 234. pelhwor PL, puehixdr Markl. and Musgr. The
writer of these verses hardly ever forsakes the trochaic measure, and does not put
in a dactyl unless in a proper name with two short syllables, or in the place in
the strophe or antistrophe which corresponds to such a name. As a rule he
carefully observes the strophical correspondence. Seeing that neither uelwor
(which whoever wrote it must have meant for an adjective from ué\i) nor pehixdv
furnish a corresponding rhythm to that of z. 245, I suspect that he wrote ueNigpor’

with the second syll. scanned long.
cf. v. 1353.

PL, dxpa Pierson. 240.

237.
239. xpvoémot with the final ¢ erased P, xpuvoéais L (?): dxpav
With reference to Wil.-Mo6ll.’s note on v. 819 (An.

Mupudévwr PL, Mupudr Hermann

Eur. p. 41) it may be worth noticing here that both P and L have an « subscript

under the %, and not, as often, wi.

226. mapewdA\\ero] ‘went bounding
along by’. Suidas gives d\\era: as one
of the meanings of wdA\\et. At E/ 435
and 477 Eur. uses the active of ®d\\w in
the same sense—Ir' & ¢pi\avhos Exalle
Sehgls, and TerpaBduoves xrwoi Exalior.

231. dpwpds] is not used like our
‘number’ in the sense of ‘a multitude’ ;
els dpifuor éNfeiv is a phrase probably
coined by the writer on the analogy of els
Aoyous éNOeiv : ‘I fell to numbering’ the
fleet, (and took in) the boundless view’.

236. wAdras] Brodcau and Weil are
doubtless right in taking this to be gen.

241. wplwrawrs corr. to wpuurais PL.

sing. in the sense of fleet ; but the usage
does not appear to be a classical one. It
is one thing to use a word for oar (see
L. and S. s.z. xdwn) as a general poetical
equivalent for travelling by sea, or the
means of such travelling—to say, e.g.
‘ The Greek oar is swift’ instead of ‘the
Greek fleet is swift '—and quite another
to use oar for flect in such an enumeration
as the present, and to talk of the ‘right
wing of the Greek oar’.

239. xpvodas exéoww] This is a
remarkable use of the dative.

241. The writer seems to have scan-
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"Apyelwy' 8¢ 'ralod” loperpot

vies foracay wélas

dv ¢ Myxwréws orparyidras
wais v, Takads &v Tpéper marjp"
Kamavéws re mals

S0évehos: "At10(8as & dywv
¢jxovra vads ¢ Onoéws

wais s davAoxet Oedv
IIaAAdS & pavixors &xwv wrepw-
Tolow dppacw Oerov

@ouiv Te pdopa vavBdracs.

Bowrdv § orhopa wovrias

27

)
avT.

245

250

aoTp.

247. 'A70(30s PL, 'A76(3as Dobree. 248. rals corr. to rijas P (apparently
the corrector wanted to get the same number of syllables as in . 237, where he read
Mupudorwr), vais L. In P the wais was originally written in this line and then
crossed out and put in at the beginning of the next. (This sort of correction is made
in P at several places but I have not thought it worth while to record it always.)
In L also wais is written in 348 and marked to be transposed to the next v. 249. ééfis
P, étijs L. 251. appaoct P, Gppacw L the » looks here as if it might have been
added by the first hand as a correction. ferdr seems corrupt. Firnhaber emends

it to foar, Weil writes fed» here and Godr at the end of v. 349.

ned the penult of "Ax\elov as a short
syllable (cf. C. N. on Kuvx\wwelas at
vv. 265 and 1501).

243. 'Apydwv] The writer of this
catalogue mentions a force from Argos
under Euryalus (the son of Mecisteus)
and, at v. 265, a separate force from
.Mycenae. This, Hennig says, is enough
by itself to prove that no contemporary
of the great tragedians wrote this cata-
logue. Homer makes Mycenae the city
of the Atreidae : Argos and some neigh-
bouring cities he puts under Diomede,
with Sthenelus and Euryalus under him.
Aeschylus never mentions Mycenae in
his Orestean trilogy : with him Argos is
Agamemnon’s city. Sophocles in the
Electra mentions the two cities as distinct
and puts them both under Agamemnon.
Euripides also mentions both cities, but,
as Hennig has shown by an examination of
many passages from the two [phigencia’s,
the Electra and the Orestes (cf. Hennig
pp- 49—52), he does not distinguish

253, Tdvis

between them, but uses now the name
of the one city, now that of the other,
when he is speaking of the seat of
Agamemnon's power.

245. Tpépea] historic present; so often
rlxred in genealogies.

248. & Omolws wals] At B 5352
Menestheus (an enemy of Theseus) is
mentioned as the leader of the Athenian
contingent, there numbered at 5o ships.

249. {vavAdxe] generally this word
means fo lie in ambusk and even (trans.
to lie in wait for.

250. pwvixots] This epithet shows
that dppacw stands for chariot and Aorses,
just as Ixrwor in Homer often stands for
horses and chariot. Weil quotes Here.
Fur. 881 dppace 8 évdldwot xévrpov.

353. SwMopa] is as strange a word
for fleet in its way as w\dry at ». 236,
and the worrlas vijas is very childish: the
suggestion made in the critical notes
would amend both faults.
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warnjkovra vijas “eldopay

anuelowty doTolwopévas* 255
7ots 8¢ Kddpos v

Xpioeov Spdxovr’ Exwv

audl vadv xdpuufa’

Aviros & o yqyens

dpxe valov orparod’ 260
Swxidos & dwo xBovds,

Aoxpois 8& T0igd loras dywy

vals Oiléws Tokos KAvrav

Opovidd’ éxMmwav woluwv.

Muxijvas 8¢ rds KuxAwwrias dvr. 265
wals "Atpéus émeume vavBdras

vadv éxarov 1fpoiouévovs.

av & "Adpacros Wy

Tayds, s Pilos $ikg,

tds Puyoloas pélabpa 270
BapBipuw xipw yier

#paéw ‘EMNds s AdfSot.

éx Tvdov 8¢ Néoropos

Feppviov xaredopav

wplpvas aijpa Tavpomovy opdv, 275
Tov wdpowov "ANpedv.

Alvdvwy 8¢ Swdexdorolo arp.
vaes fjoav, av avef Tovvels

inserted before Bo«wrdw in both P and L by a corrector. Ought we not to read
worrwr for worrlas? 255. onuewnow (the w wholly or partially obliterated)
eborohouévas PL, dorohouéras Scaliger. 260. dpxe PL (corr. in P to dpxe).
361. After this v. a space for two lines is left in both Mss. 262. Aokpois PL,
Aoxpés Scaliger and Canter, Aoxpav Heath, Aoxpds Markl. roted’ PL, Vitelli suggests
Taiod’, 263. Matthiae reads »ais 7\0° mctr. grat. 265. Ku\wweias PL
(corr. in P to Kux\wwmas). 276. The word épdr (originally put at the end
of v. 275 and crossed out) is written over the first word in this line: the word
was probably 7év, as in L. The author of this correction (which is adopted by
Ald.—possibly made by Musurus himself ?—) evidently thought the ¢ in ©porudd’
(v. 264) was long. 377.f. 8ddexa oréhot vadw PL, Swdexdorolot vdes Hermann
(an excellent emendation). 278. ’lowels P, Tovrets L (Canter proposed the

268. This introduction of Adrastusis take vengeance on some one’ is a most
inexplicable. extraordinary phrase.

272. wpafw Aafdv Twés] for ‘to
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dpxe'  Tovde 8 ab wélas
"HASos Svvdoropes,

280

ovs "Emeods dvopale wds Aeds:

Edpvros & dvacoe ravde
Aevirjperpov & "Apy

Tdeiov fyev, dv Méyns dvacoe

Duléws Adxevua,

285

7ds "Exivas Mwwy * * * *
vijoovs vavBdrais dwpoodopovs.

Alas & ¢ Salapivos &rpogos dvr.
3etwov képas mpos 7o Aawv Ewvdye, 290
1év dooov Jppet wAdTaaty

éoxdrawoe ovpmAéxwy

8u8ex’ eborpodurdraiot vavelv: us

diwv xai vavBdray
eldopav Aewy*

@ mis e TpoTapusTe
BapBdpovs Bdpidas,
vooTov obk dmolreray,
&0d8 olov elddpav
vdiov mwopevpa,

295

300

7a 8¢ xar’ olkovs xAvovoa ovy-

latter as an emendation).
drduate L.

281,

dvéuate P (o for w is a common error with P),
284. dyer &» PL, Jryepdr Herm. The word dracoe which stands

in the Mss. at the end of this v. cannot stand here: it probably was put in
by a transcriber after the Jryeud» was corrupted into 7yer dw. Firnhaber reads

Hyor, v Méyns dracoe.
the side ras éxwadds ¢noe.
PL, §vraye Weil. 299.

280. Swwdorwp] is ‘a vile word’
formed on the analogy of dvdxrwp.

285. Pullws AMxevpa] This use of
Aéxevpa with the genitive of the father is
outrageous: the writer must have used
something of the nature of a ¢ Gradus’.

287. vavBdrais dwpooddpovs] Vitelli
refers to o 427 where we read of Tdguot
AnloTopes dv8pes.

289—1293. Weil’s comment on these
lines begins as follows: °Pour trouver
le sens de ces lignes, il ne faut pas
prendre pour point de départ les mots,

286. éxldvas PL, in P a commentator has written at
Exwadas Voss, 'Exlras Brodeau.
diov PL, olov Herm.

290. §braye
301. ovyxMrov PL, Dind.
qui sont obscurs, mais il faut d'abord se
demander ce qui le poéte a dil dire’.

296. wpooappboa] apparently used
here in the sense of bring to close quarters
with; the sense of the whole passage is
‘whoever brings outlandish hulks to
attack such a fleet as this will not be
allowed to escape’.

300. vdwy mépevpa] another lame
phrase for ‘fleet’; the author has pre-
viously used w\dry (236), Sx\opa wérrior
(253, if the reading is right), and »aios
arpards (260).
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whojrov [prjpny] owlopas orpareiparos.]
*Eweicdaion 4.
NIP. Mevérae, Toruds e, & o’ ov Tohudy ypeor.
ME. dwnefe' MNMav Seamiéraios woTos €l
IIP. xah\ov «yé poi ToUveidos éfwveidioas.

suggests odykAvdos but prefers gvA\\oyov.

305

I am inclined to think that umfjuy

in v. 302 is an explanatory addition, and that ». 301 originally ended with the
first syllable of ovyk\frov, the gen. orparesparos depending on the ra 8¢, o¢ifopar
for ‘I remember’ is a poetical but wriuny cdjoual 7wros a most prosaic phrase.

303. d¢o»’ PL. 304.

A late hand in P inserted ye after Mav: Aldus printed

the ye: Barnes was the first to reject it. The corrector evidently did not know that

FIRST EPISODE »v. 303—543.

It is with a sigh of relief that every
student must turn from the perplexities
of the prologue and the doggerel navy
list at the end of the parodus, to a scene
of definite intelligible action, and of a
genuine Euripidean stamp. Menelaus,
impatient for Iphigeneia’s arrival (vv. 328
and 330) has gone out at daybreak to
look for her along the road. All he
sees is the old henchman going from the
camp in haste, the bearer of the letter
which is to send Iphigeneia back. The
suspicions of Menelaus are aroused. He
challenges the messenger, robs him of
his letter and reads its contents. At
2. 303 Menelaus appears before Aga-
memnon's tent struggling with the old
henchman, who is endeavouring to re-
cover the stolen letter. At v. 314 the
latter calls to his master for aid. Aga-
memnon appears, and a brisk ¢stichomu-
thia’ between the two Atreidae forms an
introduction to a formal pleading between
the two, such as an Athenian play-goer
loved to listen to.

- On the question of the spurious passage
that follows, see Notes on vv. 413—441.
After this pleading both sides give way.
Agamemnon bewails his fate, and the
sight of his brother’s dismay and grief, or
else his natural cunning, then moves
Menelaus to waive his claim. He offers

to abandon the expedition. Agamemnon
however will not accept his offer, and the
first Episode closes on the understanding
that the sacrifice must proceed.

It is perhaps a mark of the unfinished
state in which the author left the play,
that there are no anapaests at the end of
the parodus such as those in which the
chorus usually announce the arrival of a
new character. Such formal lines ap-
proach very nearly in kind to our stage
directions, and may well have been put
in after the main scenes had been com-

posed.

Scene 1.
The Old Man and Menelaus.

305. xaAdy yé po. rolivedos] a pro-
verbial oxymoron: ¢ your reproach does
me credit’. Cf. the ‘proverb’ quoted
(from Diogenianus 1v. 85) by Suidas 5.z,
yaorhp* yaocrépa pot wpodépets, kdANNioTov
dveidos dxdvrwy, Eur. Phoen. 821 yévvav
ddorroguij, OfBais kd\\wror Bveidos,
Bacch. 853 dveldioas &) Toiro Atovioy
xkakér. It is a proof of the familiar
nature of the phrase that Eustathius on
A ar1, and on P twice quotes Soph.
0. 7. 1035 as xa\dv v’ Sveidos instead of
Sewby o Svedos. At Medea 514 xakby
v’ Sveidos T veworl yuudly, we probably
have this phrase used ironically, ‘a credit-
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ME. «\alois dv, e mpdaaows & py) wpdooew ae dei.

IIP. oV xpiv a& Aboar 8éNTov, iy éyd “depov.

ME. 008¢ ye pépewv ¢ mwaow "ENApowv xaxd.

IIP. d\\ois duAAé Tadr™ des 8¢ Twd éuol.

ME. ovk dv peleluny. TIP. o8 éywy' ddroopac. 310
ME. oxijmrpp Tax dpa oov xabaipafe xdpa.

IIP. d\\' eduheés Tou Seamorov Ovioxew trmrep.

ME. péfes: paxpovs 8¢ Sodhos dv Néyets Ndryous.

IIP. & 8éomor’, ddinovueala. aas & émiaToras

the « of Ma» is sometimes long. 306. xMales P, corrected by an early hand to
xhalocs. 307. I have printed o¢ with Paley instead of the ordinary ce.—In P
the mark of the breathing over the absent augment of (&gepor is obliterated by a dot
of ink. L has the breathing but no accent. 308. 0Ud¢ ye péperv oe 3¢l PL,
corrected in both by an early hand to o03¢ oe ¢épeww 3ei: the correction of ye to oe is
manifest in both: in L the ew of ¢épew is in an erasure large enough to hold ew oge.
It is clear that the 3¢ has no business here but was originally an explanatory addition.
309. &\ws PL, &\as Markl. The dwANd of Ald. may have been due to the
fact that in P the & resembles a: d\\ws du\g gives a tolerable sense, but it is far
more likely that &\\ois was miswritten d\Aws, than that &u\\g was miswritten

du@.

able sort of reproach that’, though its
very familiarity may have led to a mis-
take such as that made by Eustathius.
Vitelli suggests that in the Medea we
ought to read xaxér 7y’ Svewdos. Anyhow
this passage in the AMedea is the only one
which at all bears out the extraordinary
statement made by the scholiast on Eur.
Phoen., 821 kot 8¢ 10 Sveidos TGy péowr
Nétewr, @5 xal TOX7, kal 86Xos, xal {HNos :
a statement made also by Eust. on A 211
and Z 367, and in the £¢. Mag. 626, 37—
due probably to a misapprehension of
the proverbial kakéw ¥/ 8vedos, See Valc-
kenaer and Geel or Phoen. l.c. and
Vitelli on this passage. The above ex-
planation seems better than to take the
xa\by» ye ironically here : *a pretty sort of
reproach’. When at v. 311 Menelaus
repeats (‘more explicitly’ as Weil says)
the threat of z. 306, the Old Man again
refers to the Aonour Menelaus will unin-
tentionally be doing him.

307. oi] emphatic because of the e

313. In P a late hand has written an explanatory ydp over the

3¢t of the previous line : ‘you talk of my
duties, let me remind yox of yours’.

308. For the rare o08¢ ye cf. Soph. £/.
1347 O. ovxl Ewins; H. 003é v és Qupdr
¢épw, Xen. Cyr. 1. v. 11 (bis). Usually
some word or words intervene between
the o08¢ and the ye. 3¢ ye is not uncom-
mon.

310. The d¢rjoopnar shows that by this
time the old man had got hold of the
letter. Probably an unsuccessful attempt
to do so caused Menelaus to say what he
does at z. 306, and he succeeded in
getting it when he said the word r#»8’ in
v. 309.

311. At Andr. 587 Peleus says to
Menelaus : oxiwrrpy 8¢ Tpde oov xabaipud-
$w xdpa.

313. dOes] very likely at this word,
as Paley says, M. snatches the letter from
his hand.

8ot)os dv]  for a slave: cf. Soph. O. C.
20 paxpdr yap s yéporre xpodaTdlys ddor,
and O. 7. 1078 and 1118,
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ékapmagas 08 éx xepwv éuav Pla, 318
*Aqydpepvov, ovdéy i dixy xpiicbac Géner.

ATA. éa’

rls wor’ év mihaioe B6puBos xai Adyov axoopia;
ME. oduds ovy o Toide pdbos rxvpiwiTepos Néyew.
ATA. oV 8 7( 18 & épw dopikar, Mevéhews, Bia T dryets;

3¢ 317. At Bekker, Anecdota 1, 369 this 9. is quoted in the form ris wor’ év
Obparot k.7 \. P has 7is 357’ év w0 aow, L rls 877’ & wihas x.7.\. with an erasure
before 7i, after woAais and after 6épvBos. Evidently the erased additions and the
347’ for wor’ are to be explained by the fact that in I. the line was originally written
as two (iambic!) verses. The hand that erased the additions wrote dpx7 over 7is and
7é\os over dxooula: i.e. he had found out that it was only one trochaic line, though
apparently he thought the second syllable of 8épvBos was long. w?¢Aasot, the grander
word of the two, is probably right, and not 6dpaisci. Hermann (Opusc.) thought a
verse spoken by the old man was missing after v. 317, and so Kirchhoff. Anyhow
H. was right in ascribing #. 318 not, as P and L do, to ITP. but to Menelaus. See
Expl. Notes. Nauck suggests xaipedrepos xhdew for xupudrepos Néyew : this amounts
to re-writing Euripides: moreover xuptdrepos better suits Menelaus’ imperious

316. This seems rather a weak line.
It would be easy to believe that the
preceding line ended originally with
&xet, and that the author, or some later
hand, in finally adapting it for the stage
altered the &xe: to Blg and added v. 316
solely in order to bring in * Agamemnon’,
the name of the character who now
appears. Anyhow such is the purpose
of the line. The *playbill’ element in
tragedy must not be judged by rigid
canons of style.

Scenk II,
Agamemnon, Menelaus. The Old Man
probably retives at v. 319.

By the side of v. 317 L has the follow-
ing scholion : rpoxaixol 81 70 perd dpbuov
éteNdety Tov "Ayapéurova. The livelier
metre not only suits a rapid appearance
on the stage, but also the hasty tempers
of the interlocutors in the following
scene.

318. The old man has called his
master out from his tent; it is natural
that the first words of Agamemnon should

be addressed more particularly to the
man who has summoned him. These
words of Menelaus are spoken to draw
his attention from the old man to him-
self.

319. T98’] It is best to take the
dat. not, as at Cyclops 328 (Aws Bpov-
raiow els &pw xrvwdy) directly with els
&pur, but with the whole phrase els ¢. d¢.

Blag v d&yas] This dyes is diffi-
cult. At 7ro. 998 e¢.g. Hecuba says to
Helen Blg ydp waida ¢fis o’ dyew éubv:
there dyew Blg has its natural sense of
carry off by force : so too at Heracl. 154
at Medea 1216 el 8¢ wpds Blav dyo
means: but if ke dragged at it violently ;
but in the present case there seems to be
nothing resembling a carrying off or a
dragging, unless it be at the letter. But
the old man apparently had ceased at
v. 315 f. to hold the letter. Unless dvyes
is corrupt, perhaps the best explanation
is that Agamemnon here accuses his
brother with having (waylaid and) car-
ried off his messenger by force (historic
present).
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ME. B\époi'els nuas) W apyds rdv NMéyov Tavras MdBw. 320
ATA. pdv tpéoas ovk dvaxahinfw BAédapov, 'ATpéws yeyos;
ME. mjv8 dpas 8éhtov, xaxiorwy ypappdray vmrnpériv;
ATA. eloopd, xal wpdra Tavrny odv amdallafov yepoy.

ME. oY, mpiv dv Selfw ye Aavaois wiae Tdyyeypappéva.
ATA. 7 ydp ola® & wif ae xawpds eldévas, arjpavrp’ dvels; 325
ME. d&ore ¢’ d\yival o, dvoltas, & av xax’ elpydow Nabpa.
ATA. wob 8¢ xdr\aBés viv; & Oeol, aijs dvaiayivrov Ppevis.

tone. - 323. ¥’ in an erasure in P. vypapudrwr PL, wpayudrwr or épyudrwr
Markl., papudrwr Gomperz. See Ex. Notes. 324, dwaoe T8 éyyeypapuéra
with the first ¢ of éyy. crossed through P, wdot rdyyeypapuéra, the 7d being in an
erasure and the ot written above it L. Vitelli ‘dubitanter’ xdrra for wdoe: this is
no improvement to the sense but provides a possible explanation for the erasure
in L. Ald. and subsequent early editors adopted P.'s dxas: and omitted the

320, O dpxds x.7.\.] This paren-
thetical use of Iva with an ellipsis of a
previous / say #¢ is not uncommon in
Greek. A well known instance is to be
found in St Matthew ix. 6: another at
Soph. Phkil. 989 (Zeds Eo6', v’ eldys, Zeds
6 Tijode yijs kpardv), probably also, though
all commentators do not so take it, at
Soph. 4nt. 310. The Latin 2 is used
in somewhat the same way: e.g. Ovid
Met. x111. 177 Utque alios taceam, qui
saevum perdere posset Hectora nempe dedi :
only the Latin %/ is here consecutive, the
Gk. ba is final.

321. ‘Do you expect the son of
Atreus to shut his eyes from fear?’—
Vater (Prolegg. ad Rhesum) notices the
fact that the name 'Arpets is said by
Plato (Crat. 395 B) to be significant from
its likeness to &7peoros (among other
words). No doubt the poet here was
thinking of a possible etymological con-
nexion between rpéoas and 'Arpéws: in
pronunciation ¢ between the e and a of
the former word would perhaps be some-
what slurred over.—g\épapor for Suua is
common in tragedy; but perhaps here,
as in the passage of Aristotle (quoted—
wrongly—in L. and S7.) p. 444 3332
BM\égapor is literally eyelid and dvaxal.
means /if? (a covering).

E. L

323. ypappdrey twypérv] fanciful,
but quite Euripidean : the servant bears
the tablet, and the tablet in its turn per-
forms the same office, and bears the
writing. .

326. With drolfas it is best to under-
stand ojuarrpa, or 3éAror, and mnot to
take it, as L. and S. and others do,
directly with & o9 x.7.\. in the sense of
disclose, make public. Menelaus had not
yet made his discovery public. Ag. has
asked ¢ Have you undone the seal and do
you know what you have no business to
know’? Men. answers ‘Yes, to yom
cost, I have opened it, and I know the
evil you wrought in secret’. Firnhaber
takes & o9 x.7.\. as the subj. to dhyira,
but this leaves droltas in a very awkward
position : it is best therefore to suppose
the relative clause as governed by the
ol3a which is implied in the ve.

327. wou 81 x&\afés wv] Porson on
Phoen. 1373 has collected many instances
of xal thus placed after an interrogative
word : among them several in which, as
here and at z. 1193, a 3¢ comes between
the interrogative and the xal. This «al
is generally placed immediately before
the verb, or only separated from it
by an unemphatic word, and is best ren-
dered by putting an emphasis on the

3
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ME. wpocdoksv ony waid ‘am’ “Apyovs el orpdreup’ dpiferac.
ATA. 7i & e Tdpad 8¢l puNdgoew; ovx dvarsyiwvrov Téde;
ME. b7t 10 Bovhedlai p’ éxvile' aos 8¢ Sothos ovk éduv. 330
ATA. ovyi Sewd; Tov éuov oixeiv olrov ovk édoopar;

ME. w\dyia ydp dpoveis, Ta pév viv, Td 8¢ wdlat, Ta & avrika.

ATA. € xexopyrevoar movnpd: yhdoa' émipfovov aodr).

ye. 331. Hermann’s odxt dely’, el for the Mss. oyl dewd; is certainly not
refuted by Monk’s statement that the following oéx would in that case have been .
—édaopas PL, édaoper Firnhaber, égs éue Nauck. 333. éxxexbuyevoai® wornpdy
PL. b xexépuyevoar® Ruhnken ad Tim. Lex. 155. éxxexbuyevoar worypbr, Matthiae.
ed xexbuyevoar wormpd, Monk. wownpdr Bothe and Nauck (so Weil and Vitelli).
éxlgpfovor PL, éxl ¢p6bvor Musgrave (so Bremi, Hartung, Hermann, Dindorf and
Vitelli). Bremi, followed by Matthiae, Bothe, Fimhaber and Vitelli prefer to keep
éxxexbppevoas, reading wornpor (Firn. wornpéw, adverbially with éxx.). I have, with
Paley and Jebb (on Soph. 4#ss. 324) adopted Monk’s reading of the line. Musgrave’s
éxl pObvor seems at first sight a simple solution of the difficulty, but éx( with the acc.

auxiliary which accompanies the English
verb. Cf. Soph. 4;. 1390 3oTre, woi
BN\éxwr wor’ alrd Kal Bpoets ; ¢ with what
face can'you utter it?’ (Jebb, in lecture).—
I am inclined with Firnhaber to take »w
to refer not to the letter, but to the
messenger. In that case the question
takes up that put at ». 319 (see notes
there) : not ‘where’, or ‘how’ (cf. v. 406)
‘did you get it ?’—both these questions
would be unnecessary after the old man’s
words at v. 315—but ‘where did you
get hold of him?' The exclamation at
the end of the 2. is prompted by indigna-
tion not at the opening of the letter but
at the interference with the messenger.
This is borne out by ». 329.

328. wpooBokav Tovrov d dlferar]
is a favourite Greek variety for wpogdoxdr
el oVros dplierar. Cf Thuc. 1v. 41, 3 éwe-
Tipoww Tovs "Abnrvalovs ol xaracxhoovow.
Most probably at Med. 669 waldwr épev-
vy oxépp’ Sxws yévoird pot, oxéppa is acc.
Cf. also Thuc. vII. 63, 3 éxelrny Te T
HBoriy évBuueiofar s déla éorl Sacdoac-
Oau.

339. Cicero Z'usc. 1v, 77 quotes from
Ennius a fragment of a conversation
between Agamemnon and Menelaus in

the course of which, he says, ‘alternis
versibus intorguentur inter fratres gravis-
simae contumeliae’. The fragment is
A. Quis homo te exsuperavit usquam
Gentium impudentia ? M. Quis autem ma-
litia te? It looks as if Ennius had here
followed Euripides pretty closely.

330. Ag.’s twice repeated charge of
impudence would seem to have stung
Menelaus to show how impudent he
really could be.

331. For rdv {pdv olxelv olxov cf. 42n-
drom. §81 x&s ; 1) o Tv ¢udv olkov olkfaers
uoha» debp’; (adopting Lenting’s cor-
rection of the z.). Even if this had been
the only instance of édaopar as a passive
(cf. Thuc. 1, 142 098¢ uelerijoar éacbue-
»oi) that would not have been a sufficient
reason for altering it (see Crit. N.)

333. wAdywa] In the other two pas-
sages cited for this word in the lexx.
from poets it is used, like the English
crooked, metaphorically, in the sense of
perverse ot deceitful: here the following
words fix its meaning as ckangrable :—
‘ you go zigzagging about’.

333- e ‘You can talk finely about
your conduct (in intercepting and open-
ing my letter) but it has been disgrace-
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335

(“for’), is thus made to bear the sense of els (‘at’), and even els ¢p8bvor ‘clever at
malice’, is not the sense we want. The substance of Menelaus’ answers has been a
defence of his own base conduct: his accusations of Ag. are only made incidentally
for that purpose. It is in favour of Monk’s wornpd that the verb (whether éxxex.
or xex.) decidedly wants an object. In P p. (dpaior), and in L yrw. (y»dun) are
written in the margin by this line. 334. »obs & o0 P, corr. by a late hand to
vois 3¢ ' ol, »ois &' ob L, with &’ written over & o0 by an early hand. wvois &
& uh Hense (on the ground that od is often found as a gloss upon 7 in Mss.). I think
the change to u# would be for the worse. «xob capls ¢ihois PL, caghs Monk, xov
gogois phov Nauck. See Ex. N.—«od was in L originally written * xal o0. In view
of the difficulty of the ddwov I would suggest that Euripides, wrote rois ¢
v’ o BéBacov ddixos xrijpa, following somewhat the order of the last words of
Ag. 335. 08¢ o' é\éytar PL, corrected by a late hand in P and by an early
hand in L to 3¢ o’ éfeNéytar. Over the 7' of ufr’ in P 7o is written by a late hand,
due probably to the ofroc in the following 7. In L the s 8wo is written (by an early
hand) in an erasure. 336. dwogrpépov corrected (probably by an early hand in
both, though the ink in P is rather dark), to dworpéwov PL. In these three lines it
looks as if P had been corrected by being compared with L. ofro. xaraw@® Mav o’
éyd PL, odro katarera Nav éyd Boeckh. ofre xararerd Herm., who also omits the
o’. As the corrector of P who wrote 7ot over the wir’ in the previous . saw, the
two negatives correspond ; therefore, as u#r’ cannot stand for uifroi, we are almost
compelled to write odre in v, 336. It is hard though to see how the o« of offrot arose.
odr’ ad o’ éxrevd Blomfield, ofr’ a? xararerw Hartung, whom I follow. The o’ after
Mar was, probably, not merely due, as Vitelli supposed, to the ignorance on the part

d\n0elg cadi), /on 1482 (36Ma Kob cagi
7dd¢). The emendation I have proposed

ful. I hate a clever speaker’: to which
Men. naturally answers; that there are

other bad things besides a clever tongue.

334. The irresoluteness of Agamem-
non already spoken of by Men. at . 333,
is the point on which he mainly enlarges
in the following speech.

d8wxov is an extraordinary word here :
we should have expected something more
like aloxpér in meaning: cagés too is
difficult. &3wor xrijua xob capéds Pilois
would seem to mean ‘a wrong thing for
a man (himself) to have, and one which
prevents his friends having any confi-
dence in him’.—‘not a thing that his
friends can trust in’. cags in the sense
of ‘trustworthy’ occurs at Or. 1155,
1. T. 919, Herc. fur. 55 (cageis pidor),
ITipp. 890 (cageis dpds), Helen. 310 (¥x1...

in the C. N. and adopted in the text
gives the following sense: ‘yes but a
wicked heart is a shifty piece of goods:
no friend can trust it’. Cf. v. 347.

335 fin. and 336. ¢ Don’t you angrily
deny true charges, and 7 won't make them
any more bitter than I can help’. I do
not know whether it is better to take
xararerd absolutely, or to supply TdAn-
8¢5 as its object : in favour of the former
is the somewhat similar absolute use of
dvrirelvw in Eur. fr. 656—the general
sense of which throws light on this
passage—3voiv Aeybvrow, farépov Buuov-
pévov, 6 ) dvrirelvwr Tois Noyots copure-
pos. drvrixararelvw is also so used at
Plat. Rep. 348 A.

3—2
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of some Byzantine of the length of the penult in Ma», but after the corrupt
xarawd had crept in, an object to it was necessary. The ¢’ is omitted in the Paris

copies of L. 339-

#s dwdoys P, #s dwdons with an erasure between the two

words and a comma under the erasure L, #06a wdons Markland (cf. Rutherford, New

337—349. The first instance of the
uncertainty and changeableness of Aga-
memnon’s mind yasthedifference between
his behaviour as a candidate for office and
his behaviour after being elected.

350—364. The second instance was
the way in which he at first was ready
and willing to do anything, even sacrifice
his daughter, to further the expedition,
and now was drawing back. Observe
the similarity of phrase in 2v. 343 and
363.

337. dpxev AavaiBais wpds “Ihov]
In prose it would have been d. Aavatdacs
viis wpds “INiov orparelas. The dative
with dpxw seems to have been used
specially of a temporary office: cf. Thuc.
1. 93, 3 éwl Tijs éxelvov dpxs 7s xar’
éveavrdv 'Adnralos fpte, cf. also Thuc. 11.
2, 1; VI. 54, 6, and VII. 70, 1 ; also Hdt.
viil. 51 KaA\d3ew dpxorros ' Abpraloat.

Matthiae thinks it was perhaps to the
present passage that the words of Eusta-
thius refer, on 7/ p. 57, 30. See above
on v. 8s.

338. A reference to ». 330, where
Menelaus says &7 70 Sothesfal pu’ Exvife,
will help to make ¢ 3¢ Sothesfau BNy
seem a little less curious. Weil translates
the z. ‘En apparence, tu n’y aspirais
point ; mais, & sonder ta volonté, tu le
désirais’, and quotes Tac. A#n. 1. 3 specie
recusantis flagrantissime cupiverat. Hen-
nig condemns the line firstly because it
ends in the same syllable as the two
following, secondly because it adds no-

thing to the sketch of Ag.’s behaviour.

" As to the latter objection: it is surely

quite in keeping with the falseness and
untrustworthiness which he is describing,
and with the general nature of candidates’
civilities, that they should conceal from
the recipients of these civilities the desire
which prompted them. The line seems
to me Euripidean.

341. For iffs wiov (‘every single
one’) cf. Eur. Fr. 658 8oris 8¢ wdoas
aurrilels Yéyer Ny yvraixas é&s, oxads
éore ol cogpds, and Philemon Fr. /nc. 111.
(Meineke) dehol wdAer ét7js wdvres eloly ol
Myy, and p 450. The phrase seems to
have been a homely one. The word éf#s
is not used by Aeschylus or Sophocles.—
xel ph Tis 0w does not mean that Ag.
accosted men against their will, but even
though they did not seck it,—were not
looking for it. Cf. Xen. Hiero viIl. 3
180r ydp wplror mposeiwdrw TIvd Pihixls
& e dpxwy xal & ubrys. & ToiTy TiY
worépov wpbopnow pdNov ebppalvewr TV
dxovoarra voulfes ;

342. 0 $Aémpov] Monk translates
this ¢ popularity’: I think it rather means
advancement. The noun ¢lorula and
the adj. ¢\érquos by no means always
meant ambition and ambiti In later
Greek especially they were used for pride
of place (or even high place), and distin-
guished, respectively.—Hennig thinks
this line is concocted by the interpolator
who did not add ‘de suo’, but * gui multa
ex ipsa fabula extracta inculcavit’. The
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k@1’ émel xaréoxes dpxds, peraBalwv d\ovs Tpomwovs
Tois PplNotaww ovkér’ fala Tois wpiv ds wpocev pidos, 344
Svompdaitos €aw Te K\jjOpwy omwdvios. dvdpa & ob xpedy
Tov dyalov mpdooovra peyala Tovs Tpomovs uebioravai,
a\\a kal BéBaiov elvar Tore pdhiocTa Tols pilocs

iK' dpereiv paliota dvvatds éaTw eTUyDY.

tabra pév ae mpor émialov, lva ge wpdl nTpov xarov.
as &' és AONw JNes adbis xo MlaveAMvwv aTparés, 350

Phrynichus p. 315). 345. In the margin is written & (f.e. @pafor) in P, oy
(é.. oppelwoar) in L. These marginal marks (also y» for y»dun) against choice
passages often occur in this tragedy. 349 e corrected by a late hand to go P,
cf. Bacck. 736, e L. elpw PL, in P the w, if it is an w, is written small, above the
line, and is partially obscured by a dot of ink in its second half. In L there seems
to have been some correction in the xaxév, but the elpw is clear (Vit.). I think
Reiske’s and Markland’s edpor (better nipor) right: efpw having been the misreading of
a copier who had only the final use of a in his mind at the time. 350. #N0er
PL, #\0¢s Ald., adris PL (corr. to adfs in P), xal 6 PL—with xw written over it in
both Mss. 1 have accepted the above corrections, but I think the true reading has
not yet been recovered, and that some old corruption lurks in the letters NaYTICKAIO.
? vavrys 88e—vatrys being used adjectively as at Hec. 921 (valrar otxéd’ dpdr 8uudor),
and xal 6 having been a gloss written by some one who mistook &3¢ for ¢ &¢.

rpéwoes in this v. helps the rpdwous in the
next : this makes for the genuineness of
the v.—mwplagfai éx upéoov something like
our buy in the open market; another
homely phrase.

345. Svowpéorros x.r.\] Cf Plut.
Nic. V. p. 536 el 8¢ undév év xow wpdr-
rew Exou Svoxpbaodos v xal Susévrevnros,
olxovpdy xal xaraxexhepuévos. Porson
well compares Thuc. 1. 130 (about Pau-
sanias).

{ow xAlpwy] furnishes the contrast
to Opas Exwr dxhgorous (now he lived
behind a barred door): owdrios to 3:3.
wpdopnoww éfis wioe xel ph Tis OéNo:
now he was hard to find if any one
wanted him.,

Svompéoriros x.7.\.] hardly an asynde-
ton: Z.e. not for dA\’ jofa dvor. x.7.\. ; but
the adjs. are in explanatory subordina-
tion to odxér’ Rada pilos.

346. dyaBdv] is here used much in
the sense of kind, friendly, as at v. 45

wpos &' dvdp’ dyabdv wioTdy Te Ppdoes.

347- The dat. ¢Qors with BéBarov as
with cagés at 2. 334.

348. ebruxev] in causal subordina-
tion to dvrards éoriw : because he is pros-
perous :—*just when his prosperity puts
it most within his power to aid them'.—
In the margin of my copy of Canter’s Eu-
ripides an old hand has written against
this passage (345 fl.), ‘0b honmores non
mutandos mores’.

349. Markland cf. Andr. 688 rair’
e pporiw o’ éxj\Bow, ol Spryis xdpwv : the
two passages well support each other in
a rare use of the verb and in its construc-
tion with an acc. of the person : in the
Andr. however the raira means tkis
reproof ; here the radra is most probably
antecedent to va and means abdont this.
So in English we might say ‘¢kat fs the
Sirst fault I find with you’, in either of
the two senses ‘Wva in gua re as at v.
469’ (Monk).
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Kirchhoff conj. atrlx’ d8e. #N\fes adrds Monk. 351. ovdér #e0’ PL, oddér
Weil, 008’ éveto6’ Vitelli. 354. s dvorSov PL, but in L a & is added above
the end of the &s by an early hand and possibly in P by a late one, though it is not
clear. The harsh asyndeton of &s d&roASor has beeen avoided by Ald., Canter,
Matthiae and most later editors and critics (Monk, Herm., Hart., Bothe, Firnh.,
Paley, Hennig) by admitting the &' after ds, by Weil and Vitelli by alterations of
obdér #06’ (see above on v. 351) which make &s d»oABor x.7.\. the principal sentence
to which v2. 350—353 form a series of subordinate clauses. Dindorf and Nauck,
(and Herm. Opusc.) get rid of this and other difficulties by rejecting vz. 354 and 355.
(Nauck rejects z. 351 as well.) As Hennig says, the A might easily have fallen out
before the A.—8voua P, 8uua L (at Z. 7. gos there seems to have been the same
mistake made in both Mss. which P makes here). Though strongly inclined to reject
354 f. with Dind. and Nauck, I think it is safer to read s 8. Hartung transposes
351 and puts it after 353: this Herm. (Opusc.) approves. 355. 70 Ilpuduov Te
PL, with the 7 crossed out in both. Elmsley rejected the re and so all later
editors. éuwhfoas PL, 7’ el for 7e (PL) (in 354), and éuwAfoeis Musgrave, éurhfowr
Matt., éurhfoais Lenting (a bad form). I have adopted Musgrave's correction.
The 7e after Hpiduov was evidently put in by some one who thought Ag. feared (cf.
2. 357) to lose the command of the fleet and this insertion may have gone along with
the change of ¢uwhjoes to éumrhjoas. 356. Tiva wépor elpw wofév PL, with a
8¢ inserted after riva by an early hand in both: 7i»' dwopdr elpw wépov Nauck.
Weil has improved on this by reading dxépwr. Monk and Wecklein adopt at /. 7.
897 Hermann’s reading daxépwr wépor (for the Mss. x5pov dwopor), where the gen.
has exactly the same sense as here: (réfev L. Dind.). 357. orepévra o' PL,
orepévras Musgrave. Nearly all recent editors accept Musgrave’s emendation. If
we follow them we ought to take osrepévras, as Dobree says, to apply to both the

351. odBlv 1o0’] with reference to
the &s rawewds iofa of the previous
charge. ‘This time you were brought
lower still’. Monk compares /. 7. 115,
Cf. also Z7o. 1007 €l & edrvxoiev Tpdes,
ovdév v 83¢. Cf. vv. 968 and 945 of this

of hendiadys, both being in sense qualified
by dvo\Bov, ‘a piteous confusion of face’.
Cf. v. 1127.

355. XMov vesv dpxwv] as Vitelli
says, not so much as ‘although you were
master of a thousand ships’, but simply

play.—rp Tixp 10 Tév Oedw is a variety
for the common Gfelg Toxp of prose.
What the visitation of heaven was is
explained in the following participial
clause.

354 Oppa ovyxvelv T') form a sort

¢ at the head of your thousand ships’.
356. Tiv' dwépav eUpw wopov;] for the
genitive with wipos of the thing from
which a way is sought cf. A/k. 213 7ls d»
w&s wd wopos kaxv; and see Crit. Notes.
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360

365

brothers. If it had referred to Ag. alone it would almost certainly have been in the
nom. I see no great difficulty however in supposing the quotation of Ag.’s words to
stop at the end of v. 356. There is much to be said for Hermann’s later view
(Opusc.) that the verse is an interpolation. 359 f. The Hobels ¢pévas and the
douevos are not only themselves extraordinary and inconsistent with zz. g4 ff., but
they greatly weaken the force of the following éxdw, ob Blg. I think that from xal
Thodr...to doueros is an interpolation concocted partly from 2. 92. Nauck condemns
the whole of ». 359 and leaves douevos. 363. AeAqpar PL, Aehjoa:r a late
corrector of P and the early editions. (xd6’ P, without the ¢ subs. which has been so
often added in this Ms. by a late hand.) Nauck condemns this verse. 364. In
P a corrector has indistinctly altered odxére (I think, into ook el), oix a? Paley.
&m PL. Nauck and Hartung follow Dindorf in condemning this verse: *‘Versus a
grammatico aliquo ad explicanda verba praecedentia compositus, et satis misere
quidem: nam particulae &r¢ et wdliord ye nullum alium usum habent quam ut
mensuram versus expleant”. At v. 1594 another instance will be found in which an
interpolator has used ud\ora as a stop-gap. Hennig retains 363 and 364 (reading
pd\ora ' o0), and rejects 365. 365. avrés PL (which Monk would retain),
avrés Markland. ? 767’ for 7dd’. 366 f. I have adopted Wecklein’s punctuation
of 366, putting the * after avré instead of after wpdyuara, and in 367 I have also
(not without doubt) adopted his éyxoroio’ for the éxwovois’ of the Mss. &xorres PL,
éxévres Canter and Scaliger. I think it possible that wpds r& wpdyuara éxwovoio’
&xovres is after all the right reading, and that &xorres wxpds & wpdyuara is for voiv
&xovres wpds td wpdyuara. wposéxew with the dat. has exactly the sense of woiw
wpocéxew with the dat., why should not &xew wpds have the sense of voiv Exew wpds?
(Cf. éxewr éxri in the sense of éwéxew at Soph. Ant. 986, x 75.) The meaning then
would be attend devotedly, labour thesr wutmost in attending to public business.

358. v lepols] inter sacrificandum:
cl. ©. 674 £dv lepols, and v. 1491 wap’
lepois.

362. wpédaov] CL IIdt. v. 33 Exhee
wpopasw éx’  EX\npoxdvrov.

365. If this . is given correctly and
in its right order, we must suppose the
connexion of ideas with what precedes
to be this: ‘you did promise it’ (refer-

ring to Uwéorys in v. 360); ‘this is the
very same sky that heard you, I appeal
to it as a witness’. Markland compares
Troad. 1024 xéBAeyas woocer Tdr alirdr
alfép’.

366. rdwpdypara]seems to mean®the
conduct of affairs, the government’, as in
the phrases éxew 7 wpdyuara, ol év Tois
wpdynaocw.
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370

7 @énovoa Bpav T¢ xedvdv, BapBdpovs Tods ovdévas
xatayehdvras éfavioes Sid aé xai Ty ony xopnv.
Kndé’ olv wévous &ate mpooraTny Oeipmy xOovis,
und’ Smhwv dpyovra' vobv xp1 Tov oTpaTyhdTyy éxew’

368 f. Hennig condemns these two .
rightly.

373. 7w oiw xdeyr Nauck, perhaps

373 wnddy & xelous, corr. by an early hand to undé’ & xpéovs P,

undé’ 8r xpéous (the ¢ in an erasure) L. undé’ & Oelpunw is ungrammatical, and

xpelous (or xplous) is a vox mikili.
have been made.

It is useless to give the many corrections that
I have adopted in the text Monk's undér’ od» yévous (Reiske also

yévous) as, though it is by no means convincing, it seems to me to make the best

sense with the whole context.

367. Hexdpnoav xaxiés] Cf. Dante
Inf. 3, 60 ‘Che fece per viltate il gran
rifiuto’.

368 f. ‘Some men relinquish power
because of undeserved unpopularity, some
because they are really in themselves
incompetent’. It seems better, with
Hermann, to take ér3lxws closely with
ddivarot yeydres in the sense of ‘really’,
‘truly’.  (Cf. our use of ‘fairly’,
¢ properly’ in the sense of ‘ thoroughly’.)
If it be taken in the sense of ‘rightly’—
i.e. in the sense that it was quite right
they should lose their power,—the men
could hardly be said éxxwpicar xaxds.
The change spoken of is one from eager
devotion to base inactivity, in the case of
a ruler, and the notion of his being
rightly or wrongly deprived of office is
foreign to the matter. I think the poet
must here have had Alcibiades in mind,
and the disappointment he caused at
Athens by his conduct of the expedition
with which he was entrusted after his
return to the city in B.c. 407. See Grote
vilL. 393 fi. (chapter 64).

370. ‘Hunc versum respicit Eubulus
Comicus ap. Athenae. XI1II. 3 p. 569 A
‘EXNd3os Eywye Tiis Tahauwdpov wép ZTé-

Firnhaber, who holds all ‘so-called’ emendations of
the Mss. reading in abhorrence, actually defends undé»’ &v Gelunr.

374- Hennig

»w’ Markl. Porson’s comment on Mark-
land is: ‘In Eubuli versu miror Mark-
landum non vidisse expungendum, tum
Euripidis auctoritate, tum metri jussu,
importunum istud xép’. The gen. 'E\-
Addos with orérw comes under the head
of the causal genitive which goes with
verbs of emotion and with exclamations,
but it is so far irregular that while the
genitives referred to usually express the
thing which causes the emotion ‘EX\d-
Sos here is the person commiserated.
Monk quotes Hec. 1256 and X 434 but
the genitives wadds (with dAye) and
wavrwy (with 83Upouar), though genitives
of persons, still represent the source of the
grief, which is for their loss. The same
is the case, though not quite so directly,
with the gen. in Soph. £/. 1309 & rd\aw’
éyd oélev.

371. Spdv m xeBvéy] Vitelli compares
Soph. Ai. 468 3piv 1 xpnerér. Cf. also
Heracl. 795 pdv T kedvdy drywvlfero; Tro.
683 wpatew T kedvor (wpdiew there is in-
transitive).

374. 8whov] poetic for éwhirww, cf.
Phoen. 113 woNhois uév Uxwos uuplos &
Sxhois Bpéuwr, Jon 1292 ofroc od¥ Ewhois
7\Oor eis Thy oyw xOdva: so alxmh in the
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[woAeos ws dpxwy avip wds, &iveow v Iwv Tixy.]

375

X0. Sewov xagvyvirowot rylyvealar Noyovs
paxas @, 6rav wor' éumécwaiv els Epuw.

AT'A. Boilopal o’ eimeiv xaxds ad, Bpaxéa, uy NMav dve
B\épapa wpos Tdvaidés dyaywy, dANd cwdpovéaTepov,
ws ddehdov Svr’. dwnp ydp xpnoTos aidetgbac pilei. 380

eimé poi, Tt dewa Puods aiparnpov oup’ Exwv;

condemns this verse. 375. wbhews PL, wéheos Grotius. I agree with Hartung
in thinking that first some ‘sententiarum generalium venator’ wrote the (Stoic-like)
iambic trimeter ‘nescio unde petitum’ dpxwr...70x7, at the side; next it got into the
text ‘scribarum errore’, finally ‘aliquis numerorum male peritus’ (he evidently
scanned by accent and neglected vowel length), made it into a tetrameter by prefixing
wohews ws.—It will be seen that out of the last 13 lines of Menelaus’ speech more
than half have by one commentator or another been pronounced spurious. This is
not healthy, but it is very hard to say where the fault lies. At any rate difficulties of
this kind are not to be solved by following a scholar who spends 3} pages in
defending the syntax of undér’ &v Oelunr. 376 and 377 are quoted by Stobaeus
Anth. 81, 3. vyivesbar P, ylyresfa:c L. 378. ed PL, a? Markland (Dobree
defends €5, comparing €% Stafaldw at Thuc. 3, 42), of Herm. (Opusc.), & & PL,
L adding vyp. d»d in the first hand, in P there may have been an erasure where the »
stands, d»w Stobaeus, who quotes 378, 379 and 380 at Antk. 31,2.  ~379. cwgpo-
véorepos PL, cwppoveorépws Stobaeus: in P at all events the os, as in Ald., is
indicated by an o over the p. It is more likely that this was a mistake for ov than
for ws.—Wattenbach (Gr. Pal. Suppl. p. 17), says this o sometimes stands for or.—
So with Matthiae and Monk I have written cwgporéorepor. 380. aloxpds
ovx PL, xpnords xpnordr Stobaeus, xpnords Grotius, in P & (s.e. dpafor) and y» (i.e.

sing. collectively Heracl. 275 Hw 8¢ wo\-
N "Apeos Apyelov NaBiw wdyxalkor
alyuyw delpo. Probably the use of xelp
and the Latin manus for a force is of the
same kind as this of alxu4, .e. collective.

376 f. This anticipation of Dr Watts
(* But ’tis a shameful sight, When children
of one family Fall out and chide and fight’)
seems to have been popular in antiquity.
Stobaeus quotes it in his Anthology.

378. Weil keeps the Mss. el and
translates ‘je veux te dire des injures,
mais les dire convenablement ’: but xaxds
elweiv (or Néyew) does not so much mean
maledicere, ‘ abuse’, in Tragedy, as incre-
pare, ‘find fault with ' ; cp. Soph. £/, 523
éyd 8" UBpwy pév ok Exw, Kaxds 3¢ oe Néyw
Kaxds kK\vovoa wpds célev Oapd : in male-
dicere, ‘dire des injures’, ‘abuse’, there fs

the notion of #3p:s.

379. wpds Tdvaidls] (for the form of
phrase cf. és xowdr v. 408) must be con-
sidered along with the cwgporéorepor and
the aldeiofa: in the next z.: it is probably
not ¢flrontery, or even disdain, but reck-
lessness, mercilessness, which Ag. says his
gestures shall not express. It is difficult
to decide whether BAépapa here means
eyes or eyelids. Cf. v. 311, and Prov. 30.
13 ‘There is a generation, ok how lofty
are their eyes! And their eyelids are lifted
up'.

381. 8avd $vordv] olov dpylfesfar xal
Uxd dpyis dwooxerhdfew Phrynichus in
Bekk, Anecd. 1, 36, 1. Cf. péya ¢pvoiv
v. 135,

alparnpdy Sppa) Monk renders vultum
sanguine suffusum, Paley ‘ that sanguinary
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Tis adikel ae; ToD kéxpnoar; xpnotd Néxtp' épas AaBeiv ;

ovk Exowu’ dav gou wapagxeiv: dv ydp éxTiow, Kaxds
A} \ 4 - ~ ~ (4 ’

dpxes. €t éyd Sieny 8é ocwv xaxdy, 6 i opalels;

7 Odxve ge TO PiNdTipov TOUpOY; GAN év dyxdhass 385

evmpeni} yuvaixa xpyless, T0 Nehoyiouévov mapeis

\ ’ » ~ \ 4 \
xai TO kakov, éxew; movnpoi Ppwros ndovai xaxal,
e & éyw yvois mpoalev ovk € pereéuny evBovhiav,
paivopar; oV palhov, doTis amohéaas Kaxov Aéxos

yvdun) are written at the side. 3832. Néxtp’ dpds xpnora PL, Néxrpa xpior’ épgs
Heath, xpnora Néxrp' épgs Reiske and Wecklein. I prefer the latter, as it involves a
smaller change in the Mss. reading, and seems to me to emphasize xpnord (see Ex.
Notes). Also, as Wecklein says, the corruption is easily explained, if this was the
order, from the similarity of -xpnoat and xpnord. 384. ddow PL, 60 ocwr
Dawes Miscell. Crit. p. 341; a splendid emendation. 388, pererédmy edfovllg
PL, perebéuny eéfovMiavr Monk, who compares Orestes 254 ueréfov Noooar. The
word pereBéuny is very liable to be mis-written (Monk says a Paris copy had
perébn), as is also the last syllable in a tetrameter; on the other hand uererétny
e’BouMg is not a natural Greek expression, and in particular, though ueradéofac for
‘to change one's mind’ is common, the passive is, I believe, nowhere so used.
Weil accepts pereféuny but keeps edfovAig. 389. Over wal\or an early
hand in L has written xalvp: a good instance of an explanatory addition in

look’, Firnhaber *mordgieriges Auge’.
The &wr points to something more en-
during than a glance, and this, as well as
the general tone of the passage inclines
me to think with Monk that al. . &xwr
means °‘with flushed face’. Menelaus
had shown no fratricidal bate.

382. xéxpnoar] elsewhere it is only
the participle xexpnuévos that is used in
the sense of ‘want’. There is, I think,
a significance in the emphatic position of
xpnord which helps us to understand the
train of thought. Ag. says in effect:
" ‘you have had a bad wife, are you angry
because you can’t get a gvod one?’ cp.
2. 486 and see notes there.

Some have thought that AaBeiv stood
for drvakaBeiv: but xpnord Néxrpa (cp.
Hipp. 636 and frag. 534 Nauck) cannot
refer to Helen.

383. ‘That is more than I can promise
to secure to you, you managed so ill last
time’. Vater compares Andromache 591 ff.

384. ‘Imitatur Ennius Jpkigenia apud
J. Rufinianum de Fig. Sent. ¢t Eloc.
c. 37’ Pors. The lines quoted from
Ennius are: Ego proiector, quod tu pec-
cas? tu delinguis, ego arguor? Pro male-
Sactis Helena redeat? virgo pereat inno-
cens? Tuareconcilictur uxor? mea necetur
Sfilia? (Ribbeck, Ennius, v. 194).

385. T pNémpov] used asin v. 342.—
4\’ *No’.

386. 70 Adoyopwévov] Monk trans-
lates ‘discretion’. 76 AeX. and 79 xakéw
answer roughly to our expediency and
duty.

387. wovnpod ¢wrds] has the empha-
sis, ¢ des plaisirs honteux sont la marque
d’un homme sans valeur’ Weil : ¢ proprii
di turpe uomo sono turpi piaceri’ Vitelli.
The v. is marked y»dun in L and dpaior
in P,

389. In xaxdr there is a re-echoing of
the charge made at the end of z. 387.
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avahaBeiv OéXets, Peot oor Ty TUxnY SidovTos e€d.
wpogav Tov Tuvddpewov Bprov oi kaxodpoves
PNoyapor pvnaTipes: 1 8é o émis, oluar pév, Gecs,
xafémpatev avTo paklov % ov xal 76 oov obévos*

390

obs AaBwv oTpdrev’” E&rowmor & elgi pwpia Ppevev: 394
ov yap davverov 7o feiov, dAN é&xec ouviévar 304 @

a Ms. 392. % 8¢ ' éwls, oluac uév PL, #ye & éwls x.r.\. Matthiae and -
Seyffert, % y&p éwls x.v.\. Hennig, % 3¢ o9’ éwls dpuawer Herwerden: it
seems to me that all these changes are for the worse. See Expl. Notes. 393.
xdgéwpater PL, corrected in P to étéwpatev which is printed in Ald. This is
one of the many corrections made by Musurus, the Greek scholar who owned
the Ms. and who most probably superintended the printing from it at Venice
of Aldus’ first edition of Euripides. 304. orpdreve . oluac & eloy PL,
only in P a 4 is inserted by a later hand after orpdreve and before the stop. orpdrev’
&roquoi 8" elol Monk. Matthiae is doubtless right in conjecturing that the alteration
of this o. arose from the loss of 2. 394a and the consequent necessity of finding
a verb to govern rods xax. way. Jpxovs. Though most modern editors adopt
Monk’s emendation, they do not, as he did, regard ér. & eisl as a parenthesis.
394a. This verse does not occur in the Mss. and early editions, but was discovered
by Reiske, Heath, Markl.,, Musgr. and Valckenaer quoted along with z. 395 by

391. Tdv Twidpeov 3pxov] a good
instance of the identity in use of the adj.
formed from a proper name and the
genitive in Greek. It is only to a very
limited extent that this is the case in
English: e.g. Elizabethan, Darwinian
could only in a few cases stand for Elsza-
beth's ot Darwin’s.

391—393. The difficulty here lies
chiefly in the adrd in 2. 393. It cannot
be right to interpret it, as most commen-
tators do, of the taking of the oath.
There could be no question of Menelaus'’s
using force to compel the suitors to take
Tyndareos’s oath. He was himself on a
level with all the other suitors at that
time, and took it like the rest. But when
we see that étéwpater adré, and indeed
the whole three lines, is an explanation
of the words Oeol ooc Thw Tox7Y 8:85vTos
eb all difficulties vanish. The connexion
of ideas is this. After saying in 390
‘you want to get her back just because a
divinity has given you a good chance of
doing so’, Ag. digresses to explain that

Hope was the divinity in the case, and
that as Hope had made the suitors swear,
it was she who bad ‘brought it about’,
i.e. made the expedition possible, and so
given Menelaus the chance.

For the converse of this personifica-
tion of é\wls cf. Zroades 987 ff. v ouds
wos xdA\\os edwpewéoraros 6 ods 8 5w
v rois éxofin Kiwpis: 74 udpa vydp
wdvr’ dorly "Agpodirny Bpbérois. Monk
quotes Cyclops 316 & whoiros dvfpwrloxe
Tois oogois Oebs and Verg. Aen. 1X. 185
an sua cuigue deus fit dira cupido?
Headlam well quotes Theognis 1135 é\xls
év d&vOpdwois povwn Oeds éaNy) Eveorw and
also 76. 637 f.

394 a. This 7. seems to be mainly a
comment on the word uwplg, though the
position of the word in its sentence
hardly seems important enough to justify
such a comment.—* They are ready to
go, fools that they are:—they must be
fools not to know that Heaven would not
hold them bound by oaths fastened on
them by wicked force’. wayévras lit.
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Tols Kards mwayévras Bpxovs xai xaTqvayxacuévovs. 395
Taud 8 ovk dmwoxTeve 'yd Téxva' KxoU TO Gov pév €V
wapd Sikny &orar xaxiomns elvidos Tipwpla,

éué 8¢ ovvtnfovar wktes Nuépas Te dakpvoss,

dvopa Spdvta xov dikaia maidas ods éyewauny.
Bpaxéa taird goi Méhextas xal cadij xal pada’

€l 8¢ py Bovher dpoveiv al, Tdu' éyd Oiow xands.
old’ al Sudpopor TGV wapos Neleyuévov

pilwy, kards & Eyovos, Ppeideabar Téxvwy.

aial, pidovs dp’ ovxl xexTiuny Tdlas.

400
XO0.

ME.

Theophilus ad Autolycum 11. 54, [37] and Stobaeus AnsA. 18, 10. 395. own-
vayxaouévovs PL, xarpraycaouévovs Theoph. and Stob. 396. «xal 16 gov PL,
xob 76 odv Lenting (on Androm. 307) and Hermann. 397. wépa 3lxns PL,
wapd 3ixys Reiske, wapd 3lxyvr Pors. Monk (like all editors before Musgr.) reads
rguwpla (it is true that the Mss. omit the ¢ subscr., but so they do constantly in
datives, e.g. pwpla 393, edBovhia 388 (L)),—keeping xal in 2. 396, and he understands
70 odv b in the sense of ‘that which benefits you’, ‘your advantage’, comparing 76 &’

edat Ag. 119 and /. 7. 580.

to éyewduny. 400. pgdia PL.
tetrameter this is a corruption.
401. € PL, o0 Markland.
ge peldealar Téxvwr.

403.

399. éyelvauer PL, corr. by an early hand in L

It is probable that like so many last words in a
Stadtmiiller suggests ralpia comparing v. 819.
Perhaps we ought to read here xakds &' &xe
404. dp’ obxl xexrfuny PL, dp’ oix éxexthuny Heath,

& otxl xexrgunpr Elmsley (ingeniously but needlessly). Monk and Weil make the

¢ compacted’, ‘ made fast’, as if the oath
were a cage or a trap into which the
suitors had been forced.

396. xov x.v.\.] for the idiomatic o0
negativing both a ué» and a ¢ clause cf.
1. T. 116 f. odroc paxpdy uédy #HN\Oouer
xdwy wopov, ¢éx repudTwr 8¢ vboror
dpoduey wéAw.

397. wapd Blxvv] wapd 7O dixawor
Hesych. (Dind.), xapd 7" é\xida xal wapd
3ixav 7Trag. adesp. fr. 732 Nauck. ruwpla
an extended use of the dat. of manner.

398. With this v. is compared the
varying construction at Med. 25 rov xdvra
ovrrikovoa Saxpbois xpbrov, ib. 141 ) & év
OaNdpois Tket Borhv: Monk adds O 714
vixras 7€ kal juara Saxpuxéovoa.

399. Spavra] a sort of historic present
used as a poetic variety for the aorist,
‘the doer’ of wrong for ‘because I did’
wrong. CI. Herc. Fur. 727 wposdbka 8¢

Splv xaxds xaxéy T wpdtew. Hel. 814
dpdwras ydp 7 u dpdvras Hdior Bavelw.

401. Tdpd] just like the 78 oév in
v, 396.

403. ¢elBerdar] a variety of the im-
perative use of the inf. Cf. Zro. 1031
vbuor 3¢ Tévde Tals dN\awoc Os ywaiki,
Ovoxecr firis & wpodg wbow. Cf. also
Soph. 4+, 1264 and v. 512 below. (See
however Crit. N, for a sugested altera-
tion.)

404. Markland compares Or. 721
dgudos 700’ dp’ & wdrep wpdoowr Kxaxds.
kexthunp is in sense an imperf. This
converse of the historic present—i.c. the
using a past tense in talking of some state
still continuing—is common in many
languages. In Greek dpa as indicating
adiscovery naturally accompanies it. For
the omission of the augment cf. Soph.
Ant. 411,
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ATA. et ToVs Ppirovs 7ye un Béleis amoriivac. 405
ME. Jeifeis 8¢ mod poc mwatpos éx TavToh yeyds;
ATA. owowpoveiv ydp oVl ouvvoceiv Epuv.
ME. & xowov dMyelv Tois ¢pilowae xp1 Pilovs.
ATA. e dpwv mapaxakes ', alha un Avrdy éué.
ME. vk dpa Soxei goi Tdde mwovelv avv ‘EANdS:; 410
ATA. ‘EM\ds 8¢ avv gol xata Oedv vooel Tiva.
ME. oxnmrpp vuv adye, oov xaciyvmrov mpodovs.
N N T
[y & & d\has due pnxavds Twas,

line a question. 407. ovrgwpporelr oot Bovhou’ dAN' ob cuwwosely PL, ovsow-
@poveiv ydp, obxl ourvoseiv Epv Plut. I1. p. 64 C (first pointed out by Porson). Fix
conjectures that Plutarch, quoting from memory, was misled by a remembrance of
Soph. Ant. 513 odroc ourexfev d4AN& cuugiheiv Epw, and like Nauck, Vitelli, Weil
and Wecklein prefers some emendation (SovA\éues’ o0 Fix, Buthopas xod N., Oénouer
@&\N’ o0, and later SovNSuevos ob Vitelli, cuvowgporely Eroipos, dAN' o0 Wecklein) which
will remove the impossible elision of the ac in Bothopuas. It seems to me less likely
on the whole that Plutarch should have quoted the line wrong than that modem
scholars should have guessed it right. At the same time the oo« of the Mss. fits
the context much better than Plutarch’s ydp. Perhaps the yap, like the &pv for Epww
was an intentional modification of what Euripides wrote, which may have been rdp’.
The vdp is at any rate not more abrupt than the d¢in z. 411. Porson notices that where
at Jom 1521 the Mss. have ydp, the scholiast on Phoen. gog has goc, which he thinks
right there. 411. Oeov PL, Gedv Porson. 412.  alxeis PL, adxe: Tyrwhit
(a beautiful emendation). 7v. 413—441. I have no hesitation in following
L. and G. Dindorf, Kirchhoff and Nauck in regarding these verses as an interpo-
lation. They contain just three good lines (vv. 427—4#9) which I should conjecture
to have been borrowed by the interpolator. The inequality of texture is specially
noticeable at the two junctures, but there are throughout many irregularities in both
thought and language which will be commented on in the Explanatory Notes. This
omission involves important dramaturgical results. Clytaemnestra appears in the
next Epeisodion. Agamemnon first addresses her at ». 685 without any expression of
astonishment at seeing her, though in all earlier references to the expected arrival
(9 ob 7 dNéxw at v. 154 being probably spurious) whether made by Ag. or
Menelaus, the daughter only is spoken of. Still greater difficulty is occasioned by
0. 456—459 where Agam. dcfinitely implies that Clytaemnestra was nof expected.
This fact makes it still more remarkable that Ag.'s first words to his wife at

407. Cf. Phoen. 394 xal Tobro Nvwpby, 7. 161, xpds Taveidés v. 379. Cf. Soph.
ovracodely Tols uh cogols. Phil. 594 wpds loxtos xpdros.

408. {s xowdv] Adverbial phrases con- 409. 7.c. *Such a claim comes with a
sisting of a prep. and a noun or adj. are bad grace from one who is causing his
as common in Greek as in English. friends pain’.

Other instances in this play are els é\os
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¢lhovs 7 'éxr’ dAdows. "AIT. & Havel\jrwv dval,
"Aydpeuvoy, ke waidd oou Ty oy dywr,

7v "Idtyévaay ovopafas &v Sopors.

priryp & opapret, oijs Khvraumjorpas Séuas,
[xai wais "Opéorys, dore Tepdleins 1uiv,]

Xpovov walawy Swpdrwy dnpos dv.

dA\)\’ s paxpdv Erewov, elpvrov wapd

xprjvy dvayrixovar GnAdroww Bdow,

abral e wdhol 7'* s 8¢ Aepdvev xAdnpy

415

420

xafeipev adrds, ws Bopds yevoaiaro.
éyw 8¢ wpddpopos oijs mapackevis xapww

2. 685 (to which the fact that they begin midway in a line gives a specially off-
hand air—making them seem like the resumption of a former conversation)
should contain not only no formal welcome but no reference to the fact that her
coming is a surprise to her husband. On these grounds I cannot help believing that
a passage containing the first meeting of husband and wife has been lost. Probably
this passage came before v. 640. This belief involves the rejection of at least
2. 456—459 where see Crit. Notes. 413 and 414 Hennig, who protests against
rejecting the whole passage, rejects these two verses. This lightens the ship
considerably but cannot save it. 416. dwéuatas PL, (though Vitelli is silent)
with wxor’ added by a late hand in P, doubtless by Musurus, who printed dréuacas
wor’. dwbéuafes Markl. 417. Opapret L, duaprol corrected by an early
hand to éuaprel P. ofis Klvraywrforpas 3éuas PL, oh Klvrawrdorpa dauap
Elmsley. 418. dore Tepplhelns PL, actually defended by Hartung, Firnhaber
and Klotz, ds 7« repgfelns Herm., ds o0 7. Monk, wor’ &» fofelns Hennig. 421,
Hennig proposes xnA\éwow for the On\iwovr of the Mss. thus avoiding (see on next 2.)
the absurdity of talking of sending the ladies and the horses together into the field
to feed. Musgrave avoided this by reading xafleuer rdod’ in v. 423.—(dpeiner atrds

Hennig).

414. $Qovs 7 i d&N\ovs] This
comes in very awkwardly just after Men.
(2. 404) had bewailed his friendless con-
dition.

417. S8épag] Paley quotes Electr. 1340
and Hec. 724 and Monk Orest. 107 for
this use of déuas with a gen. of a person.
It is a circumlocution of the same kind as
the Homeric Sin "Hpax\yeln.

418. Paley quotes Jon 1375 f. (xal 7t
reppbivac Plov) in support of Hermann's
s 7¢ Tepplelns.

420. os paxpdv ¥revov] At Soph.
Aj. 1040, Aesch. Ag. 1296 paxpdr Tel-
vew is used in the sense of the prose

422. atral 7e #d ot v’ PL (the ' added later in P), xdNol 7’

Noyor upaxpdy dworelvew, ‘to speak at
length’, and it is strange to find it used
in so different a sense here. The tense too
is strange. L. Dindorf says a clause in
which ds means nam can never come
before its principal clause. This seems
an arbitrary rule, and indeed Hermann
quotes from Xen. Cyr. 4, 2, 29, a clear
instance in which it does so.

424. ovs wapaoxevijs xdpw] It is not
till after a digression of 10 lines that we
find what this strange expression means.
The possessive o#js is used subjectively,
not objectively.
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Wkw* wérverar ydp oTpards, Taxeia ydp
8cjée drjpn, waida oy deypénp.
was & s Géav Spudos Epyerar Spoup,

425

ajy 7ald dmws Bwow* of & eddaipoves
év miow khewol xai wep{BAemrror Bporois.

Aéyovae & dpdvads mis i 1 mpdooerar;

430

) mobov Ewv Guyarpos "Ayapéuvwy dvaé
4 -~ - Ly L4 ’
éxdpuoe walda; Tov & dv yxovoas Tdde:
Apréud. mwporeAfovor v vedwnida,
Ad\Bos dvdooy. 1is vwv dferal wore;

aA\X’ ela, rdni Towld dfapxov xavd,

435

orepavoiofe xpira xai oV, Merélews dvaf,

Markland, adroio: (? for atraiot) xdhas Porson, frxo. T¢ wdhol 7’ Hennig.

415.

Taxela yap PL (the ydp being corrected by an early hand in P to 4¢), Hartung reads

3¢ for the first yap and keeps the second unchanged.
wore PL, wéois Nauck.
P, roigww L (the » being by an early hand in an erasure).

an alternative wpdooere in L. 434

425 f.  Taxda ydp Sujbe dripn]a paren-
thesis. It is possible that 3ipte was in-
tended by the writer to be a gnomic
aorist.

430. Vpévaids s of vl mpdooerar] 1
think these words have an especially
modern ring.

433. &v djxovoas] probably a mix-
ture of the #terative dv with the aor. ind.
(cf. Ar. Lysistr. 510 xal woANd«is Evdov
dr odoas Hxovoapuer dv Ti Kaxds Vuds Bov-
Aevoauévous uéya wpdyua) and the indefi-
nite, general use of the 2nd person in
the sense of our ‘one’ doubtless familiar
to the interpolator in Latin (videres,
diceres, crederes and the like). (If this
were the only instance of Latin idiom in
the passage there would not be this
probability.)

433. A clumsy attempt at tragic irony.
This very significant hint of Iphigeneia’s
fate is dragged in ‘by the head and
shoulders’.

wpord\llovor] The form is a slight
indication of the late origin of the pas-
sage. At Pollux 3, 38 in an account of
the pre-nuptial consecration only one
Ms. has wporehifesai and xpodréifor for

wpdogerar PL, with
435. Towold
¢*Aut spurius

430.

436.

the more usual wporeXeicfar and wpodré-
Xovr. In classic Greek there are about a
dozen verbs which may be said to have
alternative present forms in -éw and -({w.
In post-classical Greek -lfw grew in
favour and many verbs, which had only
-éw in earlier times, then assumed the
favourite ending.

434. dferar] Another Latinism.
dyew and dyesfa: never got the special
sense of ‘marry’ which ducere did.
Though used with yvraika as odjert (11dt.
I. 59, II. 47) it is not used exclusively
with the husband as the subject (Hdt.
1. 34)-

435. &dpxov xavd] The interpolator
was doubtless familiar with such passages
as Aeschines 70, 31 (évijpxrac pév 7d
xard) and Eur. £/, 1142 (kavody 8’ &vijp-
xrac), but, like the 7th ed. of Liddell and
Scott (s.z. évdpxopar), he confounded
évdpxesfar with ékdpxesfai. The clumsy
change from the sing. é¢dpxov to the plural
orepavobofe and back to the sing. edrpé-
mife is very imperfectly palliated by the
awkwardintroduction of Menelaus. About
this point the interpolator (luckily) shows
signs of fatigue.
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Spévaloy/ ebrpérile kal 'kara oréyas
Awrds Bodafo xai 7woddv éorw xrimos’

s ydp 768 ke paxdpiov Tff wapbéve.
dmjved’* dAAG oreixe Swpdrov &ow:
1d & dAN’ lodos ris Txms forar kalds.)

ATA, 440

* * * * *

ATA. olpos, ¢ ¢p& dvormwos; dpfopar wébev;
eis ol dvayxns {evypar éumemroraper.
vriiNle Saipwy, doTe TGV copioudTwY
moAMp yevéolar Tdv éudy coparepos.

7 Svoyébveia 8 ds Exer i xprioiuo.

445

aut corruptus’ Nauck. Herm. (Opusc.) inserted ¢pANots before xpira and omits the
next six words. 438. Mords corr. (as in P, in v. 375 dpxor to dpxwr) to
Awrds PL. 441. lodons PL, é&dons Lenting. 442. dfouac PL, dpfwpac
Burges, géfev P1., xbé0ev Grotius. 443 els ot v’ dvdyxns with the ¥ crossed
out—z.e. the y had been put in by someone who was correcting P by L, but there is
no trace of the a of ola* els ola ' dvdyxys L. In P the u of éuwewrdrauer is put in

440. bnjvera] does not seem to be get ‘But the other things, in the course

used like the pres. both of this verb and
alvéw in the sense of ‘7o, thank you'. It
generally corresponds to our ‘good !’, and
the French ‘c’est bien'. It is better to
punctuate more decidedly after the word,
as Paley does. The &\\d will then
be ‘pray’, not ‘but’, which gives no
sense. There is no comtrast between
Ag.’s commendation and his request to
the messenger to go inside the tent. The
line is a copy of Medea 1019, where how-
ever a reason for the request follows.
441. What are 7& &\\a? and what
does lovons Tijs T0xns mean? Hermann’s
translation ‘fortuna cursum suum perse-
guente’ as against the old ‘favente for-
tuna’ (he quotes Soph. O. 7. 1458) is
now generally approved of. Paley says
the phrase is intentionally ambiguous. In
the third place xaA@s &orac with 74 &\\a
as its subject is irregular for xakds &e:
(xa\@s Eorar v Oeds OéNy at Ar. Plut.
1188 and at Xen. Anab. 7, 3, 43 gives it
some support, but there the & ra: has no
subject). When all is said and done we

of events, will turn out well’.

443 dsgola=48r els roaira.

444, YmABev] is used in very much
the same sense at v. 67.—These laments
of Ag. are generally supposed to be
caused by the announcement of his wife
and daughter’s arrival. "As I have said
above, I believe no such announcement
had been made, and I take these words
to refer to the crossing of his plans by
the interception of the letter. He knew
now that his daughter must arrive soon.

446—449. Cp. Beaumont and Fletcher,
The Maid’s Tragedy v. 2 ‘But such the
misery of greatness is, They have no time
for tears’. For dwavra elweiv (quidvis
dicere) Musgr. compares Diphilus (in
Athenaeus 4, 223 B) ols éfovola éorly Néyerr
dwxarra xal woely pbvois, also Plat. Ap.
38 D and 39 A. Ennius [[pA. 2. 197
Ribbeck (fr. x1. Vahlen)] imitates this
passage: Plebes in hoc regi antestat loco:
licet Lacrumare plebi, regi honeste non
licet.



IPIFCENEIA H EN AYAIlAL 49

-xal ydp Saxpioas padlus avrois &yet,
dmavra T elmeiv. TP & yewvalp Plow
dvorBa Tabrta. wpoorarny 8¢ Tob Blov
Tov dyxov Exopev T® T GYAp OovAevouev.
éyd yap éxBaleiv pév aildodpar Sdaxpv,

70 p1) daxpicar & adlis ov ocbévw Tdhas,
els Tas peyioras ovupopds dduyuévos.
[lev, 7{ ¢rjow mpds ddpapra Ty éusjv;

s 8éfopal vwv; motov Sppa cvpfdiw;

xal yap g’ dwdhes’ dmi xaxols G pot wapos

450

455

by a later hand above the line. 448—450. In P and L dvoNSa begins v. 448
and dwarra 7. 449. Musgrave was the first to see that these two words were
accidentally transposed, In P éor¢ is written (though not by the first hand, I think)
over dwarra. This is an indication that dvoASa once stood there. éor¢ would not
so naturally be supplied to dwarra (it would have been put in after raira). The
éore was copied in the right line by someone who did not notice that the words were
transposed.—ye 700 PL, 8¢ 7o in Plutarch, who at NVic. 526 C has wpoordryv 8¢ Tob
Blov Tov Byxov Exoper T¢ 8’ SN Souhebouev (v dfjmov, and 7§ 7' PL). Fim-
haber, the great champion of the Mss. leaves dvoASa and dxarra untransposed (though
he adopts Matthiae’s 7e for the Mss. ye in 2. 449), and prefers &fjuor to Syxow, but he
actually proposes (and prints) an emendation in the latter half of the line. Here it
is: 7¢ 7’ 8yxyp dovhebouer!! (It is hard to account for dfuor. Probably 8xhor was
first written by mistake for &yxov, and then 8fjuor substituted by an “improver” for
SxAov.—Bremi thinks it got in as a gloss on dxA¢.) 453. adns PL, aldodbuat
PL, clearly repeated by mistake from the preceding v., o0 30vauas Markl., ddvraros
Wecklein, odx &xw or od cfévw Dobree. I think Dobree’s second is the best of all
the guesses. 0. 454—459. 1 think these words are an interpolation by
the hand of the interpolator of zv. 413—441. Some reference to Clytaemnestra’s
unexpected arrival was inevitable here if Agamemnon knew of it. It is equally
necessary though that when Ag. first meets his wife he should express his surprise.
This expression however our interpolator has failed to provide for us. As we have
the text Ag. first addresses his wife in the middle of ». 685. See above on
w. 413 ff. 455. ouuBdiw PL, corrected by a later hand in P to ovuBand—the
same question as came before us on z. 442 In both cases I have left the mss.
reading unchanged. It is curious that a Paris copy of L should have évoua for
Supa here (cf. on v. 354). It shows that this common mistake was due to the eye or
ear, and not to a misapprehension of the sense. 456. wdpos PL, corrected to

451. ixBakelv Bdxpv] Cf. 7 362
"Sdxpva 8 ExPale Oepud, below . 477,

and the preceding . are two good lines:
far better than the following four.

Hee. 298, Heracl. 129, fon 924.

455. For woior 8uua Vitelli compares
Soph. Ai. 4631: Buua ocvuPaleiv does not
seem to occur in this sense elsewhere,
but it sounds good Greek. Indeed this

E. L

456 £ &ml xaxols...\boioa] At v,
1237 below é\felv éxl with the dat. is
used in quite a different sense. There
éxl means with a view to, here on the top
of or in the midst of.

4
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INobe’ | dihdpros. Oclxdras 8° dp’ Eomero

Ovyarpl, vopdeiovoa xal 1d Pidrata

Sdaove’, W uds dvras epjoa xaxovs.]

v & al Td\awav mwaplévov' T( mwaplévov;
"Alns vv ds doke vvupeoer Taya

os @eric’ [olpa ydp wv Ixeredoewr Tdde:

& wdrep, dmoxrevels pe; ToloUTOVS YAMOUS
Yipewas abros xdors dori oou pilos.

wmapdy & 'Opéomys dyyds dvaforjoerar

ob owverd owerds® &t ydp dom vipmeos.

aia?, vov] ‘EXévns &s ' dmwrecev yduov
yipas o Ipuapov Tldpes, & p' elpyasTas Tdde.

460

465

wdpa (by Musurus?) in P: in L dxfjpxe is written over wdpos by m3. 458. rup-
¢etovwsa PL, ruugpedoovoa Markland (cf. on v. 88s). vv. 463—467. 1 believe
from oluas in 462 to 7é» in 467 to be an interpolation. In the first place the wish
expressed by Iph. in 464 is stupid in itself and utterly out of harmony with the
heroine’s character. It was doubtless suggested by /. 7. 364 (& wdrep ruugetouar
vuppevpar’ aloxpd wpds oéfev). As Hennig says, too, such a wish is an imprecation,
not a supplication (lxerefoas). Markland took it ironically. In the next place I
thoroughly agree with Wecklein that the Baby is a supposititious one, and that all
passages in which he is introduced are, like itself, not Euripidean (see Introduction).
Possibly it was introduced by some enterprising theatrical manager, who thought
a baby in arms would improve the look of the group or please the audience. One
funny idea about this Baby is that of P. Brumoy (7Aldtre des Grecs Eng. Trans. I.
358), that 2w, 468 and 469 are what the Baby is supposed to call out (draSodoerar).
462. lxerefoar PL, Ixereboeww (which is much better) Markl. 466. ob tuverd
twverds P, in L these words begin with ¢ (m!) in an erasure: s.e. § was in the original
from which P and L were copied. dstvera ¢. Monk. 468. 8 p’ PL. Porson
(on Hec. 13 where see his note) approves of Markland’s (so also Musgrave and Heath)
& ', but most editors have followed the alternative suggestion of Heath and Markland
to reject the u’.  Surely it is more likely that the § should have been turned to s than

458. 7d ¢\rara] An ordinary peri-
phrasis for réxvor (cf. Valckenaer’s note
on Phoen. 437 [434]). It comes in very

Oévor 7' dwdpfevor, spoken of Polyxena
in a like situation.
461. For the idea of thisv. cf. 7. 7.

lamely here.

459. va] A Latinism, xéf could
stand very well for wherein, but not tva.
At ¢ 27 Iva means when, an occasion on
whick, but the words here do not (I think)
mean that Clyt. will find out his villainy
on the occasion of the actual marriage, but
that she will find out that he has played
her false in the matter of the marriage.

460. T wapbévov;] Cf. Hec. 612 xap-

369 “Audns "Axi\\evs v dp’, odx 6 IInhéws
8v pot wporelvas wbow x.7.\. Monk also
compares Or. 1109, Soph. 4n¢. 653, and
815, Romeo and Fuliet 1v. 5 and v. 3.

465. The éyyds is evidently put in to
make out the verse.

466. For o0 ogwwerd owverds Vitelli
cf. Tro. 625 Tak0¢Bios alviyp’ ob capds
elrev oagés. Cp. also Phoen. 1506, and
7. 7. 1092,
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XO.

ME.
ATA.
ME.

Kdy® ratgrTip’, ws yvvaixa et Eévny

vmrép Tupdvvwv cuudopds xaTacTévew.
ddengé, 8és poi defids Tiis ohfs Ouyelv.
3ldwps' aov ydp To KpdTos, dO\ios & éyd.
IIénomwa xaTouvup’, 8s mwatip Tovwod mwatpds

470

Tob gob T éxAlfn, Tov Texovra T 'ATpéa,

7 v épetv gov Tdmo xapdlas capds

475

xal pn ‘wirndes undéyv AN\’ Baov Ppova.
éyw o’ an’ Soocwy éxBarovt 8y daxpv
dKTipa KavTos dvradiikd coi wANW

xai Tov wakasdv éfadiorapar Niywy,

ovx eis aé Sewds' elue & odmep el o) viv:

480

xal got wapawe wunr dmwoxtelvewv Téxva

that a &’ should have been inserted. Hartung rejects this verse, taking yduor as acc.

after alaf.’

470. If it were not for the quotation of v. 377 by Stobaeus I should be-

lieve that it and . 403 and this 2. 470 were all added by an interpolator (0!8’ having

been put for 743’ at 403).

Anyhow I think there must be some corruption here (see
Ex. Notes). Perhaps we ought to read dv8p&r Tupdrrwr ouupopds.

481, Téxvor

PL, réxva Elmsley. A very likely mistake; since the next line ends in or and the

469. &s] The sense shows this to be
not causal (‘since’) but limiting (‘in as
far as’). Firnh. aptly quotes Rékes. go4
where 3oov is used.

470. dmwip 7. ovpdopas] The simple
orévw is properly intransitive, but xara-
orévw is always transitive, and it is very
extraordinary to find it here with Vwép.
There is no special point in the rvpdvwwr
coming after ¢évyr. If for &érny we had
had some word meaning ‘subject’ it
would have been in place, but now it is
not.

471. It is not, as Firnhaber says,
‘tout comme ches nous’, in token of re-
conciliation, but as part of the formality
of swearing the oath that follows in 2.
473, that Menelaus asks Ag. to let him
take his hand.

472. odv ydp T8 kpdros] xpdros Exewr
is a common periphrasis in Euripides
for «pareiv: here gdv +ydp 70 xpdros=
xexpdryxas ‘you have won, I give way,
and T will agree to anything you wish’.
Apparently he regarded Menelaus’s re-

quest for his hand as a proposal to make
a covenant with him.

476. &wlrmBes] The unusual signi-
ficance of this word is made clear by the
addition of dAX doov ¢povd. Unpreme-
ditated expression of feeling is opposed
to carefully calculated attempts to deceive.
Menelaus ¢ protests too much’.

478. dvradijka] With this word is
coupled éfaglorapar and therefore to
complete the sense of the former verb we
must supply rods walaiols Aéyovs from
the genitives which complete the sense
of the latter. (Vitelli wrongly supplies
3dxpv.) Hence xadrds is and of my own
accord, not I myself too.

480. ovk ds ot 8awés] Cp. Bacchae
856 éx TGv dwedv Ty wply, aloe Sewds
7w. The rest of the v. apparently means
‘T will now go along with you’ (—*where
you are going’) i.e. ‘I will no longer try
to go a different way—no longer oppose
you’. Monk says it means ‘I will place
myself in your present situation’.

4—2
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unt’ 'avBenéslar Tovpdv. ov ydp Evducov

oé pdv orevdlew, Tdud 8 78éws Eyew,
Oviioxeww Te Tods govs, Tovs & éuovs dpav dos.
T( Bovhopas ydp; ov yauovs éfaipérovs
d\ovs AdBow’ dv, €l yduwv ipelpopac;
d\\' dmolécas adehdov, bv W fixioT éxpijy,
‘Exévpy E\opar, 70 xaxdy dvri Tayaboi ;
dppwv véos T 7} wplv' Ta mwpdyuat éyyilev
aromwrdy éoeidov olov v rrelveww Téxva.
@\\ws Té ' E\eos Tiis Talawapov Kopns
eloiibe, avyyéveiav évvoovpévy,

# Tév éudy &ate Obecbas yapwv

wé\ree. T( & ‘ENévns mapOévp Th off péra;
lro orpatela dialvleis’ & Avnidos.

oV & Supa madoar Saxploss Téyywy To oy,
adeé, xaué wapaxaldv els Saxpva.

485

490

495

three previous and the two following zv. all end in »: again, 7éxva is better than
réxvor for the reason that the latter would make the following roduér ambig-
uous. Elmsley also proposed dwxoxrevac for dwoxrelveww without sufficient reason I
think. 484. This line seems to me very much like an interpolation. There
was no question of the deatk of any one belonging to Menelaus. 489. T& wpdy-
para 8’ PL, 76 wpiyua &’ Barnes. The Mss. &’ is evidently an (unmetrical) attempt
to get rid of an asyndeton (one of the commonest sources of wilful errors in Mss.).
Lenting would put a stop before, but not after xplv, and take it as a conjunction
(until) with éoeidor. At first sight this seems plausible, but it makes very poor
sense. I much prefer the asyndeton as I have printed it, and next to this Barnes’ 76
wpayua 8. (For the asyndeton see vv. 500 ff.) 493. éwwovuévy P, évwoov-
puévy L. 495. orparid PL, orparela Barnes. dialvbeis’ P, Siadvoeis’ L,
corrected by an early hand to d«alvfeio’. 496. réyxwy P, réyywr L. 498.

482. pir’ dvBehéoBar Todpdv] nor to
put my interests in the place of your
own’, Paley notices that Hesych. gives
wpoxpivar as an equivalent for dvfeNéo-
Oac.

486. et] with the ind. pres. here means
‘if, as you say’, referring to v. 383,
where Ag. had suggested that what Men.
wanted was perhaps a good wife. Cf.
the xpnord Néxrpa there with the yduo
étalperot here.

489. vlos] ‘impatient’. For § cf.
Rutherford New Phryn. p. 242 fi.

491. &\\wg 7] is (I think) used ellip-
tically for d\\ws e xal, just as &\\o ¢ is
sometimes used for &\No 7¢ % in questions :
it means ‘abdove all’.

492. lvvoovpdvy] Euripides always
uses the middle tenses or the st aor.
pass. of this verb. For the change of
case cf. Medea 57. Vitelli remarks that
though the change from the dat. to the
acc. is common, these two passages con-
tain the only instances of the converse
change (Soph. O. 7. 350 fl. not being
precisely analogous).
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el 8é Tv xbpns oijs OeocpdTov péreoti oo,
w1 ‘poi peréaTw’ ool véuw Tovudy wépos.
a\\’ eis peraSBolds Moy amwd Sewdv Aoywv.
eixos wémwovba: Tov oudlev weduxita
oTépyov perémreoov. avdpds oV kaxod Tode,
Tpomoioe xpiiclas Toioe BehtioTois del.
yevvai' éefas Tavrdhe Te T¢ Aws

500

XO.

This 2. I have left as it is in the Mss. Markland proposed uot for oot: Weil not only
adopted this change (as have several other editors), but transposed pot and o#s.
(See Explanatory Notes.) 499. mf poe PL, uh 'mol Herm. 500. A&\’
els PL, el & & Herm. (Opusc.). 503 f. Tpéwor with at written over the ot
probably by the first hand PL. (Wilamowitz is wrong about P), rowlde P, Towalde
with an oc written over the a: by the first hand L (in P the ot had a circumflex,
corrected to an acute), in L yvw. (y»dun) is written at the side. The xpficfar 7oioe
BeXrlorous as it stands (whether BeArlorois be taken as masc. or neut.) seems a very
‘meagre expression. The variation in the Mss. points, as Wilamowitz says, to two
readings—rpéwoc rorolde and 7poxal roialde—in the original Mss. from which P and L
were copied. It seems to me likely that the last word of v. 502 was obliterated
early and that the original reading of the two zz. may have been drdpds o0 xaxod
783¢, | Tpbxowot xpijgfar Tolow PeNtiorois del.—In L a 7¢ is written by an early hand

over (the xp of) xphefar.

498 f. In these two lines Menelaus is,
I think, playing again on the string which
he touched in v. 495. While ostensibly
urging his brother to spare his daughter’s
life he cunningly suggests to Agamem-
non’s mind just those consequences of
such a course which he knew he could
not bear to think of. At . 495 it is the
dissolution of the armament which had
chosen him its chief and looked to him
to lead it to glory. Here he says in
effect: ‘If you have anything to gain by
doing as the oracle bids you that is an-
other matter; I at all events do not wish
to be the gainer by such a sacrifice’. In
the words ool véuw Tobudr pmépos he says
the same thing over again, rather fanci-
fully pursuing the idea of representing
his claim as a kind of commercial obliga-
tion: ‘all my interest I make over to
you',

500. dAAd] ‘the fact is’—In the
word dewdr especially, and in the whole
sentence there seems to be a reference to
the dewds in v. 480 where Menelaus is

504 f. To get rid of the asyndeton Pierson proposed

saying that he has changed his tone and
his language. Between the three sen-
tences of which this is the first there is -
the same forcible asyndeton that was
noticed in the critical note on v. 489.
Weil takes dANd, as at Hipp. 966 and
1013, as introducing an imaginary objec-
tion and puts a ; at the end of the z. On
the whole I think this less likely: the
remark is more natural as a statement of
Men. than as an (imaginary) objection
made by his brother.

sor. elxds mémovba] This use of
elxés is unusual: elsewhere it is the plural
elxéra that is so used, and the singular
elxés is only used for elxés éore.

502. oripyev peréweoov] The con-
text makes the sense of the participle
quite clear. It does not bear to the
finite verb the relation which a participle
bears to wavopa: or Afyw, but has the
force of a participle with &pxoua:, podrew
and rvyxdrw. perawixrw is not used by
Sophocles or Aeschylus.
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wpémovta® wpoybvovs ov Kartaiayvvess oélev. 505
ATA. alvé oe, Mevérews, br¢ mapd yvoumy éuny

vméfnkas dplds Tods Noyovs oob T dfiws.
[ME. 7apaxi ¥ ddeAdpdv ye 8 &wra yiyverar

wheovellay Te Swpdrev® dwérrvoa

roudvde qvyyéveway dAMjAow mikpdy. 510
ATA.] a\\’ fjkopev ydp els dvayxaias Tiyas,

Ovyatpds aiparnpdy éxmpakar povov.
ME. wds; 7is & dvayxdoer oe T™v ye oy rTaveiv;
ATA. dmas ’Axaidy ovA\oyos aTpaTevuatos.
ME. odx, iy v "Apyos éfamootel\ys mwakiw. 515

yevvaia Aéfas, Herm. wpoybvovs &'. 505. xaragxires P, xarawoxivels L.
506. Mevéhaos PL, Mevéhews Barnes. (If MevéNa’, as Musgr. and an earlier
anonymous critic suggested, was the original, it would be harder to explain how
Mevéhaos came in.) 508—510. The Mss. give these vz. to Menelaus and 511
and 513 to Ag. Hermann would give all the zz. to Ag. Tapaxi 4’ PL, rapayh &
Herm. +e 8¢ &wra PL (in P the '’ over the ¢ are added by a later hand just
as they are in 2. 518 between uwarreduar’ and ’Apyelwr, while in L there is the mark
of an erasure before the #pwra and an early hand has written 7 over the line between
d3egpdv and &), 8«d 7' Epwra Dobree. d\\jAwv PL, dA\\jAowr Markland. The
majority of editors have, as I think, rightly followed Boeckh in rejecting the three zv.
as an interpolation. Burges further suggested that the interpolator meant them
to be spoken by the chorus. (They give us two zv. beginning with anapaests
following on 507 which also so begins: (to say nothing of the dactyl in the 3rd
foot) they contain two words—rapaxs and wAeovefla—which it is not likely Euripides
would have used—especially close together: and above all they form an irrelevant
interruption in a pointed and coherent speech.) 513. In both P and L the oe
is inserted above by an early hand. (Vitelli says m? in L, I think p. m. in P.) Such
a fact as this is a decided indication that the two Mss. were copied from the same
original. Apparently the original left the oe out—a very likely omission after -cec.
One Paris copy of L has dvayxdoeie: evidently this copy was made before the oe was
inserted. §15. 4 (not #») L, in P the letter between the % and the »w is in an
erasure and a small blot: together the two letters look like 4, and a » is written

506. alvé o¢] Cf. on v. 440. The
Scholiast on Ar. Ran. 509 interprets
éxawd by ob Sovhouat elreNeiv, and at v.
513 on wdrv kalds says: waparovuévor ol
walacol E\eyor ¢ xd\\ioT' éwawd’, xal
‘éxgrowr’.

507. wifmras k.7.\.] ‘you have made
a suggestion that is honest, and worthy
of yourself’. Weil thinks dx- has here
the meaning substitute, i.e. put in the place
of the former language.

512. bempafad] For this infin. see
note on v. 403. Here however the infin.
has rather more support in the previous
words, which in sense are equivalent to
dvdyxn éorl.

515. It is remarkable that the earlier
editors thought that »w referred to the
Greek army. Markland saw that as all the
Greek force had not come from Argos they
would not have to go back there (and so

proposed olxous for “Apyos). Bremi point-
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ATA.
ME.
ATA.
ME.
[ATA.
ME.
ATA.
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Adopt Todr dv. dAN' éxelv’ oV Afoouev.
70 wolov; oYror xpn Mav TapBeiv dxhov.
Kd\yas épel pavreipar’ 'Apyeiwv atpard.
ok, v Odvy e mpocle' TodTo & edpapés.
T0 pavrcov wav owéppa GUldTimoy Kaxov.

xoidév ¥’ dxpnorov oddt xprjoiuov mapdv.)
éxeivo &' ov 8édoikas ofiy’ éaépyeras;

520

above it.—els "Apyos dwooreheis PL, a ' being inserted between the words in both,
certainly not by the first hand. dwoorelAps Markland. The early editions all neglect
the #» of the Mss. and read el...dwooreNels. The 4’ has no authority (in P I think
it was inserted by Musurus). Kirchhoff, in his ed. of 1855, suggests #v vev “Apyos
étawoorel\ps. (I had conjectured elvawosreips—and that els had been by mistake
put before “Apyos by someone who did not see that it belonged to the verb. I now
think Kirchhofi’s the more likely word, and that the els was originally an interlinear
explanation which got by mistake into the text and necessitated the expulsion of
the éf-). Asto the -orelAps it is easier to believe that that was changed to -oreheis
than that e was changed to #v. Perhaps the hand that wrote -orekeis was the
same that wrote the ~ over the last syllable of xarawsxtvels in L. 516. Nijoouer
PL (a was added by a late hand in P who did not see or did not understand the
abbreviation for e»). 520 and s21. I think it is so manifest that these two lines
are an interpolation that it is uscless to record the various emendations which they
have themselves undergone or have caused to be made in the previous line. Hartung
and Vitz both mark them as spurious. (I had independently come to the same con-
clusion. They look to me like a quotation from a comic poet who is parodying Soph.
Ant. 1055.—8Expnaror odd¢ xproipor like our ‘good or bad’.) 522. o p' P, &ne
#' L (8r being written by an early hand, in an erasure which possibly held two

ed out that that idea was inconsistent
also with Ndfoyu 7o’ &», and that »w
must refer to Iphigeneia.

517. ofiror k.r.\.] Such a suggestion
as this would do more, as Menelaus
doubtless knew, to keep alive in Aga-
memnon the fear of the multitude than to
allayit. It is moreover a sentiment quite
in keeping with the character of the
typical Spartan which Euripides gives to
Menelaus. (Cf. above on vv. 498 ff.)

519. This cold-blooded suggestion has
to some commentators seemed too shock-
ing to be allowed to stand. It should be
remembered though that it is Menelaus
who makes it, and Euripides's Menelaus
was ‘capable de tout’. Also as Hartung
says, as somebody had to die it was

better that it should be Calchas than
Iphigeneia. At 2. 533 of the /. 7. Iph.
expresses great joy at the news of Cal-
chas's death.

s30. For this use of owépua cp. Eur.
Sfr. 1001 del wor’ éorl owépua xnpixwy
MMor, and Hec. 254: belowin 2. 524 it is
used in a different sense.—For the general
sense of the ». cf. Hipp. 1059, Jon 374 f.,
Hel. 744 18, El. 400, Phoen. 7713, fr. 793.

§32 f. With these two zo. Monk com-
pares I. 7. 657 f.—‘two instances,
among a multitude, of that studied or
affected simplicity of sentiment in Euri-
pides, which was a constant topic of
censure and ridicule among his rivals and
detractors’.
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ME. ov'un od'Ppdtess, wids vmorndBowu’ v Novyov;
ATA. 76 Siovdeov omépua mdvr' oldev Tdde.
ME. ovk éor’ 'Odvaoevs & Tv oé xdué myuavei. 525
ATA. moweidos dei mépuke Tod T Syhov péra.
ME. ¢noripla pév évéyerar, e raxg.
. . . . .
[ATA. olxoiv 86ker wiv ordvr’ & "Apyeioss péoos

letters), o’ Markland. els- PL, éo- Wunder. 523. UwohaBowuer PL, vwohdSouu’
& Markland. 524. elde P (a later hand—possibly that of Musurus—has written
an o over the first ¢ and added a » to the second), elder L. 526, 7od 9’ PL,
700 7’ Reiske. Monk retained the 9’ and Matthiae was inclined to do so. I have
adopted 7’ because I think that, one of the points in Menelaus’ spirited and pointed
expression of contempt being that they are #wo and Od. only one, Ag. here answers
‘yes, but he has the multitude with him’. If the v’ is retained it would mean ‘and
the reason of itis that’. Bothe (who also keeps the ") compares Hec. 254 ff. 527.
évéxerar PL. This word (which is very prosaic and not quite apt here in its classical
use) I conjecture to have been a marginal interpretation of (possibly) dpxerac.
2v. 528—542. Dindorf pronounces the whole of this passage an interpolation, but
he has not I believe been supported in this view by any other commentators. An
examination of the passage reveals the following facts: (1) odxolv éxe: involves
a use of odxodv (guamobrem) which is by many (and I believe rightly) regarded as
inadmissible for tragedy and even for Attic prose of that period. (2) xira Yesdouar
breaks Porson’s rule about the spondee in the fifth foot. (3) The &s in the next line
is loose: from its position it should properly refer to Calchas, but it evidently is
meant to refer to Odysseus. (4) It should be noticed that at . 515 Ag. assumes that
he has got so far as to send Iphigeneia home, and then goes on to say what he will
have to fear from Calchas afterwards, and then (at z. 522 ff.) what he has to fear
from Odysseus, supposing Calchas has been got rid of. At z. 532 f. however he
talks as if Iph. were still at Aulis. (This inconsistency has not, I think, been noticed
before.) (s) Itis outrageous to suppose that the army of Greeks (for "Apyelovs v. 532
need not be pressed to mean literally only Agamemnon’s own people of Argos) who
had assembled to avenge the wrongs of Menelaus should, when baulked of their
purpose, turn on him and his brother, slay them, or pursue them to Argos and then
deal with it as they had hoped to deal with the city of the barbarians which they
meant to attack. (6) Further suspicious words and phrases are Hwépnuac (dv6pwros
Hwopnuévos in an anonymous comic writer: Meineke 353) in 537, the weak rdde at the
end of the line after & viv: the doubtful dwws d» after pvAator for dxws (followed in
the next 2. by wply c. subj. without &), the use of é\axlorows in the sense of fewest,
and the unusual phrase guyhv ¢puhdooere in v. §42. (7) Lastly it must be remembered
that the reference to Clytaemnestra’s presence in the camp (vv. 538 ff.) is inconsistent
with the view expressed above on v2. 413 ff. that Ag. knows nothing of the arrival of
his wife and daughter until somewhere about . 640. For all these reasons 1 decidedly

537. Seveg xaxd] Cf. Plat. Rep. 347 B  We hear a good deal about ¢uhoriuia in
1 ovx olofa, §7¢ TO PuNéTipby Te xkal piNdp-  this play.
yupor elvac Greidos Néyeral Te xal Eorw ;



IGIFENEIA H EN AYAIAL 57

Aééew d& Kdxas Oéopar’ Ebpnjoaro,

xap' os vréomy Oipa, xdra Yeidopar,
"Apréude Gicew: 8s fwapmdaas orpardy,
ot kdp' dwoxteivavras "Apyelovs xdpyv
odafar xedeboe.. &y wpds "Apyos éxiyw,
\ovres avrois Telxeow Kuxhwrriows
Evvaprdoovae xal xaraoxdovar yiv.
Tolaita Tdpud mipar. & Tdlas &yd,

ds ropnpar wpos Oedv Ta viv Tdde

& por Ppulafov, Mevélews, avd orparov
ey, orws dv pun Klvraypwjorpa rdde
pdby, wpiv "Ady wail éunv mpoohs AaPuv,
ws & Aayloross daxplols mpdogw xaxds.
dpels Te oy, & Edvas, Puldooere.)

530

535

540

2TACIMON &'

XO. puaxapes oi perpias Beois oTp.

agree with Dindorf in regarding the present passage (528—542) as an interpolation.
At the same ‘time I do not think that z. 527 immediately preceded the first stasimon
(543 fl.), and therefore I conclude that a passage of a few lines spoken by Ag. has
been lost here. I could believe that 2. 536 formed part of this passage. It is even
possible that 7. 528 f. (as emended by Musgrave) were also part of this passage.
(See also below in Ex. Notes on ». 538.) 528. ovxod» dbxer PL, olxovw doxeis
(as a question) Musgrave. »i» P (with &) written over it by an early hand), »w L
(and so Canter who only knew the reading wiv). 531. 8s PL, ols Tyrwhitt,
ov Musgrave, taking the sent. as a question. 534. rtelxeor PL, with » added by
a later hand in P and an early one in L.—xuxAwwelots PL, corrected by an early hand
in P to xuehwrios. 535. owwapwdoovet PL, davaswdoovee or draprdoovae
Markland. 541. xuws éx’ O\yloros Herwerden. 543- By the side in
P is written xopauBikd orp. kWAwy €', and also dvriowacTicd lwvikd xopiapBixd

530 f. @doav] depends on Uwéorny
only, and not on the parenthetical yetdo-
pat.  For xgra yevdopar cp. Xen. Mem.
1, 1, § wpoayopebwy ws Uwd Beod pawwbuera
x@ra Yevdbuevos.

535. YYv] is used here in the sense of
wé\w» as at Zro. 868: cp. also on 2.
1070 below (some emendation of curap-
wdoovo is necessary).

538 fl. It.is not at all clear how
Menelaus when he went among the
Greek soldiers could prevent Clytaem-
nestra’s hearing of her husband’s plan to

sacrifice her daughter. The army knew
nothing of it as yet.

541. As inadequate a consideration
to conclude with as xpdoow xaxds is an
inadequate expression for his contem-
plated act.

First Stasimon zv. 543—589. Like
the two subsequent stasima (and the
Parodos) it consists of a strophe, an anti-
strophe, and an epode, and, as in them,
the metre is logaoedic. (See scheme at
the end of the book.) The subject of
the strophe and epode is ‘Love the De-
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perd 'te codposivas’ weré-
axov Mxtpav Adpodiras,
yalavelg xpnoduevos
paviadov oloTpwv, 30. &)
3dvy’ "Epws 6 xpvooxiuas
76 évrelverar yaplraw,
70 pév én’ evalove woTue,
76 & éml ovyxvoe Bioras.
arevémro v duerépoy,

545

550

draraworicd lapficd.—Over udxapes in L an early hand has written elol. 545.
Aéxrpwy PL, 0éActpwy Nauck. It is mainly on account of the support given to
Aéxtpwy by the OGahduwr in §s53 that I hesitate to adopt Nauck’s very taking
conjecture. 547. pawduer’ PL, pawopévwr Reiske, pawwordv Nauck, uamddwy
Wecklein. puarouévwr was possibly written as an explanation of wawddwr: then the
ww, written above this and the next word in an abbreviation, was by mistake only
written once, hence uawbéuer’.—86¢ P, 860 L. 548. 0 xpvooxbuas &ws PL,
a later hand in P has crossed out the &uws and put it in before 4, and in L a is written

over &pws and B over 8 xp. 550.
p- xix).

stroyer’; while the antistrophe describes
the temper and training necessary to
counteract the baneful influence. For
the general tenour cp. Merch. of Vemice
3, 3, 111, and Andromacke vv. 274 f.,

(where the phrase otyxvow Blov recalls

the ¢xl ovyxdoe. Biords of 2. 551), and
the and stasimon of the Medea (vv. 627
fl.). Fimhaber also compares Higp. 443
and 529 and Fragments 505 and 670.

544. perd v¢] The 7e shows that we
must not take uerplas Geol as governed
by peréoxov but by perd. See note on
1085 f. below.

545. perloxov Mxrpwy "A.] *Enter
Love’s bonds’. Mkrpa is used as an
abstract name for umion or wedlock as
well asin the concrete sense of wife as
above at v. 382. Cf. Fr. 505 uerplwy
Aéxrpuwr, uerplwy 8¢ yduwr perd cwppoot-
vns xipoar Ovnrotow dpwror, where it
may be taken either way.

547- 80 5q] ¢Herein’, 80 for od
is found only in the lyric parts of
tragedy. ob 84 occurs at 7, 7. 330 in a

mérup PL, oxg Athenaeus (see Introduction
553. dwemvéxww, corrected by an early hand to dxevérw PL, only in P

temporal sense. Here, like o0 at Soph.
Phil. 1049, and Soph. £/ 1259, 86 is
used of circumstances. Cf. our colloquial
¢ that’s where it is’.

549. &vrdlverar] The middle is ex-
traordinary, but is supported by the
above-mentioned quotation in Athenaeus,
by Xen. Cyr. 4, 1, 3, where réfa évrel-
vaclar and drarerauévos Thv udxacpar
occur, by relveafac 76¢ov which is quoted
from Ap. Rhod. 2, 1043, by the common
Epic ré¢a Tavvoodueros, also by a passage
in Alexander Noumenius (Walz Rkett.
9, 271, 16 épwra wapevai réfa uév dvrewa-
pévous Bénn 8¢ épapudrrovras—possibly
a reference to this passage, and by Ar.
Nub. 968.

550. &w(] c. dat. not, as Paley, of the
object shot at, but of the object or result
of the shooting. Vitelli cps. éxl AdSga
at Soph. Ant. 791.

552. wwv] Weil and Vitelli take this
to refer to (the second) vdfov, but in the
face of the very scanty authority for yw =
atré in tragedy (Aesch. Cho. 5432: at
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Kimpe xaM\iora, Oahdpwy.
eln 8 pov perpla pév
xapss, wéboe & Baioe,
xal peréyoues Tds "Adpodi-
Tas, moAAdv &' amoleluav.

555

Suddopor 8¢ Pvaers Bpordv,
Suapopor 8¢ Tpbmos® 7o & dp-
Océs éoONov aadés del:
Tpodat @ ai maidevéuevar
péya @épova’ eis Tdv dperav:

3
avT.

560

the original letters are discernible, in L they have been erased. 553. & Kimpe
P, in L the @ has been erased. s57. 7 PL, & Reiske. 559 {. Sidrporor
3¢ Tpowois® & 8 8p0ds PL, Sudgpopo Hoepfner, tpéwot is mentioned as a var. lect. by
Barnes, but he does not give its source; whoever read rpéxoc must have also read the
following words as 70 & 8pfds, as Musgrave (?) and Hermann afterwards corrected
them, unless like Firnhaber he quite disregarded metrical rules. &udrpowor is

manifestly a vox niksli.
a common mistake.

in both P and L, where L has an alternative dp6ds.
del. §61. wedevouevar corr. (by p. m.) to wadevéperar P.

Soph. Zrack. 145 vw is possibly corrupt,
and at best refers to a person—r9d réafor)
it is best to refer it to “Epws: i.c. the
wrong sort of Love.

555. Xdprs] of the charm exerted on,
w600 of the love felt for, another. It
has been thought that a passage in Plut.
De tuend. san. p. 133 B (7wpds 8¢ Tov olvor,
Sxep Eipuridns wpds Tip 'Agpodlryy, Sia-
Aexréor ‘elns pot, pérpioy 3¢ wws [Matt.
Séxas] efns, ph8’ dwolelwos’) refers
directly to this passage. If so it is not a
quotation, but an adaptation of the general
sense of the poet’s words to the subject
of wine. Most probably, though, it is a
quotation from a lost play.

556 f. The 8¢ in v. 557 corresponds
to the uév in 2. 554, and the emphasis
thus given to the antithesis between pue-
7pla and woA\dv, and the position of the
latter word, entitle us to supply perplas
in sense with "A¢podiras in ». §56. 1f
we do not the peréxouue 7ds "A. is very

I have adopted the above mentioned corrections. o for w is
It occurs (as Monk says), at . 610 of /. 7. in this same word

alel PL, corrected in P to
562. els Tdv

tame.

ov. 558—567. ‘One man is unlike
another, in nature and also in manners,
but true goodness never faileth. The
nurture of the teacher also is a mighty
aid to virtue : for wisdom brings modesty,
and the feeling which discerns the right
has an all-transforming charm. If that
be present, fame crowns life with never-
fading glory.’

560. It is possible that cagés here
means only clearly discernible, but I think
it more likely that Euripides used it in
the sense of undoubted—i.e. of undoubted
value. It is a word full of meaning.
Fix and Le Bas translate it here ‘um
trésor assuré’.

. 561 fl. Cp. Hec. 6oo fI. Exet yé Tol
7t kad 70 Opepfivas xalds dldatw éoNob*
Toiro &' fv Tis & wdfy, older 76 ¥’ alo-
Xpbv, kavbyi Tol xakoD perpwv. Just before
(in 2. 599) Tpogpal is used in the same
sense as in our present passage.
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T0 Te ydp aideicbai codla,

wav T éfaA\docovoay Eye

Xdpw Vo yvopas écopdv

76 déov, &vfa dofa Péper

K\éos dryrpatoy BioTd.

péya T Gppedew dperav,

yuvalEl uév kard Kimrpow,

kpvrrdy T, év dvdpaoce & al

Koopos évdv 6 pupLomhy-

Ons pello wony aver. .

L

éuores, & Ildpes, fre av e

565

570

émepdos

written over els followed by two or three indistinguishable letters P, els dperdy
the o being in an erasure large enough to have held three or four letters L.
Probably the rd» was erased to make the v. correspond in metre with upawduer’
olorpwy 56¢ 8%, the Mss. reading in . 547. The words méya @épova’ els look
to me like a “gloss’. Neither here nor at z. 547 do I think we have the
right reading. §63. oopla PL, copla Ald., corrected by Scaliger to gogla.
564. 7d» v’ PL, I read »a» 7" (Monk suggested xd»r’), I think every one must recog-
nize that the article of the Ms. is ‘otiose’ here. 566. db¢av PL, d6fa Barnes.
§67. Piwordy PL, Biori Markland. 569 f. xaré Kowpw | kpuxrdy, év dvdpdae
8 a? PL, in P a letter has been erased after xpvardv, and év 8’ dvdpdow ad is
corrected to év dvdpdae &’ ad, L apparently had év dvdpdae 8’ ad at first: there is an
erasure over the end of the év, as if & had been inserted over the . by a corrector
and then erased. Following the indication of the erasure in P after xpvxrdy, I read
xpurrds 7'. xardé Kvwpw xpurrdr would certainly be used in a éad sense by
Euripides, and it is too violent a twisting of plain words to interpret it *‘ by kecping
free from illicit love”, see Exp. Notes. 571. &8ov PL, éviw Markland.
If this emendation is correct, we may suppose first that o was written for w (as was
often done) and that then, with or without the influence of the mistaken é» §' in the
previous line, the & was added. v, 573—589. I do not agree with Dindorf and
Vitelli in thinking this epode spurious. It is however sadly mutilated. &uoles and
7€ ovye in v. 573 most commentators agree in regarding as hopeless. I am surprised
that many think érpdgns (either after edre or &0a, or standing as the principal verb)
can have the participles cupl{wr and wvéwr subordinated to it. I have therefore
marked a lacuna after uboxots, taking zv. 576 fl. as part of a description of the scene

563. Here &e« must be supplied
from the following .
566. ¥Oa] i.e. in the man of right

honour and fame is won in many ways
(nuptoxAndiis), and has a larger sphere.
571. As an analogy to xdouos évdw

feeling.

569 ff. In the case of women virtue
must be sought in the relations of love,
and it is a hidden—what Milton calls a
¢ cloistered *—virtue, whereas a man’s

Markland quotes dxérar xalol év Yuxp
Néyoe évovres unddy woidor whéov from
Plato Legg. 111. [689 B]; the verb is, in
the finite moods, very common in Euripi-
des.
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Boukohos dpyevvals érpddns
"18alacs mapa pooyors,

*r s »
BapBapa cvpilwv, Ppvyiwy
avhédy Ovhvpmov kaldpois
pepnpata mTvéwy,
evnros 8¢ Tpépovro PBoes,
or ge kpiows Eunve Oedv,
& ¢’ ‘Ea\dda méume
epavrodérwv mapoi-
Oev Opovav, 86 tas “Erévas
év dvromois Bhepdpoioty
épota T Ewras,
épori & avros émroalns.
%ev Epis Epwv
‘EX ada adv Sopl vaval T dye
els mépyapa Tpolas.

575

580

585

and circumstances of the appearance of the three goddesses. Several attempts have
been made to re-write the beginning of the epode. 575. 'Tdalais PL, ?"1das.
577- 'ONduwov PL, OvMbuwov Heath (the musician’s name is written O0A. at Ar.
Egu. g). §78. w\éwr corrected by an early hand to xvéwr and by a later (that
of Musurus?) to *\éxwy P, xvéwr L, xvelwr Dind. 580. &r PL. This cannot
be right as the text stands. 86c and &re have often been proposed instead, but the
belief that we have lost an important part of the sentence before z. 576 makes
it impossible to decide what word is wanted here. &ueve PL, &upve Herm.
5§82 f. wdpoflev P, xdpofe with an erasure after it L (the erasure is probably due
to the fact that 6uwr was first written in 2. §82 and then erased and put in at the
beginning of v. 583, where it is written in the margin, and [so Vitelli] in an erasure).
S6uwr PL, Opbvwr Herm. (a very possible copier’s mistake (cp. on v. 1174). The
sense is much improved by @pévwr, more especially if 86c or of is adopted). & PL,
od Musgr. Weil writes 86« with no comment.—I think it very possible that we have
lost a line or more between zv. 581 and 582. 585. Epwra 3édwxas PL, épwra
7’ &dwxas Blomfield. 587. In the margin L has the following scholium: ri»
épioricty 'EXNGda® s wov xal wéheuov &pww &pn Tov épioTicdv. The meaning of the
first part of this scholium seems to be that Gree£ strife is the same as angry Greece (it
seems better to suppose the scholiast knew that '"EXAdda could be used as an adj.):
the latter part is an explanation of &pus as used for woleuos. 589. ¢s Tpolas

574. dpyevvais] An Epic word for generally spoken of as a Mysian. Cp.

which the only other reference in tragedy
is in a passage of Chaeremon quoted by
Ath. 608 F.

§76. Ppvylwv avAev] This amounts
to calling Olympus a Phrygian: he is

Suidas s.v. "OAvuwos, though s.v. fwav-
Mar he says O. taught in Phrygia.

588 f. The hiatus between dye« and
€ls is remarkable.
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[l iw" ' peydXar peydraov 590
evdaipoviai’ T™yp Tot Baciléws

8er’ 'lpuyéveiar dvacoav éuny

Ty Tuvwdapéov Te K\vrawuwijorpay,

wépyapa PL, els xépy. Tp. Blomfield. vv. 500—639. I agree with Dindorf that
this whole passage is spurious. It is clear however that it is not all by one hand.
It falls into various sections. P2. 500—597 might, as far as the language goes, have
been written by Euripides, but as Hennig (whose analysis of the whole passage seems
to me one of the best parts of his book, though I do not agree with his defence of a
good deal of the iambic parts of this passage) says, it is too coarse a bit of ‘irony’,
to be Euripidean. It is inconceivable that Euripides should make the chorus,
who knew the fate prepared for Iphigeneia, talk in such fulsome language as that
of »v. 594—597 of her exceptional good fortune and blessedness. But the nonsense
of the rest of the anapaests (to say nothing of the metre of vz. 603—604) condemns
them as the work of a ¢ miserrimus interpolator” (cf. Hennig pp. 80—83). Of the
iambics too some are much worse than others. Porson was the first to attack any
part of them (Misc. Crit. p. 233) and he began near the end. Later commentators,
from Matthiae onwards, have rejected more or less of the rest of the iambics. £.g.
Nauck rejects all from 619—637, excepting v. 633 and 634, Kirchhoff does not even
except these. It is evident that Clytaemnestra and Iphigeneia make their first
appearance on the stage at the beginning of the second epeisodion, but I think that
the anapaests with which the chorus would naturally greet their arrival were either
left unwritten by Euripides or have been accidentally lost. In the beginning of the
epeisodion it seems impossible that there should not have been some words of
greeting spoken by Agamemnon to his wife, even if he did not give expression to
the surprise with which he saw her. Such a passage as this can hardly be supposed
to have been left unwritten by the poet. Either it has been accidentally lost or has
been intentionally cut out by a duzckevacris. The reasons for this excision may have
been the desire to remove inconsistencies between this passage and the passage
interpolated after ». 413, and the necessity of introducing some mention of the baby
Orestes, who, as we above saw reason to believe, was another interpolation. The
genuine look of »2. 633 and 634 (and also, I think, of . 631 and 632 which should
follow them) inclines me to believe in an intentional reconstruction of the passage—
these two couplets being selected patches of the old material. V. 6o7 and 608 have
also an Euripidean sound and may likewise have formed part of the original scene,
and have been spoken to Agamemnon. All the rest of the iambics and the anapaests
from ». 598 to the end may well have been the work of the same rash hand.

Special imperfections will be noticed on the separate lines. v.590. In L
peydhat, which was first written in the line with & lb and then erased, is in an
erasure at the beginning of a fresh line. 592. eder’ PL. No editions seem to

have had this reading, but curiously enough Matthiae introduces elder’ as a correction
being, like Markland, under the impression that the first syllable of Igcyéveia was
short. No doubt the composer of these lines was not responsible for the éusv, which
was very likely put in by the same metrical ‘‘improver” who altered tder’ to elder’,
and introduced the articles in zv. 597 and 6oo. 593. e PL, 7e Ald.

593. Tuwbapéov] this Epic form occurs  sages, the latter, like the present, ana-
also at E/. 117 and 989, both lyric pas-  paestic. In the iambic parts of tragedy
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os éx peydaov éBr\acTiixkac’

éml T evurixess fixovar TUxas.
Oeol &' oi xpeloaovs ol T SMBodipor
Tols ovx evdaluocs OBvardy.]
[ordpev, XakxiBos &cyova Opéupara,
jv Baci\ewav Sefiped Gxwv

awo p1j opalepds érl yaiav,
dyavds 8 xepolv pakaxj yviug,
w1 TapPioy vewari po poNdv
xAewov Téxvov Ayapéuvovos,

pndt OopuBov und ecwAnéw

Tais "Apyelus

éetvar Seivaus mapéywper.]
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595

600

605

597. T&v is inserted by an early hand in both P and L before Ovardw.
599. Tiwde P (the Je is scratched through and the accent altered by an early hand),
7 (in an erasure) L. defduefa P, detbueba (theoin an erasure and a note at the side
81d 70 uérpor referring expressly to the o) L.—8xA\wr PL, dxwr Canter. 6oo. Ty
inserted by an early hand in P and L before yafar. Heath was the first to eject
it on metrical grounds, 603. 70 inserted by an early hand before x\ewdr PL.
606. %elvass with an erasure before the » and e written as a correction P, felvaiot with
the final ¢« erased L. 1In L there is an erasure not filled up between the 1st e and the

Eurip. uses the form Twddpews. At.

Aesch. A4g. 83 (anapaests) M gives the
gen. Twddpew with a variant Twdapéov.

595. epikas rixas] ‘high estate’.
See Jebb’s note on Soph. Ant. 393 for
paxpds as applied to 8\Bos and similar
words. In all these instances, however,
the noun has a far more positive meaning
than 70xn. Perhaps the €0 in the edu#-
xeis gives the necessary hint of a good
meaning in the rvxas.

596. &\Bopdpor] For similar com-
pounds cf. Hipp. 750 x0ov éNBiddwpos,
Bacch. 419 6\Bodorepay Elpivar, and 572
(of a river) 7dv éABo3érar. The epithet
here gracefully implies the wealth of
which we are expecting to hear. They
must be rich to be bounteous. This
seems to me better than with many com-
mentators (e.g. Musgrave and Weil) to
take the -@dpos as in ¢0Nodopos, uisbops-
pos to indicate the recipient.

§98. orepev] Hartung (/ntrod. pp.

73 f.) is of opinion that the ‘homo pin.
guissimi et hebetissimi ingenii’ who fabri-
cated z2. 598—606, got Ais material out
of zv. 613 fl. Certainly no better expla-
nation can be given of this senseless o7@-
pev, than that it is so due to the orfire in
v. 619.

Ixyova Bpépparal Exyoros in tragedy is
always a substantive (at Ael. 318 and
1647 éxyévov and xdpys are in apposition).
This phrase and the é»3érw (for 867w) in
617, and the ds & (for ds) in 618, and
the Nnpnidos in 624 reveal the versifica-
tor.

6or ff. It is questionable whether the
¢ versificator’ knew what he meant by
this line. It has about as much sense as
the next two verses have metre. In
v. 604 the second syllable of #6pySor was
meant by the writer to be long. In fact
it is marked long in P, but not by the
first hand : (so too the ¢ of veworl, by
the same hand).
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"Emeicdaion B.
KA. [opvifa pdv Tovd aloiov worovpela,
T0 00V Te XpnoTOV Kal Adywv ebdmpiav®
Anida & Ixw T ds & gOholow yduors
wapeyss vupdaywyds. AN’ oxypdrwy
&o mopeied’ ds Pépw Pepvas xdpy,
xal wéuwer els pélalbpov ebhaBovuevor.
ov &, & réxvov por, Aeire mwlikods Sxovs,
dfpov Tbeiga xalov dobevés F dua.
Opets & veavlas viv dyxdAais &re
8éfacle xal wopeboar’ & dxmudrov.
xa{ pot xepos Tis &v8otw ornpiypara,

610

615

609. éoboiot P, érfoiow (the » being a subsequent addition
by the first hand) L. 613. In L there is a stop (=a comma) after uo: i.c.
the writer took the phrase for a oxfjua Kohogdwior. Cf. Alc. 313. 614. 0 dpa
PL, xapal (with dogards for doOevés) Herm., wodés Hennig (who takes aSpbv
adverbially), I think however that it is more like the *versificator’ as it stands :—the
phrase dBpdr 7ifeica xdhor being modelled on &B. xéda ribels Hel. 1538, and wxdw
wdda 7ilels 1. T. 33, and the dofevés 6’ dua being added to make up the verse.
615. veavldaiow P, veavidcoow (the es being a correction of an early hand for a)
L, »ebnidés vw Pierson (and Markland), reavlas »v Lobeck. Though L. himself
subsequently rejected this, I agree with Hennig in preferring it. It is sup-
ported by Hel. 1262 veavlais dpoise, and also by Phot. Lex. veavlas® Tolunpols.
Though we can hardly dispense with an acc. the vocative is not absolutely

x of wapéxwuer.

607 f. These two lines—especially the
former one—are quite Euripidean, but
the feebleness of the contrasted clause
and the utter want of any contrast in the
sense (‘I take your kind words as a good
omen éu¢ I am not without hopes that I
am on a happy errand ’), shows that they
were not originally written in their present
connexion. Indeed the peculiar position
of the re in v. 608 suggests that possibly
even these two verses were themselves
not originally neighbours.

610. The word vuugaywyés is not
elsewhere found except in late Greek.

613. wwAwovs] Attention has by
several commentators been called to the
frequent repetition of this word in the
passage. Wecklein associates with it the
fact that also in the RAesus this word is
of frequent occurrence, as indicating a

common authorship.

615. It is extremely doubtful whether
ved- in vearlas or its derivatives was ever
scanned as one syllable. At Ar. Vesp.
1067 and 1069 Dind. is very likely right
in reading war-. It is possible that at
Eur. 7, 7. 647 we ought to scan vearia
as a trisyllable, but the reading of the
earlier part of that z. is doubtful. It is
curious that Pierson who leaves in his
correction the anapaest here, actually
introduces an anapaest at Cyclops 28 by
reading vearla for the Mss. véa véor.

616. mwopeboar’ & Sxnpdrwv] notice
the weak repetition of this weak phrase
from ». 610 {.

617. ornplypara] another suspicious
word occurring only in late Greek else-
where.
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Odrovs dmjrms os dv éMrw xalds.

al & els 10 wpoolfev orijre mwldy Lvydv,
dofepov yap amapdpvfov Sppa wwAwov:
xal waida Tovde Tov "Ayapéuvovos yovov
Ad{vol', ‘Opéormv: & ydp dare wimeos.
Téxvov, xafeides molicg Sapels oxw;

" &yap ddeddifs €’ Vpévarov ebruxds:
dvdpds ydp dyabod «ijdos atros éofAos dv
My, 16 Tjs Nyppdos iocfeov yévos.
s xdbnoo dedps pov mwodss, Téxvov,
%pos pnrép’, "Ipiyéveia, paxapiav 8¢ pe

620

625

necessary, as the men addressed are the same as those addressed in zv. 610—613.
619. al &' PL, ol &' Dobree, which would remove some absurdity. 633. Oaxed-
s corrected by a late hand to xafevdes P, Oaxetvers L. 626. wnpyidos corrected
to »nppdos P, wpijidos L (Milton suggested 70 Nojpews waidds, Portus 79 7is Nnppdos.

619. at 8’] It would be difficult to
find another instance of the article used,
as ovros sometimes is, as a vocative, for
the pron. of the and person. The idea of
the writer seems to have been that as ¢ 8¢
sometimes=obros, it could stand, like it,
as a vocative.

620. In both Mss. this line is marked
as a beauty (wp. for dpaiov)! It is just
possible that, as Hermann (Opuse.) holds,
¢oB. was meant to be taken as an adverb
qualifying dx. Others prefer to take ¢oB.
in the sense of ‘#imid’, or as ‘an object
of terror’. Weil supplies é» with dwap.
If dwapduvfos is to be scanned as at
Aesch. P. V. 185 we should have an
anapaest in the 3rd foot—the second in
the line.

622. ¥r x.r.\.] This repetition from
v. 466 may be taken to mark both pas-
sages as the work of the interpolator who
brought the Baby on to the scene.

623. Sapels]) Weil translates ¢ assoupi’,
taking the word to be used in the sense
of the Homeric palaxg 3edunuévor Bxvy
and modern phrases like ¢ succumbing to,
overmasiered by, sleep’. But for such
phrases the mention of the sleep is neces-
sary. It is more likely that the word
was used only in the sense of wraried,

E. L

worn out, i.. in the sense of the xéryp
Sauérres of Rhes. 764.

624. ¥yep’]for éyelpov: very suspicious,
in spite of Porson’s note on Or. 288
(294). Both at Or. 294 and 799 synize-
sis of the final ov with a following vowel
seems a less violent explanation than that
which Porson gives. At KHec. 916 ff.
where Porson takes kararabosas as=
xarawaveduevos modern editors read Gv-
olay not Guaidr, as do four Mss. out of
the seven cited by Prinz. Here, I
should believe in synizesis of ov if I
thought that the passage had been written
by a man who was scholar enough to be
careful about the difference between active
and middle. But it is doubtful whether
the man who could write N7p#i8¥s (636)
and éns uov wodos for close to my feet’
(in 627) would be careful to observe such
a distinction.

628 ff. Certainly it is impossible to
make this 2. fit on in sense to the previous
line. Hennig thinks something has been
lost both before and after ». 628. I
think wpds wunrép’ is a conversational
repetition of the étfjs uov wodds such as
the ‘miserable’ interpolator was quite
capable of : also that he went on with 3és
pe paxaplay Eévaroe raiode in the sense of

5
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"Emeicdaion B.

[6prifa piv 76v8 aloiov worovpela,
70 00V Te XpnoTOV Kai Adywv ebdmpiav
Dxlda & Ho 10’ ds & doOhoiow ydpois
wdpeut vopdaywyds. dAN Sxnudrwv
éw mopeved ds Ppépw Pepvds xopy,
xal wépmer' els péabpov ebhafBovpevor.
ob &, & réxvov poi, Aeire mwlwods Sxovs,
afpov rilfcica xadov aolevés & dpa.
Spels 8¢ veaviais wiv dyxdAais &
8éfacle xal mopeioar’ & dxmudrov.

xal pot xepos Tis &vdotw ornpiypara,
x of wapéxwuer.

610

615

609. éoboioe P, érOhoiow (the » being a subsequent addition
by the first hand) L. 613. In L there is a stop (=a comma) after po: s.e.
the writer took the phrase for a oxfiua Kohopdwior. Cf. Ale. 313. 614. 0 dpa
PL, xapal (with dogalds for dofevés) Herm., wodés Hennig (who takes dSpby
adverbially), I think however that it is more like the *versificator’ as it stands :—the
phrase d8pd» 7i0eica xdhov being modelled on 4. wéda rifeis Hel. 1528, and dxdw
wdda 7idels 7. 7. 33, and the dofevés 0’ dua being added to make up the verse.
615. veavldaiowr P, veavideooww (the es being a correction of an early hand for a)
L, vebri3¢és v Pierson (and Markland), veavlas »owr Lobeck. Though L. himself
subsequently rejected this, I agree with Hennig in preferring it. It is sup-
ported by Hel. 1262 veavlais dpowse, and also by Phot. Lex. veavlas: Tolunpots.
Though we can hardly dispense with an acc. the vocative is not absolutely

6o7 f. These two lines—especially the
former one—are quite Euripidean, but
the feebleness of the contrasted clause
and the utter want of any contrast in the
sense (‘I take your kind words as a good
omen bu¢ I am not without hopes that I
am on a happy errand’), shows that they
were not originally written in their present
connexion. Indeed the peculiar position
of the 7¢ in . 608 suggests that possibly
even these two verses were themselves
not originally neighbours.

610. The word ruugaywyés is not
elsewhere found except in late Greek.

613. wwhwovs] Attention has by
several commentators been called to the
frequent repetition of this word in the
passage. Wecklein associates with it the
fact that also in the Rkesus this word is
of frequent occurrence, as indicating a

common authorship.

615. It is extremely doubtful whether
ved- in vearlas or its derivatives was ever
scanned as one syllable. At Ar. Vesp.
1067 and 1069 Dind. is very likely right
in reading war-. It is possible that at
Eur. I, 7. 647 we ought to scan reavla
as a trisyllable, but the reading of the
earlier part of that . is doubtful. It is
curious that Pierson who leaves in his
correction the anapaest here, actually
introduces an anapaest at Cyclops 28 by
reading veavlas for the Mss. véa véo.

616. wopeboar’ & Sxnpdrwv] notice
the weak repetition of this weak phrase
from . 610 f.

617. oplypara] another suspicious
word occurring only in late Greek else-
where.
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Odxovs dmjvys s dv éAimw xalds.
al & els 70 wpoolbev orijre TWAGY {vydy,

ofepoy ydp dmapdapvlov Sppa mwwhixdy

620

xal waida Tovde 10V "Ayauéuvovos yovov
Adtva, ‘Opéorqy: & ydp éore wimeos.
Téxvov, xabeideis mwlicg Sapels Oxu;
' Gyep’ ddeddijs ¢p’ Spévacov ebruxids

dvdpds yap dyalfod «ijdos abros éorOAos dv

625

Mjye, 10 mjs Nypjidos iodfeov yévos.
éis xdOnoo Seipd pov mwodss, Téxvov,
npos pqrép’, Ipryéven, paxaplav 8¢ pe

necessary, as the men addressed are the same as those addressed in zv. 610—61a.

619. al & PL, ol &’ Dobree, which would remove some absurdity.
as corrected by a late hand to xafevdes P, Oaxeders L.

623. Oaxet-

626. »ynpnidos corrected

to »nppdos P, rypijidos L (Milton suggested 70 Npews waidds, Portus 79 rijs Nyppdos.

619. at 8’] It would be difficult to
find another instance of the article used,
as olTos sometimes is, as a vocative, for
the pron. of the and person. The idea of
the writer seems to have been that as ¢ 3¢
sometimes =olros, it could stand, like it,
as a vocative.

630. In both Mss. this line is marked
as a beauty (dp. for dpafor)! It is just
possible that,as Hermann (Opusc.) holds,
¢oB. was meant to be taken as an adverb
qualifying dx. Others prefer to take ¢og.
in the sense of ‘#imid’, or as ‘an object
of terror’. Weil supplies v with dxap.
If dwapduvfos is to be scanned as at
Aesch. P. V. 185 we should have an
anapaest in the 3rd foot—the second in
the line.

622. ¥n x.r.\.] This repetition from
2. 466 may be taken to mark both pas-
sages as the work of the interpolator who
brought the Baby on to the scene.

623. Sapels] Weil translates * assonps’,
taking the word to be used in the sense
of the Homeric pakax@ edunuévor dxvy
and modern phrases like * succumbing to,
overmastered by, sleep’. But for such
phrases the mention of the sleep is neces-
sary. It is more likely that the word
was used only in the sense of wearied,

E. L

worn out, i.e. in the sense of the xéwry
Sauévres of Rhes. 764.

624. ¥yep’]for éyelpov: very suspicious,
in spite of Porson’s note on Or. 288
(294). Both at Or. 294 and 799 synize-
sis of the final od with a following vowel
seems a less violent explanation than that
which Porson gives. At KHec. 916 ff.
where Porson takes xararatoas as=
xaraxravoduevos modern editors read Gv-
glav not fvadr, as do four Mss. out of
the seven cited by Prinz. Here, 1
should believe in synizesis of ov if I
thought that the passage had been written
by a man who was scholar enough to be
careful about the difference between active
and middle. But it is doubtful whether
the man who could write N7p7i58s (626)
and é7s uov wodos for “close to my feet’
(in 627) would be careful to observe such
a distinction.

628 ff. Certainly it is impossible to
make this 2. fit on in sense to the previous
line. Hennig thinks something has been
lost both before and after ». 628. I
think »pds unrép’ is a conversational
repetition of the éfjs mov wodds such as
the ‘miserable’ interpolator was quite
capable of : also that he went on with 3és
pe paxaplay Eévaioe raiode in the sense of

5
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¢évaio's ' ratode’ wAndia-oraldéica 86s,

xai 3edpo &) warépa mpdoame oov Pilov.] 630
KA. & oéBas éuol péyiorov, *Ayauéuvov dvak, 633
fixopev, épetuals ovk dmioroboar oélev. 634
I®. & phrep, vmrodpapodoa o', dpyialis 8¢ pn, 631
wpds arépva watpds orépva Tdpd wpocBand. 632
[ty 8¢ Bovhopar rd od orépy’, & wdrep, " 635
frnoSpapoi}aa rpocrﬂa.h?v Sud xpdvov.
wobi 7a.p oppa 8»7 aov. opywbps ¢ p.q.
KA. &\, @ réxvor, xp ¢¢Ao1ra7wp & del mor’
;uu\ma maldwy 7@8 doovs &yo "rexov.]
» s s
I®. & mwarep, éoeidov o’ dauévn mwOANG Xpove. 640

ATA. kai ydp marip gé: 768 loov mép dupoiv Méyes.

Ald. put in wai3ds after Nnppdos).
Pand L. 632.

631.
wepSal® PL, wposBard Porson.
line by a second (early) hand in both P and L.

¢’ altered to ¥’ by an early hand in both
637. o% added above the
638 f. Given by P and L to

Ag., by Porson to Clytaemnestra. xpd corrected to xpfi P, xpii L (so I conclude

from Vitelli's silence), xp& is the Aldine reading.
Téxvov (corrected by a late hand to réxov) P, réxor L (Vitelli says nothing

and Fix.

of the correction to rékvov in L mentioned by Wil.-Moell.).

redde me beatam his mulieribus (in the
eyes of these women). At any rate what
could be weaker than ». 630, with its
8epo repeated from v. 627?

640. At this line we begin to breathe
again. Indeed the beauty of the scene
which now follows is of itself a sufficient
vindication of the labour which has been
expended by many generations of students
in unravelling the perplexities of this
mutilated and interpolated tragedy. Aga-
memnon’s thoughts have been laid bare
in the previous scenes. The distraction
and despair which his answers to his
daughter half reveal to us heighten the
exquisite sense of the girlish innocence
which cannot interpret the signs of dis-
tress and thinks of nothing but the joy
of the meeting.

In the absence of any definite announce-
ment of Agamemnon's appearance on the

639. 7avd’ PL, 798" Monk

Heath conjectured “rexor

stage we can only conjecture about it.
Bothe thinks that at . 607 Clytaemnestra
is already addressing her husband. Most
editors however take v. 630 as an indica-
tion that Ag. has just come out. See
above the critical notes on zz. 590 ff.

woM¢ Xpévp] just the same dat. as
T¢ xpovy in v. 694 (cp. Kriiger 11. 48,
32, 11). Klotz well compares also 77o. 20
s dexaomdpp xpovy dNdxous Te xal Téxy’
eloldwow dopevor.

641. xal ydp] The meanings of «xal
ydp fall into two classes according as the
first or second particle takes the promi-
nent share of significance. Here the xal
is prominent. Cp. ¢.&: Soph. Phkil. 1121,
Xen. Cyr. n1. 1, 11. Usually the ydp has
the greater significance.—toov not an
adverb here, but used predicatively with
Aéyes and qualifying 7498’
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I®.  xaip': €0 8¢ W ayaydv mpds o émolncas, warep.
ATA. ovk ol® brws ¢d ToiTo xal ) ¢, Téxvov.
I, éar
o5 ov BAémeis eUrnhov, douevés p’  ddv.
ATA. 7woAN dvdpi Bacilel xai oTparnhdry péler. 645
I®.  wap’ éuol yevod viw, py “wi ¢povridas Tpémov.
ATA. d\\’ elpl mapd gol viv dmwas xovx dAhobl.
Id.  pébes vuv oppdv Supa 7 éErrewov pilov.
ATA. 800 yéynbd o’ s wéyn8 oJpav, Téxvov.
Id.  xdmweira NelBess daxpv’ dm’ dppdraov cébev; 650
[ATA. paxpd ydp 7juiv 7 ‘mode’ dwoveia.

19, ovk ol 3 T s, ok olda, piArar’ éuol wdrep.]

independently. 642. ¥ ¢’ altered by an early hand to 3 u’ P. wpo o’ éwal-
noas P (a late hand accented the o of the xpo and added a s), xpés o’ éxolnoas L.
644. 1 eOxnhow P, efxpiov L (Dobree ejected the 4’ independently). Many modern
edd. have followed Blomfield in writing ¥xnlov instead of efxmhor here. I cannot
see sufficient reason for this. Both are Epic words of apparently the same meaning.
Sophocles evidently preferred the former. Euripides uses the word nowhere else.
In the one passage of Aeschylus in which it occurs the orig. Ms. reading is edknhos.
645. orparyNdrer corrected (by a later hand in P) to orparpMdry PL (a merely
mechanical slip, caused by the neighbouring words ending in e.. As the error
occurs in both Mss. it must have stood in the Ms. from which they were copied).
646. wap’ éuod (sic) with the wap’ crossed through and wpos written over it by a late
hand P, wap’ épol L (the éuod in P was no doubt due to a similar error to that
noticed in ». 645—due, f.c. to the ov in yeroi). xal uh) PL, Barnes ejected the rxal
647. elw corrected (by a late hand) to elul P, eluc L. 648. »ur with &) written
over it by a late hand (as an explanation) P, »iv L. é&¢pir corrected to dgppdv P,
Sppiy L. 649. vyéynd' ¥ws yéymOd o' dpdv PL, vyéynbd o’ ds yéymb dpdv
Musgrave (an excellent emendation). 651. (See on 2. 652.) One of the Paris
copies of L has # 'murvxoiec’ for 4 wwie’, a good instance of the way in which an
explanation (and a wrong one) gets into the text. 652. This ». which I have
given as it occurs in the Mss. is equally inexplicable as an answer to the preceding

644. ‘PNéwew eUxqhov est placido  for a possessive pronoun.

vultu esse, ut [oepvdr xal] wepporrixds
B\éwew Ale. 773, dpuwd PNéwew ap.
Aristoph.” Matthiae.

dopevés p’ 18dv] with a reference to
the éoeidér o’ dopérn of 2. 640 and Ag.’s
answer in v, 641: ‘for all your joy at
seeing me .

648. Eerewov] cp. Soph. fr. 768 ds &
Awds pérwwor éxraby xapd.

$0D\ov] proleptic ; not merely ‘thy dear
face’: still less the weak Homeric use

649. yéymOa dg yéynba] A favourite
idiom with Greek tragic writers. Its
reticence always veils a sinister thought.
Cf. Med. 1011 fyyeas o’ fryyeas.
1. T. 575, Tro. 630, EL 289 and 1122,
Soph. O. 7. 1376, O. C. 273, and 336
(ela’ olxep elol* O. C. 974 which Jebb on
v. 273 compares is not parallel). Cp.
the English ‘we shall see what we shall
see ’, where however the reticence is not
generally sinister.

§—2
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ATA.
1P,
ATA.
1d.
ATA.

cguvera Néyovoa paXiov els olxrov w dryess.
davvera pnv époduey, el aé vy evdpave.
mamal. 710 ouyav ov clévw’ aé & fveca.
wév', & mdrep, xatr olxov éml Téxvois célev.
Oérw ye TO pévew: ovy éxdv adNylvouad.

655

and as the ground of the following verse. Ag.’s reference to his impending absence
was perfectly intelligible ; a profession that what he said was unintelligible could by
no possibility have called forth from her father a comment on his daughter’s sense
(ovverd Néyovoa). Hence no emendations which merely get rid of the two anapaests
in 652 will meet the difficulty, nor will the suggestions that we have here some
marginal explanation or parallel passage incorporated by mistake in the text.
Weil’s ook ol8d 6' 3ri ¢hs, xolda ¢iArar’ & wdrep may be said to furnish a riddle
to which ». 653 is an answer, but it is itself inexplicable as an answer to v. 651.
The course which presents far the least difficulty to my mind is to reject otk 651 and
652. There is enough in the half playful expostulation of z. 650 to call for the
father’s comment and also the *3dxpva” of 650 leads on to the olxror in w. 653.
I haye therefore enclosed both vz. in brackets. 653. paNkor u' els olkror
corrected by a late hand to u@\\o» els olkror 4’ P, udX\ov els olxror u” L (as the -o» el-
and the -ov u' are corrections in erasures, L had no doubt the same mistake
originally). 654. wpév P (corrected by a late hand to uév 4'), »iw L. Both Monk
and Nauck (independently) suggest &7r’. It is possible that the 3fr’ was changed
to vur (enclitic) by some metrical corrector who thought that the v of datwera
was long. This assumes that »u» was the earlier reading and uer a mistake of a
copier. If uev was the earlier reading I should suggest udw, comparing Soph. 0. C.
28 dAN’ &ore udw olxyrés, where the Mss. have uér and an early corrector, as here,
altered it to uév 4’. In that case »ur was a mistake for uh», the pronunciation help-
ing.—1I heartily agree with Hennig’s indignant vindication of this beautiful answer
from Dindorf’s charge of spuriousness. A corrector of P changed el ge 4’ to el 0é ¥'.
655. wawal PL. 657. 0w ye* 75 Oéhew 3’ PL, 6\w* 70 8¢ Oéew (or 70 &'
€0énewv) Scaliger (so as to get rid of the ye—3¢ used like uév—8¢, which Monk and
Hermann also condemn), rd reheiv Markland and Nauck, 78 é\or 3’ Campbell,
0é\w* 70 & Epyor Wecklein. I do not believe in the impossibility of the ye—3¢
but I think the 3¢ looks like an addition. I conjecture that Eur. wrote 8w vye
70 uévewv* oby éxdw d\ydvouar and that the 3’ was only added after a transcriber had

653. This verse was perhaps half an
‘aside’.

654. A striking instance of the indis-
criminate way in which in tragedy the
two numbers were used in the first person.
Cf. Tro. go4 ds o0 Swalws, 7v 6drw,
Bavotuefa.

655. ot 8 gveoa] (‘you’re a good
girl’, cf. 7v. 440 and 506) is addressed to
Iphigeneia but all before it in this v. is
an ‘aside’.

656. &l réxvors) ¢ for your children’.

I cannot find anywhere another instance
of éxl used quite as it is here with the
dative of a person. It does not mean
only sear or with, as most take it.
There must be some notion of purpose in
it. I think the instance most nearly
parallel is Fr. 324 &pws ydp dpydv xdwi
Tois dpyois Epu: in both cases we might
translate it by our ‘for’. Cp. also Jon
480 Sadéxropa whoiror bs fovres éx waré-
puv érépois éxl Téxvous.
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I1®.  Snowro Noyxar xai Ta Mevélew raxd.

ATA. d\\ovs o\ei mpool aué diohégavr’ Eyer.

I®. ds moAdy amijaba ypévov év Aulos pvyois. 660
ATA. xal viv wé ' loyer &) 1o py oré\hew oTpaTiv.

I®.  moi Tovs Ppiyas Méyovaw grlobar, wdrep;

ATA. oS wimor’ oixetv dpeN’ 6 Ilpiduov Ilapes.

1.  paxpdv amaipes, & mwarep, Mwoy éué;

ATA. eis Tavrov, @ <mai, ovupopas> frews mwatpi. 665

transposed the x and the «, and that the 8éAew for uévew (due to the preceding 8é\w,
cf. on 2. 660) came later. If it be objected that the inf. after 6éAw would not have an
article, it may be answered that it would be equally hard to find another instance of
&xw with 70 before the inf. If the vulgate is retained the second 6éAewr must be
supposed to have the sense given to it by the scholiast on Aristoph. Birds 583 and on
$ 366 (ovd E0ehe wpopéew) of Stwacbas. Cf. also N 106, v 120 and the scholia.
659. wpood’ dué corrected by a second hand to wpéofer G ue P (the abbre-
viated e» above the line is in darker ink, and the same ink has obliterated a
just discernible apostrophe after the 6), wpécler & pe L (as I have said else-
where, I believe P to have been corrected to agree with L). This is made specially
interesting by the fact that Porson arrived independently at the right reading.
660. dxiNda corrected by an early hand to dxfiefa P, dxijgfa L (the N was due to
the preceding X in woAiw). 6612. ¢xiobar PL, @xicfar Porson. 664. paxpdy
dwaipees PL (between these words ' is inserted by a corrector in L, Vitelli is not
sure whether by an early or late one). In P there is a ; at the end of the 2. possibly
an addition of a late hand. Wilamowitz thinks that the corrector of L put in the ¥’
because he did not know that the last syllable of uaxpdv was long. On the whole
the 2, suits its context best as a question. 665. els TavTéy, & Btyatep, fKes oy
warpl PL. In both Mss. a /afe hand has inserted o¢ 8’ above the z. before sjkets,
a would-be metrical correction which leaves an anapaest in the 3rd foot and offends
against Porson’s canon in the sth. Porson suggested & Odyarep 7jxets xal ov ' els
tabrdy warpl, This emendation was made under the impression that the ov 6’
(though *mendosum’), was to be reckoned with in reconstructing the line. 1 would
suggest els Taitév, & wai, cuugopas ikeis warpl. At Or. 374 (368 Porson), and
I believe also at /. 7. 5, some transcribers altered wais to Gvydrp, and I conjecture
that this change was made here and led to the exclusion of suugopds or some such

658. Td Mewhew xaxd] not as Weil

answer. His mind is evidently working
¢les maux qui nous viennent de Ménélas’,

with horror at his daughter’s impending

but ¢ the wrongs of Menelaus’, his griev-
ances.—With this and the following 2.
Fimnhaber and Vitelli well compare Aed.
1015 f. ITAIA. 6dpoes* xdret Tou kal o0 xpds
Téxvwy &re. MEA. &\\ovs xardfw wpdafev
7 Tdhaw’ éyd.

664. To this question as to the pre-
vious one Agamemnon’s distracted state
of mind prevents his giving a direct

fate, to which in his next few utterances
he refers with growing clearness.

665 ff. Cf. 7ro. 684 els Tatrdy dres
guugpopds, and elsewhere els Tairdr fjxew,
used as here in the sense of /o be in
the same plight with some one. That
Iphigeneia takes her father’s words in this
sense is clear from the next line, where
she at once jumps at the idea of going on
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10, ¢eb
€lf® v xaldv por goi T dyew avumhovy éué.
ATA. & éori xal ool mhois, v’ €0 uwicer mwatpos. .
I®. oYy unrpl mheboad’ 1) pdvn mopevaopar;
ATA. uévn povwbeic’, amé matpos xal unrépos.
I, ol mov u' és aAha ddpar oixiless, wdtep; 670
ATA. &acov. oV xpy Toiad eidévar kdpas.
I®.  owedd éx Dpvydv por, Oéuevos ed Taxei, marep.
ATA. Oboal pe Ouoiav mpira det T’ évfade.

word and the introduction of the unmetrical o¢.
hand to €6’ P, et0’ L. 667. alreis o PL (as a question in L, Vitelli), &' &or:
Porson. In L &orac is written by an early hand over wh\ois. Wa wrihon PL, with
Uwo written over the beginning of the latter word in an early hand in L. It was
evidently interpreted as a subjunctive. All modern editors have seen that it is a fut.
indic. &' e wrioec Vitelli, who reminds us that at 2. 68 and 847 an initial uv fails
to make the preceding short vowel long, and that a and ev were very easily
interchanged in Mss. This whole scene has apparently suffered greatly from the
indistinctness or obliteration of some Ms. 669. movofeis’ corrected by a later
hand to uorwéeis P, uovwleis’ L. 670. oY wob u’ els (corrected by what I think
was a late hand to #wov u' és) P, o0* woi u’ és (the e in an erasure by an early
hand) L. of wov was evidently the original reading: there are other instances of
of wov being misunderstood and altered by transcribers: at Ae/. 135 and (I believe)
at Or. 426 it is altered to ofww. The els is a natural blunder of an unmetrical
scribe. 671. & vye* ob xph Toe 7d8’ PL, and in P an early (?) hand has added
a 7 slightly above the other letters between the ye and the o0. &agor Blomfield, who
compares Orest. 627, Hipp. 521, and Aesch. Prom. 340. Here we have further
traces of obliteration; the gap being filled by a hasty transcriber with the ubiquitous
ye. Itis not clear whether the man who filled the gap still left between the ye and
the o0 meant the line to run & v’ &’ o0 xph (in the sense of odww xph) or, as the
carlier editions have it (senselessly enough) &a ¥é 7’ o0 xph. Todd’ Markland.

666. el & corrected by a late

a journey with her father. In v. 667
however he obscurely hints that the
journey he means is that to ¢ The undis-
covered country from whose bourn No
traveller returns’, and that she will bear
with her a vivid memory of him though
he will not accompany her. In v. 668
she very naturally asks, if he is not to be

669. dwd] is strangely used here.
Markland thinks we ought to put a com-
ma before it, and take it as at A 242 dwd
wmotis d\dxov, comparing also N 217
dx’' "Apyéos and 2nd Ep. to the Thess. I.
9 dwd wpogdwov Toi kuplov k.7.\. 1 have
adopted this punctuation, as I think the
difficulty of taking udrn povwleio’ together

with her is it her mother who will take
her? Apparently in her next question
(v. 670) she is not thinking of going as a
bride, only of being banished from her
home. Ag.’s answer however (v. 671)
assumes rather brutally that such a no-
tion had been in his daughter’s mind.

less than that of taking dxd in the sense
of ¥xd.

673. Odpevos € Tdxet] Cp. Bacch.
48 f. els &' v xOova, Tav@érde Oéuevos
), peracriow wdda. For b 0ésfar cp.
Elmsley on Med. 896 (936).
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ID.  moiows Edv iepois; el 168 evoeBés axomeiv.
ATA. eloer oV xepviBov rydp éatnfess méhas.
I®. omjoouev dp’ dudl Bwpov, & mwarep, yopovs.
ATA. {g\é aé parhov 7 ’ué Tob undév ¢poveiv.
xwper 8¢ penabpwy évréds: opbivar xdpas

675

ofroc xpy 1d3’ Monk (and Vitelli). 674. dNA& E0v lepols xph 768 eloefes
oxoxety P, L has 76 ' for 768’, otherwise it agrees with P. Most editors adopt 76 ¥’
and follow Musgrave in interpreting iepois as a masc. meaning the same as lepedot.
But Jon 1224 (which M. quotes) is not enough to prove this use for lepés. Besides,
as Weil says, even so v. 675 is no answer to our present line. Weil conjectures
tvrovoas for Eow lepois. I too think the line has suffered in the same way as several
others in this scene, but I start from the 768’ of P, believing it not to be a mistake for
76 ' but part of the original line which the writer of L corrected to suit the already
transformed remainder. What I believe Eur. to have written was something very
near wolos £v lepois; el 768’ eboePes oxowelv. The wolois became obliterated, and
either a dei resulting from the el got interchanged with a xph from the previous .
(where it seems more appropriate than the 3ei), or a xp) was written under the def as
an explanation of it, and so got into the next v. 675. elon (with ¢ subs. added
by a late hand) P, elop L. éomjtet (the e corrected by a late hand to p), dornép L,
éorites Elmsley (cf. Curtius G&. Vb. p. 436 Eng. Tr., Cobet . L. 264, Rutherford
New Phrynichus, p. 411 f.). 676. Following a hint of Markland’s, I have
removed the ; which usually stands at the end of this . See Expl. N. 677. 1 pe
PL (altered in P, perhaps by Musurus, to # 'ué, a manifest improvement. So too
Blomfield, correcting Barnes and Musgrave). 678 f. Commentators all take one
of two courses with reference to these two lines. Either they attempt to make sense
out of them as they stand, taking é¢fivas as ar infinitive of purpose after xwpet, or
they follow Hermann in supposing that two half lines have dropped out after érrés.
(He ingeniously suggests (Opwusc.) that the lost passage was something like ds uer’
drdpdow | pwunTov olkwr éxrds, and that the omission was due to the confusion by the
transcriber’s eye of the éxrés with the érrés.) All alike construe-xupdy with gilqua.
I think the true explanation is that é¢@ivar xdpais wipbr is a parenthesis, and have
put the stops accordingly. (It is worth mentioning that a late hand in P put a stop
() after évrds.) 1 further think it not improbable that wwpév is a mistake for

674. oxomev] used here just as we
might often put tAink abou! instead of

677. This v. is best taken I think,
like part of v. 655, as an ‘aside’. For

ask about. Cp. Soph. O. 7. 286 and 291.
675. For xepvifwr wéhas and dugl
Pwudr (in ». 676) Firnhaber compares
El 792 @s dppl Bupdr ardoc xeprifuwr
wéhas. )
676. This seems more natural as a
suggestion than as a question. The light-
hearted eagerness with which the daugh-
ter settles how it is all to be arranged
gives rise to the father’s next remark.

the sense Monk quotes Soph. 47ax 552 f.
and Gruppe well compares 0. 7. 316 ¢eb
¢eb ppovely ws Sewdv &la ph TéNy Nop
@povoivTe.

678. d¢Bijvar xépars mxpév] Cp.
Pseudo-Phocylides 216 f. wapfevuciy 3¢
@vhagage wohukheloTots Galduowww: undé
v dxpe ydpwy wpd Sduwv opofjuer édoyps.
Cf. v. 738, £l. 343 f. Phoen. 89 ff. Here
(if wexpdw is the right reading), the refer-
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mikpov' ' piXnpa Sodaa Sefidv T épo.
[néArovoa Bapov waTpds dmoucjoew xpovor.]

@ arépva ral mapiiles, & Eavbai rouar,

ws dybos nuiv éyéved 7 Dpuydy mohs
‘ENévn e’ mavw Tols Adyovs' Tayeia rydp
votis dwaloger p' oupdTov Yavoavrd cov.
10 eis pénabpa. oé¢ 8¢ mapairobuar T8¢,
Anbas yéveOrov, € xartoxticOny dyav.
[né\ v "AxdAel Bvyarép’ ixdioew durjv.]
amooTolai yap paxdpiar uév, aAN Suws
Saxvovas Tods Texdvras, drav dAhois Sopocs
maidas wapadidp moAAd poxbOicas mwarrp. 690

aloxpdr (see Expl. Notes). 679. 7' duol PL, Matthiae, followed by Monk,
Té pot. 680. 1 have enclosed this 2. and . 687 in brackets as I believe them
to be interpolations. They are weak, unnecessary, and of monotonously similar
construction. In the former instance the motive seems to have been the explanation
of the wupér as qualifying ¢pQ\nua. 681. wapyides PL (in L o i.e. owlinos is
written over the beginning of the word). -p- Barnes. 682. #Huiv PL, vuiv
Musgrave: an emendation which gives to the sentence a fascinatingly modern turn,
but one which I believe even in Euripides impossible. Such apostrophizings, in
Greek Tragedy, never got beyond an appeal. The impersonation does not become
as complete as it does ¢.g. in Shakspere. Cp. e.g. the apostrophizing in the passage
of the Medea quoted in the Expl. Notes on vz. 679 fl. The eddaipovoiror, being
in the dual after the four vocatives shows that the address is really directed in
form to the two boys. 684. &uwbxee PL. Nauck very properly calls this
word suspicious. I would suggest that the original word was dwlooer, and that
dupudrwy was meant to be taken with yadoarra: cp. p 39 xbooe 8¢ wr xepalip
7e xal dupw ¢dea xald. 685. 7dd¢ PL. The plural seems right if we
adopt the punctuation suggested by Markland—putting a comma before rdde and
taking the word with xargsrlg@pp—but this is rather harsh. 1 have therefore
suggested 768¢, which provides waparoiuar with a needed object of the thing as
well as the person, and in this use the réde¢ has its natural reference to some-
thing following, s.c. the el xargkricOyy d&yar. 687. See above on v. 680.

680

685

ence is to the feelings of girls themselves
rather than to other people’s ideas about
them—* 7 know girls hate being seen’.
679 fl. Firnhaber well compares Med.
1070 3’ dowdoacfas uyrpl defidy xépa.
& pATdry xelp, PpiTaror 8¢ pot xdpa xal
oxfina xal wpoowwor elryevés Téxvww* el-
Sawuovoirov, a\\' éxei, and further on @&
YAvkeia wpoofold, & pakfaxds xpws wvei-
ud 0’ 8orov Téxvwy : also Or. 1049 f.
681. favbal xépas] This colour is
the common one in tragedy and even in

Homer for the hair of princely youths and
maidens.

683 f. Taxela ydp x.r.A.] ‘for a sud-
den flood wells up in me’ (lit. ¢springs
through me’), ‘as I’ (i.e. ‘my lips’)
‘touch your eyes’. See Critical Notes.

685. See above Crit. Notes on .
413 . At Hec. 8go we have another
instance of a change, in the middle of the
line, of the person addressed.

690. wol\d poxOvcas] ‘After all his
trouble’: i.c. in bringing her up.
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ovy ®8 davverds eips, meiceafar 8¢ pe
xavriy 8dxer Tdd’, dare w1 aé vovberelv,
brav avv dpevalowg éfdyw xopny:

AN\’ & vépos avtd TG Xpove guviaxavel.
Totvopa uév ody waid’ old Gt rarjvesas,
wévovs 8¢ molov xwwélev, ualeiv Oéra.
ATA. Alywa Ovyarnp éyéver’ 'Acwmod matpds.
KA. tavmw 8¢ Ovprav 9 Oedv élevée Tis;
ATA. Zels' Alaxov & épvoev, Oivavns mpipuov.

695

693. This line looks to me like an interpolation, but I have not ventured to
enclose it in brackets. 694. owarloxes PL, corrected by an early hand in
P to oumoxdre, in L to owavioxerai, oumoxavei Heath (taking it however from
owmaxdrw), oumaxvarei Quarterly Reviewer (Vol. 1L p. 393), followed by Mat-
thiae, Hermann and others. Porson on Or. 292 gives the true explanation: i.c.
that loxalrw was the Attic form of loxvalvw. The adrd is difficult. It would
be more natural as referring to the 7é8’ in ». 692 if v. 693 were not there. If
v. 693 be retained, I should be disposed to suggest adrg 7¢ xpbry, in which
case xpéry would be instrumental or governed by the ow in owwwyxarei.

696. yévovs & éwolov Porson.

693. o] is the object, not the subject
of rvovbereiv. To many this may seem
self-evident, but that the caution is needed
is proved by the fact that Erasmus trans-
lated the words ¢ /ta ut nikil monitore te
[uerit opus’.

694. vépos] has been thought to have
here the extraordinary but not unnatural
meaning of Aabst, use, i.e. the getting
accustomed to something. It must be
remembered, though, that such a force in
»épos is more restricted than in the case
of the English words. The Greek word
could only be applied to something which,
like marriage, was an established custom
already. The word means here rather
‘the customariness of it’. Again, though
it is a modern commonplace to talk of
time’s healing powers, 7¢ xpéry is best
taken temporally, in the sense of the
more common xpéwy as at Soph. £/
1013. In two points then Weil has
strained the sense of the Greek in trans-
lating ‘/’usage, ainsi que le temps adou-

697. éyévar’ P, éybver’ L (éyelvar’ Ald.).

cira ta douleur’. Vitelli compares Alc.
381 xpbvos pakdéer ¢, and, like Weil,
takes xpéry as governed by the ow in
auioxared.

695. Perhaps it is best to take Todvoua
as the direct object of olda, and &r¢
xarpvesas as a relative sentence and not
as an indirect question. In this way
the contrast is brought out between the
name (and fame) of the man himself, and
his ancestry and native land. The dis-
tinction between &8s and 8oris is certainly
not so sharp as Weil would have it. He
says the construction olda ToUvoua (éxel-
»ov) 8¢ ‘ne pourrait se justifier que s’il y
avait @ et non dr¢’. On the other hand
we find &8s, where doris would be more
usual, as at Ar. Ack. 442 Bel...To0s pév
Oeards eldévar p' 8s elp’ éyd, and (per-
haps) in the much discussed olo6’ ol» 3
Spaagor.

699. Olwsévn] was the ancient name
of Aegina. Cf. Schol. on B 562. Pind.
Nem. vil. 12,
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KA. 700 & Alakod wais tis xaréoye Sduata; 700
ATA. TInrevs: 6 TIngheds & éoxe Nypéws Oérw
KA. Oeod 8i8ovros, 1) Bia Oedv NaBov;
ATA. Zeds pyyinoe xai 8Bwa’ o xipios.
KA.  wyauet 8¢ mob ww; 7 xar’ oldua mwovriov;
ATA. Xelpov O’ oixet geuva IIphlov Bdbpa. 705
KA. of ¢ase Kevravpewov grilcbar yévos;
ATA. évradd é&8aicav Inréws yduovs beol.
KA. @éris & &peyrev 1 mamip *Axi\éa;
ATA. Xelpwv, W’ 16n pn pdbor xaxdv Bpordy.
KA. ¢eir
aodos o o Opéfras x& Sibods copwTepos. 710
ATA. roioade mados ans dvip &orar mwéas.
KA. ov ueumwrés. oiket & dartv moiov ‘Exhados;
ATA. ’Amiavov dugpl moraudv év Pbias Sposs.
KA. ékela’ amafer oy éuijv Te mapfévov;

700. toi PL, 7& Elmsley. 701. xéppv PL, ©érwr Geel (on Phoen. 1403).
This 1 have adopted because Cly.’s two following questions imply that she
had not heard of the marriage of Peleus and Thetis: yet at ». 708 she mentions
Thetis by name. . 626 in which Cly. is made to refer to Thetis occurs in a
passage which has on other grounds been condemned as spurious. 702. Oeod
PL, 7ivos Elmsley. 6ed» PL, 6eod Markl.,, fedv» Porson. 704. # PL, %
Barnes. 705. wnhelov PL, IIp\lov Canter. 706. olxetofar PL, ¢xloOac
Porson. 709. udbéy PL, pdfor Musgr. Cf. below v. 885. 710. ¥’ PL,
0’ Monk. cogdrepos PL, copwrépois Musgr., copi Tpépew Nauck. As to the former
emendation, there is nothing in the context to suggest that Chiron was wiser than
Peleus. A definite motive for sending Achilles to a Centaur to educate is stated in
v. 709: he was to be secluded from the society of mankind. This is the proceeding
which Clytaemnestra selects for special praise. Hence I do not agree with Nauck
that gogdrepos is ‘ineptum’. 714. dwdfec PL, dwdfeis Dobree, followed by
most editors. But, as the ¢ xexrquévy of Ag.s answer shows that he takes the
question to refer to the bride’s movements after the marriage, it seems to me that the

7o1. Kirchhoff found a parody of this
line in the following . of the poet Phile-
taerus quoted by Athenaeus XIV. p. 474
D Ipets: 6 Inheds &' éorly Ovopa
Kepapéws.

703. The historic present following
the aorist marks that the betrothal
(naturally) preceded the wedding.

709. We are reminded by this line of
Swift’s Houyhnhnms and Yahoos.

710. For this use of ¢ed cp. that at v.

977, also spoken by Clytaemnestra.—This
v. is not, as Musgrave thought, a general
statement that it is wiser of a parent to
hand over his son’s education to another,
but a commendation of a special device
for the seclusion of children, when being
trained, from the possible contamination
of bad men.

713. Cly. here introduces the second
of the two questions broached at . 696.
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ATA.
KA.
ATA.
KA.
ATA.
KA.
ATA.
KA.
ATA.
KA.
ATA.

Kelvp peloet TavTa, TY KEKTNUEVQ.

aAN’ evtuyolrny. Tin & év npépa yauel;
Orav geMjvns evtuyns éAOn xirhos.
mporéheta &' 78y mwaidos éodafas Oed;
wé\\w" 'ml TavTy Kal xabéorapev TUYY.
kdmeira daloes Tovs yauovs elovaTepov;
Oboas e Bbpald’ aué xpn Gbcar Beois.
nuels 8¢ Golvny mod ywvaifl Onoouev;
évldde map’ evmpvpvoraw "Apyeiwv mhdTas.
kd\ws av’ dyxvpas Te; cuvevéyxor 8 ouds.
olal@’ odv b Spdgov, & yiwai; mwibob 8¢ poe.

715

"720

725
3rd person here is preferable. 715. «xelvy PL, xelrpp Herm. 716.  edrv-
xelrpv PL, edrvxolrpr Portus. 717. ebruxhs PL, évrehdys Musgr., oehfuns
xUk\os however by itself meant tke full moon. 719. wéw éxlP. A 4’ isin-
serted by a late hand in P after ué\\w, and so Ald., ué\\w, 'w¢ L. I am not sure
whether the ¢ of the éwi, which is written above the line in P is also by a late
hand: I think not. Porson and Heath both rejected the o’ ¢é. 720. els PL,
corrected by an early hand in both to é. 731. du’ éxpiw PL. In both an
early hand has written wep over the line between the d and the u’, dué xph (as an
alternative with du’ éxpfiv) Porson, & ue xpedw Monk. - The imperf., though difficult,
might be defended, but it may very well have arisen by the mistake of a scribe who
read the ¢ along with the following letters. The emphasis on the pronoun has the
same implication as the fuels udv in v. 727, d.c. that it was the father’s special
business. 732. Ofooper PL, Saloogier Nauck. 724. xalds & dvayxalws
Te owéveykar 8 Suws P and so L except that it omits the &', patdws dvatiws 7e
Musgr., xax@s Markl., who also apparently corrected the accent of guveréyxar, xaxds,
dvayxalws 8¢ Heath, oweréyror L. Dind. (cf. Rutherford, New Phryn. pp. 433 fl.

715. Weil thinks there is a sinister
double entendre here, and that Ag. is
thinking of the God of the world below
who will soon claim the heroine for his
own, comparing with Hartung, 7. 7.
369 "Aldns "Ax\\eds 7y dp’, odx & TInhéws,
dv pot, wporelvas wbow....

717. ebruxts] Musgrave notices that
at Pindar Zsth. viI. 44 the wedding of
Peleus and Thetis is said to have taken
place at the full moon—év Sixounridecow
éowépas.

718. wpor@\aa] Schol.on Ar. Thesm.
973 "Hpa Tekela xal Zeds Téheos éripdvro
év 7ols yduos ws wpurdrers Ovres TV
yéuwr* Téhos 3¢ & yduos. 3d xal wpo-
Té\ewa éxakeito §) Guola %) wpo TOv yduwr

ywouévy.

719. Txn] Intentionally ambiguous:
Cly. with the ué\\w in her mind would
interpret it to mean posttion, condition of
affairs. Ag.in saying it would think of
the &sgatas of the question.

725. olod’ odv 8 8pacov] This collo-
quial breach of strict grammar’ is well
discussed by Jebb on Soph. O. 7. s543.
Compare also Postgate in Camb. Phil.
Soc. Trans. Vol. 111. 1, p. 50, and Ruther-
ford Babrius p. 38 f. The 3¢ which
follows in our present line does not
connect wifoi directly with dpdoor, but
marks the last 3 words of the . as a
parenthesis, and there is no need to
change, with Cobet, the & into ¢
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KA. 7/ xpiipa; melecbar yadp elbopar oébev.

ATA. Aueis pév év8al’, odmép éal’ 6 vupclos,

KA. punrpds 7( xwpls Spdaed’, aué Spav xpewv;

ATA. éxddoouev oy maida Aavaiddv péra.

KA. suas 8 mod xpn Touikabra Tvyydve; 730
ATA. xdpes mpos "Apyos mwapBévovs Te THuéNel.

KA. M\umoboa maida; Tis & avaoynoer PpAoya;

ATA. éyd mapéfw Ppos & vvuplots mpéme..

KA. ovy 6 vépos odtos, xdv v Ppai\ 7yj Tade.

where however he ignores this passage), kiAws d»’ dyxdpas re; A. Palmer Class. Kev.
II. p. 263. éuds Nauck. After spending a day over the line I have come to the
conclusion that Prof. Palmer’s emendation provides the best way out of the difficulty,
though T do not like disregarding the &' of the Palatine Ms. Perhaps we ought to
insert it after xd\ws. 726. In P the ai of welfesbas is written by a corrector by
the side of an erasure. elfwuai géfer P. In L the ai of effiopar, which was written
above the line, was erased, and éx written in its place by an early hand. It looks as
if a corrector of P intended to make the same alteration, but erased the wrong at,
and that the original at was restored by another hand. Porson adopted the éx
writing elfwopac 'x and quoting Soph. £/ 409 for the construction. See Expl.
Notes. 738. due PL, altered in P by a late hand (Musurus ?) to a» ue, and so
Ald. Markl. corrected the accent and wrote dué, &v ue Reiske. It suits this
animated stichomuthia much better to take 7{ as w#as? rather than as wiy? and v
certainly suits this meaning of 7l best: but if we read d» ue we sacrifice the emphasis
on the pronoun which is necessary to the sense of the line. It is best therefore
to give up the attraction. 731. dpyous P, corrected to dpyos, dpyos L.
734. oV 8¢ ¢adN’ iy PL. Of the many corrections of the metre.which have been

736. welBeobar...0é0ev] welbeaar oc-
curs with the gen. 4 times in Hadt. (1. 126,
v. 29 and 33, VI. 13); it is natural that
the word should follow the analogy of
Uwaxovewv, and not remarkable for an
Ionism to be found in the dialect of
tragedy, but the construction has the
further support of Thuc. viI. 73, 2 xal
wdvra pdNov é\wlfew dv opwv welbeolal
abrovs.

727. Ag. in his perplexity has at all
events settled one thing: that his wife,
whose unexpected arrival has so discon-
certed him, must be sent away as soon as
possible, but whatever encouragement he
may have got from her ominous profes-
sions of subordination in . 726 is soon
dissipated. His wife is very quick to see
what is implied in the fueis uév év0dde,

and protests vigorously at once at being
separated from her husband before the
wedding is over.

729. Aavaibey péra] Ag. here intro-
duces sideways, as it were, the same
argument which he enforces explicitly in
v. 735-

730. Tvyxdvev] See Rutherford New
Phryn. p. 343 for other instances of the
omission of the participle with rvyxdrew.
For the sense cf. 7. 7. 1046 Iuh\ddns &’
88" Huiv wob rerdéerar xopoi ;

731. wapBévovs] Fw. 737 f. show
that Ag. refers to their other daughters.
Cf. v. 1164.

733. vupdlow] as at Med. 366 (&'
elo’ dydves Tols vewarl vupglos) the refer-
ence is specially to the bride.

734. Cf. Phoen. 344 ff. éyw 8’ olre oot
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ATA. ov xakdv & SxAo o éopNjoar oTpaTod. 735

KA.  ka\dv rexoboav tdud w' éxdodvar tékva.

ATA. kai 7ds " év olkp py) povas elvar xdpas.

KA. dxvpoio: mapbevior dpovpoivrar xalds.

ATA. 7bod. KA. pd Tjv dvacoav ’Apyelav feav.
0oy o) Tdfw mpdcae, Tdv Sdpois & éyd. 740
[& xp1 wapeivar vuplowr wapbévoss.)

ATA. olpo* pdryy 3E, émwldos & dmeaparny,

€€ oppdroy Sapapr’ amooteilar Gélwv.

suggested, I think Musgrave’s x&» ad ¢aiN’ is the best. The xal before the a0 which
stands in many texts was inserted by Ald. We must suppose the xd» to have been
early obliterated and the 3¢ to have been introduced by an unmetrical scribe. «xel o¥
¢ai\' dryet Weil. 735. éfomleicfar PL. Neither due nor any of its
compounds (wpogouhelr is the only one in common use) occur elsewhere in the
middle voice: the active of éfouheir occurs at Cycl. 518 in the sense of comsort.
It is therefore very bold of L. and S. to follow Abresch (quoted in the ‘Variorum’ ed.)
in taking the middle of this verb as ‘to be away from one’s friends’. étam\dofac
Herwerden, the objections to which are that we cannot imagine the present dispute
between the husband and wife to have been carried on é 8xAy o7parod, and that
the next . clearly refers to the time of the wedding. I much prefer to read
éfouNjoas, supposing ¢¢ to have its usual intensive force—as we might say ‘‘right in
the middle” as an intensive of “‘in the middle”. 736. Tdud ¥’ PL, rdud u’
Markl. It is awkward (though possible) to supply the ue from the oe of the preceding
., and the emphasis which the 4’ throws on the éué is out of place. 739. Wil.-
Mol (An. Eur. p. 197) puts the whole of this verse in the mouth of Agamemnon.
In L the original hand has written an o8 over the ud, perhaps by way of explanation
of what he takes to be the sense. 740. é\Oow 8¢ P, éNOowv (sic) ye L, the
7 being by an early hand in an erasure. é\6dw o0 Markl. If the suggestion of Wil.-
Méll. mentioned on ». 739 were adopted the 8¢ of the Mss. would stand. 741.
Monk was the first to recognize that this verse is an interpolation. It weakens the force
of the declaration with which Cly. departs, and the use of »ruugioot as an adjective
qualifying wapfévois is not Greek. 742. pta (sic) PL. In P the a is crossed
through, and an apostrophe written over it by a late hand. 743- In P the final

wupds drviiya Gis | vbupor év ydpos, | ds
wpéxe parépe paxapla. Cf. also Med.

interfere in what so intimately concerns
the household.

1027 Napwddas ' dvaoyedeiv.

738. Cf. above on 2. 149.

739 pd Tiv dvacoay] A feminine
form of oath: cf. Andr. 934, Hipp. 307.

740. O\0dv] Schiller in his translation
has a note on this word. He says it
contains an implied rebuke to Ag. for
having left his home and his home duties.
All the less, his wife hints, ought he to

‘ His dictis abit irata’ Bothe.

743. pdTy {§¢’] answers to our con-
versational ‘it was a false move’. Din-
dorf well compares Jfon 572 8 & fjtas
8pBds, ToiTo xdpw Exew wbbos.

743. Whether this . is genuine or
not the disappointment expressed in the
preceding ». was no doubt that felt at
the failure to get rid of Clytaemnestra.
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cgopitopar' 8¢ kami' 'tolor Pihrarors

Téxvas mwopilw, wavrayl vikduevos.

[6pws 8¢ o¥v Kalxavre 7§ Bunmide

xowj 70 Tijs Oeod Pplov, éuoi & olx ebruxés,
tworopiowy elpt, poxbov “EANdSos.)

xpn & év Sdpowcw dvdpa Tov codov Tpépew
yvvaica xpnoriv xayabiv, 1§ w) yapeiv.

745

750

Zrdcimon B

XO. HEee &) Ziubevra xal aTp.

» of 8é\ww is by a late hand. We could do very well without this line. 746—748.
Monk also expunges these 3 zo. They make nonsense as they stand, 70 7ijs Geod
¢lov is, as M. says, very bad Greek for ‘the pleasure of the goddess’, and however
explained udxfov ‘ENMddos remains intolerably harsh. Hennig would only reject
. 748, supposing that something of the original has been lost here. Certainly the
lacuna, if this is the case, begins after the words 7fjs feof. On the whole though
I prefer to follow Monk. 747 In L xowrd is crossed through. In L an early,
and in P a late hand has inserted a v’ after ¢Mor. 748. In P the ¢ of
étworophowr is corrected (I think) from e, there is a space following it in which
something has been erased and the o7 is by a later hand than the rest of the word.
In L too there is the same space after the ¢, which is itself in an erasure. Vitelli says
nothing about the or. The original word must have been an unusual one. I should
guess it to have been éfevwopfowr (x might easily be altered to 4, which is how o7 is

written in P). uéx6wr P, corrected by a later hand to uéx6or.
second rpépew is evidently due to ‘dittography’.

744 f. oodllopar 8 x.rA] ‘I use
subtleness, I plot against those dear to
me, and I am baffled at every point’.

749 f.  Some commentators have
thought that the emphasis is on the é
86poiowv, others that it is on the xpnoriy
xdyaffy. In the latter case the blame is
too strong for the circumstances: in the
former, the words xpnorijv xdyabi» have
been thought to imply equally too much
praise: but perhaps they were used as
formal epithets and with a slight irony.

Here Ag. quits the stage.

The second stasimon consists of strophe
(751—761), antistrophe (762—772) and
an epode (783 ui#r’ éuol—800), all in loga-
oedic verse (see scheme of metres at the
end of the book). An interpolator has
added vv. 773—783 (to wpo\uwodoa) which

750. The
Hermann writes yaueir for it,

a metrical note in P describes as the se-
cond strophe to which vv. 783 (from uir’
éuol)}—8oo is the antistrophe. Hermann
also (Opusc.) thus arranges the passage,
and has been at some pains toalter zz. 773
—+%83 to make the correspondence com-
plete; but most editors who accept the
whole as genuine regard vv. 773—800 as
the epode.—The subject of the stasimon
is a forecast of the success of the expedi-
tion and the woes of the captive Trojan
women, which naturally enlist the sym-
pathies of the Chalcian women who com-
pose the chorus. The whole structure of
this choric passage is ably discussed by
Hennig pp. 101 ff.

75t. xal] is here used to connect
words in apposition: Vit. compares ©#8as
xal w6N\op’ éxrdwvdor.
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Slvas dpyvpoeideis

ayvpis ‘EXhavov orpatids
dva Te vavai xal ovv dmhois
“Iniov els 1o Tpolas

DoiBrjcov damedov,

rav Kagdvdpav ' drobw
pérrew EavBods mhoxauovs
xAwpoxdpp orepdvy dddvas
xoagunbeigay, drav feod
pavréouvos mwvelowa dvaykal.

755

760

4 'y \ ’ v
agrdgovrar & émi mwepyduwy avr.

Tpolas aupi Te Telyn
[Tpdes, 6rav yareagmis "Apns

and nothing better has been suggested. Herwerden excludes these two lines as well.
754. In L asecond hand has written od» over dvd. »avsily P, vavel L. 755.
In P els is corrected by a second hand to dés. 761. warrbovwwoc P (this was
actually adopted by some of the earliest editions), uarréovwor L (and so Markland
before he knew of the Ms. reading).—In L the ¢’ of wvedows’ is in an erasure.
764—4767. Hennig (pp. 100 fi.) argues forcibly that these 4 verses were not written
by Euripides but put in by a later hand to fill a gap caused by the mutilation of an
early Ms. His grounds are mainly metrical. It is extremely rare that in logaoedic
verses a trochee or spondee comes between two dactyls. The only example in °
Euripides is Or. 841, where it would be easy to get rid of the anomaly by reading
13y for éoiddw. Aristophanes too, though he ridicules other unusual Euripidean
glyconics never ridicules this. Of these 4 lines fwo have this fault (764 and 765).
H. also takes exception to the matter. The arrival of the fleet at the mouth of the
Simois has been already forecast in the strophe, and the picture of the Trojans
(supposing Tpdes to be the subject of grdoorrar) manning the walls would naturally
be followed by a reference to the attack on the city. The three datives too (x\dras,
elpeslg, and dxerols) with the one verb wehd{p, overload it, as he says. He grants
that the expressions of the passage are ‘omnia exquisita, scilicet ex aliis poetarum
locis’: xdAxagwis “Apys from Pind. Zsthm. v1. 25, Zwwowrlors dxerols from Eur.
Or. 809, empygpowss wNdrais modelled on edwpluvoise whdrass above v. 723.

782. Cf. Jon 95 7ds Kaorallas dpyvpo-  Hel. 1510 odx éNfoboa wor’ "TAlov BoiSelovs

edels Balvere divas (Monk).

754 f. 7¢] connects the two accusa-
tives Zuuberra and “Ihior, and els 76 Tp.
&. 8. is in apposition to the latter. For
the dva Musgr. quotes Greg. Cor. de dial.
Dor. XVIIL. Thy &vd, dvrl THs odv Naufd-
vovew. Cf. 2. 1058 below.

756. Dopriov SdweBov] Weil cps.

éxl wlpyovs. Here the adj. has its mean-
ing illustrated by what follows. That
Phoebus has power on Trojan soil is
attested by the spirit of prophecy which
possesses Cassandra. The mention of this
prophetess of evil to her native city
is a subtle suggestion of the success of the
Greek armament.
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woVrids ledmpppoiay mhdTais 765
elpeaia medly

Sipovvrios oxetols,]

Tav Tév év aibépt Sioady

Avooxovpwv ‘Erévay

éx Ipidpov xopicar Géwv 770
els yav ‘EA\dda Sopimévors

domios xal Noyxass "Axaidv.

[Mépyapov 8¢ Ppvydv woAw

Aaivovs wepl mipyovs

xukhaoas "Aper poviw, 778
Aayrordpovs xedpalds

ondoas, [méMopa Tpolias)

mépoas xar' dxpas mwolw,

Gjoe. xopas wolvkAavorovs

Sduaprd re Mpudpov. 780
d & Aws ‘EAéva xdpa

wolvxAavros doetral

wéow wpolimovoa. |

* *
765. ebwpgpoioe PL (in L the final ¢ has been erased). 767.  Zuuovrrlos P,
Zipovwrelos L. 773—783- (See Expl. Notes at the beginning of the Chorus.)

This interpolation is by a hand inferior to that which filled the gap in the antistrophe.
The genuine epode (783—800) passes to the woes of the captive women. The
interpolator thought this significant transition too rapid and prefixed a few halting
lines describing the sack of the city and the taking of the captives. Even if we
suppose with Hennig that the wé\oua Tpolas in v. 777 was due to the error of
a scribe who incorporated a marginal gloss on ITépyauor in the text, there remains
much to blame and nothing to praise. The detailed enumeration of events is foreign
to the rapid allusive style of the whole stasimon. V. 773 reads like the first notice of
a city in a geographical text-book: the words xépa and wolhdxhavros occur twice
within 4 lines: the Doric éoetrat occurs nowhere else in tragedy; and the idea
of Helen's reluctance to leave Paris is quite foreign to Euripides’ or even Homer'’s
conception of her character. (It is possible that the interpolation was made when the
antistrophe was intact and 8é\wr in 2. 770 had a word denoting the Greek general to
agree with and not "Apns, in which case we are not reduced to the absurd “Apps
xukdaas “Apes govip—cf. "Apn ¢olvior Phoen. 1006.) Hartung was the first to
proclaim this passage spurious. 774. Maivovs with ac written over L, a: possibly,
as MarkL. thought, for e s.c. Aaivéous, or rather Aawwéovs. 775. In L the et of dpec
is corrected from w. ¢orlp PL, corrected by a late hand in P to gowly. 776.
Napunrbépovs P, Nasporbuovs L, 7 corrected in P to o by a late hand. 778. «xar’
dxpas PL, the ” being crossed through in P by a later hand. 779 In L the
Gfoe is a correction for something else. 783. woNdxhavros PL, but originally
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wir éuol pnT éuoiar Téxvwy Téxvois
é\mris d8e mor EAfou,

olav ai moAvxpvaoL

Avdal xal Dpvydv dhoyor
arioovot, wap' iagTols

pvbeboar Tad és aairas’

Tis dpa W evmhoxduov Kopas

popa Saxpvéey Tavicas

watpldos Shouévas dmolwTiel;

Sid oé, Tdv xirvov Sohiyavyevos ydvov,
e &) ¢dres &rupos,

as érvxev Anda

pixbeioca mrapéve,

785

790

795

-o7- stood in L. 784. In P and L the words u#r’ éuol form a single line: in
L a metrical corrector has signified that ufr’ éuoioe ought to be added to it and
a fresh v. to begin at récvwr: I have not noted whether the same correction is
made in P.—réxvas P, réxvoiow L. 788. orjoover PL, oxfoover Tyrwhitt.
790. ebxhoxduovs PL, edwhoxduov Dobree. 791. &vpa PL, popa Hermann.
3axpvder Tavbcas PL, a late hand in P put an apostrophe and breathing over
the ar-. 793. olhouévas PL, é\ouévas Monk, éMvuévas Erfurdt. 793.
yovor PL, &yovor Monk, yordy Hennig. 795. E&rvxev PL, ¢’ Erexe Musgrave.
Dind. cf. rexdw for rvxur at O. 7. 1035. Anda PL (in P the a is not written as
usual, in L it is followed by : as a sign that the z. ought to end there, A%da o’
Elmsley. 796. 8pm6 lxrrauévy PL, Spyi xramévy Markl. I think Scaliger
on Catull. p. 51, Ed. 1607 (uyeic’ ép.), and Porson (on Med. 1) showed us the right
road. The latter conjectured &s Ervxer A%da | muxBeic’ Spmbs wrauévy, but what

785. Ow\g] For the use of this word
for the expectation of evs/ Markland
compares Or. 859 and Lucian Zyransm,
p- 694 Tav ueA\bvrwr kaxdy éxls.

786. Markl. compares Bacck. 13 Nwiw
3¢ Avddr Taw woNvxplowr ylas.

788. omicovor] (‘raise’, or ‘rear’)
is an extraordinary word to govern é\wida.
The nearest parallels that have been
found are below 7. 1039 fsracer laxdr
and orijcas kpavyhy Or. 1529, Soph. 0. 7.
697 ufvw orhcas. Perhaps the neigh-
bourhood of lorois, with which word
orijoat is so often joined in the phrase
loTor orijcar, made it seem more in place.
It is best to put a comma after oryoovet
and to take the following words closely

E. L

with the next .

789. pvdeioar] Cf. Jon 197. For the
simple uvféw Herm. cites Photius uvéf-
cas* elxwr. Those who correct the pas-
sage 50 as to introduce the more ordinary
uvbebw fail to see that say and not narvate
is the word wanted here. For the Ionic
ev for ov in tragedy cf. Med. 423 dweboar,
Higp. 167 dorew, Aesch. P. V. 122
elooxvetow, 645 Twhebpevar.

790 f. Herm. cites Aesch. Seps. 328
(@yeobar) lwramdor whoxduwr and Aesch.
Suppl. 431 dyouévar ixwndor duwixwr,
also below . 1367.

796. For wrauévy used by itself as a
subs. cf. Plat. Euthyphr. 4 A werbuevby
Twva SudKets.

6
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Auds' 37 ANyl Séuas,
elr’ & dértowae Tliepioe
pbbor Tad & dvfpdrmrovs
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’Eweicdaion r.

AX.

wod Tdv "Axaidy év0dd o oTpaTyhdTns;

7is dv ¢ppdaee wpoomorwy Tov TIn\éws
tyrodvrd viv maid év wihais "AxiA\éa ;

I believe to have happened is that Eur. wrote s &vxer Afda | wxfeica wrapévy,
and that 8pm6:, which was originally put in as an explanation of wrauéry, ousted
mx0eica. The 8re marks the time spoken of as that of Zeus's appearing to Leda,
not that of the birth of her children: hence &rexe would be out of place here. Monk

proposed to insert x\afeic’ before Spribi.
798. 3é\rois PL, 3éarowce Monk.
803.

798. dv 8&rown Iluploi] s.c. ¢ in the
writings of the poets’.

80o. d\\ws] For &\ws in the sense
of 2o no purpose, falsely cf. Hel, 614 f.
¢huas 8 % rdhawa Twwdapls d\\ws xaxds
#xovoer. At Hel. 21 the heroine, after
relating this story as to her parentage,
expresses the same doubt in the words
el caghs obros Nbyos.

THIRD EPEISODION, vv. 801—1036.
The intervention of Achilles. Admirable
stage-craft is shown, both in the prepara-
tion furnished by the conversation in the
last episode for the appearance of Achil-
les, and also in the subordinate incidents,
and the main features and motives of his
intervention. The second scene (vz. 819
—854) is exquisitely amusing.

In the first scene (801—818) Achilles
appears before the door of the general’s
dwelling and calls for some one to sum-
mon him forth. This is one of the trans-
parent devices of the Greek stage for
securing that the events of the drama
should take place where the spectators
could see and hear them. It must not
be supposed that the regular Greek way
of seeking an interview with a superior,
or even an equal or an inferior, was to

797. &\\dx0n PL, #\\dx6n Monk.

802. 7@v PL, corrected in both to ro».
In P the A\ of 'Ax\Néa are in an erasure: perhaps a single N was what

stand before his door and shout for a
servant to fetch his master into the street.

After doing this he proceeds to speak
his mind—to the chorus, or to the spec-
tators (vv. 804—818), and explain the
purpose of his visit. There are many
difficulties in this short monologue. The
gist of it I take to be this: ‘I do nat
come as the spokesman of the whole
army: our circumstances are too different
(s.c. ‘though all may be impatient’—for
this is implied—‘the grounds of their
impatience are various’) : each man must
speak for himself. My position is this:
I have left my father’s house to sit here
idle ;—idle, because it does not suit the
Atridae to move: my men rebel at this
inactivity, and clamour either to be led
on or else to be led home’.

8o1. Tév "Axauy ¢v848’] Monk
says this is for rd» év0dde 'Axaidr but
Dobree is doubtless right in taking it as
at Ar. Ran. 432...IINoGrwr’ 8xov "»048’
olxei and as the évradba at Soph. Phil. 16
axowely 0’ 8xwov’ o1’ évraifa Slorouos wérpa:
i.e. as half superfluous with woi: cf. also
Soph. 0. C. 1256 f. 8 Eérns éxl x0ords cdv
agigry épelpyx’ év0ds’, where the évfdde is
somewhat superfluous.
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ovk éf loov yap pévojev Evpimov mélas.
of uév ydp fudy dvres dfvyes yduwv
[oixovs épnuovs éxdemrivres évlade]
Oagoovoiw drrds, of & &yovres evwidas
xal maidas® obtw dewds éumémrwx Epws
r70de orparelas ‘EANAS’ ovk dvev Oecv.

8os

was first written. 804. Eiplwwov P (it is curious that the same mistake was
made by L at . 813).—w»tAas PL, xé\as Barnes: no doubt the scribe, who made
several mistakes just about here, was misled by catching sight of the wxdAaius in
the preceding . Vv. 804—818. Hermann treats v. 804 as a question,
connecting it with ofrw ewds x.7.\. in . 808: ‘‘quanta cupiditate bellandi flagret
Graecia...eo guod par est utrorumgue studium, cognoscitur”. Hennig pp. 113 fi
rejects 2. 805—809 on the ground that if they are retained the whole passage has no
logical connexion. I do not think he is right (see Explanatory Notes for a summary
of the speech) except in what he says about the épfuovs in v. 806. Certainly it
is just those who were no/ married who would be least likely to be oppressed with
the thought of the wumprotected state of their homes (the word means more than
simply empty). 1 would suggest that ». 806 has got out of place, and that the
passage originally ran

ol udv ydp by <dopdv> dfvyes yduwr

<vybvay 7T'> dwaides, ol 3' ¥xorres edvidas,

olxovs épripovs éxNwévres évldde

Odooovow* ofrw Sewds éuréwrwx’ Epws

KT,

The 8vres in 7. 805 was perhaps due to the -orres in Exorres or in éxhiwérres, and the
éx’ dxrds or éx’ drrais supplied from Hec. v. 36. This reconstruction however involves
so many assumptions, that I have not ventured to print it in the text, but have
contented myself with inclosing v. 806 in brackets to signify that at all events it will
not do where it is. Dindorf follows a writer in the Classical Museum vol. 11.
p- 106 (? Conington) in rejecting vz. 810—818. This writer remarks that the
interpolator is fond of speeches within speeches (cf. vz. 430 ff. and 463 f.).
806. In P épfuovs was first written épluovs. 807. Odagoovs’ éx’ dxras PL, éx’
dxrals Markl. (cf. Hec. 36), Odocovow dxrds Hartung. = 808, dwades PL, xal
wxaidas Musgrave (cf. above the note on the whole passage). 809. oTparelas
corrected from orparlas P. "EANd3: o’ oox PL3, "EXNGS’ odx L! (probably, for ¢ ¥’ is in
an erasure), Scaliger and Porson, the latter taking it as a dative. Porson’s authority

804. ydp) As Hennig says, this ydp
is proleptic. It gives the grounds for
what is said in v. 810, where uév odv
resumes after the digression.

808. If the order of verses be kept as
in the Mss. (see Crit. Notes) we must, I
think, adopt Musgrave’s xal waidas. I
share some of Vitelli's distrust of the

emendation, but I cannot go with him in
thinking that drades must have meant
(taken with 6dooovowy) ‘senza procrear
figlivoli ’.

oVre 8avés x.7.\.] A natural com-
ment on such a sacrifice as that mentioned
in the preceding statement, implying al-
most a condemnation of the expedition.

6—2
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Todpudy ey oy dikatov éué Néyew xpéos: 810
d\\os & o xprlov avtds mép avTod Ppdoet.
iy ydp Moy DPapoarov 8¢ TIn\éa

. . . . . .

pévo ‘wl Nemrais Tascid Evplmov poats,

Muvpuidovas loywv: of & del mpookeipevor \
Aéyova™* *Axil\ed, T( pévopev; moiov xpdvov 813
&’ éxperpiiocar xpr) Tov "INov aTiNov;

3pa i dpaces, 1) dway olxade aTpaTov,

is great, but surely it is better with Elmsley (Quart. Rev. 1819) to take it as acc.:
he cites Soph. 0. C. 942 where éuréso governs adrods, and where it should be noticed
that the subject ({f\os) is also a feeling. On Med. 93 however Elmsley rejects’ EXAdd’
and reads ok dvev Oedv Twvds, leaving éuréxrrwx’ without an object. 8r10. xpedw
PL, xpéos Hennig (rotudv dlxaio is a little strange, but still quite good Greek for my
rights, or my claim, but such a meaning is out of place here. Hennig’s emendation
seems to me altogether to restore its equilibrium to the line: as he says, the fedv in
7. 809 may have influenced the change to xped»). 811. avrob P, adrob Victorius,
812. ¢apod\ior corrected to ¢dpoalor P, papoihior L, ddpsaw Musgrave.—In P a
gap of three lines ruled each with red ink follows this 2., occurring at the bottom of
the first column. There is no gap in L. 813. Talsdé v’ PL, raisl 8’ Blomfield
and Dobree, edpixrov corrected to evplwov L.—mwvoals PL, poais Markland, who
quotes from Strabo 1. p. 104 the words of Ion of Chios Aewros Eiplwov xAvdww.
At Soph. Ant. 1238 the Mss. are divided between pofv and xrofw. There too it is
the last word in the line. 814. ol p' PL, ol & Monk. 815. woior PL,
wbéoov Monk. (I have not ventured to adopt this because I think wofor may have
been used for wéoor in an sndignant question. The wbéoor would merely ask for
information’s sake what the length of the time would be.) 816. wpds INov (with
ov written above ov by an early hand) PL. ’IMov is retained by most edd. and is
probably the right reading: but how is wpés to be taken? not with 'I\ov, for that
would be from Ilium: éxuerpiioa:r wpds cannot mean o spend upon: Weil takes
xpbs (with 'INov) in the sense of wun#i/—*until we start for Troy’:—but besides
giving wpés a very unusual sense it does the same to oréhos: the orélos had
begun already. As I see no way of interpreting the text as it stands I have
ventured to print a conjecture of my own: &' dxuerpficar xph Tév ‘INov orbéhor.
wpds “INtov was, I think, written over IMov as an explanation of the genitive:
hence the xpds, which ousted the ré», and the Thiov. 817. 3pd ¥ e 7 P (it
is doubtful whether the ¥’ is by the first hand), 3pd e 7« L, 3pd &' e 7 Fix, 8pa
vt F. W, Schmidt. # dwxay’ PL (with the & crossed through by a late hand

810. Cf. v. 1188 below dAN éué 3ixator  Schol. on Phoen. 1689.
dyaddv edxealal 7l cor. 816. Tdv 'IANlov oréhov] For the
812. For the Epic #3¢ cf. Hec. 323, gen. cf. 7. T. 1066 viis xarpdas véaros.
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Td T6v "ATpeididy uy) pévov peAijpara.

KA. & mal Geas Nnpijdos, évdobev Ndywv
T@v odv droveas’ éEéBny mpo SwudTawv. 820
AX. & mworv’ aidds, Tvde Tiva Aeboow woré
yvvaixa, poppny evmpemi xexTyuévny ;
KA. o0 badua o’ juas ayvoeiv, ols uy mwapos
mpoaiikes’ aive 8 &1i géBes T cwdpoveiv.
AX. 7is el; 70 & f\Oes Aavaididv els avAroyov, 825
yuvy) mpos dvdpas damiow mwedpayuévous;
KA. Arndas pév elpe mais, K\vrapmiorpa 8¢ pou
dvopa, wogis 8¢ povaTly 'Ayauépvev dvaf.
AX. «xal\is é\efas év Bpayxel Ta raipea.
aloypov 8¢ por ywaikl ovpSBdAhew Adyous. 830
in P). 818. ueN\juara PL (altered in P by a late hand—Musurus ?—to
peXfuara), 819. Nnpmidos PL, corrected in P, by a late hand, to Nnppdos,

in L to Nnpijdos. 823.

ods PL, ols Nauck,

814, wpogéBns dv* alvd P,

with the d» crossed through: over wpocéfns is written yp. (i.c. ypdge, or ? ypdperas)
xareides in the hand, I think, which wrote the last 27 lines of the Dasnae fragment
which follows this tragedy in P. wposéSns: alvd L, with dv written above the line
over the end of the former word. (Several editions—misled, I expect, by the Paris
copies of L—erroneously state that the wposéBns &» stands for the oéBeis.) wpooijxes

Nauck. 81s.
_ close together each introduced by &.
hand in L.

818. This concluding line shows that
the speaker has come to charge Agamem-
non with the delay. Markland compares
Aesch. ¢. Ctes. 72 o08¢ 18 TGv ‘'ENjrwy
dvaudvew peAMjuara,

819. Sc. 2.

821. & mérv albds] An almost
comically outspoken expression of sur-
prise. ‘In the name of Modesty, whom
have we here?’ The same expression
occurs in a fragment of the 'IrwéAvros
xa\vwrbuevos 439 Nauck.

823. ] The same generalizing u3
as at v. 834, but it is slightly more re-
markable here, as the relative with which
it is joined has its antecedent expressed
(Huds).

824. wpooiikes] Cf. 7. 7. 550 paw

828. ot 'orly PL, podorly Matthiae.

7ls 8 el PL, 7is el Monk : it would be hard to find two questions

826. The » in dowlow was by a second
8129. ¢ isin an erasure

wpoaiiké goi; Suppl. 472 (a corrupt pas-
sage however) xpocixorr’ old¢r "Apyelwr
wéhet.

oifas] So Heracl. 6 T ouvyyevés
oéBuwr: the active is constantly used by
Aesch. and Eur. in the sense of 4o/d in
honour, show respect to.

826. dow. wedp.] CF. below 2. 1387,
and P 268 ¢paxOévres odxeawv. For the
idea of the whole 2. cf. above . 735.

830. In mitigation of the brusqueness,
not to say discourtesy, of these words, we
may imagine that Achilles, full of his
business as he is, fancies, notwithstanding
v. 820, that Cly. has been sent out by
Ag. to confer with the visitor in his

(Ag.’s) place. In L the 2. is marked as
a yrdun. With these words Achilles
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KA. jpetvor' i dpedyers; dekrdv 7' éuy xepi
avvayrov, dpxiv parxaplwv vupdevpdrov.
AX. 7 ¢us; éyo oow Sefiav; aidotuel av
"Ayapéuvov’, el Yravoypev Sv piy por Géus.
KA.  Oéuis pariora, Ty éunv émel yaueis 835
mald’, & Oeds mwai wovrias Nypnidos.
AX. molovs yduovs @ifs; ddacia p' Exer, yivas,
el p1 T wapavooioca Kaivovpyeis Adyov.
KA. méow 168 éumépuxev, aibeialar Ppidovs
Kxawols 0pdai Kal yduov pepvnuévos. 840
AX. oUmdmwor’ éumjorevoa maida oy, yiva,
ovd’ éf 'Arpelddy fAOé por Néyos ydpwv.
KA. =i 8j7" &v ely; o mdhiwv al Adyous éuovs
Oavpal’ éuol ydp Oavuar’ éorl Td Wapd cod.
AX. elrale’ xowov éoTw eixalew Tade 845
in P, 831. Jdewéy 7o P (I think), Sewdr® 7i L, pevov 7t Valckenaer.—y’ éup

PL, 7’ éup Markl., &' éuy Matthiae,
833. aldotued’ P, aldolued’ L.
almost obliterated). 835.

correction to yauels mentioned by Wil.-MélL.).
836. wnpntdos P, yrmpmidos corrected by an
&¢no6’ PL, ¢pfs Barnes: the égne6’ was probably

perpetuated the mistake of the Mss.
early hand to »npytdos L. 837.

written over the original ¢ofs as an explanation.
7lv' elmas ubfor, and almost the same words at Phoen. 915.

» in wdow is added by another hand.

turns hurriedly to depart, most probably
not, as at . 854, into the building, but
back to his tent, i.e. by the right-hand
side entrance to the stage.

833. Achilles may well have been
surprised, as he knew nothing of Iphi-
geneia’s presence in the army. He could
only suppose that Clytaemnestra was
making love to him.

834 f. Firmhaber and Vitelli compare
Elety. 123 dweNbe, ph Yad' v oe u)
yavew xpedr: to which words of Electra
Orestes answers odx #0660’ §rov Olyou’ dv
évdixdrepor. yauels is more probably
the present than the future.

pot] Vitelli refers to O. Schneider on
Isocr. Panegyr. § 14 for a collection of
instances of this indiscriminate use of the

832, paxaplay PL, uaxapiwr Markl.

834. yatouer & &» PL (in P the & has been
yapols PL (I have noted in P no trace of the late

No printed edition has, I think,

Firnh. cps. Hel. 471 ®ds ¢ris;
839. In L the
844. T& wapd oo PL, rdwd ool Dobree :
sing. and plur. of the first person, and
gives many himself from Eur.

837. dfacia W ¥xa) Fimh. cps.
H. F. 515 dpacla 8¢ xdu’ &xer and Hel.
549 &mAntw Huiv dpaglav Te xpoorifns.

844. Oafpal’] A strong expression
for 3¢t oe Gavud{ew: ‘you may well won-
der’. For the (rare) tribrach in the sth
foot cf. below 2v. 1247 and 1415. Nauck
(Stud. Eur. 2. 64) by reading du- for
dra- in compounds gets rid of a great
many instances.

845—852. Achilles’ native politeness
now gains the upper hand, but Clytaem-
nestra, when she realizes the state of

_affairs, is naturally so overpowered with

shame that she cannot accept the way
out of her confusion which the blunt
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dudw ydp ov Yrevdoueda Tois Nbyois lows.

KA. a\N 1} wémovla Sewd; pvmoreiw ydauovs
ovx Yvras, os elfacw: aldobuar Tade.
AX. lows éceproumoe xdué xal aé Tis.
dA\\' dpelig 305 avrd xal pavlws Pépe. 850
KA. xaip™ oV ydp dplois Supaciy o' &' eloopd,
Yevdijs yevouévn xal mwabois’ avifia.
AX. «al col 168 éariv éf éuod: moow 8¢ gov
oreixw parebowy Tovde doparov oo
IIP. & Eé, Alaxod ryéveOhov, peivov, & oé Tor Néyw, 855
Tov Oeas yeydra maida, kal a¢ Ty Ajdas xopy.
AX. 75 6 xaNdv milas wapolfas; o5 TerapBnxds xakei.
IIP.  doios, ovy dBpvvopar T8 7 ToxM ydp ovk éG.
cf. below 2. 1214. 847. # PL, 4 Barnes: Heath first put the ;. 848. In

L dolxasw is written over elfacw. 850. duerela PL: in P an early
hand wrote over it 'Iwrkds 8:d 70 pérpor, and a late hand has changed «
into ¢ 851. Supacw &’ PL: a late hand in P o' &, 853. Matthiae
first accented the ool. 855. In both P and L this speaker is called Oepdrwr
all through this scene. Markland was apparently the first of modern editors to see
that he is the same as the IIpesSérys who has appeared before (cf. for proof v. 8g1).
&s 0é PL, ¢ oé Markl. (who cps. Ar. 4v. 275). 857. Tterapfnxds PL. This
I have altered to rerapfnads (adv., cp. Alk. 773), as I think it better suits the ds

which here is exclamatory. 858,

soldier suggests : she only feels that ‘she
can never look him in the face again’.
At 846 Ach. tells her he does not imagine
she has invented the story, but she will
not accept this; she is yYevdns yevouérn,
she has said what is not true: like Mal-
volio she ‘has been most notoriously
abused’'—=xafobs’ drdiia.—xowby éoriy
means ‘it is open to us both’. Cp.
Elmsley on Heracl. 4326 for dAX 3}; and
Porson on Hec. 958 (973—a probably
spurious passage) for dpfois Suuaow.

849. Ixeprépnoe] So used by Soph.
Phil. 1235. Photius gives «xeproudv*
x\evd fwv, épedliwy, axdmrur.

853. T68’) s.e. xalpe (Matthiae and
Monk).—Ach., in pursuance of his origi-
nal object, makes for the central door of
the gxy, and is disappearing through it,
as the old henchman half opens the left-
hand or tritagonist’s door, and calls to

In P a letter has been erased before the 8 of

him to stop. Cly. was also departing
(xal oe 856) ; possibly by the right-hand
door.

855. Sc. 3. A metrical note on the
margin of P says: tpoxaikols, dr¢ uerd
owovdijs 6 Oepdwwy depixero. The metre
corresponds to the exciting nature of the
old man’s communication.

857. wapolfas] The old man is afraid
to show himself until he has ascertained
that neither Ag. nor Menelaus is in
sight.

858. odx dPpivopar 7§8’] * Non
quoad hoc delicatum ago ” Heath: ‘I do
not show pride in this matter’: i I am
not ashamed to confess it : oix &8. 768’
(see Crit. N.) could, I think, only mean
¢I am not proud of this’. Bothe quotes
Bekker Anecd. p. 312 dBpiverart Opiw-
Terat, kavydras. Cp. the use of geurtvo-
pat at v. gor.
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AX. Tlos; €éuos udv ovxi' ywpls Tdpd xdyauéuvovos.

IIP. Tijo8e Tév mapofev oixwv, Tvwddpew Sdvros matpds. 860
AX. dorapev' ¢pal’, e T xpnles, dv p' émwéoxes elvexa.

IIP. # wove mapévre Sijra Taicd épéorarov mwilass;

AX. os pbvoww Néyors dv, Efw &' éNBe Bacilelwy Soucwv.

IIP. & Toxn wpovod & 7ui, cdoald ols éyd Oérw.

AX. 0 Mbyos els péxrovt’ dv * GSam xpdvov® Exer 8 Yyrov Twa. 865
KA. dekias &are pn péAN, el 1( por xpnless Néyew.

IIP. olofa dfird p’ 8aris dv gol kai Téxvois edvous Eduv.
KA. olda o’ 8v7’ éyd maraidy Swpdrov éudv AdTpw.

IIP. xdr u' & Tals caloe pepvais EaBev 'Ayapéuvov dvak.

dfptvopar.—In L an 6 is written by an early hand over the ¢ of 7@d’, i.e. it suggests
a variant 763°. 7d3’ Dobree.—ydp u’ ovx PL, vdp odx Elmsley, and so, acc. to Monk,
one of the Paris copies of L. 860. rawde rov P, Tigde rijs L, rigde, o Herm.,
which seems to me to give a better sense and to explain the variation of the Mss. :
we might perhaps omit the comma and make one gen. dependent on the other.
861. E&rrauer P. 862. wdpoder PL, wapbvre Dobree and Lenting, a good
instance of the way in which a similar word in a neighbouring ». caught a scribe’s
eye.—waicd’ with the o crossed through P, raisd’ L: a curious instance of a merely
mechanical error: its consequence was that Ald. (and the other early editions) read
pévy and xaid’, Canter (1571) (uévw and) wals 8', but it is hard to see what either of
them understood by the words. Erasmus in 1519 translates the v. ‘Num fores ad
hasce soli vos duo consistitis?” What edition did he use? 863. In both P and
L this verse is given to Achilles. 864. odoas P (not owoas’ as Wil.-Moll., the
abbreviation « is not I think used in P except for a final as, and the mark which
looks like an apostrophe has come through from the other side of the page, which is
very thin here), corrected by a late hand to odoor. odoas’ L (acc. to Vitelli), oioad’
Kirchhofl. (It is possible that c@gor was the original reading and that the as was
due to a suggested ds for o0s and that this as ousted the final o», which may have been
written in an abbreviation above the line.) 865. & doy PL, drwlses Markl,,
wé\\ovra Aevoger Reiske. Countless other corrections have been proposed. I think
the case is hopeless. The general sense of the line I take to be ‘I see we shall have
to wait some time for the speech (he has so much to say by way of preface): but the
man seems to have something important to say’. As a less violent correction than
many I would propose els ué\hovra veboec xpbvow, lit. ‘will fall in the future’.
866. wé\' P, ué\’ the first hand of L, but an early hand has written a second A
above the line. 867. 870" Soris corrected to &jra 4’ Soms PL, 8ira pu’ Somis
Porson. &» corrected by early hand to v P. 868. wahawdr PL; all editions
have walaiy, but I think the Mss. are right, rahai@v Swudrwy being the same as rav
wdpoder olkwr in v. 860. 869. xir: pe rals gais P (34 put in above the line by

‘do not wait for a pledge’, i.c. you surely
need have no hesitation in speaking to

859. i.. ‘You can have no business
with me’: a hasty attempt to get rid of the

old man.
866. Se\ds ¥xarti] cannot mean wpés
(o€) Betids, as some take it : rather it is

me.
869. Cf. a 276—1278 for an instance
of the bride’s father giving a dowry with
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KA.  7\fes eils "Apyos pel nqudyv xduds 408 del more. 870
IIP. &% é&xec. xal gol pdv etvovs eipl, o & Hooov woger.
KA. éxxarvrre viv mwof ruiv ofiarwas oréyeis Noyous.
IIP. maida o7y warip 6 Ppvoas avroxep pé\her Kraveiv.
KA. wds; amémrvo’, & yepaié, pdbov' ov ydp e¥ Ppoveis.
IIP. ¢aoydvy Nevkjy povevwv Tis Takaimrapov Sépny. 875
KA. & rdhaw’ éya: pepnvos dpa Tvyydve: mogs;
IIP. cdprippov, T\ eis ¢ kal oy maida’ Todro 8 ov Ppovel.
KA. éx Tivos Noyov; tis avrdv ovmdywv dhagripwv;
IIP. Oéopal, ds wé ¢nae Kdhyas, va mwopevnrac orpatds.
KA.  moi; Td\aw’ éyw, rdhaiva 8 fjy maTip péAhes xraveiv. 880
IIP. Aapddvov mpos Sbual’, ‘Erévmy Mevérews &rws AafByp.
KA.  eis dp 'Ipvyévesav “ENévns voaros v mempopévos;
IIP.  mwdvr’ éyers’ "Apréudi Qboew maida oy pé\hes mwatip.
KA. 6 8 qduov 10" elye mpdpaowy, 8s p’ éxdpaev éx Sopawv.

an early hand before pe, gais in an erasure). x' &r u’ év Tais oaioe L (all but x° &-
being in an erasure). 870. és PL (corrected to els in L by an early hand).—
xal éuol P, xal duds L (corrected to xduos by an early hand). 872. &% is
written over »w in L (as an explanation).—Aéyeis PL, oréyas F. W. Schmidt
(a certain emendation). 873. «ravely PL, so too at vv. 880 and 1131. «KTevelr
Elmsley: cp. Rutherford, New Phryn. pp. 4120 fi., Herwerden on Jon 665, and Porson
on Or. 929. Probably in all infinitives with ué\A\w the nature of the action of the
verb in the inf. had something to do with the tense. 876. dpa PL. 881.
AdBot PL (corrected to AdBp by a late hand in P—for the common error see zv. 709
and 88s). 884. 0 3¢ yduos 7lv’ elxe wpbpagw 1 u' éxdmo’ éx SSuwr; PL. An
early (and unskilful) metrical corrector in P inserted a 7 before wpigpacir.
Markland and Heath really mended the metre by reading éxduoer. wapeixe (for
7lv' elxe) Gomperz: Weil reads ro’ and discards the ; (certainly the next . could in

her. Generally in Homer it is the bride- word for word to the English fata/ to,

groom who gives the bride’s father a gift
in return for the bride.

871. Cf. Andr. 59 where the Gepdwuwy
says to Andromache edrous 8¢ xal gol
$awrl 1 90 16 0 wéoee (Fimhaber). Jon
811 f. xal gdv o) oTvydr woow Nyw, g
pévrot paNhov 9 keivor PpNav.

877. Monk cps. Or. 540 éyw 3¢ Td\\a
paxdpios wépux’ drip, T\Ww els Ovyatépas*
Toiro &' olk etdaiuord.

879. This . answers the questions of
the preceding . in inverse order.

881. s dp’'L....xewpupévos] Though
wexpwuéros els here does pot correspond

there is not much difference in the mean-
ing of the expressions. In the Greek the
preposition carries most of the sinister
meaning—the notion of hurtfulness, hos-
tility—hence its prominent position.

884. ydpov mv’] The 7o’ expresses
contempt or scorn, not, of course, for the
pretended bridegroom, but for the hollow-
ness and nonentity of the marriage. The
scorn is all the more natural from one
who had herself been duped.

8s] For a similar &5, gaining some
emphasis by being separated from its
antecedent, cf. below 2. 895.
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[IP. iva 4 ayois xaipovo’ AxiA\el maida vupdelovaa arv. 885
KA. & Obyarep, fixers én’ oNéOpp xai oV xal punmmp oélev.
IIP. oixtpa wdoyerov 8 oboar’ Sewd & ’Ayapéuvov &l
KA. olyopar rd\aiva, Saxpvov vauar ovkére aréym.

IIP. elmep dNyewdv 10 Téxvwv arepbuevov, Saxpuppoe..

KA. o0 8¢ 7d8, & wépov, mobev Prjs eldévas memvouévos; 890
IIP. &é\tov @xopny Pépwv oor mpos Td wpiv yeypapuéva.
KA. ovk éov 9 Evycereboy maid dyew Oavovuévmy;

IIP. puy pév odv dyew' ¢povov yap &rvye ads mwoais 167 €b.
KA. «xdva wds pépov e Séxtov ovk éuol d(Bws AaBeiv;

IIP. Mevénews dpelel ruds, os xaxdy TdvS' airios. 895

no way be an answer to the question riva wpégasir elxe;). But there still remain these
difficulties: (1) that after such an expression as furmnished a pretext a past indicative
tense is out of place, and (2) that Cly. should be made to represent the pretended
wedding as a trick to entice Aer from home. Ag. at vv. 731, 735 and 737 had told
her plainly that her presence was not wanted; but even if he had not, she knew that
it was preeminently her daughter who was wanted. Therefore I would read yduov for
ydpos—so far following Hennig’s yduov 76»¥,—and adopt Monk’s &s for 4. The
meaning will then be: ‘So he made a wedding his pretext and this wedding has
fetched me from my home’. (Along with several other alternatives I have considered
yduov 76v3’ (Hennig), and »» éxémo’ for some time, but finally rejected them.)
885. U’ dydyns PL, I’ dydyns Blomfield (cf. above z. 709), Iva v’ dyos Vitelli:
the 4 seems necessary if we discard the interrogative 7i»’ in the previous v. 886.
In L the w of é\é6pw is in an erasure, and something has been erased over the fp.—
xal o} P, o L, xal ov Ald. 888. Saxpbww 7’ Supar’ P (Saxptor L3, the -ov being in
an erasure).—oréyw P (con'ected by a late hand to oréyer. oréyer L3 (the -e being in
an erasure). Jdaxpwy vduar' olxére oréyw O. Hense (Pbilologw 27. 3) 'l'he eaxly
editions read daxpborr’ Supar’. (Cf. Phoen. 370.) 889. pupp

PL, orepbuerov, Saxpuppéer Weil (18 orepduevor ‘I’état de celui qux c:t pnvé ’). Bothe
had already read 73 orepduevor. 890. wewvouéva (with the a corrected to ov) P,
wexvopévos L3 (the -os being in an erasure). 89s. Tdv stood before xaxdw

885. ‘In xalpovoa a good omen for on O. C. 267, who quotes several Thu-

the sacrifice is implied, the cheerfulness
resulting from a belief in the coming
marriage’ Paley.

889. The old man says, in effect,
‘Let your tears flow: you have good
cause for weeping’. For this use of the
neut. part. cp. Heracl. 214 where 1
wpogijkov is used for ‘the question of
relationship’, Hipp. 248 18 pawrduevor =
70 palvesbas, also Or. 250, Her. 299,
Campbell on Soph. O. C. 1220, Jebb

cydidean analogies.

891. pds) ‘about’, soz ‘in addition
to’ as Erasmus ( praeter).

895. ddelAed’ +jpds) This verb is
used with only the acc. of the person
robbed also at Bacck. 496 avrés ' dopac-
poi (rd» O6poor) (Firnh.).

8s x.7.\.] For a different order of
these words see Med. 332 (so Porson
would read them here).
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KA. & 7éxvov Nyppjdos, & mal Ilnghéws, xhbeis Tdde;
AX. é&\vov oboav alOllav ge, 1o & éudv oV Ppaviws Pépw.
KA. maidd pov xaraxrevoiiot gois Sohdoavres yduous.
[AX. pépdopar xdys wioes of, xovX dwAds ovre Pépw.
KA.] ovk émaidecOnodueal olv mpoameoeiv Td odv yovv, QOO
Ovnros éx Oeas yeydra' Ti ydp éyd ceuvivopar;
émi Tl amovdacTéov por pathov i Téxvov mwépe;
d\\' dpvvov, & Oeas mai, ) T éuj Svompatla
75 Te NexOelop dapapre ofj, pdry péy, AN Buws.
goi xatacTéyraa’ éyw v oy ds yamovuévmy, 905

viv & émi opayds rouilw' ool & dvedos Tferau,
8oris ovk fpvvas® el qydp pi yapoisw éLyns,
aAN éx\ifns yoiv Talalvns mapOévov ¢plhos moais.

in both P and L, but is crossed through in both. 896. »pppdos (with the g
thus) P, who generally writes -7i- or at most -§-. 897. A late hand in P
inserted a ye before oe (above the line): both P and L have the ge. 899. Hennig
is doubtless right in ascribing this verse, with its intolerably weak repetition of the
close of 897 and its ‘frigid’ beginning, to an interpolator. goo. When this 2.
stood immediately after ». 898 it doubtless contained some particle connecting it
thereto. The man who could so tamper with a Ms. as to introduce v. 899 would
make nothing of getting rid of this particle. éraidechooual ye PL, éxaidectn-
obpecba Herm., éxaidecOnoiuesd’ odv Hennig (which I have adopted as a possible
restoration of the connexion). Paley rejects 2. goo—go2 as spurious. gol.
yeydra has os written over the a by an early hand in L (Elms. cps. Aesch. 2. V.
144, Soph. Ant. 1001). 9o2. ¢éxi tlvos PL, 9 rivos Porson, éml riv. Herm.,
wepl Tivos Schaefer. Against Porson’s emendation (as against Wecklein's xal tivos)
Hermann’s objection is valid, that the two questions are not independent: the second
is either a repetition of or a reason for the first. Hermann’s reading seems to me
the right one. The mistake mentioned below may have been the cause of the
substitution of rlvos for r{v.—uot gwovdacréor uaNov with another uot put in above
the line over the beginning of ud\\o» P. The same mistake and correction occur
in L. (I expect the correction was first made in L and transferred from it
to P.) 904. Blomfield was the first to put a full stop at the end of this v,

896. With these words Cly. turns
from the IlpecBérys to Achilles: the rd3e

008’ & pawbuevos oxovddoecer ;
9o7. 8oms odx fpvvas] “ ferre opem

refers to the whole of the old man's story,
not merely to his last words.

go1. oepvivopar] used much as dgpd-
vopas is above at v. 858.

go2. This is one of the Euripidean
lines which touch hearts of all times.
For owovddfew éxl Tove cf. Xen. Mem. 1.
3. 11 owovddfew 8¢ dvayxacOipvar é¢’ ols

gui sis gravatus” Erasmus.

o] although: with xal it is common in
this sense, not without. Here the d\\d
makes its meaning clear. Cf. Hyperides
ap. Stob. 124 el 3¢ yhpws Ovqrod uy
peréaxor, dAN' etdoflar dyfiparor eld-
¢aow, and Soph. O. C. 661 and 974.
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mpos tyeveiados g€, mpos aijs dekias, mwpos unrépos:
dvopa ydp 10 adv ' amwhed’, ¢ o' duvvalbely ypeow.
ovx &xw Bwudy xataduyeiv dANov i} T gov yowv,
ovd¢ pihos ovdeis yeAd por' Ta & 'Ayauéuvovos rhveis
oud xal wavroay'* ddiypar &, domep elaopds, yvvr)
vavTweoy aTparevn’ dvapyov [xdmi Tois xaxols Opacy,
xpfowpor &, Srav wow]. Hv 8¢ ToAunoys ov pov
xetp' vmepreiva, cecwoueld’: el 8¢ pj, ov cecdopela.

910

915

and only a comma at op. 909. yeveddos, wpds PL, yeveiddos e wpds Markland,
yeveudBos 3¢ Hense.—mpbs ye unrépos P, wpos unrépos L (and so Markland), wpds re
pyrépos L2 Markland would also read ge for ofs. gro. duwdfer PL,
dpvvafeiv Elmsley (on Med. 186), and so first Kirchhoff among editors. 9II.
d\\ov PL (the or in P was written as o above the 7. and has been partially
obliterated by accident or design). (Paley quotes Suppl. 267 Exer y&p xaraguyhy 0fp
v wérpar, Soidos 3¢ Bwuols Bedv, suggesting xaraguyhw here: I think it more likely
that we ought to read xaragvyeir there.) 912. The way in which all editors
(except Vitelli and Paley—Bothe, though he does not adopt, praises Markland’s
emendation) accept Markland’s méhas (or weNg) for the Mss. yé\g seems to me
shocking. ' (In the passage from the A/kestés which M. cites there is in the xé\as no
idea of being near to aid: it goes on Soris &v elwoi) +yelg is confirmed by the
contrasted @ud in the following . 914 f. «xdwl..0wow. It seems to me
almost certain that thes¢ words were an interpolation, made perhaps out of deference
to the susceptibilities of the seafaring audience of the Peiraeus. The éxl rois xaxois
Opacid, if good Greek—as it may have been, though we can hardly be sure that it was,
—is unnecessary. It is quite enough for Cly.’s purpose to describe a force of men on
a voyage away from their country as under less strict discipline than at home. The
main objection however lies against the excessively weak qualification of praise that
follows, which is out of place, and disturbs the course of the thought. The more

910. Svopa ydp 78 oév] It should be
observed that this comes just after wpds
unrépos. So at 1. 7. 663 Orestes ex-
presses surprise that Iph. should have
known 'Axi\Néws Svoua, when Iph. had
not mentioned the word "Axt\\eds, but
only called him wais ©éridos Tiis Nypp-
dos. This was his 8voua. dvoudiw in
Homer often means ‘give a man his
proper style or title’, i.e. his patromymic
(K 68 warpbler éx yeveiis voud $wy dvdpa
&aoror). In the case of Achilles it was
his mother who gave him distinction, and
‘son of the Nereid Thetis’ is said to be
his évopa. (I think it was from failing
to see this that Hennig doubted the
genuineness of the z.) ¢ instrumental, I

think ; not the object of duwafeiv as
most take it.—With xpedv supply éori
not %v. Cly. means Ach. must now use
all the prestige of his parentage in the
defence of her daughter.

g12 f. oU8t $Qos ovddls yeAg por
x.r.A.] ‘Not a single friendly smile to

greet me! My husband, a bloodthirsty,
unbridled villain!” Monk remarks that
xdrroly’ here may well be a reminiscence
of the warrérohuor at Aesch. Ag. 221.
Perhaps yeAg here means literally Jooks
bright as in the Epic passages where it is
used of inanimate things.

916. Monk cites Andr. 242 and 254
for two other instances of u% and ov form-
ing a crasis although a comma intervenes.
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XO0. ‘Sewov 70 TikTew Kai ¢éper piNTpov péya,

waaiv Te xowov éa6’ Vmepxauveww Téxvawv.
AX. ym\ppwv por Buuds alperar wpocw'

[érioraTar 8¢ Tols Kxaxoio! 7 doxaldv 920

lengthened tirade against vavrid) dratla or drapxla at Hec. 606—608 perhaps
suggested the amplification of this passage. (Schiller admires greatly the xpfoiuor &,
drar 0é\wow, attributing it to a sudden consciousness that it would not do so to
describe the force in speaking to one of its leaders. Others have seen in it a
suggestion that Ach., if he ‘takes them the right way’, may find the sailors’ help
useful in Iphigeneia’s defence.) 917. ¢épewr PL (corrected by a late hand
in P to ¢épe). 918. wdo: P (corrected by a late hand to wdow), xdow L
(just the reverse as to the two Mss. at 839).—@r6’ PL, é06’ Reiske (this emendation
lightens the construction, and gives the words the conventional ‘Choric’ turn).
919. SY\égpwr PL (corrected to -n- by an early hand in L—a likely mistake from
the analogy of the numerous compounds in dy«-).—In P either elperar has been
corrected into alpera:, or alperar changed to delperai.—wpdow PL, xrepp Wecklein
(wpbow certainly looks suspicious; it may well have been put in by some ignorant
late scribe who thought xpéow, as it meant ‘far’ in some connexions, might also mean
‘high’). 920—927. On the subject of the much discussed question of the
authenticity of passages of this speech I submit the following conclusions: (1) v. 920
was never written to follow 2. g19. Not only does Jy. fuuds make a bad subject for
éwloraras x.7.\., but alperac refers to a present state of feeling, éxlorarat x.7.A. to a
general characteristic : and where is the contrast implied in the 8¢ between 919 and
970 f.? If then what follows 919 is genuine, we must have lost some lines between
919 and 920, and 9120 f. must be a description of a character which, however admir-
able, is nof that of Achilles. But the longer I have considered vv. g20—g27 the more
inevitably does the passage resolve itself, to my mind, into an ill-joined patchwork
of 4 detacked couplets. They are all good enough to have come from some genuine
ancient author (920 f. seem to have been modelled on Archilochus fr. 66 Bergk—
first cited here by Musgrave), but there is no knowing how they came here. Hennig
holds that the genuine vv. were 919, 924 and 926 f. and that there was no lacuna.
But apart from the uév ofw, which is more natural in a resumption after a somewhat
lengthy digression, or a turning from the general to the particular, the sense of 936 f.
is not merely ‘I am a plain blunt man’:—this ignores the prominent elgeSecrdrov:—
it is: ‘the result of my godly schooling is that I hate deceit’ (cf. the never to be
forgotten utterance of the same speaker at I 312 f.), and this does not square well
either with 924 or 928 ff. The connexion of ideas would be ‘It is true that to be
lowly-minded saves trouble and pain, but I hate deceit, and will never (so far belie
my nature as to) obey an unjust command’. The notion of deceitfulness acting as a
possible curb on pride, suggested by such words as these, seems to me unreal. It is
venom not pride that grows in a deceitful heart. It is just conceivable that 928 was
written to follow directly upon 919, but I think it more likely that a passage has
been lost here, and therefore mark a lacuna. Perhaps the author, after writing
the first verse, as the key-note of the speech, himself left a gap which he did
not live to fill up. 920. In doxahdr the X is by a late hand in an erasure.

919. alperar wpdow] Cp. Soph. reading these words must mean °is
0. 7. 914. If wpbow is the right borne far onwards’. Somewhat similar
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perpleis. lve) yalpecvCrotoy) Efwyxwpévors.
Aedoywpévor ydp ol Towold eloty Bpordy
opfds Swalijy Tov Biov yvopns péra.
lorw piv oy V' 98 py Mav ¢ppovet,
ot & xumov xpioypov yvouny xew.
o & & avdpds edoeBeardrov Tpadels
Xelpwvos, &ualfov Tods Tpowovs dwhods Ixev.]

* * . * * *
xai Tois 'ATpeldass, v pév fydvrar xalds,
meiodped: drav 8¢ pn xahds, ov mwelrouas.
a\\’ &v0d8 év Tpoia v énevbépav Puow
mapéywv, "Apn 70 rat’ éué roaurjcw Sopl.

[ot &, & wafovoa oxérAa wpos Tdv PArdrmy,

925

930

922 and 923 are ascribed to the Chorus by the Mss. All editors have followed Burges
in giving them to Achilles. Wilamowitz thinks some scribe mistook a marginal xp.
(s.e. xphouov) for xop.—Over To- is written xow. (i.e. xowwh) ovA\afBi) in P.—elol P,—
the po in Bpordv in L is a correction from something. 925. &ori corrected
by an early hand to &rw L.—x' @mov L. 939. ob weloouela P, ob weloopas
(with the a: by an early hand in an erasure) L (so also Scaliger corrected P's reading
later). 931. dpec with 9 written over the et (by the original hand in L and
possibly in P) PL (in P the 9 is crossed through).—r® PL, rd Brodaeus. 933.
oxérha waboboca PL, waodoa oxérMa Barnes. 933—934. Conington (Class.
Maus. 11. 106) condemns 932—943 as spurious. He points out that after the fashion
of the interpolator he gets his material from the neighbouring verses: d &) xar’ d»3.
x.7.\ from 16 xar’ éué in 931, wepSaliw xaracreAd (whatever he meant by it) from
xoopfow, wapétw Toludv Séuas from E\evlépar Pvow wapéxwy and Todvoua .7\
(938 f.) from g47. As to the last instance we shall find that it is the later verse
which in this case is spurious, so that the argument serves only to establish 938 the
more securely, and in the last but one the resemblance is very slight. The first
three lines however are in themselves so weak that they succumb to the attack.
933 comes from Aesch. Eum. 100, and both the general sense and the language
of 933 f. condemn them at once. Why should a young man be deemed naturally

uses of the passive of alpw may be found
at Hipp. 735 and Bacch. 748. Firnhaber
for this use of wpbrw compares Soph.
Trach. 547 ¥pwovoar wpbow and Hel. 326
7l BNéxeis wpbow;

921. 7d {fwyxwpéva] lit. fulness, ie.
prosperity.

922. Moywopévor doly] lit. ‘have
laid their plans’: not very different in
effect from our ‘have the sense to’.

924. ¢povely] The following 2. shows
that ¢porelv here means not ‘to be
proud’, but ‘to be sensible’. The exact

correspondence of Horace’s dulce est
desipere in loco’ suggests that this like
v. 920 came originally from a lyric
poet. Seneca de 7rangu. am. 15 says:
Si Graeco poctac credimus aliguando ‘et
insanire iucundum est. Stiblinus cps.
Soph. Ai. 554 & T ppovey ydp undey
#8aros Blos.

930 f. The participial clause—é\evé-
par ¢iow wapéywr—contains the most
important part of the declaration: ‘ while
I do my best as a soldier I will keep my-
self a free man still".
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d & xar dvdpa ylyvera: veaviay,

Togotrov olxrov wepifSaluy KaracTeld,]

xoUmwoTe kdpn o1} Wpos warpds cdayioerat,
éur) patigleia’" ol yap éumwhéxew mhoxas
éyd mwapéfw oP mice. Tovuov Séuas.
ToUvoua vydp, el xal py aidnpov spato,
Tovpov dovevoer mwaida onv. 76 & alriov
mogis oos' aywov & ovkér éori odu éudv,
el 8 & dneltar Sud Te ToVs éuovs yduovs
7 Sewad TAGoa Kovk dvexta mapfévos.
[favpaord & s dvié’ vripaopuém.]

éyd xaxwaros v dp’ "Apyelwv dwip,

éyo 18 pundéy, Mevérews & év avdpdaw’
[ws ofxi TIphéws, dAX’ dAdoropos yeyus,

935

945

poor in pity? (rogoiror must be correlative to & &4): and what, with or without
wepifaldv, can xaraored mean? At most karacreNd oe is 7 will set you to rights, not
I will right you. Perhaps by wepfaliw xaracreAd was meant 7 will wrap you round
in, will enfold yoss in. (Hesych. xaracré\\w* wepixaNimrw.) 7. 935 fl. seem
to me to follow admirably after 931 (though it is possible we ought to read o¥fwore for
xodwore). 933. 7ylvera: PL. 937. Nauck thought at one time that this v.
(from which apparently v. 947 was concocted) originally ended: robudy dvoua o
wdoe. 938. el ) xal PL, el xal uh Ald.—#jparo PL, #pdunw Nauck. 040.
dyvés P, dywdv L. 943 imuacuérn P (corrected by a late hand to 4-), 4 L.
Nauck and Herm. (Opwsc.) rightly reject this . 6favuacrd ds is late Greek for
the prose favuaords &s, and the latter part of the line comes from Hel. 455 & Saiuor
by dwdil’ Ariudpeba. 945. 7 év PL, but the first hand in L has written a
& over the 7'. 946 and 947. I suspect that the interpolator of these
two zw. had in mind Z 7. 369 (ff.). "Awns "Axi\\eds v &p’, odx 0 IInhéws x.7.A.
and therefore that there is a little more sense in them than Hennig gives them
credit for, though he and others are doubtless right in condemning them, as having no
connexion with what precedes. The absolute use of goretoe: is not Greek. The inter-
polator doubtless meant them to refer to Achilles, but as they stand they can only refer

936. ¢anoddo’] Cp. above v. 135,

937. Tovpdy 8ipas] a mere periphrasis
for ¢ myself’. See however Crit. N.

938. d...fparo] A bold picturesque
expression, of somewhat the same charac-
ter as Aeschylus’s &xvpos &pdis used of the
gad-fly’s sting. There we have ‘an arrow-
point which no fire has forged’: here,
‘a murderer who never lifted sword’, #.c.
‘my name’.

940. oa@p’ dpdv] not a mere periphra-

sis here, like the rodud» 8éuas of v. 937.
Perhaps he is thinking, as Clytaemnestra
does below, of his possible future wedding.
‘It will be a personal stain upon me’.

944. xdxioros] not vilest in a moral
sense, but most cowardly.

045. T pn8év] Cp. Monk on Hipp.
634 (638). Cf. above #. 371 for a variety
of the expression.—é» drdpdaw. Cp. Monk
on Alec. 748 (732).
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cirep/\Ppovevoel roduov Svopa of mooe )

pa Tov 8 Uypdv xvpdareov tebpapuévov

Nonpéa, Ppvrovpydy Oéridos #f u' éyeivato,

ovy &vrerar ais Ouyarpos "Ayapéuvov dvaf,
oud’ els dxpav xeip’, dore mpooBakeiv wémhois.
[# Séwvros &orar wohis Spwopa BapBdpuwv,

S0ev wepirac’ ol arparyhdrar yévos,

dbla 8¢ Todpdv 7 oddapod xexAijoerar.]

mikpods 8¢ mpoxvras xépwiBds T évapEerar
Kda\yas 6 pdvris. Tis 8¢ pavris éor’ avip,

950

955

to Menelaus.  g47. Sowep povetes PL, elwep Ald., poveboes Schaefer.  vv. 952—954.
Nauck suspects 7. 953, Hennig condemns 953 and 954. I think all three verses ought
to go. They are a clumsy parallel to zv. 945 and 946. 3pioua is possibly an ignorant
scribe’s Greek translation of the Lat. fises. 954- ¢Ola 3¢ roduby 7’ obdapol L, ¢. 4.
Tovuov Tovdauof P, the r being crossed through. The accent of the rodudv, the absence
of the ’ after the second , and the shape of the letter itself, prove that this second  was
a subsequent addition to P (probably when it was corrected to agree with L). Hennig
is probably right in holding that the composer of the line by rolud» meant roludr
Spopa (supplied from 2. 953). The inserter of the 7’ before ovdauod probably supplied
Yévos from 953. Pblas 5¢ rolrop’ ovdauod Jacobs. This emendation has been adopted
by all editors who believe the v. to be genuine. 955. dvdferac PL, évdptera
Musgr. vv. 959—974. Hennig (pp. 125 ff.) has, I think, proved these vv. to be
spurious. He also shows good cause for thinking that »v. 963 and ¢64, and again
vv. 973 and 974, betray in their language, as well as in their want of sense, a far later
interpolator than the rest of the passage. In the latter we find a character which
at first sight seems to fit Achilles (cf. Hor. 4. 2. 121 f,, Homer I 395 f.). A
little reflection however shows this particular expression of the character to be quite
irreconcileable with the earlier part of the speech. There he expresses indignation
that his name should have been used as the instrument of such a deed as the sacrifice
of Iphigeneia: here he is made to say that, if his dignity had not been offended by the
way in which it had been done, he would have consented ; and moreover he is made

948. This 2. is marked as dpator in
the margin of P.

951. ¢lg] here apparently means ‘so
much as’, lit. “‘to the extent of’. The
hand (&xpa xeip) spoken of is Agamem-
non’s. ‘He shall not even so much as
touch her garments with his hand’. Cf.
Homer’s use of els in I’ 158 alvds dfavd-
Tpot Oefs els Swa fowxer and in a 411 0
uév yhp T xaxg els dwa é@re—perhaps
‘as far as face goes’. Paley compares
els TAnopords in Zro. 1211.

955. mxpodg] ‘to his cost’ as Paley

says. Cp. Cobet V. L. 573.

956. The drjp joined to uarres (cf.
the Homeric lnrpds dvip A 514, drip dxer-
ny6s ® 257, voueds arfp Soph. O. 7. 1118,
and the English fiskerman, beggar man,
sailor man) marks the noun as the desig-
nation of a calling, and so, like the
English ¢professional’ and *professed’,
may be used in a slightly derogatory
sense. Without the drp the words would
most naturally have meant ‘wko is a
seer P’
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b oAy’ annfi, woard 8¢ Yrevdi Méye
Tuxoy, drav 8¢ un Toxp, Siolyerar;

[ob 7dv ydpwy &xare, pvpiar xdpac

Onpdae Néxtpov Todpov, elpyrar Tdde

d\\’ UBpw &s fpds vPpis’ "Ayapduvev dvad-
xpiv & abrov alrely Todudv Svop’ éuod wdpa,
Gipapa wardos: 4 Khvraypmjorpa & dpot
pi\or’ dreioly Guyarép’ IxSodvar wooer
Baxd 1dv "EXpow, € wpos "Duov

& 1¢8" Iapve véoros: olx fpvovped dv

10 xowor avfew v pér dorpareuduy.

viv & oldév e wapd ye Tois orpamhdras,
&v edpapet Te Spdv e xal pn Spdv xalds.

960

965

to say it in Clytaemnestra’s presence. If we suppose, on the other hand, that some of
this part of the speech was an ‘aside’, not meant for Clytaemnestra’s ears, it amounts
to a confession that his previous indignation was feigned, and his character becomes

that of a contemptible swaggerer.
moment.

Neither supposition can be entertained for a
959 f. 4 P, 4, L, o0 Lenting, yawotwrwwr PL, yduwr Canter.

Hermann and Hartung would reject the parenthesis uvplai—rodudv and insert &’

before elpyrac. 963.

MsS. % with only a comma after wécec in v. 964.
dorparevduny PL, éorparetoper Monk: the

Hervagius, rd» Gaisford. 967.

958. TUX&Y] ‘when he succeeds’: i
‘at best’ (he tells many lies for every
truth).—Fimhaber and Vitelli are doubt-
less right both in taking 3s as the subject
of diolxerar, and in interpreting the latter
to mean * Ae is nowhere to be found’, * ke
has vanmished’. Barnes, Matthiae, Her-
mann, Weil, and others give translations
of the word with res as its subject.—Firn-
haber, on v. 515 above, has an interesting
discussion (two pages long and more) on
the way udarreis and their art are spoken
of in tragedy. It is interesting to notice
that Euripides, like a true dramatist,
gives us the view of ‘the other side’ as
well: at Phoen. 954 Teiresias says Soris
3" duwipy xpiirar Téxry, pdraios® P udv
éx0pd onuiwas TOXp, mixpds xabéorny’ ols
dr olwvooxoxy)® Yevdsi 8 Ux’ olkrov Toigt
Xpwpévois Néywr adixel Td TOY OGedw. |
think Firnhaber is wrong in finding in Tei-

E. L

8¢ uo PL, & éuol Matthine. Hermann reads el for the

965. &wxé 7’ & PL, Edwia

resias’s words in the Bacchae (e.g. v7.
298 ff.), and in his character in that play,
an attempt to bring ridicule on the seer’s
art.

961. Cf. Bacchae 147 OBpus UBpige
and 1297 08pr ¥ UBpuwrbels.

963 f. Gijpapa] generally means ‘prey’,
but the interpolator seems to have used it
in the sense of ‘snare’, /.e. ‘means of
catching’. The two datives éuol and
wéoer must both have been meant to go
with éxdodva:, and this gives a very loose
construction, which is not improved by
the weak pdhior’.

965 f. ¢ wpds "Duov dv 798" Uxapve
véorog] This seems to have been bor-
rowed from 7. 7. 1018 f. T8¢ y8p vooel
vboTos wpds olxovs.

969. Commentators are divided as to
whether to regard Achilles as the subject
or object of dpd.

7
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rdy’ eoeral oldnpos, ov wpiv ds Ppiyas
\eiv, Ppavov xy)iow alpare xpave,

e 7is pe Ty oy Ovyarép’ ifaypjoeran

AN’ fovyxale: Oeds &yd wédmvd oo
péywrros, odx dv' GAN’ Spws yevioopar]
éekas, & mal IIn\éws, ood T dfia

xai Tis évalias Salpovos, ceuvils Beod.
dev*

wds dv o émwawéoays pr Mav Noyous;
[wiv" &Beds p) 008 dwolégayu miv xdpw;)
aivotuevor ydp dyabol Tpémov Twd
pioodae Tovs aivobvras, Jv alvéo’ dyav.
[aloxivopas 8 wapapépova’ olxrpois Adyovs,

8lg vogoloa* oV & dvogos xaxdv y' &udv.

970

XO. 975

KA.

980

active is much commoner in Eur. than the middle. 970. ¢aldnpor P corrected
by a late hand to aldnpos, oldnpos L the -os being in an erasure by the first hand.
971. alpars PL, aluaros Porson, who read ¢évor, omitting the comma after é\feiv.
Perhaps Weil is right in regarding aluar: as a gloss on ¢évov xyAicw which ousted a
word—Herwerden suggests “EA\yvos, used, as at /. 7. 72, as an adj. aluaroxpard
Bothe. Possibly aluardoouer originally stood at the end of the verse, and aluar:
Xparé was a marginal gloss intended as an explanation of gérov sAiow aluarwoouer.
978. uir’ dvdeds puh 1008’ dwoNéoauu Tiw xdpw PL: in L 7s is written (by m? Vit.
says) over &s. I think that this was a foolish addition by an early scribe, intended
as an aside, and that he wrote dwoléow, which was afterwards assimilated in
termination to the éwawéoasu in v. 977. Its meaning would then be ‘nor too little,
for fear I may lose this man’s favour’. Many attempts have been made to mend the
metre and construction of the Mss.: ufr’ évdeds ufr’ dw- Ald., phr’ évdehs 7068 drr-
Markl., u#8’ évdehs 7068° dw- Dind., u#8’ érdeds wov dionéoaims Weil. But whether
mended or not the verse seems to me equally out of place. The following words refer
exclusively to v. 977. 979. dyabol PL, corrected by a late hand in P to
olyafol or ol dyafol. dyadol Pors. 980. #» PL, altered by a late hand in P to
éar. 981—989. Hennig rejects these verses and Wecklein follows him.
(1) Why should the queen, after thanking Ach. effusively for his offered help, turn

970. Monk compares Phoen. 1677 lorw
aldnpos Bpxedw Té pot Elpos and 253 dr"Apns
Tdx’ doerat,

973. It is possible that the interpola-
tor here used ¢alresfa: in the sense of
doxeiv. If not, it is hard to find any sense
in the following verse.

977. The u# shows that the sentence
is meant as a wish. In effect she says:
¢My fear is that I shall not be able to
avoid excess in my praise of you’.

979 f. Barnes cps. Orestes 1163 Bipos
7 kdy 798 dorly, alveisOar Aav, and
Monk adds Heracl. 202 xal ydp olv éxl-
@Oovor Nar éxawey éore.

981. wapadépovo’] Not the same as
wpocgépovga : there is in the wapa- the
notion of bringing in something foreign
to the occasion. The word would very
well suit the first introduction of a suf-
ferer's petition, though not a repetition
of it.
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aA\’ oty &a o oxiipe, xdv dwrele
dmjp o xpnards, Svaruxoivras wdeeiv.

oixripe & yuds: olxrpa ydp mwewovlaper.

985

17 wpéra pév o€ yauBpov olipfeis’ Exew,
xenjy xaréoxov Axld* drd ool rdxa
opns yovorr' dv Toion pé\ovow yduots
Oavovs’ éu) wals, & oe Puidfaclar xpeuv.]

@\’ e} pév dpyas elwas, eb 8¢ xal Té\y

agob ydp Oénovros mais éun cwbpcerat.
/ 3 \ ’ ’
Bolher wv ixérw aov mepimrrifas yovv;
» ’ . I, Y N ' ~
amapOévevra pév Tad: el 8é oo Soxei,

afresh to supplications, and begin them in words which directly contradict words she
has used in her supplications before, i.e. goo ff.? (aloxtrouam S¢—oix ¢waidecOnoé-
uead’ oty x.7.\.). (2) Then the passage breaks up internally : g81—g84 stands by
itself; so does g85—éAn(d’ in ¢87. The wpdra uév ge and elrd oot have only the
merest superficial pretence of a connexion of ideas. It is impossible to join the two
passages together in thought, as two reasons for the same conclusion. The latter
half of 989 is manifest ‘padding’. ¢85 is a capital line in itself. (Schiller thinks this
spasmodic recurrence to a suppliant’s tone a natural sign of the bewildered anxiety of
the distressed mother. This notion of a studied inconsistency cannot however be
admitted for Greek Tragedy.) 983. P has what I think was drwfer dv corrected
by a late hand to dwrwfer § which is the reading of L. Both here and at 979 P and

L have y»d{un] in the margin.
(Opusc.).

983. Ixe rov oxnpa] A somewhat
dignified form of ¢ /¢ looks well’. Monk
translates ‘he’ (i.e. as he takes it, djp &
xpnorés) ‘has good grounds’, but a com-
parison of 7ro. 470 (Suws 8’ Exe 7t oxHina
xuc\fjoxew Oeots) shows that Musgrave
was nearer in rendering *‘Aabdet speciem,
vel gratiam” and Hermann in taking &xe
impersonally, and § with dvfp. (The 7ot
seems in place here and the 7« there : cf.
however Hec. 238, and Soph. O. C. 47,
where the Mss. are divided between 7o
and 7¢.)

xlv dwwbev §] Cp. Fr. 894 copdr
ydp drvdpa, xd» éxds valp xOowds, xd»
wiror’ dogois eloldw, xplvw pov. Here
dwwler is apparently used in the sense of
unconnected by ties of family or race;
though the connexion of the idea with
the dvogsos xaxdv éudw shows that it

990. xal Té\n PL,? wxarraxi (see Expl. Notes).

988. 7ol PL, oois e Markland, goist Herm.

993. dwapbévevra: ob

was used in quite a general sense. For
the duvoruxoiwras dpekelr in the next
v. cf. Svoruxoivras dpeAd» in v. 1008
below.

990. The rejection of the previous
9 lines (see Crit. Notes), as Hennig says,
restores to this v. its natural meaning.
All such emendations as Kirchhoff’s
réhe—for which absolute use of TeNéw
there is no parallel—and attempts to
explain 7éAy by supplying a verb in the
imperative, are unnecessary. The words
are a concise expression of the praise
spoken of in the previous verses (977,
979 and g80). The plurals (dpxds and
7é\n) add a dignity to the statement : for
dpxal cf. above ». 320 and /. 7. 939
dpxal 8’ alde pot woAGY wovwr. At Hel,
661 L gives dpxds as a variant for dpxd».
Cf. also the adverbial xar’ dpxds. But I

7—2
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nkei, 8 aidods oup é&xova’ é\evbepov-

el & ov mapovans Tavra tevfopas oébev,
pevérw kat olkovs' ceuva ydp cepvwvréa.
[Spws & doov ye Suvardv aldeicfar xpeuv.]

av pire oy maid Efay w eis éury,
wuift els dvedos duabis ENBwuev, yivar
aTpatds ydp dbpdos apyds wv Tdv olkofev
Aéoyas mwovnpds xal KaxoaTéuovs Gilet.
mavrws 8 u' ixerevovres fiker eis loov,
el T duikerevtws® els épol ydp dor ayov

995

AX.

1000

wpéworra wapbévois, Zogoxhfs ‘Iguyevela 7§ év AdNS. Hesych. 994. 7te 8’ PL,
&ecow Porson: but aldols é\eddepor would be ‘no compliment’ (Monk) to 2 maiden who
was doing what was unmaidenly (dxapfévevra). The same applies to F. W. Schmidt’s
8ix’ aldois. At the same time &' aldofs xovsa is colourless and inexpressive, and
though if #¢ec &’ aldols be taken together the sense, so far, is more positive, it not
only takes away the necessary prominence from 7¢e, but leaves a still weaker
residuum in Suu’ Exovs’ éNevlepor. Possibly ¥xoves' is a corruption of some word
meaning veiling or holding dowm, or é\edfepor a corruption of some word or words
meaning veiled, or cast down. 995. 1806 PL, el & o6 Hartung and Nauck.
raira PL, radréa Heath. 996. cewrtveras PL, cewrvrréa F. W. Schmidt,
rightly, I think. The ordinary reading is a strong description, implying, if anything,
a little reproach. This was felt by the interpolator of the next ». This v. is given
to AX. and the next to KA. in the Mss. Elmsley gave both to Cly. 997.
* Melius aberit” Nauck. I think this ». was an interpolation, springing out of a
mistake in the previous v. (see above). The qualifying ye is quite out of place. The
sense of the passage thus remodelled is in effect, ¢ For she is very shy: but for all
that we must respect her shyness wherever we can’. I imagine that the interpolation
was made before v. 996 was given to AX., and that the man who made this further
alteration understood by 997 ¢ For all that, we are bound to show you (Achilles)
what respect we can’. 1002. Ier’ or &er' corr. by a late hand to #¢er’ P,
#er’ L 1003. o 7' dvixérevros fjs* PL, el 7’ dvikereirws: els Nauck (éxr’

know of no other instance of a similar 1000. Td ofxobev] Their home occu-

plural to 7é\os in the sense of end—ré\y:

usually having various other specul
meanings.

995. ov] because Iph. actually was
absent.

996. opvd ydp oepvvwréa] simply
¢ (her) shyness must be respected’. ceu-
vivorras at Plat. Rep. 405 A is generally
taken as a passive in the sense of ‘are
respected’, ‘gain respect’.

Svabos dpabdés] (incur) ‘the re-
proach of the foolish .

pations and interests.

1003, € t' dvicerebrwg] The adv.
here, with which we must supply yere
from the preceding v., must be taken
actively : f.e. ‘if you come without a
suppliant’s prayer’. Other instances of
similarly formed adjectives used actively
(e.g. dgbhaxros, dwpaxros) are given by
Kriiger 41, 11, 326. Closely parallel to
drixérevros is the dvevkros quoted by Mark-
land from an epigram in Plat. Alc. 143 A,
where it is used actively.
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péyaros vuds éfamrariafar xaxdy.
os & « deovoac’ lo0i, py Yevdds p épeiv’ 1005
Yevdi Aéywv 8¢ xai patny éyxepropdy
Odvocus: pn Odvosus &', v cocw xdpyy.
KA. Svaco ovvexds Svatuyoivras opeldy.
AX. dxove & vy, lva To wpayw &y Kalos.
KA. 7l Toir’ &\efas os dxovoréov oé aov; 1010
AX. weiocov peradfis mwarépa Béltiov Ppoveiv.
KA. «xaxds 165 éote xal Mav TapBei aTpaTov.
AX. a\\’ odv Moyor ye xatamalaiovow ¢dBovs.
drxeretry 0°. Weil). 1004. € dwal\dfa: P corrected by a late hand to
éfawalrdtar. 1005—1007. J. C(onington) regards these vv. as spurious, and
Dindorf has followed him. 1007. The w of the second 8dvou is added above

the line, I think by a second hand, in P. 1008. I suspect that owexds, which
is not a poetical word, and is weak here, whether taken (as is best) with 8vaiw or
with d@erdy, is either a gloss or, more likely, a comment, directing that two words
should be read as one (see above on v. 1004), which has crept into the text. This
latter suggestion may be regarded as a faint support of the view that vv. 1005—1007
are spurious: #.c. the owwexds may conceivably have referred to the word éfa-
waldfa. Possibly the words ousted by owwexds were 3’ adrds or xal ov.
1009. & vi» PL, 84 »u»r Barnes. Cp. on 7. 1146 below.—&xp corrected by an
early hand to &xe« P, &xp with e written over the p by the first hand (Vit.) L.
Those who wrote &ec apparently took Iva in the sense of Aow, a natural extension
of its use for the circumstances in whichk. 1011. welBwued’ adrns PL, but
in P there is an erasure over the w extending back to the 8 and the 6 itself is a
correction, I think, for an earlier ¢, while in I. wel@wuer is written over the former
word. weldwuer Scaliger, addis Matthiae, atrsis Monk. Markland says the Paris
copies of L vary between welfoued’ and welfouer. 1 believe that the original was
weloor peratfs and that a copyist’s erroneous writing of the second word as
uebairis was the source of all the subsequent corruption. The imperative suits
the passage better than the 1st pers. subj., for it is clear that Achilles does
not mean to take any part in the attempt to prevail on Agamemnon. ueraifis,
¢ from henceforth’, would be naturally used of a change of mind. 1013. ol

1006. pdry dyxepropeiy] very nearly
corresponds to the English * swagger’.

1007. p Odvorpr 8° x.7.\.] These
words seem to us at first a weak conclu-
sion. The expression has been influ-
enced by its antithetical form. Probably
in effect they were meant as an assu-
rance :—* As I hope for life I will save
the maiden’.

1o10. 1 have adopted Markland’s
punctuation of this line, but not quite his

interpretation, which is: * Quid Aoc dicis
guare me oportet audsre te?” 1 think ds is
that (conj.) and that the sentence is ‘short’
for ¢ what is this which you mean when
you say I must hear (something) from
you?’ The passage Markland cites from
the 7'roades (v. 889) is not parallel : the
&s there is exclamatory.

1012. See Introduction p. xv and
above v. §17, and cp. Fr. 716 xaxds ris
éori wpokémp ool xpwperos,
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KA. uxpa pev éxmis’ '8 7o 8¢ xpewv pe Spav ¢ppdaov.
AX. ixérev’ éxetvov mpdta p) xreiveww Téxva

W & advriBalvy, wpos éué ooi mopevréov.

T N . =

[etn ydp 70 xppilov &wifler’, ob Todpov xpeav

xwpeiv' e ydp Tovro Tjv cumypiav.

xdys 1 dpelvwy mpos dplov yenjoopar,

orpards T dv ob péwpaurs ', € 1d wpdypara

Adoywopévws wpacooys pallov 3 odéve.

PL, odv Markl., Aoyovs PL, ¢béSovs Musgrave (and so Wecklein). 1014. In
yuxpd in P the p is inserted over the line in darker ink: ¢.e. the first hand wrote
yuxa, a mistake significant of the nature of the copyist.— 8¢ xp# PL (xp4 corrected
in L by the first hand from xpf), 8, 7« 8 xp# Reiske, Markland and Musgrave, and so
most editors. Scaliger's impossible xped suggested to Hermann xpedr, which is I
think the best emendation:—xp# may well have been an explanation of the more
unusual xpedr. 1016. d» PL, s Markland. 1017. ey ydp T Xphjor
éxlfer’ PL (the 7 erased by a late hand in P), xal 33 70 xpiifor éxifev Monk, § yap
k7. \. Weil, who takes éwifer’ to be for éwifere, el ydp 70 xpnordr weloer’ Blom-
field. This verse is so corrupt that it seems to me impossible to determine whether
it was originally spurious or not. 1018—1r1033. At any rate the following
six verses will, I think, generally be allowed to be an interpolation. The chief
indications of their late origin are the following : xwpely used in the sense of xwpeiv
wpds &yor, the weakness of the rest of the line, with its vague roiro, the prosaic
Aehoywuérws : the xal in 1022 shows that xparfévrwr (used as gen. abs. with rodrwy
or Tdv wpayudrwy understood) was scanned by the accent as ~—-: lastly in 1023
xdr for xal is evidently a resource of a poor versifier. Monk rejected v. 1022,
Dindorf 7v. 1017—1023 and Nauck follows him in so doing. Weil rejects the last
two zv. only, Hennig (who reads j...&x0er), none. I think very possibly the
interpolator of this passage had in mind Hecuba vv. 854—856 :—elwws paveln y°
dore ool 7’ Exew ka\ds, orparg Te ph Sbfayu k.7 1019. In P a late hand
has written an explanatory 7ot over the 7. 1021. cOéver P, cbéver L (with w

1015

1020

1017. 1 xpiitov] Lit. “skat which
desires® (cf. Thuc. 1. 36 70 3¢3ds and 79
Oapaoiv), a periphrasis for ‘desire’, but
not, as most interpreters take it, for ‘en-
treaty’; for though, like the English
require, desiderate, the word is sometimes
used of the expression of a need, it
properly applies to feling the need.
Hennig (see C. N.) sees no difficulty in
making a general clause with a guasi
gnomic aorist (J 78 xpiifor Exifer: “gua
optatio persuasit”) subordinate to words
which must apply to the particular case:
““ som me opus est intercedeve”. It must

be admitted that Weil’s § makes the
Xwpetr easier.

1019. For duelvaw wpds ¢l\ov, which
has a suspicious ring about it, Monk
compares Alc. 433 duelvor’ els éué, and
Vitelli vv. 1179 and 1184 (xaxi» wepl o¢é)
below, and Med. 82 olos els duds, and
Xen. Cyrop. V. 3. 27 (rowbros els aé).
Both the yerficopac and the wéupasro dv
clauses must be taken together as apodosis
to the following el clause.

1021. Adoywopdves] ‘by plan’—well
enough as a contrast to ‘by force’, but
not the contrast which is in place here.
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xaAds 8¢ xpavlarray kal wpos 7dony Pilass

aol 7 dv y&vorro xdv duod xuwpls Tdde.]

ws cadpor’ elmas. Spagréov & & aoi Soxei.
i & al ¢ pun wpdoowpey dv éyd Oérw,
wod o adbis couecba; mod xpy w abiiav
é\boiigav elpeiv oy xép émixovpov xaxdy;
nueis ae Ppvhaxos od xpéos Puhafouer.

pn tls o By oreiyovoav émrronuévyy
Aavady 8 yhov' undé marppov Sopov
aloyw'* 6 ydp Tor Tuvddpews ovk dkios
[xaxds dxovar: &v ydp EXAnow péyas)

103

1025

1030

written over e by an early hand). 1022. «kparférrwy xal P, and in L there is
an erasure of one or two letters after xparférrwy. 1024. @ cdgpor’ PL, but an
early hand in both corrected to ks cdgpor’: the correction is more complete in
L as the circumflex has been erased. (The first stage in the error was probably the
accidental omission of one of the two sigmas; then a later scribe, taking elras for a
participle, altered & into &.) 1025. adrd PL,ad r« Monk. & P,'d» L, d» Monk.
1026. The ¢ in éybuesfa was added by an early hand in L. Wecklein would read
wol for the second wof. 1028. @Uhaxes ob xpedw puhdooouey PL, guhifouer
Markland. I think the ¢tAaxes pvhdfoper is very weak, and suggest that originally

the line ran fuels ge Ppohaxos ob xpéos Puhdfouer.

To advise supplication is hardly to ¢ con-
duct the affair by plan’.

1022. It is possible that the xal was
not due to the original writer: if so the
line is open to a different though less
serious metrical objection: s.e. the lack
of a caesura in the middle, and the divi-
sion into two halves. If the xal was
part of the original line it was probably
intended to go with the following 7’ as
both—and: if a subsequent addition, it
was probably made by some one who did
not see the sense of the two lines and
thought xa\. xpar. wanted joining to
wpds H3. ¢pi\. —I think we are meant to
supply rdvde from the rdde in v. 1023
and not 7d» wpayudrwr, as most, with
kparbévrwr.

1023. The d» in xd» must be supposed
to be a repeated dv.—A miserable rag of
sense we get from the sentence at best:
¢ If these things are brought to a success-
ful issue they will please your friends,

1032. I have no hesitation in

and please you, without help from me’.

1024. &g oddpov’ dwas] These words
could hardly refer to zz. 1015 and r1016.
It is probable therefore that the spurious
1017—1023 were composed to fill a gap
in the text. Hardly any one, though,
but their author could suppose that &s
adppor’ elwras could refer to them.

1025. Monk cps. /. 7. 513 dp’ dv 7(
o ppdoeas v dyd 0w ;

1028 f. 1 have followed Markland’s
note in putting a full stop at gpuhdEouer.
Most editors take u4 7is o’ I8y x.7.\. as
depending upon ¢uvNdfouer, but it is best
to make them begin a separate prohibi-
tion. Cly. has asked Ach. where she is
to find him when she wants him. His
answer is that he will come when he is
wanted, and that she is not to venture—in
her excited state too—to traverse the
camp. (Monk puts a full stop after pvAa-
fouer, but says in his note that it is a
mistake for a comma.)
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KA. éorai tad. 'dpye" aoi pe Sovhevew xpeav.
el & elot Beol, dixaios dv avip, Oedv
éoOhav xvpnoes' el 8¢ pij, Ti 8¢t woveiv;

1035

ZT4CIMON .
Tis ap’ Vpévaios dia AwTod Aifvos
perd Te Piloxopov xilfdpas
avplyyov & vmd xalapoeo-
ody &rracev laydy,
8" dva TIp\wov ai kaAhimhoxapuor

XO. aTp.

1040

following F. W. Schmidt (and Nauck) in rejecting this line, thus giving a speech
of the same length as that to which it is an answer, and getting rid of a senseless line.
¢ Bringing shame on her father's house’ is not the same thing as causing Tyndareus
‘to be ill spoken of ’ (xaxds dxotew). 1033. forw PL, éorac Markl. 1034.
In P this v is in cramped writing and ends with d»)p. In L ovye is added, but not by
the original hand (Vit. calls it an early hand, Wil.-M6ll. recemtissima). a0 Tot Valck-
enaer, with Porson’s approbation, which words Heimsoeth would put after feol.
Hermann (Opusc.) begins the 2. o0 &', el uév elow Geol.  Vitelli, following Monk in
taking ¢oONG» in 2. 1035 as masc. with fed» supplied, would fill the gap by 6ewn.
This I have adopted. The similarity of the ending of the previous v. may have
caused the loss of fed». See Porson’s note on Phoess. 5, where he gives several
instances of the loss of some case of feds.

early hand from (I think) &.
Expl. N. on v. 1039.) 1038.
1039. &sracar PL, éoracer Portus.

1034. For the synizesis of 8eol follow-
ing a short syllable cf. Soph. 0. 7. 1519
dANd Oeols v" ExOioTos rw.

1035. For (0edv) éoONdv xuphoes
Monk compares Joz 1369 éo0oi 8’ E&xvpoa
daluovos. For 7l 3¢t woveiy Vitelli cps.
Soph. 0. C. 10232 ¢ & éyxparels petyov-
ow, o0déy 3el woveiv.

1036—1097. Third Stasimon. *Om-
nium in Euripide, mea opinione, pulcher-
rimum et suavissimum” Markland. The
subject of the strophe and antistrophe is
the wedding of Peleus and Thetis, with
which in the Epode is contrasted the
mock wedding between their son and
Iphigeneia.

1039. Yoracev] There is, I believe,
no other instance of any variety of the
phrase lordvar Sofw being used with somg

ris PL, 7iv’ (and ‘Tuéracos) Markl.
xalaudecoar PL, xalapoesodr Markland.
1040.

1036.

In P 3¢ is corrected by an
(See

1035.

In P this v. begins with Sra» dvd

or music, instead of a person as its subject.
It is this fact which makes Markland’s
70'... Tuévaos worthy of consideration.
It is quite conceivable though, that in
lyric poetry such a phrase as ‘what song
raised its strains’ would be used as an
intentional variety of the ordinary ex-
pression.

laxdv] Cf. Elmsley on Heraclidac
v. 752 and Nauck Stud. Eur, 1. 111 f.
[Yaxri and Gixéw always in tragedy, though
the aor. ldxor (Or. 1465, 7vo. 839):
where the metre demands @ read dyd—
cf. v. 1045—ft.e. hx7: the forms in xx
are confined to “Iaxxos and its derivatives
laxyd{w and éwefiaxydiw.]

1040. dvd II\wov] apparently means
along the ridge of Pelion (on their way
from Mt Olympus?): so d» &pos in v. 1046.



IPIFENEIA H EN AYAIAI 10§

Iliepldes mapa Sairi Oecdv

Xpvaeogavdaloy Uxvos

év yd@ xpovcovaas

IIn\éws eis yapov JAbov,

perpdois Oérw dynpaat Tév T Alaxldav 1045
Kevrabpov dv' dpos rhéovaar

Ip\dda xad tAav;

[6 8 Aapdavias, Aws

Mrpur Tpigmpa Ppilov, - 1050

(with a space between) corrected to 7’ dvd, in L an erasure follows laxdr and &'
drd is in an erasure. I conjecture that the confusion arose from the presence in some
Ms. of an dvrdy by the side of laxdr, intended either as a variant or an explanation.
1041—1043. Pv. 1041 and 1063 should correspond metrically, but as they stand in
the Mss. they are: Iliepides év dairl Oedw and: wailes al Oecoalal, uéya ¢us, which
certainly do not. In 2. 1063 I have adopted Weil's modification of Kirchhoff’s
reading (waidd oce Becoally wéya ¢ds, with yevwicew in 1065), and, with’ some
doubt, Kirchhoff’s xapa for é» in 1041. Hennig, on the ground that these words can
only mean that ‘the Muses came to Peleus’s wedding, while beating the ground (etc.)
in a banquet of the gods’, reads IliepiSes, xdpu’ éxl Sairl Geww and (in 1063) waides oi
Oecoallas, uéya pws. He argues from the fact that in a chorus of the Bacchae Iiepla
corresponds to xard ¢dos, that the ¢ in ITiepldes might be treated in Lyric poetry as
a short syllable—a very inconclusive deduction. His objection to the meaning of the
ordinary reading is well founded. It can only be met by saying that xpodovoas is used
*habitually’, in the sense of ‘who often beat’ (the ground etc. at the feasts of the
gods). But this would at least need the article before xpodovsas. I propose to avoid
this difficulty by reading xpoboovsa:s in v. 1043 for the Mss. xpovovea:r. In such a
position a ¢ may well have slipped out, especially in an uncial Ms. The airl feaw I
take therefore to be the same as that spoken of in 2. 1060, that, i.c., at the wedding

of Peleus and Thetis. 1044. ln\éws (with g, i.e. owitnas, over éws) P, IInéos
L. 1045. peAwdol PL, nekpdois Elmsley (on Heracl. 752). laxfuast PL (with
drrl puas written over the la in both Mss.), dxiuas:t Elmsley. 1046. ¢év Speat

PL, but in L é, which Vitelli gives as the reading, looks, in his facsimile, as if
it had been altered by a later hand to &', which is the reading of Paris A. d»’ 8pos
Herm. When d»' became é», 8pos would naturally become &pege. xAbovoa: PL,
x\elovrac Brodaeus, and Paris A, xMéovsa: Monk. 1049—1053. I have no
hesitation in rejecting these vv. and the corresponding v2. 1071—1075. Ganymede
and the arms of Achilles were two stock .mythological ‘tags’ worked in here
possibly by the same interpolator who dished up for us earlier in the play the
Homeric catalogue of the ships. The mention of what happened af the feast
interrupts awkwardly here the account of the guests trooping to it along the
mountain and of the sea-nymphs’ dance on the sea-shore. 1050. ¢iMov PL

1042. XpvoswodvBalov] Euripides passages, Aeschylus one (xpuoeooréhuovs
has seven (generally accepted) instances  in a trochaic tetrameter), Sophocles none.
of compounds in xpuoeo- (instead of the Euripides is the only tragedian who uses
ordinary forms in xpvoo-), always in lyrical compounds beginning with xa\«eo-.
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xproéoicw dpvoae AoySav

& xpamjpwr yvdAots,

6 Dpiyros Tavvpdns. ]

wapd 8¢ Nevkodar) Yrduaboy

eiMoaopevar KUKAia 1055
mevTikovTa Kdépar yduovs

Nonpéws éxopevoav.

dvd & é\araioi orepavawde Te YNa avr.
Olagos Euorev imrmwoBdras

Kevravpwy éml daira Tdv 1060

Oecv xpariipa Te Baryov.

péya & dvéxhayov: & Nypni xopa,
maida gé Oecoalia uéya Pas
pavris 6 ¢posBada podoav

(with d»rl uids over wv in L), ¢ihor Musurus. 1055. «txha Weil rejects as
an interpolation, and in 7v. 1056 f. transposes Nnpéws and vduovs (see on v. 1078
in the antistrophe). I think it impossible that the strophe and antistrophe could
have ended with lines which correspond so badly as yduovs éxopevoar and Hy\éws
0’ Yuevalovs, so I have adopted the transposition. 1056. Nnpéws corrected by
(perhaps) an early hand to Nupfios P, Nypfios L, but the fos is in an erasure: the
correction, V. says, is an early one. 1058. A good instance of the short-
sighted way in which Mss. are sometimes corrected is the fact that an early hand
in L so accents these words as to make them read orepdrw dei re. 1059.
ixwoféras PL, lwwofdras Paley and Gomperz, who compare the use (Soph. Zrack.
1095) of iwwofduwr as an epithet for the Centaurs. Paley compares Cyclops 54, at
which place L! reads dypoSéra and L? and P dypofdra. I do not think Hennig’s
objection, founded on the difference of meaning between -8arys and -Béuwr, conclusive.
1063. Nnpnei corrected by a not very early hand to Nypnt P, Nypnt L. 1063.
waides al Oecosgalal PL, waida o OecoaNg Kirchhoff, in which Weil changes oV to ge.
1064. &8’ ¢oifa povoar eldds P (an early hand crossed through the &' and a later

1058. ‘Among the pines, with their sense. For the images it suggests cp.

green crowns’, oreparddes being used
with reference to the flat circular shape
often assumed by the foliage of the silver
fir. Weil reads é\drais od» o7., and takes
the words to mean ‘leaning on pine-
stems, and garlanded with green leaves’,
quoting (after Lenz and Matthiae) Hes.
Scut. 188, where é\drac are mentioned
as the weapons of the Centaurs. Vitelli
also compares the Homeric xpuoép drd
oxirrpp A 15 and 374. But the passage
as it stands gives us at least as good a

Ale. 585 f. Syuxbuwr wépay Balvovs’ éNa-
1d», and Bacch. 38 xAwpals ix’ ENdraus.
For the dvd cf. above, v. 754. .

1062. I think it is best to take uéya
as an adv. qualifying dvéxhayor and not
as part of the Centaurs’ song, which
begins at & and goes down to wvpdowr.
This again is better than taking ‘d...
¢os’ and ‘8s...wvpdowr’ to be words
uttered by Cheiron only.

1063. For ©Oegoahia péya ¢ds cp.
below 7. 1503 &€0peyas 'EXNGS: puéya ddos.
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eldds yevvacew 1065
Xelpwv éfovopaler,

8 fEe xOova Noyyripeas adv Mupuidovar
domarais Ilpidpoo xhewav

'IMdda mvpdowy.

[xepi oépar. xpvoéwy

sxlwv ‘Hpawrromdvay

xexopvipévos &dvr', &k Oeds

patpds Swprijpar’ Iy

@éridos, & v &ucre.]

paxdpiov Tote Salpoves

Tds evmwdrpidos yauov

Nnpjdds 7° &0ecav morvias

1070

1075

one changed ¢oifa into goBos, and inserted a 6 before uovsar and a 7’ after it), 5’ 6
pofa povoar &dds (corrected to & & ¢poifos & wovsdr v’ eldds) L. I am not sure
about the original accents in P. The eldds in Vitelli’s collation (Oss. p. 70) is a
misprint for &3ds, the first* being the apostrophe of the 7'. 8 gofada uoboar eldus
Hermann. 1065. ~yervdoes PL (yevmiges is written over it in P and 9 is
written over a in L), yerrdoew Weil. 1066. é¢twvbuacer PL, éiovduadev Monk
and Fimhaber (Hermann, who reads d»éx\aye» in 1062, reads dfovopdfior here).
1067. #tes PL, but the adoption of the above-mentioned emendations almost seems
to necessitate %¢o«. 1068. \oyxripesar PL (oo corrected to ¢ in L but not in P).
1069. dowiorais P, dowioraioe L (with a ‘quasi erasure’, Vitelli says, of the final ).
1070. vaiar éxxvpwowy PL. Weil calls attention to the fact that there is no place
here for both yaiar and x06va and reads Ilépyaud re wvpdowr, which, as he says,
also restores the strophical correspondence : I have ventured to read 'Ihd3a wvpdowr.
In uncials yaia» and ’INd3a are very similar, and when once yaiar had taken its
place the éx would be added for the sake of the metre. 1075. &nxre PL,
Ericrer L3 1078. Nupijdos &ecar wpdras PL. In both a later hand has
altered N. to Nypntdos and written dvrl suas over the -80s, meaning it, I think,
to apply to the two syllables -3os ¢-. In L -y is written by an early hand—Vit.

1066. {fovépalev] Used as éwoudiw
at I s15 and 2 449 in the sense of state
distinctly, promise. It is a little difficult
to find an exact force for the imperfect
here; perhaps it may be given by putting
an ahovays with the English verb; ‘al-

1o71—1075. If these vz, were ad-
mitted into the text we should have to
suppose the Centaurs’ song to end at
étovépager, for Thetis could not be
spoken of in the third person by name
in a song addressed to her. Paley sees

ways foretold .

1070. For x8dva...xvpdowr cf. Soph.
Ant. 286 f. xvpdowr...vi», and cf. above
v. 535, and Kuster on Ar. ZThesm. 11§
where he gives several instances from
tragedy of x0uw or vf used instead of
woMs.

in the assumption of these zv. that
Achilles would go to Troy already pos-
sessed of the armour made by Hephaestus,
a proof that Euripides did not know oss
‘Homer’.—The acc. évdurd with xexo-
pviuévos and the éx which follows it are
questionable Greek.
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Xproéoww dpvoae AoSav

& xpamjpwr yvdAots,

0 Ppvyos Tavuuridns.)

mapd 8¢ Nevkodar yYrauaboy

eiMoaipevar xvKhia 1055
mevTiikovTa Kdpat tyduovs

Nnpéws éxopevoar.

dvd & é\draiol gredpavader Te xNia avr.
Olagos éuorev immoBdras

Kevravpoy érl Saira Tdv 1060

Oewv xparipa Te Baxyov.

péya & avéxhayov: & Nypni xopa,
mwaida ge¢ Begoalia uéya Pas
pavtis 6 ¢poBdda povoav

(with drrl wuds over wr in L), ¢ior Musurus. 1035. xoxMda Weil rejects as
an interpolation, and in zv. 1056 f. transposes Nypéws and ~yduous (see on v. 1078
in the antistrophe). I think it impossible that the strophe and antistrophe could
have ended with lines which correspond so badly as yduovs éxdpevoar and Hphéws
0’ dueralovs, so I have adopted the transposition. 1056. Nnpéws corrected by
(perhaps) an early hand to Nwpfios P, Nupios L, but the fos is in an erasure: the
correction, V. says, is an early one. 1058. A good instance of the short-
sighted way in which Mss. are sometimes corrected is the fact that an early hand
in L so accents these words as to make them read oregpirw dei re. 1059.
ixwofdras PL, IrwoBiras Paley and Gomperz, who compare the use (Soph. Zrack.
1095) of ixwofduwr as an epithet for the Centaurs. Paley compares Cyclops 54, at
which place L! reads dypoSéra and L? and P dvypoSira. I do not think Hennig’s
objection, founded on the difference of meaning between -8arys and -Bduwr, conclusive.
1062. Nmpnei corrected by a not very early hand to Nypnt P, Nypnt L. 1063.
waides al Oeosoalal PL, waida od Oesoallg Kirchhoff, in which Weil changes a9 to oe.
1064. 8’0 ¢oiSa povoar eldds P (an early hand crossed through the & and a later

1058. ‘Among the pines, with their
green crowns’, orepardider being used
with reference to the flat circular shape
often assumed by the foliage of the silver
fir. Weil reads éNdraus od» o7., and takes
the words to mean ‘leaning on pine-
stems, and garlanded with green leaves’,
quoting (after Lenz and Matthiae) Hes.
Scut. 188, where édrar are mentioned
as the weapons of the Centaurs. Vitelli
also compares the Homeric xpuréy dvd
axixTpp A 15 and 374. But the passage
as it stands gives us at least as good a

sense. For the images it suggests cp.
Ale. 585 f. Syudbpwr wépar Balvovs’ éa-
7dr, and Bacch. 38 x\wpals Ox’ éndraus.
For the dvd cf. above, 2. 754. .

1063. I think it is best to take uéya
as an adv. qualifying dvéxhayor and not
as part of the Centaurs’ song, which
begins at @ and goes down to wupdews.
This again is better than taking *d...
@&’ and ‘8s...wvpdowr’ to be words
uttered by Cheiron only.

1063. For ©Gegoalig uéya ¢ds cp.
below v. 1503 &0peyus ‘BN miys
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eldds yevvacew

Xeipov éfovopalev,

6 #ike. xOova Noyxripest avv MupuiSovar
damwrais Ilpiapoio xKhewav
'I\idda mupdiocwy.

[wept oupare xpvoéwy

omAwv ‘Heawgromovuy
xexopvBpévos &dur, éx Oeds
patpds Swpijpar’ Exwy

@éridos, d wv erucre.]
paxdpioy Tote Salpoves

Tds evmwdTpidos yduoy
Nnpjidds 7' &fecav morvias
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1070

~

(2]
7
‘2

one changed ¢oBa into poySos, and inserted a 6 before porear and 2 = atier 1., v .
pofa povoar &dds (corrected to &' & Poifos 6 wowdr 7' eBus) L. I smr na wre
about the original accents in P. The efdds in Vitelli's collator ... 7. @ » &

misprint for &3ds, the first " being the apostrophe of the 7. ¢ osudmic usver -dlas

Hermann. 1065. yewvdgeis PL (yerrjoers is written »mer £ 2 7 o ~ 3
written over a in L), yervdoewr Weil. 1066. éfweruare 32, & o ‘loan

and Firnhaber (Hermann, who reads dréxayer in 106:. yemis Sweemiiw ercy

1067. ke PL, but the adoption of the above-mentiones ememmuumy umuvel <cow
to necessitate 7ot 1068. Aoyxipeser PL (er cocrecast u r 1 L sz i 10 )
1069. dowiorais P, dowioraios L (with a ‘quasi erasce ™ Tneli &yw « "0 nal i
1070. vyaiar éxrvpdowr PL. Weil calls attentioz == e 2x= ‘tug “here i+ av place
here for btk vyaiav and x0éva and reads Méryaus ~r wemwwen vmch, 18 /18 2%

also restores the strophical correspondence : 1 hxve e ‘0 au Dsds rpasns

1]

In uncials yafar and 'Ikdda are very similz-. sni winam ace ~wiar imi 1368
place the éx would be added for the sake :x7 in: metre.
Ericrey L2 1078. Npphéos (fesr vawrmr ?L.
altered N. to lendwﬁna'.—;-m'n-ﬂl;v’_':'l V.
to apply to the two syllables Sos &. Ex _ -w 3 vrmtem iy 48

1066. {fovépaley] Used as sommite i Dl e ahoubd hows ©
at I 515 and Z 449 in the sense i e mutes .o (D8 M o ond &
distinctly, promise. It is 3 Xcin dificut ‘be
to fi ez - "

o find an exact force foe “he mpeeree: ’-f:.,..ht.”"-

”»

ops. irmre Il

Joeh 1 ‘ater hand b=
u, 1 rhmie

here; perhaps it may be givex 3y ety pwie 14 13 ¢ %) M: 3
an glways with the Enght w=ir: ‘> =39 o these * f.
ways foretold” 3 S tt 8
T e 5 g il wouid i 10 L papeton -

1070. waﬁn_’-_-.t g L -, pusps) s,
Ant. 186 f. ropisew_win ms 2. T - "‘#‘ - mi),
v 535 sad Kmter o & Twm © s e ¥ L v ad
et el . alind

where he gives wum am—- L, ay o
tgedy of v u v S SERRPS. ey o
néhs. '
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IInkéws 6 Vuevalovs.

o¢ & & xopa oréjrovor xaAlixépay 1080
wAoxapoy ’Apyetor, Salidy

dore merpaiwv aw’ dvrpwv é\boboav dpéwy
poayov dxipatov, Spéreiov

aipdaoovres Aaiudy’

oV avpuyys Tpadeicay, ovd

év poBdioeat Bovxihwv,

mapa 8¢ parépe vvudoxouoy

"Ivayidais yduov.

wol T0 Tds aidois

% 7O Tds dperds Eye

émpdos

108§

1090

says m. pr.—over -as. Most editors have adopted Heath's Nypgidwr. Weil, see on
vv. 1055—6 above, reads here Nyppdés 7' €fecar yduor, which last word he takes
from v. 1077 to put in the place of wpdras which he rejects as a gloss. (The 7’
is Hermann’s.) I venture to prefer Nnpdos 7 &ecar worrias. I take wpuras to have
been originally an explanation of worvlas (scanned -~ -). 1080. éxl xdpa PL,
@ xépa Herm. (Opusc.). 108t. ¥y d\dr PL, Bahdr Scaliger (cf. Hec. go).
1082. épéww PL, épelay Monk, but there is no objection of any kind to the gen.
Cf. Soph. Ant. 2189 wbéhews dvdpes. 1086. pofdhces PL, pofdhoesc Dobree.
1087. rumpoxéuor PL, vuugdxouor Reiske. 1090. Oovacw &xee PL. 1 agree
with Bothe that we ought only to have &e: here, that the word dvwagwr was writ-
ten originally in . 1093, and that d¢wamw, being written over it as an explanation,
took its place, dtwaocw being transferred by a copyist’s mistake to 10go. Hartung
excludes both d¢racw and éxet in 1090 and reads o6évet in 1091. I have adopted
Bothe's reading, but I think the process of the error was more probably this: that
dtvacwr was put in with the first éxer by way of explanation, to show, f.e., that

1083. Ppdraov] I think it is worth
suggesting that here and possibly at
Hervacl. 832 (Aaupdr Bporelwr) Bpéreios
has nothing to do with Sporés mortal,
but is derived from the Homeric Spéros
alparodes, and means gory (here proleptic).

1085. odpyy] Cf. on 210 above.
The é» before poyBdrrest must be supplied
mentally with gdpiyyt too, év being here
‘within the sound of'. The poBnoes
would doubtless be made by evpcyyes,
so that the whole expression is equivalent
to odx év poiBdiaest Bovkohixdv ouplyywr.
For the position of the prep. cf. Soph.
Ant. 367 woré pév xaxby, d\or’ éx’
éaONy Epwer. Ant. 1176, O. T. 734,

Ar. Achk. 533, Lobeck on Soph. Ai. vv.
395 fl., Eur. Phoen. 361 obrw 8¢ rdpfos
els pdPor 7" dguxopny : this idiom is post-
Homeric.

1087 f. These lines are hard: they
seem to mean ‘having not yet left her
mother, though attired as a bride for
some Argive husband’. For yduos in
the sense of bride Weil cps. Androm.
103. There is no parallel for ruupbropos
in the sense of ‘in bridal attire’, but
nothing else can be made of it here, and
the analogy of similar compounds allows
it, and at Med. ¢85 the verb ruugoxouety
is used in the neuter sense of ‘to appear
as a bride’.
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abévew T mpocwmor;
omére T0 pév doemrov Exes
dvvacw, d & dpera xarom:-
alev Ovarois dueleiray,
dvopia 8¢ vopwy xpatei,

\ » \ ~
xal w3 xowds aywv Bporois,

pun s Gedv POovos ENOp.

1095

KA. éE\Gov olkwy mpookomovuévy moow,

Xpoviov amdvra KdxhehovroTa aTéyas.
[&v Baxpvowo: & 7 rdhawa wals éu,
woM\ds icloa perafolds odvppdrwv,
Bdvarov dxovoad’, dv merjp BovAeerac]

this éxec was equivalent in force to the following dtwaswr Exei, and that when it
had made its way into the text, the second dtvasw was altered, for variety’s sake,
to dtwauwr. 1093. d&twamr PL, Stwagw Bothe (see on 1090). 1096. xal
xowds PL, xal uh xowds Herm. This emendation of sense and metre alike is
adopted by all editors but Firnhaber. 1008. wpogaxowovuévy PL: a late
hand in P altered the oo into o. 1099. dwérr’ dkhehawéra P, altered by
an early hand to dwérra xdxNehowéra: the latter is the reading of L, but not
the original one, as the letters ra x are in an erasure. 1100—1103. I have
marked these three zz. as spurious. The first and last seem to me weak lines,
and all three make an awkward interruption in Cly.’s speech. The most decided
blot in them is the 8» SovAevera: for 8» Bovheve:. The only acc. which BovAevesfa
can take is an adverbial or cognate acc. of a neuter pronoun. Markland altered
0 in 1100 to &'. Weil suspects 8dvaror in 1102 and suggests rov yduor. Monk
would have expelled vv. 1099—1103, reading 3éuas or wéda in v. 1098 for wéow,—

1091. For aldols and dperds xpéocwwor
Firnhaber well compares Ar. Birds 1334
0 Tiis dyardpporos Hovxias etriuepor xpoo-
wTor.

1093. Karémodev] i.c. men turn their
backs on virtue.

which she went in. But, however we
imagine it, it is nothing more than a
matter of stage arrangement: a device,
that is, to bring about the following
meeting and conversation,
wpoaxowovpévn] in the course of my

1098. Here the fourth epeisodion be-
gins. When Cly. left the stage at 2. 1035
it was to seek her husband and try to
dissuade him from his purpose. Ag.
left the stage at the end of the second
epeisodion. We may suppose that, though
his wife thought (cf. . 740) that he was
then going into the camp, she had
imagined at z. 1035 that he might by
that time have returned. She now comes
out, with the same purpose as that with

watching or waiting (for my husband)’,
not ‘to watch’ for him.

1101. Headlam calls attention to the
technical musical sense of uerafory. Cf.
Aristid. de Mus. 1. p. 43 perafoMy 8¢
dore pufpuch pvOudr d\holwass 3 dywyds,
and Quintilian 1X. 4. 50 V& [rhythms),
guomodo cocperant, currunt usque ad
peraBo\nw, id est tramsitum in alind
genus rhythmi.
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ppny & dp elyov wAnaiov BeBnxitos
*Ayapéuvovos Todd', G5 émrl Tols avrod Téxvois
avégia mpaoowy avtly' evpebioera. 110§
ATA. Andas yéveOhov, é&v ka\g o’ & Sopwv
nipnx, W elmw mwapblévov ywpls Néyovs
ods ovk drovew Tds ryauovuévas mpémer.
KA. i & éorw, of gos xawpds avrinalvrae;
ATA. dcmeume maida Tdvde Swudrov mwapos: 183 {¢)
@s xépviSes mapewsw nurpemiouévar,
In t100 P has ddaxpvoior 6'.—In t101 the first hand of P wrote leisa. 1104.

adroé PL, altered by an early hand in L to adrof.

rrro. The Mss. have

Swudrwy warpds wéra. The warpds péra, even when taken proleptically (for ¢so
as to be with’, or ‘to go with her father’), is weak and out of place. This
is the first interview between the husband and wife since Cly. left the stage at
v. 740 with the declaration that she certainly would not give up to Ag. the duty
of attending on the bride. There Ag. accepts (vv. 742 fi.) the situation, and it
is inconceivable that he should begin this interview with what is merely a feeble
reiteration of his previous request. I have small doubt that Nauck was right in
conjecturing that warpés is a mistake for wdpos. Heimsoeth, accepting wdpos, rejected
péra and inserted dedpo before Sdwudrwr. I have adopted these emendations, pre-
ferring, however, to write 7&vde as being a word more likely than defpo to have

fallen out or been ejected. I

1103. pwfpny Ixav] is here used as
at Hel. 1583 and Hdt. 1. 14, 1v. 79 and
81, in the sense of urnobipau, mention.
Below at . 1231 it has the commoner
sense of ‘bear in mind’.—ép’ marks Cly.’s
sudden discovery that the man she has
been talking of is approaching.

1104. For éxl ‘against’ cp. Phoen.
1379 Bar Spbunua Sewor dAAfhos Exi:
this use is poetical.

1105. ‘‘wpbooav) = mackinari, Or.
1579, 1587 etc.” Vitelli.

1107. ' dww] va here is used ellip-
tically. The idea of purpose, which is
implied in the words év xahg, is what
has to be supplied. The train of the
thought was probably: ‘fortunately, that
is, for my purpose of telling’. Compare
the parenthetical use of Iva mentioned
above on . 320.

nirpewioguévoe PL (altered by a late hand

1108. odk...wpéwer] It isnot often that
a negative is so far separated from the
word it negatives as ob is here from
wpéwe.. We must not think that odx is
meant to go specially with dxodew, but
rather that dxotewr wpéwer was felt to be
a compound verbal expression, either
part of which might be negatived with
the effect of negativing the whole. The
same explanation applies to Thuc. 1.
70. 1 wepl v ok alofdvesOas Huiv e
Soxeire o008’ éxhoyloasbar wdwore K.\
though the following od8¢ here makes
the position of the o0 less marked.

r109. ‘What is it for which you find
the occasion so apt?’ oot is dat. of the
person judging. The verb drr. occurs
again at v. 1227.

1110. Ixwepwe] ‘fetch’, or ‘bring’:
of. below on 7v. 1115 {.
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mpoxvTas Te BaAhew wip xabdpoiov yepoiv,
pooxor Te, mpd yauwy &s Oed mweoew ypedv
["Aprémds, péravos aiparos duarjparal.
KA. 7ois dvopacw uev ed Aéyess, Td & &pya aov 1115
in P to -ai). 1113. wip xabdpeov xepdwv PL (Wil.-M6ll. is wrong in giving

xafdpaior as the Mss, reading). An early hand in both Mss. wrote an éx over the
2. between x. and x. Reiske Pierson and Markland all conjectured xafdpoior (cf.
?. 1473 below). The xepdv, which makes no sense, was manifestly due to the
scribe’s eye wandering to the xpedr at the end of the following ». All editors
(even Firnhaber, though he does not say so) have adopted Musgrave’s emendation
Xepor (dat.). 1113. pboxore wpoyaudw P, altered by a late hand into uboyxo:
Te wpd ~yapdr, which is apparently the reading of L. (114, ¢uoofjuara P,
¢uvofpara L with a second o written beneath the o by an early hand, see above
on v. 125. I suspect that this line has no business here:—that uélavos aluaros
¢uvofuara comes from some other tragedy, and that the ’Apréudi is due to the
patcher who introduced the quotation. The words make a very harsh apposition
to uboxoe (or ds), and the six consecutive short syllables are not euphonious.

1s.

1113. wpoxvrar re Bd\av wilp] A
comparison of £/. 803 f. (Hermann) AaSd»
3¢ wpoxvras...EBaNke Bwuols explains this
expression. The xépriBes were for the
ceremonial washing of the hands, and the
barley-meal for sprinkling on the altar-
fire, and sometimes on the victim. (This
was followed by cutting off and burning
a tuft of the victim's hair.) Cf. A 458
abrdp éwel viyarro xal odloxtras wpo-
Bdrorro. The technical term for the
performance of these ceremonies pre-
liminary to the sacrifice was xardpxesbas,
though the word is sometimes applied to
the cutting the lock of the victim’s hair
alone.—x9p xaddpoov. Cp. H. F. 937
and 2v. 928f. Fire was regarded as, even
in a higher degree than water, a puri-
fying element. In the passage of the
H. F. referred to above, is described the
mode in which the xépriBes were conse-
crated: #.e. by plunging into the water
a burning brand from the altar: the fire
is there called, as here, xafdpoior wip.

1115 f. An unusually elaborate con-
ceit :

¢Brave show your words make; yet I

évbpace PL, in P a » is written above the ¢ by an early hand.

know not how
In words approval of your deeds to

show.’
For e Aéyew, as used in v. 1116 witha
not cognate object, for ‘speak well of’,
‘approve’, cf. Alcest. 1070 éyd uév oix
Exown’ & ed Néyew Tox7w: the other sense,
that in which it is used in 2. 1115, abso-
lutely, or with a cogmate acc., is far
commoner. So at Soph. O. C. 1764
wpdooewv xald@s, which almost always
means ‘to fare well’, is used with rafra
for object in the sense of ‘to discharge
duly’.

With these words it is possible that
Cly. entered the door of the royal tent
to fulfil the request made by Ag. in ».
1110, immediately returning (at z. 1120
—see Crit. Notes) with her daughter.
Such a proceeding would be unusual on
the Greek stage, where the usual practice
was to call characters out and not to
fetch them. But Cly.’s words wefap-
xodod oo in 1120 do not agree so well
with a summons like that of 2. [1117] as
with a message conveyed by the mother
from the father to the daughter.
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ok old’ Bras xpn i ovoudoagav €0 Méyew.
[xdpe 88 Biyarep dxrds, oloba ydp warpds
wdvros & péAhe, xvwd Tois wéwhots dye

AaBodo’ "Opéoryy aov xaoiywnyrov, Téxvor.]

80 wrdpeaTw #ide melbapyoioa ot

1120

Td 8§ GAN éyd wpd TiHode xdpavris Ppdcw.

ATA.

Téxvov, Ti Khaless, ovd’ & 1jdéws opgds,

els ynv & épeload’ Supa wpdal Exers mémhovs;

KA.  ¢eir

TW

av NaBouyus Tov éudy dpxiv Kakdv;

1117—1119. The mention of the baby is enough, I think, to condemn these three
lines, even if consistent weakness of idea and expression did not help to drag
them down. Paley was the first to reject them, but he rejected the foll. four vw.
as well: making Iph. first appear at ». 1211. But if only Cly. is present, to
whom could the plur. fjxere be addressed in v. 1127?—(See explanatory notes
there.)—hardly to Cly. and the chorus. 1117. xdpee PL, in P e is corrected
from what looks like ¢ to e, and in L the e is in an erasure which has extended
to the following 3¢ 1118. wéMee xiwd PL, with a vye inserted in both Mss.
by an early hand above the line between ¢ and x. This ye maintained itself in
the text till Gaisford expelled it. 1121, wpds thode PL, wpd riode Barmes.
Cf. on . 1201 below. 1122. A late corrector of P (probably Musurus)
altered o038’ &’ (which is also the reading of L) to 003 6’ and so Ald. and the
early editions. Reiske and Markland had the perception to alter it back. Markland
proposed to insert u’ before dpds. 1124—1126. These three vv. are assigned
in both P and L to Cly., but a late corrector of P, hastily assuming that, as 1122 f.

1116. warpés] This is explained as
equivalent to repl warpds.

1120. After speaking these words to
Agamemnon Cly. turns away from him.

t121.  This v. is intended to account
for the presence of Iph. (probably stand-
ing at the door of the tent) as a muta
persona till ». 1211. It is convenient
that Iph. should hear all that follows:
otherwise fresh explanations would be
necessary when she came on to the stage.
The words are to be understood as not
said to Agamemnon, but, like zv. 1124 1.,
to be a soliloquy. (So too Vitelli.)
Clytaemnestra is screwing herself up to
the point of bringing the great charge
against her husband. So in Ha. vv.
736 fi. Hecuba soliloquizes for some
time in the presence of Agamemnon
before she makes up her mind finally to

address him, though he repeatedly asks
her to do so.

1122 f. 008’ ¥0°. There is no longer
the glad greeting which met Ag. in the
former scene (zv. 640 fl.). The heroine’s
head is bowed down, and her face covered
in sign of grief. This indication gives
the spectators just the information con-
veyed by the spurious zz. 1100—11012,
and in a more effective way. The abso-
lute use of dpds is remarkable: probably
it is not merely the same as S\éwes, but,
as we see from the next ., has also the
notion ‘use your eyes’. Firnhaber cps.
Soph. Phil. 935 AN’ ds uebfowr ufwod’,
s 8p¢ wd\w, Headlam better, Hes. Sc.
426 ewdy dpiy 8agoe.

1124 f. The heroine still keeps her
face hidden, and Cly. still turned away
from Agamemnon continues her soliloquy,
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[ 4 A ! ! ’
aTact yap TwPWTOLoL xpr)a'cwoat mTapa ' 112§
[xdv Yordrowor kdv péoowre wavraxod).

’ ¥ e/ ’ )
7( & &orw; ds por mavres eis & Frere
aUyxvow EyovTes Kai Tapayuov SpudTwy.
elp’ av épwriow oe yevvaiws, wogt.
ovdév rehevapod del o' épwrdcbar Hélw.

ATA.

KA.

ATA. 1130
were addressed to Iph., this must be her answer, altered x\v (which is in the
usual red-ink used for the indication of the speakers) to i (in black): and so
Ald. and all early editions. Bremi (p. 237) first suggested that the zv. belonged
to Cly., and Hermann’s was, I think, the first edition which so gave them. Bremi
however (followed by Matthiae and Weil), believed that the 3 vz. were inserted
from some other tragedy, on the ground that they are evidently the beginning of

a long speech. I do not agree with this view (see Explan. Notes), but I have
no hesitation in following Monk, Nauck and Vitelli in rejecting 2. 1126. It is
evidently a reminiscence or a quotation of part of another passage. In L «xd»

(ie. xal d») is written both times. This looks as if it belonged to a passage
of a totally different construction from that of the present one. Even if we
read xdv it would puzzle us to fit the words in with the previous construction,
which, moreover, gives a complete sense in itself.—In 1124 Herm. (Opusc.) very
plausibly conjectures Aoywy for xaxdwr. It is possible that xax@» may have been
due to a reminiscence of E/. go7 (see Expl. Notes). Méywr, however, does not
suit the following v. so well as xaxdv. Vv, 1129—1140. Several editors
(mainly ‘Hartung and Hermann) have proposed to rearrange these zw. in various
ways. The chief motive seems to have been the desire to bring ». 1131 before
1140, or at all events to a later position in the conversation than it holds in the
Mmss. I believe that the apparent inconsistencies are due to the fact that some of
Ag.’s words are, as in some of his previous conversations, spoken aside (see Expl.
Notes), and that no change is needed. 1129. Over dv in P is written d dv
as an explanation, in L it is written a. 1130. ovdey xéhevoy ov dei v’ PL
(in L an +#% is written over the ei—i.c. to suggest ob d4—and Vitelli marks no
breathing over the v of ov), odd¢v xeNevouod det y' Canter (as printed, without
comment, in his edition of 1571), 3¢ x’ Markland, and 3¢ ¢’ Dobree. Either "
or ¢ would give an excellent sense, but it is difficult to see how they could have
been altered to ¥’, even after the corruption to oV e, and the ¥’ is not out of

but must be supposed to turn towards dative. (8" 7w ; still spoken to Iphi-

her husband before he speaks ». 1127.—
Heath cps. Eur. £l go7 f. elev: 7l
dpxhv wpara o' ételww xaxdv, wolas Te-
Aevrds ; Tiva péoov Tdiw Néyor ;

1127 f. I have removed the comma
usually printed at the end of this line
because I think that the participle éxovres
is to be taken closely with els & fxere :—
‘How you all combine to show me’, or
‘agree in showing me, faces full of
trouble and distress’. mot is an ethic

E. L

geneia.—From the word wdrres we may
conclude (Monk) that Iphigeneia was
surrounded by attendants, but there is
doubtless a reference to Cly. as well.
As Iph. is to be supposed still veiled, it
cannot be the expression of Aer face to
which her father refers.

1129. Firmhaber cps. Heracl. 8go f.
év 8¢ Tois Towoiode xph dyevdés elvac Toiot
yevvalows arépa.
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KA. 7jv/'matda vy on 'ty 7 éufy pué\keis xraveiv;
ATA. éa’
TAjpova ' E\efas, Ymovoels & & pip ae xp1).
KA. & fovyos,
KdKEIVO poL TO TP@TOV AmoKpLvaL TANLY.
ATA. o0 &, iv o épwrds eixor’, eixor’ dv xh\doss.
KA. ovx d\N épwtd, kal oV pn) Néy' dAa po. 1135
ATA. & mérvia poipa xai Toxn dalpwy T éuds.
KA. «xduds e xai a8, els Tpidy Svodatpdver.
ATA. 7 @’ ndikngas; KA. Todr éuod mevber mdpa;
place here. 113t. «xravelv PL, xrevelv Elmsley. (Cf. Goodwin, M. and T. § 74.)
1133. In P a late hand has senselessly altered the 7 in TAduora to x. The first

hand in L wrote rAfuor’ ENetas, but dy’ was added early above the line—In P
the @ is in an erasure: I think what was first written was &’. Among the many
alterations made in this and the next z. with the view of including within the
line the words &' fovxos may here be mentioned Herm.’s drovoeis 7’ &’ fovyos.
In both P and L sjovxos is followed by : to indicate that the verse is broken off
short, 7.e. that the words are extra metrum. Ald. omits them. 1134. elxéra
x\oeis PL, elkér’ dv xAdois Markl. and Musgr. Firnhaber retains the Mss. reading.
1135. ook é\X PL (in L there is a * after oix; if there is one also in P, I have
failed to notice it) and so Aldus: Canter’s (1571) is the first edition in which I
have found odx &AN'. 1136. TUxn xal poipa daluwr 7 éués PL (altered in
P to 7. k. p. xal Saluwv ¥ éués). Musgrave set the metre right by transposing
the words potpa and 70x7. 1137. «xduds re PL, xduds ye Matthiae. 1138.
Tl & H8lxnoas P, 7l u’ #3lxpoe L: in P altered to 7l #8lkpoas (the » is written
twice, in the place of the u by an early hand, and above it by a late one; the
-as is indistinct, as it has been scratched through and a: written above it, altered

‘1132 fl. Here and in »2. 1134 and
1137 Ag.’s first impulse is, naturally, to
repel his wife’s suggestion. The excla-
matory . 1136 was not spoken to Cly.
and not meant to be heard by her; nor,
probably, was ». 1140. And from Cly.’s
words in 7. 1142 f. it looks as if, whether
she heard these last two vw. of Ag. or
not, she refused to take them as an
answer to her questions, for she says that
when pressed, her husband is silent, and
that this, and his exclamations (76 orevd-
dew woAla), she takes as confirmation of
his guilt.

1133. ¥’ flovxos] Used here, as at
Med. sso, Hipp. 1313, Ar. Plut. 137,
to deprecate interruption. Elsewhere a

slight variation of the phrase (such as uéy’
fiovxos) means ‘do not distress yourself’.
At Hdt. v. 92. 3 we have elxov é&v Hovxly,
and at Eur. Sugpl. 305 elxor novxws.
xdxetvo might possibly refer to a question
which is to follow, in which case wd\w
would merely mean ‘back’—‘answer me
back’: but Ag.’s answer is rather in fa-
vour of the view that he understood the
original question to be repeated. ‘First
answer again what I asked just now’.
1138 f. 7 p’ 48lxqeas] ‘ Why do you
wrong me so?’ These words of Ag. refer
to what he still ventures to assert is an
unwarrantable suspicion on Cly.'s part:
i.e. that expressed in 2. ri3r. Cly.
adroitly uses the words of Ag.'s question
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ATA. 6 vois 68" avtos voiv Exwv oU Tuyydver.
drolduecfa. wpodédorar Td KpumTd poOV.

wdvr' olda xal mwemvoued® & oV puéhews pe Spav’
aird 8¢ 76 ovyav opoloyotvrds éori oov

xal 10 orevdleww woOANd. 1) Kdups Méyov.

id0d quwmd® TO ydp dvaioyvvrov T del

Yevdn Méyovra mpoohafBeiv T ovudopd ;

drove &) vvve dvaxalvyrouev Adryous,

1140
KA.

ATA.
1145
KA.

from ¢ which was written by the early hand. In L »’ is written above the u’
with # after it). 7 o’ #8lxnoa or 7is ¢’ H8lknoe Markl., 70y’ #3lxmoa and afterwards
(Opusc.) tt & #3bemoas Herm. There is much here that is inexplicable. The
theory that seems to me best to fit the Mss. is that the original of P and L had
7l u H8lknoas, that L wrote #Slknoe by mistake, and afterwards suggested 70’
for 7{ &’ to make semse out of nonsense, then that the first corrector of P adopted
L’s suggestion of 70" #dlknge which Musurus further altered to 70 #dbemoar. 1
have therefore printed what I believe to have been the first reading of P. (See
Explanatory Notes.) 1139. In both P and L this ». is given to Ag.
1141. wéweww’ & ov with ye inserted above after g9 PL, over u in L is an erasure
which Vitelli says contained a (i.e. wérewpar), wéwvou’ Ald., wewtoued’' d& od
Elmsley (Quart. Rev., No. x1v.) and Erfurdt. 1143. kdurps PL, xdups
Porson. 1144. pe 3¢t PL, 7l 8¢l Elmsley, with a ; at the end of the sentence.
(It is a curiosity of textual criticism that Firnhaber proposes u# 3ei, referring to
his third excursus for this use of u#.) As Weil says, ue was a marginal completion
of the construction which ousted the i. 1146. &% »iv P, 3¢ viv L, &) »w»
Matthiae (cf. on 2. 1009 above and Valck. on Phoen. 918).—dvaxaéyw Aéyovs P,
with 93p inserted by an early hand over the line, draxaNiyw ydp Néyovs L, dva-
xa\Uyouer Kirchhoff. Very possibly the same corrector, who changed wexdoucd’
into wérvou' or wéwvoua, here also altered the plu. into the sing. Weil and
Vitelli keep L’s reading, but the asyndeton after dxove (cf. Hec. 788 and 833)
adds even more vigour to the sense than the short o adds rhythm to the metre.
As at . 1141 the y¢, so here the ydp, put in to save the metre, originates with

L. I think it possible that the original scribe of P scanned the first, and that

of L the second a of draxaldyw as a long syllable.

to put 4ém in the wrong. In the next 2.
Ag. says ‘The cleverness that can put
such a question is no cleverness, but
folly’. rvyxdre: is a natural variety for
dorl in a sentence in which the predicate
is a participle: it is best to take airés, as
Markl. says, closely with rvyxdre: and
to pause at 83°: for ob Tuyxares yoiy Exwr
cp. Bacchae v. 253 (dvalvopasr) 18 Yiipas
Uuidr eloopiw volv olix Exov, and 2. 270 f.
(Opacts 7€) xal Néyew olés 7" dvip raxds
xoNlrys ylyverat voiv obx Exwr. For the

The xpnodued in the

form Dobree cps. Plat. Gorg. 519 D xal
TobTov TOD Abyou Tl &» aNoydTepor ely
wpdyua; Firnhaber cps. for the sense
Bacch. 655 copds gogds ab, x\hy & Bei
o’ elvac gopéy. Cf. also Soph. Phil. 1244
gopds wepuxdss 003éy étaudds gopdr.

1140. Evidently spoken aside. The
weak and changeable Ag. finds himself
unable to support the deception any
longer. The reference in v. 1142 to his
silence shows that Ag. stopped abruptly
after saying z. 1140.

8§—2
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xovkers mappdols ypnoouecd alviypaow.
mpoTov pév, va cor wpdTa TOOT dveldicw,
éynpas drovady pe xdlaBes PBla,

Tov wpoobev avdpa Tdvralov xataxravdy,
Bpédos Te Tovuov Ldv mpogovdigas médp,
paotov Bialws Tov éudy dmoomdoas.

1150

next . in L suggests that at some time draxa\dywuer may have been read

here. 1147. Xpnobued® P, xpnodued’, corrected to xpnobuesd® by the first
hand, L. 1148. dvedfow corrected by a late hand to -low P, dveidlow L.
1151. 0@ wposolpnoas wd\y P, 0@ wpocobpwas wdAw L. In P something is

written over pn by a fairly late hand which may have been p, but I cannot
see exactly why the p should have been interfered with. It may be doubted
whether the writers took wposofpisas (they evidently meant it for an indicative)
as the aor. of an Ionic form of wposopl{w (such a form would gain some sup-
port from wpbésovpos Soph. Phil. 691 and Tnloupbs) or, as Musgrave (in his first
edition) preferred, as from wpogovpl{w (formed like xarovpliw) a derivative of ofpos
a fair wind. o9 wpoodpwas wdhy Monk and Hartung, @ wpogotdicas wédyp
(or wdry) Scaliger, and so Milton. Musgrave in his second edition conjec-
tured {Ov wpds dxpldas Baldw, of which Jacobs adopted the {@» to go with
Scaliger’s wpogovdigas wédp. This compounded reading gives the best sense (Monk
objects to the ‘‘horrid cruelty” of the action: but this was a mere trifle to what
the Pelopidae could do), and is adopted by Herm. (Opmsc.—In his edition he
read wpooovploas as a participle with ¢¢ and wd\y). Among other notions, it
has been proposed to take wd\y, not as usual in the sense of /s, but of ‘shaking’,
Lindau’s view (mentioned by Firh.) that wdre denoted ¢read (cf. Plut. Mor. p.
670 B) is worth considering—o¢@ wposotdioas wdry, ‘crushed to the ground with

1147. wapybots) apparently distorted,
or distorting. In this adj., which does
not seem to occur elsewhere, the main
significance lies in the rapd. Euripides
uses the adjectives dwgdés, éwpdés, and
wpoodés in a somewhat similar figurative
sense: the commonest of them is gurpdds.
—Vitelli cps. Aesch. 4g. 1183 ¢pevdow
8 oxér’ ¢t alveypdrwv,

1148. mwparov pév] Weil’s note is:
“Clytemnestre remonte bien haut. Mais
dans les querelles entre personnes qui
vivent ensemble, les femmes, et méme
les hommes, ont assez I'habitude de re-
venir, avant d’arriver au fait, sur d’anciens
griefs et de se décharger de tout ce qu’ils
avaient sur le cceur depuis longtemps.
Euripide était excellent observateur ”.
For the parenthetic &va clause cp. above

on . 320.

1149 f.  Eustathius quotes these verses
in his commentary on X\ 430, observing
that Homer knew nothing of any previous
marriage of Cly. (Brodeau).

Tdvralov] This was a son of Thyestes
not mentioned in all accounts of the
house of Atreus: Musgrave and others
refer to Pausanias.

1151, Vitelli refers to Hdt. 1. 155
where Cyrus says duolws ydp poc viv ye
palvopar mwewornkévar, ws el Tis warépa
awoxrelvas T4y waldwr adroi eloaro,
and the line of Stasinus »#wiws 8s warépa
krelvas waidas karakelwet, also to Androm.
s19 ff., and Herc. Fur. 166 f.—The
Ionic wposovdlfewr is supported by the
frequent use of oPdas in tragedy.
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xal 1d Aws ge maid éuw 8¢ avyyove
irmrowgs pappalpovr’ émweorparevedrny’
marp 8¢ mpéaBus Tuvddpews o’ éppicaro
ikérny yevopevov, Tdud 8 &oxes al Néxn.
o¥ &) xara\haxbeica wepi o¢ xai Sdpovs
GUUMApTUPITELS s GueptTos 1) yuwr),

els T 'Adpodirny cwdpovoica xai To odv
wérabpov avfova’, doTe o’ elocidvra Te
xatpew Oipalé v éEworr’ evdaipovei.
amdviov 8¢ Onpevp’ dvdpl TowavTny AafBeiv
Sdpapra’ Pravpav 8 ov omwdvis yuvaix® Exew.
Tietw & émi Tpiol mapbévoiae maidd oot
7608 olv uas oV TApuovews u' dmwogTepets.

1155

1160

1165

thy tread’,—i.e. ‘beneath thy foot’. 1153. Aws ye PL, Awbs oe Markl.—éud
re PL. In two similar cases, at Med. 970 and at Andr. 25, where we have two
designations of the same person, Elmsley substituted 3¢ for the Mss. re, and
so Matthiae éuw 8¢ here. 1157. ob goc PL. I have ventured to bring
this passage into agreement with others (e.g. /. 7. 320, Plato AMencx. 243 C)
where ob is used for ‘#herenpon’ in a narrative, by assuming that the (unnecessary)
goc is a mistake for &). 7o« was very near &7 in mediaeval pronunciation, and
may well have formed the bridge from 8% to go:. Or &) may have been wilfully
altered to oo« by some scribe who took o¥ literally as év 7 Néxet. 116o. dor’
elawbvra PL, Gore o’ elowbvra Canter. 1162 f. Conington (Class. AMus. 11. 108)
was the first to throw doubts on this passage, but he confined them properly
to 1163. Dind. suspects both, and Ilennig condemns them as “ab aliguo gram-
matico inventa” or ‘‘aliunde sumpla”, because he cannot believe that Euripides
cver allowed three consecutive lines to end in the same syllable. The rowatryy
shows that the zv. were composed to come after some such description as that
of vo. 1158—1161. If any of the passage be rejected I think it should be only
1163, but I cannot think Hennig’s ground strong enough, especially in view of
the pause after z. 1161. 1163. ¢hadpar PL, corrected by a late hand in P
to ¢radpar, 1164. éxl rpool PL. This secems to have been corrected in
the earliest editions. 1165. 76vd', dv PL. The view expressed often above
that Orestes was not present at all during this tragedy necessitates the excision
of this 76»8', which in itself is awkward, coming just before the d». I have put

1154. Vmwowon pappalpovr’] For the
form of the phrase cf. Androm. 1146 Eorn
paevvols deoworns ori\Bwr Sxlois, and
Phoen. 113 woANois pév lrmwois puplos 8
3xhoes Bpéuwn.

1156. ad] This implies that the
Dioscuri had taken Cly. away from Aga-
memnon.

1157. weplot] The same use of the

prep. below at 1184.

" 1160. pé\adpov] for the length of the
second syllable cf. above z. 685 and 770,
651.

1165. Tovd’ olv] The emphatic posi-
tion of the r&rd’ serves to point out that
it was a second case in which Ag. had
taken a child from her.
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Kav Tis o épnrar Tivos &ati wv KTeveis,
NéEov, i Prigeis; 7 ‘ué xpn Méyew Ta gd;
‘ENévny Mevérews iva NdBp. rxalév é To
xaxns yvvaixos ptobov dmrorelgeis Téxva.
Tdybiora ToicL PiNTdTols Wyovueba.

&y, fv otparevay, [xaralimuv i’ & Sdpacw,
xdkel yenjoy] Sid paxpds dmwovoias

T év Sopors pe xapdlav &Efew Soxeis,

1170

a stop at the end of v. 1164 and read here 7&vd’ odr. 1167. 7 ’me (the
apostrophe perhaps not by the first hand) P, # ue L. 1168. Mevéhaos PL,
Mevéhews Dobree.—yévos PL. All editors but Firnhaber (who also keeps raxf¢ica
in 1170) agree that this is corrupt. Most corrections have consisted in putting
some other substantive in its place, and supplying éor{ with it. I think Fix’s vé roc
(adopted by Nauck, Paley, Weil and Headlam) is the best of the guesses because,
among other reasons, it leaves it open to us to take xakév with wc6dr in the next
2. where see note. 1169. dworicac PL, and so all editors before Herm.
who gives dworicar. I believe xaXdv wsfor go together (the xaéy being contrasted
with xaxfjs), and have therefore written dworelsets, to which the accent of aworloa
gives some support. 1170. Taxfeica PL, ralxfiora Stiblinus, whence rdxfisra
Brodeau, approved by Canter, Scaliger and Milton. (I am in some doubt whether
we ought not, following the suggestion of Musgrave's wrovuérw, to read wwvoduevos
as the end of the »., putting a comma at the end of the previous verse; but the
asyndeton is impressive, and the first person plural is perhaps useful as an introduction
to Cly.’s own case, which she proceeds to consider.) Conington was for rejecting
the 2. altogether. 1171 f. I agree with Conington that we ought to reject
karaNirdw,..yevhop. The yerdop as an aor. is a false form. «xar. x.7.\. is out of
place. There had been no question of Cly. going with Agamemnon, and the
év dspuagwy makes the év déuois of 1173 a useless repetition. Elmsley certainly mends
the passage by substituting el for the Mss. #» and taking the verbs to be futures
(which yerfon may have been meant to be: see on 2. 1186), but I prefer Conington’s
treatment of the passage. I further think that &a uaxpds arovelas will not go with
orparetoy any better than with yevjoy. I have therefore put a comma at srparedop,
and no stop at the end of the z. (The interpolator apparently by éxel meant Argos

1168 f. xakdv y€ Tou x.7.\.] ‘In your
child’ (i.e. ‘in sacrificing your child’),
‘you will be paying a good price for a
bad woman’.

1170. Canter and others quote Cas-
sandra’s words at 77o. 370 & 8¢ arparyyds
0 cogos éxOloTwy Umep & PpiAtar’ dhes’,
Hdovas Tds olkofey Tékvwy ddeAp@ dols
yuraixds elvexa (where I would suggest
that 7éxvwv is perhaps an explanation of
rd&s olxofe» which has ousted xaxfjs or
some such epithet of ywaixds).

1172 f. v’ x.7.\.] ‘How, think you,
shall I feel, as the dreary hours go by?’
There is perhaps also a reference in 8«
p. dx. to Iphigeneia’s long absence as
well as that of her father, but the primary
reference is to the absence of Ag. and
we must therefore, literally translating,
say ‘throughout your long absence’. Cp.
Plat. Rep. 493 C év 87 Towobry Tov véor,
706 Neybuevov, Tlva oler xapdlav taxew; The
70 Aeybuevor points, I think, to the fact
that these lines were commonly quoted,



I®PIFCENEIA H EN AYAIAL 119

orav 'Opovovs pév THade mwpogSAéma Kevols,
xevovs 8¢ mapbevivas, émi 8¢ Saxpvois
povny xabdpac, Tvde Bpyvedoda’ del.
[drorecév o', & Téxvov, ¢ ¢ireloas warip,

avros Kravwy, ovk dAlos oud aAly xepi,

Touvde piobov karalurdy mpos Tovs Sdpovs.]
émrel Bpaxeias mpopdoews &der povov,

ép’ % o' éyd ral maides ai Neheyppévac
Sekdpela 8éEw Ay oe défacOar ypeav.

1175

1180

and used &d in the sense of affer.) The first hand in P wrote 36uaow. 1174,
drar Opévovs tjod' eloldw wdvras xevois PL. This line is quoted in Apsines, Rket.
Gr. 1X. 502 (593 Walz) rav dbuovs udv rovade wpooldw xevovs. I think Weil is
right in restoring &rar Opbvovs uédv Tiode wposfNérw kevovs. buous (cf. C. N. on
v. 583) and rodode are slips of memory :—rodode could not have been put here by
anyone who remembered that Cly. was speaking at Aulis and not at Argos; nor
could 3éuovs uédv have been spoken by anyone who remembered that revois &¢
waplevdvas is immediately contrasted with it. These two errors our Mss. fortunately
correct for us, but wposidw for wposS\éxw they apparently shared, and most likely
1708’ eloldw wdvras kevols is an attempt to correct the metre of 7igde wpooidw xevobs.
The wdvras is painfully redundant. 1176. kdOnuat PL, xa6dua:c Elmsley.
1177—1178. I think these lines are an interpolation. It has been noticed above
(in the Critical Note on zz. 804—818) that one of the interpolators is fond of
speeches within speeches. The greatest difficulty is presented by z. 1179. Monk
declared it to be spurious. The favourite explanation of it is that a verse
has been lost which originally followed it containing wd\w d¢ifet, which went
with wpos rois 8éuovs. 1177. dwdhecé o' PL, drddesédv o’ early edd.—
¢ureboas PL, ¢urevoas Elmsley, which improves the metre. At Alk. 294 all the
Mss. but one have the more familiar ¢@uredoew though it is there metrically
impossible. 1180. &et pévor PL, &vdet pévov Reiske and Markland, Seolued’
dv Hennig. &de is largely adopted, but I believe &et to be sound: see Expl.
Notes. t181. «xal PL, xal Markl. 1182, Odetbpesba PL with the ¢

and this is borne out by the quotation 1180. éwet] With this word Cly.

of z. 1174 by Apsines. (See Crit. Notes.)
Weil cps. the similar expression of Dem.
Contra Aphobum 11. p. 842 tiva olesfe
alrip Yuxhy ew rar éué pév KT\

1174. It is better to take rijode as
dependent on «evo’s than on 6@pbvovs.
For the corresponding use of the opposite
pearés cf. 1. 7. 804 10 & "Apyos abrob
peordr 1 Te Navwha., Cf. Alc. 945 f.,
Suppl. 1095.

1175. &éml 8¢ Baxpiors] éxl here with
the dat. has the notion of prospect or
purpose : ‘with nothing to do but weep’.

follows up the hint given in 1173 that
her feelings would prompt her to re-
venge.

®a) Your previous conduct (as de-
scribed in 22, 1149—1152) has been such
that we were already inclined to treat
you as an enemy. This is I think the
explanation of the impf., and deféuefa in
2. 1182 is a ‘vivid’ future instead of the
more regular 3exoluefa, and is all the
more in place here as it implies that the
vengeance may yet be taken.

1182. See Expl. N. on 7. 649, and
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wy 'Sra’ mpos Gewv pnt dvaykdops éué
xaxny ryevéobar mwepi aé, uiT avrtos wyévy.

elev’

Qoers 8¢ mald " évraitba Tivas evyds épeis;

1185

T oot xatevker Tdyabov, apdlwy Téxvov;
voorov movnpov, olxoBév o ailaypds iwv;
ax\’ éué Sikacov dyabov evyeabal Ti aoi;
L4 v -~ \ \ € > v
ol Tdpa cvvetras Tovs feovs 7jyolued’ dv,

€l Toiocw avBévraiow €U Ppoviioouer.

erased in L.

1190

1185. Oloeis 8¢ waid’* &ba rlvas edxds épeis; PL, but in L a
corrector inserts 7iv before wa?d’, and the év is in an erasure.

This is, I think,

an indication that the same corrector who put in the i changed érradfa into
&v6a, To account for the &0a of P we must suppose that both &6a and évraiba
were written in the Ms. from which P and L were copied. The riw seems to
have been inserted in the early editions independently of the corrector of L. It
is extraordinary that a long series of editors saw nothing wrong in é&0a. The 3¢,
if it be sound, must be explained as a weak 3%. There is much to recommend
Nauck’s version of the z.: elev: o0 Oioeis waida® tivas evxds épels; 1186.
xaretfn PL (so often the ending of the sec. pers. mid. and pass. of principal
tenses), in P yevéoOar oot S7hov is written over it.—In L there is an erasure
before opdfwy which Vitelli thinks contained o. 1187. wovnpdy PL, dwévyror
F. W. Schmidt. Monk considers the line an importation. 1189. otr’ &p’
dovwérovs PL. 1 have ventured to read of rdpa ouvverds. I think #yolued® was
used absolutely as at Bacck. 1326 iryelo6w Oeods and Hec. 8oo Tols Oeods iryoduela,
and that -rds was assimilated by mistake to the foll. rods. It is a question
whether we should read o0 7dp’ aowérws interrogatively or od rdpa ouverds without
the ;. Though at zv. 1187, 1188 and 1191 P has the ; (due to a later hand than
the first), at rigo it is omitted, as also in the early edd. Monk prefers 9 rdp’

because he doubts whether otrot can be used interrogatively.

cf. Bacchae 955 xpoyer ad xpbyw iy oe
KpvpOipar xpedv.

1186. Tdya8év] The following wz.
shows this to be used ironically (and this
meaning is helped by the possible similar
use of xaretxopar which is often used of
imprecations) : much as at Soph. Ant.
275.

1187. I think it is doubtful whether
we ought to read this ». as a question.
The sense seems to be: ‘that your home-
coming may match your out-going’.
“That’, she implies, ‘would be a fit
prayer’. Hennig and Vitelli prefer to
take »éorov in the sense in which it is
used in @. 1361 below, i.c. of the journey

e’ ¢povijoouey PL,

to Troy; but I think the juxtaposition
of olkofev rather makes for the interpre-
tation given above.

1188. “So much for you: have / any
right to pray for any blessing for you?’
There is no need with Nauck to put
emphasis on the oo (r¢ ool).

1189. “We shall be foolish to believe
in the gods and at the same time
to take the side of unnatural male-
factors’. Cf. Hel. g1g where Helen says
to Theonoe: €l 8 ofoa udvris xal 7 Oet’
Tryovuévn 10 uév Slxaior Tol warpds Siagle-
peis, 7¢ 8" oV dixaly ovyyovy dwoes xdpw,
aloxpdy 78 pév oe Oeta wdvr' Efeidévas,
7d 7" vra kal wh, 7d 8¢ dixawa ui eldévac.
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fikwy & av "Apryos mpoaméaois Tékvoias cois;
A\’ ov Béuis oou. Tis 8¢ xal wpooBAéyrerar

maidwv o', V' avtey mpogéuevos xtdvys Twd;
ratr f\Oes 78y did Noywv, 4} oxfmrpd cot

ebppor’ dooper Musgrave, edppor’ joouer Dobree and Weil. 1191—1193.
Hennig rejects these 7. partly because of the unmetrical form in which 1193
occurs in the Mss. (see below), but mainly because they seem to him to interrupt
the line of argument. He thinks that 1194 ff. refer to the suggestion Cly. has
just made that Agamemnon could not hope for good fortune on his journey (as
he takes »éoros) if he did such a wicked deed- at starting. But 1196 ff. show
that she was not then urging the inexpediency of the deed, but the unfairness
(7. 1299) that he should be the only sufferer. Hennig admits that the imiguity
would be the same whoever sacrificed his daughter, but says Cly., being a woman
and a mother, could not be expected to be logical enough to see this, where her
own child’s safety was concerned. This is very special pleading. 1191, els
PL, ¢s Ald.—wpoowéans PL, wpooweset Musgrave, wpoowéoots Ald. This I think
is the right reading (n and o are often interchanged), and therefore read & for
the unmetrical els. Very possibly d» was mistaken for dvd with the a elided and
altered to els. 1193. édv adrdv wpobéuevos PL, édv opdv x. Reiske, I’ avrdr
wpoéuevos Elmsley, &’ atrdv wposéuevos Weil. Hennig thinks the original composer
of the . thought that both syllables of édv were short. It is more likely that
this mistake was made by a foolish corrector, who could only see a reference to
Iphigeneia’s case, which in her argument Cly. has at . 1185 supposed already
settled. wpooéuevos comes nearer to the Mss. wpoféuevos, of which it is a very possible
mispronunciation, and gives a very natural sense, especially after wposSNéyerar,

1194. #\0 PL, corrected, V. says, by the first hand in L to #\@ev, #\0or Ald.,
#\des Herm.: the -es was very possibly written above the line, and escaped the
notice of a scribe, who understood by the words (as L did) ‘has this entered

119t.  Cly. conducts her husband in 1192 f. xal] The same xal of ani-

imagination stage by stage through the
consequences of his action.—7jxew is very
often used of a return.—The position of
the &» is peculiar here (see Crit. N.), but
not impossible, I think. A somewhat
similar instance is Soph. O. 7. 28j f.
xap’ ob 7is &v oxowdw 7d5’, dval, éxud-
Oo. cagéorara. The best explanation
here, at all events, is that the writer
began as if he were going to put two
@r's, but left the second out. (It must
be remembered that the wposwéons of
the Mss. points to wposwéocois more
clearly than to anything else, and if we
have wposwéoos we must have an dv
somewhere; also that the "Apyos can do
very well without és.)

mated questions which was noticed above
on ». 327. ‘What child wil/ greet you,
pray, when it knows that death will
follow your embrace?’—Ilit. ‘in order
that, taking her to your bosom, you may
kill her’.—wpooBA&jerar] ‘ meet you with
a look’, cf. above . 1122. This I think
is a more likely meaning of the Gk words
than ‘cven look at you’.

1194. 8iud Aéywv \betv] might equally
well mean ¢ discuss (with another, or
before an audience), or to consider (with
oneself, in one's own mind), according to
the meaning of Aéyos in either case.
Vitelli says if the phrase is to have the
latter meaning the reflexive pronoun must
be expressed. The only reason he gives
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povov diadepewy kai aTpaTNAaTEw péNeL;

ov xpiiv dikaiov Noyov év 'Apyelots Néyew:
Bovreal’, 'Ayatol, mheiv Ppvydv émwl ybova ;
k\ijpov Tifeobe waid' brov Oaveiv xpewv.

év lop ydp 7w 768, dANG u) o éEaipeTov
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7 & étapaproia’, vmipodor vedvida

119§

1200

into your calculation?’ 1195. oe 8¢ PL. But this can hardly stand after
the oot in 1194. Monk proposed to read od for oo, I think the better change
is to read uélet here with Musgrave. A simple mistake of A for A would
give ue det, which would be certainly corrected to ge dei. (Vitelli reads od
and o' &e, agreeing with Hennig that ralfra means the arguments against the
expedition, and that #\Ges did Noywv means ‘expounded in speeck’. 1f 1 took
this view I should prefer to read 7o« for oot.) 1196. xph PL, xpir
Reiske and Markland. 1199. wh ¢ PL and early edd., uh o' Herm.
1201. wpos PL, wpd Scaliger. 1203. Vorephoopas PL, éorepioopnar Pors.,
waid’ drosrepioopar Markland. 1204. Uwborpogor P, Umwérpopor L, twbpogor
Scaliger (cf. Orest. 147), Uvwbrpowos Heath. Monk says that as the schol. on
x 35 [and Hesych. s. v. Uwérpowos] gives éf Uwoorpogis as an explanation of
Uwérpowov, it is likely that the same explanation written here over the ». gave
rise to Uwéarpogor, of which iwérpogor was a modification. But vedvida cannot do

without an adj. If dwérpowos were read, we should have to transpose veimda and

is that at AMed. 872 éyb &8 duavry Sid
Aoywv dpubuny the pronoun is so ex-
pressed. I cannot see that the difference
in the meaning of Aoyos matters at all to
the question whether the dat. is to be
expressed or not. I therefore consider
rair’ 3. #. 8. \. here as equivalent to #35
Siedoylow Tabra ;

1195. Swadépav] lit. ‘bear always
about with you’: “ gestare” Heath,—
Agamemnon has shown above, that the
fear of losing his high position is stronger
with him than any other motive. Cf.
Menelaus’ taunt above at vo. 354 ff.

1196. 8v] certainly does not agree
with Adyor, but refers to Ag. and pro-
vides an animated transition to another
thought : ‘why, you ought to have &c.’

1199 . &v lop fv 768°] ‘That was a
fair course’. The imperf. v is of the same
kind as that in xpfj» just above, and &e: at
2. 1180. elxos 7v at Thuc. vI. 78. 4. Cf.
Menander 19 dwloiv yap 4», Xen. An.
VIL 7. 40 aloxpov 7» (Kriiger 53, 2, 7).—
Most edd. take wapaoxety in the follow-
ing ». as depending on xpfir. In this
case év I. . 7. 7. would be a parenthesis.
I think it depends on év loy 7». The
full expression would have been év logp
v Tods pév 'Axaods kKA\npobobar, ad 8¢ ui
wapacyew, K.\,

1201. kvavelv] This must be taken
to depend on the xpfjv of z. 11g6.

1202. olwep 7 wpdyp' dv] ‘His
concern it was, not yours’,
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1205

ToUTwy dpecyrai W el TL pn Kakds Méyw:
’ 4 * I ’ Y ~
el & €0 Né\exras peravoer &) un xraveiv
TV 0Ny Te KAy maida, Kal coppwy éoe.

XO.

1P.

mifod. 70 ydp ToL Térkva cwwoplew xaldv,

’ ' R Yoy a” QoA ) ’, -
Avydpepvov' ovdels Toiad' dv dvreimwor Bpordv.
el pév Tov 'Opdéws elyov, & mdrep, Nbyov

1210

welfew émwgdova’, dal Spapreiv pov mérpas,
Kkn\eiv Te TOis Aoyoiaiw ods éBovAduny,
évradl’ dv JAfov. viv 8¢ Tam éuod ocodd,

yerfoerar and read evrvyi. 1200.

suggested aueiyor for dueyal u'.

after »& which V. says contained a «.

In P a late hand wrote o» over a, i.c. it
1207.
PL, only P wrote »& to which a late hand added an «.
v&e uh & ye is evidently a clumsy piece
of stuffing. What Euripides wrote has gone.

el 3 b MNexrac vdn ph &h ye xrdvps
In L there is an erasure

A better stop-gap would be rdud

(Elmsley) mivde u. (vée as a disyllable and a dative occurs also in our texts
of Theocritus, XI1. 166.) Heimsoeth conj. ueraréec 8% wy) xraveiv: this assumes,
and possibly rightly, that the syllables »& have some authority. At the same
time it helps the xal gwgpwr &re in the next v., which follows better on ueravée
than on the simple uh xrdrps. I have therefore followed Weil and Headlam in
adopting it. 1209. owodiew PL, got oderr Nauck. 1310. wpds 744’
dvrelror. PL, dvrepet Elmsl., but Burges’ and Monk’s 70i0d’ &v dvrelroc admits of
a ready explanation of the error of the Mss., f.e. that the &» was omitted owing
to the following d»- and that to help out the metre 7oicd’ was changed to

wpds 748’ 1214.

1205. kopllove’] Has here its early
Epic sense, unusual in Tragedy, of kecp
safe: the word was doubtless chosen here
for variety’s sake because osyfovoa has
just been used above in v. 1203. Bothe
cps. Heracl. g1 Tob wor’ év xeipl 0@ xopdfers
xdpovs veoTpeets ;

1206. Tovrwv] depends on e ri.—For
the acc. of the person after duewpar cf.
Suppl. §17 xal wpora wév oe wpds T4
xpir’ duelyopas and Or. 6o8.

1209. If owwegfew is correct here it
must mean /lelp (your wife) fo rescue.
At Hel. 1388 it means to rescue along
with another.

t211 fl. It is best to take wel@eww and
xphetr as dependent on elxor (if 7 zwere
able), and Noyov as governed by éxddovs’.
At the only other place where éxaelder
occurs in Eur. (£/. 864) it has an acc.

driN@or PL, corrected by a fairly early hand in P to & #\@o».

(p04x), and at Plat. Rep. 608 A we have
éxddovres Ny avTols ToiTov TO¥ Nyor O»
Néyouer, xal rTavryyr Tiy éx@pdhv.— wal’
ouaprety depends directly on welfew.
The analogy of the similar passage in the
Alcestis (357, where too the apodosis
xariiMdor &v is curiously like the évraif’ &v
#\Gor here) might lead us at first sight to
take Aoyor as governed by elxor, and so
those editors who put a comma after
Ayor scem to have taken it.

1213. {BovAéuny] quite regularly in
the same tense as elxyor. So at /. 7.
354 ellc...Awler HAOe...wopOuls, res...
éxfyay’. Itisthe same sort of imperf.
as that which is used with final particles
to denote an unfulfilled purpose in past
time.

1214. dvradd’ dv HAbov]
have taken that way’.

‘I would
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Sdkpva mapékw’ Taira ydp Suvaiped dv.
ixernplay 8¢ yovagw éfdmrw oélev
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T & dp éyd aé; mpéaBuv dp' eladékopar
éudv pilaiow vmodoyais dopwy, mdrep,

1215

122§

1215. dwalueda PL, duralued’ dv Markl.  1219. BNéwewr* 7& 8’ Uwd yijs PL, Nedo-
oew* Td 8 Uwo yiw Plut. de Aud. Poet. 17 D. ‘‘Omnuino legendum Aedooewv cujus
scholium est S\éweww”. Pors. As to the case with vxd Matthiae on Her. 144 (147)
says: ‘‘ Vulgaris consuctudo posceret Tods Uxd yijs dvras, exquisitius est Tods vwd vip ",
He cps. Hdt. 11. 127, and Aesch. Eum. 952, and Al. 896. 1231, “Yyoirast
PL, yérao: Barnes. (So at Andr. 895 L and some other Mss. have yotwasw, such a
mistake is the mark of a scribe used to copying Homer. In Andr. 892 yovvdrwr is
demanded by the metre, but L and the two best Mss. have yovdrwr.)—30bs’ PL. Monk,
commenting on the awkwardness of dofic’ followed closely by é3w«a, suggests deeio’.
1224. eddaluovos avdpds PL, eddaipovoivros Matthiae, eddalpor’ dvdpds Pierson.
1227. ww P, viv L, dvrriddouar PL, drriddfupac Markl. Cp. Pors. on AMed. 1313

viv 8 rdr’ {pod codd, Sdxpua rapéfw] 1221. 8od¢’] seems to express the
¢Mais, pour toute science, je t'apporte  willingness with which she took her place
mes larmes’. Fix and Le Bas. on her father’s knee. But the expression

1216. For the idea cf. Heracl. 226
&\ dvroual ge xal xaTaoTéPpw Xxepoiv,
and Andr. 894 oTeppdTwr 8 obx fo-
govas oois wpoorlnyu vyovacr Whévas
éuds, Or. 383 d@tA\\ov grduaros éfawrwr
A\erds, in which the d@dA\ov grouaros is
explained by Hesychius to mean drev
ixernplas. For the dat. yévacw with
dtdrrw we are referred to 770, 1208
Koo pov eEdwTew vexpy.

1220. Cp. Lucr. 1 93 f. Nec miserae
prodesse in tali tempore quibat quod patrio
princeps donaral nomine regem.

is peculiar, more particularly as &wka
follows closely in the same sentence.
M. Patin translates: “‘penchée sur tes
genoux”.

1222. $lhas xdpiras] ‘fondling ca-
resses’.

1224. GAvBpds] ‘a husband’s’.

1226. {apropévns] agrees with the
éuob which is implied in oduds.

1228. The early edd. put the ; after
wpéoBuv (and so Porson), Markl. after ge,
Firnh. after &'.
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movwy Tifnvovs dmodidotad ogoi Tpodds;

125

1230

ToUTOY éyd pév TEY Noyov umiumy Exw,

ab & émiNé\noar, kal @ amoxteivar Géhers.

w1 wpos ae Ilénomos xal mpos "ATpéws maTpos
xai THode untpos, 1§ wplv wdivova® éué

viv Sevrépav wdiva Tiivde NaufBdve.

123§

7( pou péreate Tdy 'ANefavdpov yduwy

‘Eévns 1e; mobev TAG ém’ oNébpp TOu@, marep;
BMérov mpos 1uds, Sppa 80s pilqud Te,

W a\\a todro xatfaroie’ Eyw cébev

[mvnpeiov, € py Tois émols weabfs Adyors.

1240

ddeAdpé, puxpos pdv ov ¥ émikovpos Ppilots,
opws 8¢ awddxpvoov, ixérevaov matpos
v oy ddeddyy p7 Bavelv: alobnud To

(r216).

1233. 7ye PL, ge Markland.
I have no hesitation in following Nauck in rejecting this .

1234. s ve P, rijode L. 1240.
For the oéfer in v. 1239

cf. above 99§ Taird Tevfouar oéfev, and Kriiger 11. 47, 14, 3.—¢l...xeaiolps PL, el
welfec Pors., #v...wewwfys Matthiae, el...weloec Elmsl. (which Weil defends, saying
weolps arose out of wewobhoer [a gloss on weloed]). But, grammar apart, whatever
the previous 2. gains from the wryueiov is more than counterbalanced by the
weakening of the pathetic xarfaroie’ by the words which follow uvyuetor. 1241
—1248. These stage-manager’s lines on the ‘small auxiliary’ must go with the
rest of the references to him. The gen. warpds, the otiose and even confusing ye in
1244, the senseless Blov in 1246, and the disjointed concluding couplet:—all help to
attest the authorship of the passage. 1243. olv ddxpvowr P, awwddxpuoor L.
1243. alobpud Toc PL, with the o erased in L and crossed through by a late hand

1230. wévwv] an adjectival genitive
=the English ‘devoted’, qualifying 7i-
Onrods Tpopds. Weil cps. Aesch. 2. V.
9oo dvowrhdvois dharelacs wévwyv. Cp.
1 Timothy v. 4 uavbarvérwoar...duoiSds
dwodiddvas Tols wpoyorois.

1235. Sevrépav abiva] Cp. Galatians
iv. 19 Texvla pov, ods walw &dlvw dxpis
o0 uoppwdy Xpords év vuw. For Aap-
Bdveww &dva in the sense of wdlvew cf.
above v. 1124 Nafeiv dpxhv for dpxesfas,
and Swuppl. 1050 dpyhv NePois &v. The
present is here used in the sense of ‘is on
the point of incurring’.

1237. wolev fA0’] must be explained
with Brodeau and Hermann ‘How is it
that he (i.e. Paris) came?’ For this

common use of wxéfev see L. and S. s, v.
1. 4—¥r’ \Bpe. For a different sense
of éxl c. dat. cf. above 2. 456 f.

1238. 1pds] se Cly. and Iph. For
the first part of this ». cf. 2. 320, and for
the last part cf. v. 679.—8ppa 88¢] It is
possible that this does not, like wpogéoxor
Suua 2t H. F. 931, mean ‘turn your eyes
on us’, but ‘give us your face’ (to kiss).

1239. &A\A Todro] ‘This, if nothing
else’. With the whole line A. F. 331
has aptly been compared : ws dA\d Tadrd

v’ drohdxws’ olxwy warpds. See Crit. N.
on 7. 1240.
1241. pxpds &mlxovpos] Cp. Racch.

1367 muxpos éxlxovpos warshp.
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kav/pmios 'y 7V’ xakdy éyyliyveras.

B0d owrdv AMoceral o 68, & wdrep.

aA\’ aideral pe xai xatolxripov Blov.

val, mpos yevelov ¢’ dvripecfa Svo Ppdw:

o p&v veooods dorw, 7 8 nuan)

&, ouvtepoioa mwdvra, vikiocw Aéywv'

70 ¢os 1(8 dvOpwmoigw HdiaTov BAémew,

7a véple & ovdév' palverar & os elyerar

Oavelv. xaxas ¢y xpeicoov 1) xalds Oaveiv.
XO0. & Tjjpov ‘EXévn, 8id aé kal Tods govs yduovs

1245

1250

in P, 1244. x8» corrected by a late hand to xdv P (both Mss. have éyylverar).
1245. o & P (corrected by an early hand to oe 8’ & and by a late one to oe ¥’ 58" &),
'8 S L. 1347. 36w PL, which Barnes, Dawes, Porson, and Valckenaer changed
to 300, thus correcting metre and grammar at once (though the metre—see on v. 844
—still halts somewhat). 1248. There is some confusion in the middle of this .
in L, Nauck suspects the éorw and Hermann and Hennig propose odros for it.
1249. »uchow Nbyor PL, xwrfow Noyor Canter. 1 prefer to read &, ovrrepoioa wdrra,
ruchow Néywr. 1250. In P the ot of drdtow (for dvfpdwowrw) is in an erasure.
1251. obdels PL, o0dér Stobaeus (119), whence Heath and Valckenaer restored it
here. 1252. In P the favelyr which begins this ». was first written at the end
of v, 1251 and then crossed through and put (outside the v.) before xaxds, with which
this ». originally began. In L too this v. originally began with xaxds, and an early
hand added the faveiy before it, but Vitelli says nothing of its having been put in
first at the end of the preceding v. A late hand in P put a over the last faveiv in
this . and B over xaA@s. This order was adopted in all edd. up to Kirchhoff. The
mistake in the position of the first fareiv was probably due to writing from dictation

1246. alBecal pe xal xartolkripov]
Cp. X 82 rdde " aldeo xal u’ éNénaor.

1247. 800 $\w] Phoen. 1659 dAN’
eokheés Tou Sbo PiAw kelolar wéhas. It is
somewhat inconsistent that, after joining
herself in ». 1238 with her mother in her
appeal, Iph. should here leave her out.

1249. Even when not emended (see
Crit. Notes) this v. has been read in
many different ways. It is best then to
take mdrra with Aéyor as an internal or
cognate acc. to mxjow. (‘ Win my cause
entirely’.—Monk and Weil prefer to
take wdrra Aéyor to mean ‘every con-
ceivable argument on the other side’.)
There still remains the question, does &
awrepoioca mean ‘saying one thing by
way of summing up’, ‘with (this) one

brief word’? or ought we to take owrre-
uoboa absolutely, or with Aéyor supplied,
and take & predicatively with it as
meaning ‘i one’?  Of these two difficult
interpretations I incline to the latter, but
I think the substitution of Aéywr for
Aéyor a less violent course than either.

12351 f. palveras x.7.\.] “None buta
madman would wish for death’. Cf. Soph.
Aj. 967 v vdp fpdabn Tuxelr éxrioad’
airy, Odvaror Svwep ffeher, and on the
other hand, with the following words,
Achilles’ memorable words at A\ 488 ff.
py 8 pou Bavarby ye wapatda paldys’
'Odvogel. Povholuny x° éxdpovpos éiw 6n-
revéper EN\y, drdpl wap' dxMdpy, ¢ uh
Bloros wols ely, 1§ xdowy vexteooe xaTadhi-
uévotaww dvbaaey.
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dyov *Arpeidais kal Tékvois fxer péyas.
éyd td T olkTpd cuverds elut xal Td pi,
PAG T éuavrod Téxva' pawoipny yap dv.
Sewds & &xer pou TolTo TOMpdical, yivat,
Sewds 8¢ xal pn' Tavra ydp wpakai pe Sei.
0pa@ 8oov agTparevpa vaidpaxtov Tode,
xXarkéwy & dmAwv avaxtes ‘EM\qrov oo,
ols véaros ovk &1’ "I\iov wipyovs &me

e wi oe Bvow, pavris s Kakyas Mévyer,
ovd &rre Tpolas ékehetv xhewov Babpov.
[péunve & dppodiry mis ‘EXMjvwrv orparg

ATA. 1255

1260

and was at least as early as the Ms. from which P and L were copied. 1256.
¢\ev PL, ¢:A& 7" Markland. 1257. pe PL, por Reiske, who suggested, but
did not adopt it, and Monk, who was the first to print it.—rafra PL. If the
conjecture I make about the roiro in the next w.is correct we ought to read roiro
here. 1258. robro PL, radrd Kirchhoff. I conjecture that robro originally
stood after uot in ». 1257 and that radrd in this 2., coming directly underneath it, was
transposed for it in the copying and then altered to ratra. Weil writes r{ wore for
robro here with ; at the end of the . 1259. A late hand in P puts a mark of
interrogation at the end of this 2. 1260. xaAxéwr PL, corrected by a late
hand in P and an early one in L to xaAxéwr. These facts accord with the belief
that the writers of P and L were not very good scholars, and that P was at some
time corrected by L. 1263 f. Three views have been held about these 2 vo.
and supported by competent critics: (1) that they should be transposed: (2) that 1263
is spurious: (3) that they are right as they stand in the Mss. with the exception
of the word xawér PL, for which everybody accepts Reiske’s xhewdr, which occurred
independently to several critics (as to the confusion of the two words cf. Elmsley on
H. F. 38). I incline decidedly to the third, and believe that (1) and (2) have arisen
from a misapprehension of the clause udwrris bs KdAxas Néyei. This clause does not
qualify @dow, but is a parenthesis qualifying véoros ovx €07’ i.c. the meaning is not:
‘unless I slay you as Calchas bids me to do’. See Expl. Notes. 1264—1268.
Hennig points out that zz. 1264—1266 are seriously inconsistent with zv. 1269—1275.

1255. 7d 7° olerpd ovverés es] Cp.
Xen. Cyr. 111, 3. 9 émiomijuores 3¢ joav
78 wpoohkorra T éavrdr ¥xacros owNioe
(Kriiger 1. 46, 4, 5): Weil cps. Med. 686
7plBuww & Toid3e.

1256. pawolpny ydp dv] See Kriiger
1. 54, 12, Q.

1257. yovat] Ag. first addresses his
wife, as she had spoken first.

1258. wpdfar] intrans. here.

1259. 6pa0’] The plural shows that
here Ag. addresses both wife and
daughter. This is best taken as an im-

perative, as at Phoen. 101 oxére. 3¢ wedla
xal wap' 'Lounvoi pods, Alpxns e »riua,
woheulwr arpdarevp’ Soov.

1260. dwAwv dvaxtes] Weil is no
doubt right in taking this as a poetical
periphrasis for éxAirac. He quotes Aesch.
Pers. 371 wis dvip xdwys dvat ¢ vaiv
éxupes, wis & Swhwv émioTdrys.

1261—1263. ‘Unless I slay thee (so
says Calchas), they can never sail against
walled Ilium, no, nor overturn the stately
piles of Troy’.

1264. dé¢poBirq Tis] The name of
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#Xetv/ s rdxtora BapBupwy ért xbiva, 1265
maboal e Aéxtpov apmayds “EAAyrexds:

ot rds & "Apyer waplévovs xrevoiai pov

vpds Te kapé, Oéodar’ el Mow Oeds.)

ov Mevérews ue rxaradedovrwrar, Téxvov,
[008 éxt 76 xelvov BovAdpevov EjAvla,]

a\\’ ‘Ex)ds, 3 8ei, xdv Oérw xdv u) 0é\w,
Oboal oe' TavTys flocoves xabéoTauev.

1270

The latter passage, especially in the last three lines, urges the c/aims of Greece on
all true patriots, the former says the Greeks are so madly bent on vengeance, that
whoever withstands their fury will perish, with all his house. Such an appeal to
fear, not the clumsiest rhetorician would prefix to an appeal to patriotism. Besides,
the passage neither follows well on 2. 1263 nor fits in with what follows, f.c. the
mention of Menelaus in 1269, besides containing at least one very questionable
phrase. On the other hand Hennig is quite right to defend 2. 1269 and 1271
—1275 against Dindorf. The above-mentioned inconsistency between the two
passages becomes an additional argument in favour of the latter. 1267. «rel-
vowsl PL, xrevoiol Scaliger. 1268. Oésparov PL, Oéocpar’ Scaliger. 1270.
This slipshod verse, which adds nothing to 1269 and obstructs the grammatical and
logical connexion of o Mevéhews in 1269 with dAN' ‘EXAds, Hennig rightly
condemns, and Nauck agrees with him. A corrector of P put “ over the line before
the x of xewov. The Ms. must have fallen into bad hands. 1272. TolTOV
8 PL, ravryps Nauck, which I have adopted. The roivrov is taken to refer to
the necessity just mentioned, or generally (as Weil says) to patriotism. If so it is
impossible to imagine anyone wilfully changing the simple radérys into what is

the goddess is used here in the same
sense as fpws above at v. 808, and the
Lat. cupido, whereas in the passage in
the Phoenissae (v. 399), which is quoted
in support of this use here, it has the
meaning of the Latin venus, i.e. charm.
The dative orparg with uéunve is also
peculiar, and led Lobeck to conj. &unve
...0TpaTHY.

1266. Mx. dpw. ‘EX\nyvieds] In sup-
port of this somewhat harsh enallage
Vitelli quotes Soph. 4n¢. 793, and Bacch.
866. Cf. also Ar. Vesp. 838 rpvpalida
Tupol Zikehichy karedfdoxer, below .
1347 worpor elras olwwdr Noywr. The
harshness here comes from the fact that,
with dpwavyds, the adj. 'EN\. would more
naturally have a subjective, active mean-
ing, than that of *suffered by the Greeks’
which is necessary for the meaning here.

1268. Oéodar’ & Nbow] Adewr is used
here in the quite legitimate sense of pu¢
an end to, cancel, but the expression,
when considered in its context, reveals
incoherence of thought. If the most
natural construction be put upon it, and
@éopara be interpreted ‘the demand of
the oracle’, the only way of cancelling or
satisfying that would be the sacrifice. But
the words @éo¢. el Nbow are here put for “if
1 fail to sacrifice’. Cf. below 1486 where
Oéogar’ éfakelyw is used of satisfying the
goddess by submitting to the sacrifice.

1269. Ag. here refers to v. 1168.

1271, §] not 70 whom, but for whom
=1s &exa. (This is better than to take
it as the rare dat., of the person bound,
with ¢, for Ag. always speaks of Aimself,
and not the Greeks, as the sacrificer.)
pe must be supplied with 3ei.



IPITENEIA H EN AYAIAL 129

é\evlépav' yap  det viv, 'boov év ooi, Téxvoy,
xapol, yevéalar, undé BapBapwv Vo
"EM\nvas Svras Néxtpa gvidsbfar Bia.
& Téxvoy, & Eévau, .
ol 'y Oavdrov Tod cod peléa.

pevyer oe warip “Ady mapadovs.

ol 'yw, partep® TavTov ydp &)

péhos els dudw mwémrwre TUYMS,
xovKére por Ppas

ovd’ deliov Tode Péoyryos.

i lob.

vnigpoBorov Ppvydy vdmos "I8as T’

1275
KA.

1.
1280

far more difficult. I rather believe that the diagkevaoris was puzzle-headed enough to
put Tofrov as a masc. referring to Menelaus, ignoring the context, or perhaps reading
the sentence as a question. 1274. PapBdpois PL, Bappdpwr Musgrave. Weil
is - doubtless right in suggesting that the alteration to the dative was made
under the impression that B. w6 went closely with érras and not ouvAdcbac.
Puzzle-headed again. 1275. L at first wrote cvA\dofa: and then erased the 1st A\,
1276. Monk would read réxvor for {évas, 1277. ol & PL, corrected in P by
a late hand to ot éyd.—O@avdrov gob PL, favdrov Tod gof Heath and Musgrave.
1279. ol éyd uarep rairor Tabrdr ydp P with the a of uarep corrected to 7, uarep
substituted for the first radror and the o» of the second altered to o; the last correction
by a later hand than the others, ol éyw uarep pdrep raird ydp L. Vitelli says that
in L the first pdrep has its @ corrected to 7, the second is in an erasure, raérd was
originally radrdv, and something has been erased after the ydp. P apparently gives
the earliest of the Mss. readings. Dobree’s ydp 8% after a single raird» is the best
of the many attempts to mend the metre. It is possible that in some Ms. the &),
being written above the ydp and somewhat to the left, was mistaken for é&ls, i.c.
an indication that rairé» was to be repeated. 1284. The ¢« of vpéBoror is
in an erasure in P, it looks as if it had been an e—®pvydr vdwos PL, vrdwos Ppuydv

1273. The ellipsis of éorl or yiyreras
is common with oov.

1276—1335. After a few words inter-
changed between the mother and daughter
(6 anapaests introduced by a dochmiac)
Iphigeneia begins at ». 1283 a monody
of mixed metres in which she bewails her
fate.

1279. pérep] The Doric forms of
this word, and de\ov below, are ir-
regular, as these six lines seem to be
systematic and not threnic anapaests.

ydp] introduces a justification of the
repeated exclamation.

E. L

1280. ds dpdew wéwrexe] not ©ias
befallen both’, but ‘befits both’.

a0xns] It is rather hard to say what
this gen. depends on. Most probably in
strict grammar it depends on uéhos,
though its position after méwrwxe gives
it a somewhat adverbial force: lit. ¢ 7he
same cry abowut our lot’.

1281, It is better to supply éor{ than
Eorar: ‘It exists no more for me, it has
come to an end’.

1284 f. vdmwos and 8pea form a hen-
diadys. The speaker appeals to the
bleak glen, or glen-side among the

9
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dpéa, Tlplapos 30: moré Bpépos amardy éBale
patpos dmwompod voodicas

émwl popp Oavatbevre

Mapw, bs '18aios

*I8aios énéyer’ énéyer’ év Dpuydy mwder.
w1 wor’ adekev Tov dudl

Boval Bovkorov Tpadévra

[ ANéEavdpov]

oixicar dudl To Aevkov Udwp, 36c
xpiivac Nvuddv xetvras

Aewpwy 7 dvbeot GdAhwv

[xAwpois, xai poddevra

Hennig metr. grat. 1286. unrpds PL, parpds Herm. and Monk, unrépos
Seidler. 1291. &geke PL, dpeles Elmsley, who supposed this to be still
addressed to the wigpéBoror vdwos: but olxloar could not have a mountain as its
subject: dpener Herm. 1292 f. Tpagérr’ 'ANétardpov PL (both Mss. make a
verse end with the » of rpagérr’), Mork, Bothe, and Hartung reject 'ANétardpor
as being out of place and unmetrical, Hartung improved the metre by writing
Tpagérra. 1296. Both Mss. put a : after drfest, though they make the verse
end with xAwpols, f.e. they thought the five words ought to make two verses and
not one. 1297. I have no doubt that Wil.-MolL is right in saying that both
P and L have xal and not od. The abbreviation for xal in P is badly written, but

130
1285

1290

129§

it has a grave accent over it, which would not be the case if it stood for od.

Phrygian mountains, where the infant
Paris was exposed. * Why’, she asks, in
effect, why ‘was not that exposure his
death, as his father intended ?’

1289 f. Probably it was the music
which was mainly responsible for this
double repetition.

1291. &dekev] 7.e. (so Barnes) Priam,
but oixloa: cannot have applied to the
original exposure. Apparently then
Priam made two attempts to get rid
of his son. First he exposed him as
a baby. This attempt was as usual
frustrated by a shepherd. The child
grew up as a shepherd with the name
Idacus. Then, according to the story
of the Cypria, which Euripides probably
adopted, more or less, in his 4lexandros,
this Idaeus came to the city and suc-
cessfully contended against his brothers
in some public games, was recognized

Monk

by Cassandra, and then, as we should
conclude, sent back again to the hills
by Priam, that he might not do the
harm to the city which Cassandra had
prophesied (cf. Eur. Androm. 294 fi.).
A comparison of Hel. 2g—Mwdy 8¢
Bovoradu’ ’l3aios Mdps Zwdprny doplxed’
—suggests that Euripides’s version of the
story supposed Paris, on his recognition
by his family, not to have stayed in
Troy, but to have returned to his hill
pastures.

1294. ANevxdv U8wp] Eurip. uses
Neukds twice elsewhere as an epithet of
water : H. F. 573 (Alpxns e vaua Aevkdr
alpaxfhceras), and Hel. 1336. It does
not mean clear; that is ué\as (Phot.
pneNdrudpos Palbeia*  xuplws 8¢ «xafapd
Odaros: (cf. W. G. Clark, Prloponnesus,
p- 236), but sparkling, bright.
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dvfea VaxivOwd re Gealor Spémev]-

&ba moré Tlarhds Euole

xal donidppov Kimpis

"Hpa & ‘Epuas 6,

0 Aus dryyelos,

& pév éml wolp Tpupdoa

Kvmrpes, @ 8¢ Sovpl Tlaahds,

"Hpa 1e Aids dvaxros

evvaiol Baciliow,

kpigw éml oTvyvdy épw Te [Tds] xaAlovds
éuol 8¢ Oavatov, dvopa uév

Pépovra Aavaldaiow, & xipau.

mpéQvud o’ E\aBev "Aprepis mwpos “Ihcov.

1300

1305

1310
XO.

rejected xal péd....8péwew. It looks like a slightly altered passage from an idyllic or
elegiac poem, where the strange podéevra would suit the metre. The awkwardness of
dvbea following dvfeot was noticed by Markland. The mention of the goddesses also
is premature. (Hermann and others explain it of the nymphs or the goddesses
generally, not of the three soon to be mentioned.) I have also rejected xAwpois
as being a very unlikely epithet for d»feot. (This objection is met by von Sybel
by reading &pwest instead of dvfesc. Dobree proposes d\cea for dvfea.) It was
possibly, in the form x\oepois or xAoepoiow, an epithet of Aetudow in the poem
from which the passage is taken. 1300—1303. Hennig suspects these four
lines of being either corrupt, or added to fill a gap. 1302. The 6’ after ‘Epuds
is wanting in P and added by an early hand in L. 1305. d&opl PL, dovpl Monk.
1307. Pacihoioe P!, BagiMoe P? and L. 1308. Matthiae rejects the rds ‘“‘szom
solum ob metrum, sed etiam quod abhorvet @ more tragicorum”. 1309—1311.
I have printed these . as the Mss. give them, not because I think they can be
explained, but because I see no clue to a satisfactory emendation. 1309. éuol

PL, éudv Elmsley. 1310. Svoua pév P, dvoua ;Lg L: Weil reads wouwar for
the two words, thus providing something to make sense with wpds “I\wo» : others read
Svoua v, Possibly d» or pdr is due to a Tqudv written as an explanation over 8voua.
Monk’s and Hartung’s suggestion to write & xépa for the Mss. & xépas, and to give
it to the chorus seems to me a likely one. (The latter also rejects ué» and makes the
chorus begin at 8voua.) Headlam writes Aavatdais, olvos xépg, adopting Elmsley’s
wpoBipar’ in the next ., assigning that »., as Elmsley does, to Iph., and reading ud»

after Svopa.

1304. Tpupdv &ml] corresponds in
meaning to the lighter English phrase
to plume onesdf upon. At Andr. 279
(8ot oTvyepd  KexopuOuévor eduopplas,
which has often been compared with
v. 1308 below) xexopvfuéwor is used in
a similar sense, I think.

1311. The words wpds “INov certainly cannot stand as they are

1309. Odvarov] this is explained to
be governed by éxl supplied from the
preceding line.

1311. wpébupa] Whatever was the
original force of the preposition in the

compounds wpbopayua and wpébvua
(probably it meant in front of the

9—2
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I1®. o' 8¢ rekav e Tdv rakawvav,

S pdtep & pdrep,

olxerar mpodods Epnuov.

& Sdvardhaw’ éyd, mikpdy
mikpdy idoloa Svaelévav.
dovedopas dioANvpat.

odayaiow dvocioigiv avogiov mwatpés.
Wi pos vady yalkepBolddwy
wpbuvas AvNis dékacbac

Tovad els Spuovs

dpehev é\drav moumalav,

un® dvralav Edpime

wvedoar mwouwdy Zels, peilicowv

1315

1320

for s xpds “Thiov grparelas. I think some word for expedition has been lost here, of
which xpds“I\ior was an explanation. See below on v. 1321. 1317. dvocloow
P, but it is doubtful whether L had at first dvooslowsw or dvoclois, most probably the
former. 1320. &3 AU, PL, AYAls Monk. The d3’, which is insufferable by
the side of the 70608’ in the next ». was doubtless introduced by a metrical ‘improver’.
Nauck agrees with Monk. 1321. 8puovs els Tpolar PL. Here again I think
Monk is quite right in suspecting an interpolation, and I have with him rejected els
Tpolav. Hermann (Opusc.) accepts this view. Cf. above on v. 1311. Ilouwaios
might more easily have such words as els Tpolay dependent on it as an epithet of a
wind, than as an epithet of éNdra. For 7o0ed’ I am inclined to suggest rd»d’.
1322. dgeher PL, dge)’ Bothe and Nauck, to avoid the proceleusmatic. 1323.
wir’ PL, und’ Hermann. Hennig would reject Edplwy and write und’...mouwdr as a
complete dimeter. (In both P and L und...wouwdr are written as a single line.)
His reason is, that ‘* geographical regions have not backs and fronts”. But it is

altar), it seems to have lost it, and only
to have been recognized as suitable to
the idea of sacrifice. Weil compares
Aesch. Ag. 227 wporéheta vadr.

1316, t8oVora] is difficult. Perhaps
it means ‘when I saw’, 7.e. ‘It was a

1323. Edplwy] a local dative. In
some places Zeus is sending favourable
winds, but on the Euripus he sends a
contrary one.

1324 . wopwdy] dvralay wouwdr is
best understood by a comparison of the

luckless day for me when I first set eyes
on Helen’. wmkpdv ‘to my cost’. See
above 2. 955 and Suppl. 1222.

1320. wpipvas] Headlam well quotes
El. 1022 wpupvoixor AdNw.

1322. \drav wopwalav] éNdry is
used here, like xdmn at /. 7. 140, in
the collective sense of feet; wouwalav
is a natural epithet of xdary in its ordinary
sense of var,and is transferred here along
with it.

phrase olplas wouwfjs above at z. 353.
As an object to wveloar, wouwsh is a
natural poetical variety for d»euos.

peMoowy alipav] Lit. ‘making the
wind pleasant’, i.e. sending a favourable
wind. The participle does not mean
¢ who sends’—that would be ¢ pe\loowr,
but ‘zwhile’, or ‘whereas he is sending’.
It is curious that the words Zeds pe\loowr
occur together also at Hel. 1399. Cf.
Zeds Meixeos.
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A\aldeot yaipew,

atpav d\\ois d\\av Ovardy
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1325

[rois 8¢ Avwav, Tois & dvdyxav,]
Tols & éfopudv, Tols 8¢ aréAhew,

Tolor ¢ péAhew.

73} mo\vpoxBov dp’ v vyévos, 1 woNvpoxboy

1330

duepiwv, 10 Ypedv 8 T¢ Svamorpov

k] ’ k] )
avdpdaw avevpeiv.
o o,

peyaa mdlea, peyaka & dyea

Aavaldais Tifeica Tuvdapls xépa. 1335

not right to take drralay and Edplxy together. The latter word is necessary to
the passage as a local dative. 1327. I have followed Hennig in rejecting
this ». It overloads the passage and obstructs the connexion of ideas. He takes
it to be a ‘‘parallel passage” which has been mistaken for part of the text. Its
unmetrical form—Heath would emend the metre by writing rofo¢ in both cases—
gives support to this view. 1339. I suspect this v. of being an interpolation,
but see Expl. Notes. 1331. Xxpeaw PL, 78 xpedw Hermann. 1333. dwevpeiv
PL, elpeiv Dind., drrheiv Weil, &pwrer Herwerden. I think the fault is in the d»3pdow,
which is very strange in the place of dv@pdwois or Bporois. Possibly a simple éoriv
stood here and was ousted by an abbreviated dvfpdrwr written as an explanation of
aueplwr. 1333. Both P and L had originally only one &b: the second was added
in both by an early hand. This ». with the two following v2. is assigned to the
chorus in the Mss. Blomfield restored them to Iph. 1335. In P an early
(I think) and in L a late (so Vitelli) hand inserted a rots before Aav., so as to

1335 f. It is best not to take &\hois
with Aalgese (so Firnhaber and Weil),
but to connect the latter word closely
with xalpew, which, like the following
infinitives, is epexegetical—a wind to
make the mariners rejoice in their sails
as they see them filling.

1328. oré\\awv]is used in its idiomatic
sense of fake down, furl. It is possible
that, if, as I suspect, the following . is spu-
rious, oTéA\\ewr does not mean that a con-
trary wind makes the sailors take in sail,
but that, as favourable winds start some
men on their journeys (¢fopudv—intr. lit.
‘so that some can start’—), so they take
others safe to port and let them furl their
sails at the end of their journey. In that
case d\\ar d\\ois adpar would not mean,
as most interpreters take it, ‘(sending)
a favourable breeze to some and a con-

trary one to others’, but ¢ (sending)
various favourable breezes according to
the directions in which the men wish to
go’. V. 1330 however somewhat sup-
ports the former interpretation, and there-
fore I have not ventured to bracket w.
1329.

1331 f. 70 Xpedv x.r.\.] The sense
of these somewhat doubtful words seems
to be: ‘When men search out their fate
they are sure to find that it is a hard
one ’.

1335. Tdoa] The construction is
the same as in the exclamation & rd\as
éyd. Markl. cps. Z. 7. & pdlots Sprowat
wepfaloiod pe and Soph. Phil. 1402
@ yevvaior elpnkds Ewos, so too Plato
Euth. 303 C & paxdpoe opd. But in
these cases the participle or adj. is in
the voc. The nom. with & may indeed
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XO0. éyw pev olkTipw oe cuupopds xaxiis

Tuxolcav, olas uimor’ ddekes Tuyely.
1. & rexodoa pijrep, dvdpdy dyhov elocopd mwéhas.
KA. 7év 1e Tiis Oeas maida, Téxvov: e 8¢ Seip’ eAfAvber.
I, Siayaharé por pénabpa, Sudes, ds kpiyw Séuas. 1340
KA. 78 réxvov, pedyess; 1d. AyiANéa T6v8’ idoba’ alayvvopa.
KA. o5 i 87; Id. 70 Svaruyés por Tév yduwv alds dépe.
KA. odk & dBpornTi xeicar mpos Td viv memrwrdra.

a\a plpy's oV cepvoryros Epyov: W duwwiuela.

make an iambic trimeter. xax&» P, xaxys L. 1337. A suspicious-
looking #. See above on 2. 470. 1339. Tév Te Tis Oeds "AxeANéa Téxvor § Sebp’
P (with 9’ inserted by a subsequent hand after réxvor), 7év Te Tis Oeds xaid’ & Téxvor
¥ & (sic Vitelli) dedp’ L. (Vitelli marks the letters 3 & and 4’ as in an erasure.)
This last is evidently the attempt of a very ignorant scribe to make out the v. on
the assumption that feds could only be scanned as two syllables. He has counted
syllables and neglected quantity. Therefore we need take no account of the &
before réxvor and the 9’ after it (which P? has copied). It is generally assumed
that "Ax«ANéa in P is a gloss on waida which has got to the text by mistake.
Editors are divided between the 7e of the Mss. and Reiske’s ye. Heath (writing
waida for ’Ax.) read ¢§ ye, but Hermann’s ¢ o0 is now generally adopted. But
the dat. is very harsh, and the whole remark makes a most unmotherly taunt.
Apart from the rest of the ». it is just as possible that waid’ was an explanation
of the gen. in ré» Te Tijs Oeds "AxiA\Néa, as that 'Ax:A\Ma was a gloss on raida. I
have ventured however, for the last part, to write eb 3¢ dedp’ éNjAvfer. The 8¢
may have dropped out owing to the 3¢- which follows, the 3 have been misread as ¢,
and fev changed to fas. The early edd. (¢g. Ald. and Canter) have the reading of L
as there corrected. How did they get it? 1341. vl 8¢ ¢etyes, récvov PL, 7i
8¢, Téxvor, peyes Heath.—7dr l3eiv PL, 16v8’ i8etv Musgr. (There is no trace in
cither Ms. of the rév which the early editions inserted before 'AxcAéa.) I have
ventured to change 8¢iv to idolo’, as réwde could hardly be used of a person whom
she refused to look at. Hartung reads ri 8¢ o0 pevyeis réxvov; 'Id. dvdpa 7628’ x.7.\.
In P wpdyuara is inserted as an explanation after wewrwkéra, this led to

1336.

1343.

the reading wexpayuéva which is found in the editions Lefore Markland. 1344-
ob ceuvbrnros Epyor, iy Suvdueda PL, ob geuvéryros Epyov dvdvduefa Weil. This is -
be really the same thing as an apostro-  /Jon 525.

phizing voc. with & as it is written. 1343 mpds] ‘In view of’. The

Ut Aemyl. Portus notat, redolet Ho-
mericum illud 9 pvpl’ *Axatois d\ye’
&nxe’’ Barnes.

1342. s vl 84;] Why? The ds is
otiose here, as sometimes with future
participles and in such phrases as ws
éxl 10 woXG, s és pdxny (rapeckevdfero),
s d\ndds. Cp. 1. 7. 557, Or. 796,

general sense of this expressive line is:
‘you are not in a position to deal with
your present lot in a fastidious spirit ’.

1344. dANd] This word adds force
to the imperative: ¢Stay, I command
you: this is no time for reserve: stay,
that we may plan some measures of
defence’.
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AX. & yvvas rakawa, Andas Giryatep, KA. ov Yevdi) Opoets. 1345
AX. v’ év 'Apyeiots Bodtar. KA. tiva Boiv; aquaié pot.
AX. dugl aijs maidos, KA. movnpov elmas olwvov Aoywv.

AX. o5 xpedv opdfar viv. KA. dpoir kobres dvrialerar;
AX. eis OdpuBov &ywye xavros fAvbor, KA. 78, & Eéve;
AX. oopalevobivas wérpoar. KA. pdy xdpnv odfov éunv; 1350
AX. avro Toiro. KA. 7is & av &y owpatos Tod ood Ouyeiv;
AX. mavres"ENAqres. KA. arparos 8¢ Mupuidav ol oot mwapijv;
AX. mpdros v éxetvos éxOpis. KA. 8 dp’ ohwhapev, Téxvov.
AX. ol pe Tov yapwy dmexdhovy flooor’. KA. amexplve 8¢ 7i;

very ingenious, but wants a future not a subjunctive. !’ é3uwduefa Herm. Those
who retain the Mss. reading suppose an aposiopesis. I prefer to read I’ duvwipeda,
taking of oeuvbrnros &pyor as a parenthesis. 1345—1348. These speeches of
AX. are assigned to XO. in P and L. They were first rightly given in ed. Brubach.
1346. 3¢’ L.—Podrar KA. riva Bofv; ofpawé mor PL. This construction is
harsh. It is possible that we ought to read Bodas, or put the ; after riva. 1347-
Aoyor PL, Néywr Markland. 1348. »w. KA. xovdels évarria Néyee PL. In P an
early hand inserted 7oiod’ after xoddels, and a late hand altered évarria to évarrior.
otdels Markl., who held that the x was due to the K for Clytaemnestra. odJels
8’ ovdéy drrlor Néyer Vitelli. I incline to the belief that évarrla Ayew was an
interlinear explanation which has ousted the true reading, which I conjecture to
have been Juoi* xodris dvridterar; The middle of drridjw does not appear to be
found, but the sense ‘set oneself against’ is a very natural one here, and the rareness
of the word would be a ground for the explanation. xob3els is a very possible mistake
for xooris. The weak point in this suggestion is the supposition that duoc has fallen
out. 1349. ¢éyd rou PL, E&ywye Markl. with the approval of Pors. and Dobree,
who quotes &ywye «xal avrds from Plat. Gorg. 506 B. Cf. also Phedo 117 C AN’ éuod
ve Big xal atrol and 59 B xai avrds Eywye. éyd 7« Musgrave. The same hand which
originally wrote & by way of explanation over the »w» in 7. 648 may have written 7ot
over ye here. #Avfor. KA. és ri»’ PL, 7\0ov & ri»’ Markland, #fvlor 7i»' Nauck.
1350. owfew PL, odfwr Canter. 1351.  1ob odparos PL, but in L 7ob is
crossed out, and no edition seems to have printed it. 1352. Mupmdérwr PL,
Mupudir Elmsley. 1354. To Matthiae belongs the credit of restoring inde-
pendently the ro» of P and L which the early editions had corrupted to raw. It
is amusing to find that Fimhaber prints 7&» and condemns as unnecessary Matthiae’s
emendation of the ‘‘manuscript reading”.—7ooora P, and so probably L originally

1345. ob wevby] GBpoeis] s ‘when
you call me ré\awa’. Possibly we ought
to put the comma after yovac.

1347. Aéywv] gen. of definition. For
the enallage cf. above on 2. 1266.

1351. ¥rAq] The lengthening of ¢
before 7\ is extraordinary.

1353. 8¢ dp’ Shdhapev] Cf. Kriiger

11. 68, 48, 1 and 2, and above zv. 11,
(40], and 268.

1354. of] *‘Why, they'—The re-
latives at the beginning of this ». and
1356 are slightly exclamatory, somewhat
like the olos which is explained to be
=§ru Totolros.
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AX. v éuny pexXovoay vy i) xraveiv, KA. dlxaia ydp. 1355
AX. iy épimoer matip por. KA. xdpyiOev o éméuyraro.
AX. aA\ évikopny xexparyuod. KA. 10 wold ryap Sewov xaxov.
AX. d\\ Bpws dpnfouév oo KA. xal payel moAhoiow els;
AX. eloopds Tevyn ¢épovras Toved; KA. dvawo Tdv Ppevav.
AX. ad\\ ovnodueala. KA. mais dp’ odxére opayrioerar; 1360
AX. obx, éuod ye tdvros. KA. #ifer & Soris &yrerar xdpns;
AX. pvploe ' dfer & 'Odvooevs. KA. dp’ ¢ Siavdov rydvos;
AX. avris ofros. KA. ida mpaoowy, §} otpaTod Taxbels Vmo;
AX. aipeleis éxwv. KA. movnpdv & ailpeow, piaipoveiv. 1364

(Vit. says the ’ of fjooor’ is in an erasure). iwexplvw P, and so L originally, though
possibly the first hand (Vit.) altered the ¥ to d. Possibly in the Ms. from which P
and L were copied an 4 was written over the ¥ as a suggested correction, and P
mistook it for the last letter of the preceding word, while L adopted the correction.
But whoever made the correction originally it ought to be adopted. The ¥ was
doubtless due to some scribe’s familiarity with Homeric forms. Cp. on 2. 1321 above.
1355. eowip PL, evac Scaliger, edwer Herm. (Opusc.). I think it is possible that
Cly.’s part of this ». should begin at uh. 1356. éphmoe PL, » added by
a late hand in P. 1357. évxduny P, the o corrected by an early hand to w.
1358. udxp PL, paxe? Elmsley. 1359. Tovede PL, corrected in P by a late
hand to 7obod’, see above on v. 1354. 1360. dwmobpeafa PL, dvihoouer oé
Elmsley. 1361. ' éxbvros PL, ye {awvros Nauck, Vit. cps. A. 88, Heracl. 66,
650 and Herc. Fur. 261. We need the stronger pledge here. ‘If I can help it’is
far too weak for the context. 1363. l&a PL, and so Heath for the {3ig of the
early edd. (In P there is a mark under the a which is really the ink on the other
side of the page, which happens to be thin here. This was mistaken doubtless by

1355. p\ovoav] For this absolute
use of the part. of uéA\\w cp. below v.
1380 and £/ 626 7 xpd ué\Novros Téxov ;
The precisely similar sense of Méxos and
the use of edw#h at 77o0. 831 (though the
reading there is doubtful), Androm. goy,
Higp. 885, Soph. Ant. 1224 are enough
to justify the metonymical use of elws for

1357. T woAV] A poetical variety
of ol wo\ol. Vitelli quotes Or. 772
Sewdr ol wolol. So at z. 1401 below
70...800Nor stands for oi...d00Not.

1359. Teixn] Probably, as Headlam
says, these were Achilles’s own arms (it
does not mean these armed men). He
points to the men bearing his arms as
a proof that he is ready to fight, even

though single-handed.

1360. dAN' dvmodpecfa] The dANa,
like the old English nay, adds strength
to the asseveration ‘I ska// have a
reward’: i.e. I shall win a bride.

olxéri] not ‘no longer’ but ‘mow...
not’.

1362. dfe] probably not ‘ will bring
them’, still less *will be their leader’
as Erasmus has it (“dwux Ulysses ag-
minis”), but ‘will (ie. ‘is to’) carry
her ofi’—an answer to the doris dyeras
xbpns in the last ». The same duty was
assigned to Odysseus at Hec. 220 ff. and
Soph. Phil. 6 Taxfels 768’ Epdew TGw
dvacobvrwr o,

1364. paupovelv] depends on the
alpefels at the beginning of the ». Monk
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AX. a\\ éyw oxnow viv. KA. dfer & oby éxodoav dpmacas;
AX. Onadn Eavbis ébeipas. KA. éué 8¢ 7i xpn dpav rite;
AX. advréyov Ouvyarpss. KA. s 7008 elvex’ oV odayrioerar.
AX. dA\d uiy els ToUro y fifer. 1. pirep, eloaxovoare

ToV éuwy Noyav: patny yap o eloopw Oupovuévmy

op mwooer' Ta & ddlval nuiv xaprepeiv ov padiov. 1370
Tov pév ody Eévov Sikawov aivésar mpobuuias

d\\a kai oé 000’ opav xpn, un Syl oTpate,

xai m\éov mpatwpev ovdév, 88e 8¢ quupopas TUxy.

ola & eloi\Oév pu', drovaov, uijtep, évvooupérny.

Musurus for an « subscript.) 1366. é0elpns PL, é6elpas L. Dindorf. 1367.
drréxn, corrected by a subsequent hand to drréxov P, drréxov L.—Evex’ PL, olvex’
Ald., evex’ Nauck. (The Mss. reading here is an argument in favour of the Ionic
form. elvexa is much more likely than ofvexa to have become #rexa. This argument
however needs to be supported by cases in which Mss. give elvexa.) 1368. In
P \elwed is written over the end of eloaxoboare, i.e. in some Ms. Iph.’s speech was
made to begin at the beginning of a line and uijrep eloaxoboare was taken to be an
unfinished ». (Wil.-Moll. is wrong in saying that in P the \elwet is written over the
early part of the following 2.). 1369. TW» éuwv" udryy yap eloopd P (an early
hand inserted Aéyw»r after éuaw above the line, and a ¢ after the o of eloopd, i.c. s o’
dp&, but without putting a breathing to the 8. 7&» éudv Noywr * udryy vdp o’ L, but
Vit. says the ré» éudv and the o’ are added by a different hand and Aelwe: (crossed
out) is in the margin. Hense suggested that the original was 1d» éudv éxdw,
accounting for the omission of the latter word by its similarity to the preceding
éudr, Weil utfwr, as beginning with the same letter as udryw: but L seems to
establish Aéywr. Probably an early Ms. was accidentally damaged at this point.
1373. SwaBA\nfps PL, diafAndj Monk and Hartung. The dde in the next 2. prevents
us from taking this ©. to be addressed to Achilles. 1373. 6 8¢ PL, in L
’Axt\\eds is written over it, 8¢ 3¢ Musgrave, who says he found it in one of
the Paris copies of L. For a similar 83¢ 3¢ cp. Or. 896. 1374. In L the
- of elon\@er is written by a late hand in an erasure,—évwoouuérny P, with a »

well cps. Hel. 1633 OEOK. 17 ue wpov-
Sdwxer XO. xalfjr ye wpodociav, Sixaia
dpav.
1366. 1f the reading here is correct
(Kirchhoff proposed dpar ¢ xph), we
have another extraordinary lengthening
of a vowel. Cf. above on v. 1351.

1367. o] for eb lo6 os, as in the
similar line Hec. 400 ws 708’ éxodoa
waidos ob pebjoouar: Cf. Elmsley on
Mod. 596 (609).

1368. ds rovro] i.e. ‘to violence’,
so that it really refers to the same thing
as the 7068’ of the previous v.

doaxovrare] For the plural used in
the same sentence with the singular Weil
cps. Soph. O. C. 1104 wpocéNfer’, & wai,
warpl. In both cases there is the same
reason for it: i.e. there is another person
present who is meant to hear what is in
form only addressed to one. In the
Oedipus it is Ismene, here it is Achilles.

1370. xaprepely] is here used, as
Heath says, of acfsve not passive courage
(L. and S. wrong). r& ddtwara is a
cognate acc. ‘It is hard to bear up
against impossible odds .

1371. olvéoas] thank.
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xatbaveiv pév pou dédoxras’ Toiro 8 alrTo Bovhopar, 1375
eVrheds mpiafas mapeiad ' éxmodwv 1o Svayevés.
Setpo 8 oxéyrar peld Nudv, pirep, ws xaAds Néyw'
eis €W ‘EXAds 7 peylory maca viv dmroSiéme,

kdv éuoi mopBuos Te vady xai Ppvydv xarasxapal,
Tds Te peAlovaas yvvairas unkéd dpmdlew éav

[rov “EXénys reicavras oAefpov, v vipmacer Hdpis].

Tabra wdvra xarlavoia’ dp’ olcouar, xai wov xAéos,

1380

added by a late hand, émoovuérpy L. Probably some Ms. had (by mistake) eloiAdov,
and this led to the nom. érvoovuéry in P. 1376. Bvoperés P, Suoyerés L. At
Z. T. 591 P has dvoueris and L Svayerss. 1378. owawofSAére PL, corrected
in both by an early hand to »iv dwoS\ére:. 1380—1382. Conington (in the
Class. Mus. 11. p. 108) and Herm. (Opusc.) seem to me to have hit on the right
solution of the many difficulties presented by these two . in rejecting the weak
fiv 7 8pdoe BdpBapor (which comes after yuw.) and rds éABlas éf ‘ENNddos (after éar)
and reading what remains of the two vv. as a single line. This involves the rejection
(so too Monk and Hartung) of ». 1382. We have no need therefore to provide a
syntax for relcarras, a defence for. SAefpov, or a supplement to the halting metre such
as a late hand in P and L did by writing #»ro’ for the Mss. ¥. 1383. «xar-
Oavoioa pvoopac PL. pboouar will bear no sense that will fit this passage, I therefore
read, with very slight alteration, xarfavois’ dp’ olcopas. (As to the two passages
quoted in L. and S. in support of a meaning ‘fend off’, ‘get rid of’, for pboua:

1375 f. 1 venture to think that all 2. 1383 and 36fa 7. 1399.) For aird

commentators on this passage have erred
in supposing that roiro a¢rd refers back
to xarBavely, instead of to the following
evxheds wpata. Independently of any-
thing else aird roiro wpatar is a very
unnatural expression in reference to deirng
sacrificed. Those who so take it are
driven moreover by a consideration of
the drift of the whole passage to explain
8édoxrar as ‘it has been determined’ (by
the Greeks, that is), and either to suppose
that the dative moc is used in a quite ex-
traordinary way for the accusative, or to
emend the passage in some way (e.g.
Herwerden and others read éué for pot).
I take xarf. u. p. 8. to be Iph.'s declara-
tion of her owm suddenly formed resolutson
to meet death (cp. /mtroduction, p. xiii),
and translate the following words: ‘My
one wish is to act nobly, to clear myself
from all taint of baseness’. (Cf. x\éos

Tobro referring to what immediately fol-
lows cf. Soph. Pkil. 77 f. d\N’ avrd Tobro
3¢l goprolivar, xhoweds Sxws yévnoe Tow
dvicfror Sxwr.

1379 f. wdv éuol] Cp. /. 7. 1507
kal Tdu’ év Vuiv éoTww § xkaN@ds Exew %
undéy elvar, ‘it lies with me'. An
infin. dependent on év éuol éori and
representing an action comtemplated as
possible (éa» x.7.\.), naturally has the
negative u® with it. (Those who read
édvres have hard work to account for the
unkéd’.) :

1381, pneéd’ dpwdlaev dav] ie. Tods
BapBdpovs. For a similar ellipse of the
subj. of the infin. dependent on éa» cp.
Or. 899 olros kravely uév obre o' obre
avyyovor ela.

1383. oloopar] used in the epic (and
tragic) sense of win as a prize.



IIFENEIA H EN AYAIAL 139
‘EAAad’ os jhevbépwaa, paxdpiov yevicera.
xal ydp ovdé Toi TL Nav éué pihoYruyeiv xpewv: 1385

~ ’ re ¥ LINEY ’
waai yap p' “EAAno kowov étexes, ovyi goi povy.
a\\d pvplor pév dvdpes domiow medpayuévor,
puploe & épéryu’ &yovres, matpidos Ndiknuévns,
Spav 11 ToAurjcovaw éxbpods xUmép ‘Exhddos Oaveiv;
7 & éun Yuxn wpl’ odoa mdvra xwhvoer Tdde; 1390
kai 1{ TovTois TdY Sicalwy Exopev dvrevmely &mos;
kan’ éxet’ ENOwpev: ov et Tévde Sia paxns polelv
waaw 'Apyeloss ywvaicos elvex’ ovdé xarlaveiv.
els dvip xpelocwy yvvawov pvplov épav ¢dos.
e & éBovnifn 10 gdpa Tobuov *Apreps NaBeiv, 1395
in Soph. O. 7 312 pocar can quite well have its ordinary meaning of *rescue’, if,
with Jebb, we take its object xdr ulagua to mean ‘‘all that is defiled”; and at
Thuc. v. 63 Dobree is, I think, right in conjecturing NdoesOa: for pooesbas.)
1385. o0d¢é Tou NMav éué PL. A late hand in P inserted v’ after Mar and the Aldine
editor altered éue¢ to éuol: both these mistaken alterations were corrected by
Markland, but it was reserved for Elmsley to emend the metre satisfactorily by
introducing 7 after 7of. Monk says one of the Paris copies of L has od8¢ ¢ and
the other odd¢ ot 1388. I think it possible that this line is spurious.
1389. Tohufoovs’ PILL, ro\usjoovow PLI—xixép PILY, 7e ximwép PIL? (Wil.-Moll,—
Vit. says nothing about re in L). 1391. 7l 70 dlxawr ToiT’ dp’ Exouper PL (with
an erasure over vr, but no circumflex in L). An early hand in L and a late one in P
has roi7 9’ &p’.  This alteration satisfied the demands of metre in a fashion, but not
those of syntax: the &xouuer will not stand without an dv. The sense too seems to
demand a dative to go with dvreiwrei». Bremi and Elmsley are of opinion that the
line originally ended with &xouer dvreweiv Exos. What went before we can only
conjecture. The line as I have printed it might have been so obliterated as to
leave only 7 76 dlxasov, and the Tovr may be a remnant of rofrois which was written
over the line and which was afterwards inserted in the wrong place. =i 70 Sixacor;
ap' Exoper Toiod’ dv drrewely Exos Monk, 7l 76 dlxaior dpa TovTots Exouer k.7, Weil.
1393. &ex’ PL, olvex’ an early hand in L, elvex’ Nauck. (See above on z. 1367.)
1394. €ls ¥’ PL, els Hermann. Monk says one of the Paris copies of L has els ydp.
It is possible that, like the Paris scribe, some early copier inserted a ydp which was
afterwards altered metr. grat. to ¥'. 1395. €éBovN#fn owpa PL. An early hand
in P inserted 70 before odua. owpua Toduow is probably a marginal interpretation
(drawn from 2. 1397) of some lost words. Perhaps the . originally ran el &’ é8ovN#6n

1386. xowdv] The sentence gains
much in expressiveness from this neuter,
which is almost equal to a noun. For
the general sense Weil well compares
Dem. de Cor. § 205 Jryeiro ydp avrdw
Exaoros ooxl T warpl xal T3 unTpl pbvor
yeyeriioOat, A& xal 7§ warpld, and

Fimhaber Eur. Erecth. fr. 363, 14 f.
Erara Téxva Toid' Ixari TikToper, Os Oedy
7€ Bwpods warplda Te pudueba.

1394. Monk. cps. Or. 803 f. ds dvip
(? els dvhp) Somis Tpbwoiot curraxy Oupalos
v, puplwy xpeloowr opaluwy dvdpl Kex-
Tiofac pihos.
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durroddy yevjaopal "yo Ovyris odoa 15 Oed;
d\\ duryavor' 8ildwut acdua Tovudy ‘EXrade.

Over’, éxmopleire Tpolav.

TabTa ydp pvnueld pov

8ia paxpod, xal maides odTor xai ydpor xal S6F éun.
BapBdpwy & "Ex\quas dpyew eikds, dAN' ov BapBdpovs,

piTep, ‘EAAjvov: To pév rydp Sodhov, of &' énevbepo.
T0 pév ooy, & veiwm, yevvaiws Exes

XO.

1402

70 Tiis TUXNS 8¢ Kal 70 Tis Oeod vooei.

AX.

’, ’ ~ / ! / ~
Aqyapépvovos mai, paxdpiov pé tis Oedy

1405

éuelhe Onaew, el TUyouuL ody yapwy.
Ao 8¢ coi uév “Exrad’, ‘EX\ddos 8¢ oé.

déuas 768’ "Aprepus NaBelv ocpayi, and opayy was dropped metri gratia when odpa

ToUuor was inserted in the text.
and others.
an early hand to the reading of L.

1396. yerfoou’ éyd PL, yerfoouas "y Reiske
1398. Overe wopbeire P, Ober’ éxmopbeire L., and P is corrected by
1400. elxds &pxewr PL, dpxew elxds Aristotle

Pol. 1, 2, and so Heinsius. This ». was in the early editions written as two vo.
Grotius and Barnes both corrected this, the former even trying to remedy the metre

by writing dpxev *‘ Dorice.”
numbers of the »v. untouched.

1398 f. With this have often been
compared Macaria’s words at Heracl. 591
rair dvrl waldwy éorl por Kewdhia xal
waplevelas, and (Firnh.) Or. 1050 7d3
dvrl waldwr xal yaunhlov Néxous.

1400 f. With this passage have been
compared Andr. 665 BdpSapor 8’ Bvres
yévos "EXAnow dpova’; Fr. 717 "ENqves
ovres PapBdpois doukevoouer ; where see
Nauck'’s note for other similar words.
Aristotle’s way of introducing his quo-
tation of this passage (6t6 paotv ol xoyral)
shows that it was a ‘commonplace’ of
Gk. tragedy. Ar.’s further words (ws
Tavrd pvoec BdpBapor xal SotNov 6¥) are
also exactly in keeping with v. 1402,
with which Firnhaber cps. Hel. 276 ra
BapBdpwr yap doiNa wdrra TN\ évés and
Or. 1115.

1406. {pe\he Bicev e TiXovm] ‘ meant
to make me if I won’. In using the
opt. TVxoyu Ach. puts himself back in
the position when it was still possible for
him to win Iph. as his bride. For the

Like most later editors Barnes left the subsequent
1402. 70 & é\edPepov PL. An early hand in L
and a late one in P have corrected this to ot & é\evfepo:.

1407. 7o PL, g0l
opt. cp. Bacchae 612 7is pow poNaf r el
ad gupdopds TUxoLs.

Ofoav] ‘“Arthen. 11. p. 501 C T
wojoar Oeivac wpds Tow dpxalwy ENéyero”
Vitelli. Photius 7{fnet* wotel, and Oetvas
wofioac. This use is Homeric. Cf.
Cobet, V. L. 261, Plat. Symp. 197 D.

1407. A& 8 x.7.\.] We have had
the same gen. of the ground of the
congratulation with {\oi» above at 2.
677. These words do not mean, as
Hennig and Vitelli say: ‘I grudge you
to Hellas’, but ‘Hellas is happy in
having such a daughter, and you are
happy in being a daughter of such a
country as Hellas’. With this passage
Firnhaber well compares Andr. 328 f.
otk d£id o7’ odw a¢ Tpolas, obre goii Tpolar
&, though here it is hard to justify the
rhetorical antithesis—see Nauck, Stud.
Eur. 11. p. 101—perhaps it means: ‘you
are not worth Troy any more than Troy
as it now is’ (&), s.e. in ruins, ‘is worth
you’.
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€0 ydp 708 elmras aklws Te warpidos:

[0 Oeopaxeiv yap dwolumodo’, & gov parei,
ddedoyiow Ta xpnord Tdvayxeid Te.)

paANov 8¢ Méxtpwv odv mibos p éaépyetar
els Ty Pvow BAéyravra' yevvaia yadp el.
%pa &' éyd rydp Bovhopal o’ evepyereiv
AaBeiv T & olrovs' dyfopal 7', loTe Béres,
el py oe cpow Aavaldaios dia pdyms
éN0wv* dBpnoov, 6 Odvaros Sewdv xaxov.

1410

1415

1P,

Myo 1d8 » » » » »

7 Twwdapls mwals 8d 16 odu’ dpkei pdyas

superscribed in one Paris Ms., and so first Canter. 1408. Hermann (Opwsc.)
condemns this ». along with the two following z». If it does not belong here it
is taken from some lost tragedy: it is certainly not by the same hand as »v. 1409 f.
These two lines would of themselves be enough to show that a “ miseryimus
interpolator”’ had been at work in this play. Monk was the first to call attention to
their inconsistency with the nature and the neighbouring words of the speaker.
*“They reduce his admiration of the young princess’s noble spirit and generous
patriotism to a mere compliment on her prudence in surrendering to necessity .
Hennig has also called attention to the fact that & has no antecedent but the *‘divinum
numen” implied in 76 Oeopaxedy. As Vitelli says, ». 1396 provided the interpolator
with his matter here.—é¢ehoyfiow corrected to étehoylow P, éfehoylow L.—rdd’ drayxaia
ye P, rd 7’ dvayxaia y¢ L. In L an accent has been erased from the final a of d».,
and in P 743’ has been corrected to 7d r'. rdvaykaid re Reiske (rdvayxaid ye Markl.).
No doubt, as Wil.-Méll. says, this last confusion arose from the fact that an earlier Ms.
wrote 74 drayxaia and the hiatus was variously filled up. 1411. poe gor PL,
the po« being crossed through by a late hand in both Mss. 1412. T PL, oip
Scaliger and Canter. 1413—1416. These vv. were rejected by Hartung as
unworthy of Euripides, and Dindorf follows him. But, as Vitelli and Weil say,
Iph.’s following words are inexplicable unless Achilles has renewed his offer to defend
her. 1416. d6powror P and the early edd., d6pnoor L and so Canter. 1417,
Myw 7d3’ PL. P has “\elwe” above the line after 7d3’. Perhaps the words originated
in a marginal “Id. Aéye: rdd¢” in a copy which had omitted to mark the person
speaking at . 1417. A later hand in both P and L added otdé» obdér edhaBovuérn
and in L Ner. has been erased. Ald, altered the second ov3d to 008é»’. Whatever
meaning can be extracted from these words is inapposite. 1418. dpxe PL, dpxe?

1412. Tjv ¢tow] From the odv of
the previous z. gov would naturally be
supplied with these words. Perhaps
Fimhaber is right in supposing that the
article may have had some demonstrative
force here.

1413—1415. The emphatic pronoun
gives the key to the point urged here by

Achilles: ‘It is my own wish to serve
you...it is a personal grief to me if I am
not to (7.e. if you will not let me) fight to
rescue you’.

1416. & Odvaros Sevdv xaxdv] Cp.
Measure for Measure 111. 1. 117, ** Death
is a fearful thing”.

1418 f. 8d T ocepa)] goes closely
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avdpov' Tilfeica ral Ppdvovs: ov &, & Eéve,
pn Oviioxe 8¢ éué und dwoxtelvys Tuwd.
éa 8¢ odaai p’ ‘Ea\a®, 7y Svwwaueba.

@ Mijp' dpioTov, ovk Exyw mpos TobT ETi
ANéryew, émel oot Tdde Soxel* ryevvaia rydp
dpoveis® T yap TaAnbés ovk elmor Tis dv;
Spws &, lows ydp xdv perarvoins Tade,
[ws olv dv eidfs rdm’ éuod Aeheyuéva]

é\fov 1ad bmha Oroonar Bwuod mélas.
[ds odx ddowy o’ dAAa xwAbowr Oaveiv.]
Xprioe. 8¢ xal av Tois éuois Ndyois Tdya,
Srav wé\as ofjs pagryavov dépns idps.
[oVxovy édow o dppoaivy T off Oaveiv-

Oy 8¢ aiv dmhots Tolode wpos vaov Beds

1420

AX.

1425

1430

Hardouin.—In L 9 is written over the second a of udxas. Such a suggestion shows
us that the scribe of L was more venturesome and therefore often less trustworthy
than that of P. 1422—1433. This perplexing passage has been very variously
dealt with. Most editors reject 1426 and refuse to admit both 1427 f. and 1431 f.,
though they vary in their choice between the two passages. Transposition has also
been suggested. I believe we ought to reject vv. 1426, 1429 and 1431—1433.
1425. e xdv PL (though Vit. does not say so of L), yap xdv Herm. ydp d» Hennig.
The change to ye was the result of the insertion of the following v. 1426. This
2. was apparently inserted to account for the rois éuois Noyos in v. 1428. The
rdx’ éuob was meant to be ra dx’ éuod in the sense of r& Ux’ éuod, and this in
itself condemns the »., which moreover evidently interrupts the connexion of ideas
in the passage without adding anything of moment. 1427. éNOérra 8’ P, altered
by a late hand to é\@dw 748, which is the reading of L. 1428. This is a very
feeble . As Vitelli says, the antithesis is quite out of place. 1429. xphon PL
with an ¢ subsc. added by a late hand in P to the second 7. 1431—1433- The

with udxas 7feiga: and in these words
Iph. glances at Ach.’s expressed love for

than to the immediately preceding words.
1427. 748’ 8wha] The relxy referred

herself (\éxrpwv oav w60os in 2. 1411),
‘It is enough that love for Helen should
stir up deadly strife: let not your desire
to save me give rise to more”. For
Tifeioa cp. above on 2. 1406.

1420. Twd] more vague than the
prosaic and usual undéva.

1422. & Aijp dpwrov] The same
expression occurs at /. 7. 6og.

1424. T¢ ydp TdAnfis odx elwor ms
dv] In these words Ach. admits that
his judgment has gone with Iph.’s de-
cision, and refers rather to oly &xw x.T.\.

to in . 1359. He will place his arms
near the altar as a sign that he is prepared
to take them up in her defence, even
at the last moment, in case Iph. should
repent. We must of course suppose
Ach, to imply that he will himself
remain by his arms. The middle #joouac
means I will put them there for my own
use, and in itself suggests this.

1429. ‘You may decide to have re-
course to my promised aid at the last
moment ',
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xapadokijow gy €ket ‘wapovoiav.]
1D, unrep, Tl avy Saxpiois Téyyers xopas;
KA. éxw Td\awa mwpodacw dor’ dhyeiv Ppéva. 1435
I®.  maboal, pe py xdrle' Tdde & éuol mibob.
KA. A&/, &s map’ fudv ovdév adiuerioer, Téxvov.
Id. un7’ odv oV Tov gov wAbkapov éxtéuys Tpuxds,
[wi7 dudi odpa pélavas dumioxy mérhovs.]
KA. 1{ &) 108 elmwas, Tékvov; dmoléoacd ae 1440
I®. oV oV ye' céopopar, kar' éué 8 evxhens Eoe.
KA. mwds elmas; ob wevleiv pe anv Yvynw xpewsv;
I®.  fixwor’, émel por TOuBos ov ywabnoerar.

mention of the »ads eds is enough to condemn this passage. There is no other
mention (cf. on 7. 1480 below) of a temple of Artemis at which the sacrifice is supposed
to take place. Besides, the definite statement made here and in 2. 1427 is inconsistent
with Achilles’ present proposal, which is that his action is to depend entirely on
Iph.’s decision. 1436. waboal ue PL, wadoa:, 'ué Porson. But the emphatic 'ué
is out of place before the following éuol. If the Mss. text is sound, we must read
wadoal, pe, making a pause before the ue, notwithstanding that it is an enclitic. I
think, however, that it is possible that uh xdxife (for which ud xaxlops would have
been more in place) is a gloss, and that the original was something like waioal ue
On\dvovoa - or else that wadoal has usurped the place of some such word as x\avfuep.
1437. d3xqop PL. A late hand in P has written something indistinguishable in
the place of the xy. druxfoess Canter (and Cobet, V. L. 598, who does not mention
Canter), but this would need a gen. in this sense. Monk thinks a ¥’ may have been
lost after #ud». Cobet would read wpds for the Mss. wapd. See Expl. Notes.
1438. ve PL, o9 Elmsley. 1439. Burges was the first to eject this . The
interpolator thought the w#r’ in 1438 ought to have a companion, and slightly
altered v. 1449. 1440. 7l dfra and & réwwor PL, 7{ &) Barnes, réxvor Markland.

1434. We have much the same ex-
pression at Med. 932 and Hel. 1189,

1435. wpédaoiv] Firnhaber notes that
at Hec. 340 this word is explained by the
scholiast to mean alria, dgopus.

1437. wap’ fHpev ovdly dBixdjora] ¢ Of
me you shall have no cause to complain”.
The expression is a quasi-legal one. Cp.
Dem. adv. Lept. p. 507 ol diwo wap’ dudy
78 Slxawa E&ovow. Xen. Cyr. 5, 5, 13 70
wap' éuol d3lknua. For the passive fut.
in -gopar cp. above z. 331 édoopar and
v. 1203 éoTepioonal.

1438. wir’] Probably Iphigeneia was
going on to say what she does say even-

tually at . 1449 (i.e. that her sisters
were not to mourn for her either), when
she was stopped by the requirements of
the stichomuthia.

Tpixds] is not governed by the éx-
but depends on x\éxauor.

1441. ologopai] The spectators would
probably refer this to the actual inter-
position of Artemis at the moment of
the sacrifice: an instance of tragic ‘irony’.

1443- Iph. means that as there will
be no mound on which to place the
locks of mourners’ hair, or pour funeral
libations over, the ceremonial of the wéy-
Gos cannot take place.
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KA. V7'8, et ré0vrikels; 00 Tdpos vouilerar;

I®.  Bwuds Oeds por pvpua s Aws xdpns. 1445
KA. d\\' & 1éxvoy, gol meicopar Néyess yap €d.

I®. w5 evtvyodoa v ‘EXhddos 7' evepyérs.

KA. 7( &) kacvyvitaiow dyyerd oébev;

I®.  und dudl xelvas pélavas éfayrps mémwhovs.

KA. [eimw 8 mapd oob ¢ilov &mos 7 mapbévors; 1450
I®. xalpev y'. ‘Opéor 1 ixrped’ dvdpa Tovde pon

KA.  mpoocérvoal vwv voratov Gewpévy.

1®. & ¢itar’, &wexovpmoas Soov elxes Pilois.]

KA. &0 8 7. xat’ "Apyos Spdod goi xdpw Ppépw;

I®.  matépa 1oV dudv i aTiyer mogw TE Tov. 1455
KA. dewods daydvas Sia oé el xeivov Spapeiv.

1444. For the unintelligible Mss. 7l 5%; 70 Ovioxew ob rdpos voulferar; (3% or 8¢
with the second letter in an erasure P, dal with the at in an erasure L : see below on
v. 1448), many emendations have been proposed. Monk is satisfied with putting
the first ; after Ovfoxew. Paley and Herwerden propose Oavobow, Weil refvedow,
Vitelli rvfeioww. I think we should regard the erasure in the Mss. after the & as an
indication. If &) was the original reading, who would want to alter it? I have
therefore ventured to print ={ o, e TeOrites, o0 Tdpos voulferas; 1446. An
ignorant late hand in P altered dAX\’ to ap’. 1448. &¢ P, &) changed to 3al L.
1449 kelvais PL, xelvas Monk, who argues that the interpolator of 2. 1439 would
have written dugl owuar: if he had read xelvacs here. But it is not too much to
suppose that the interpolator was familiar with both constructions.— édyp PL,
étdyps Reiske. 1450—1453. 1 have bracketed these four lines because of
the mention of Orestes as present. The last two zv. are good ones, but the first
two are poor. The only other instances of the verb éwwovpéw in tragedy are to
be found in the Rkesus (vv. 937 and 956). This lends some support to Wecklein's
view that it and several interpolations in our present tragedy were by the same
hand, that of the younger Euripides. See above Ex. note on 2. 613. 1450.
7{ PL, = H. Stephanus. 1455. 70» éudv PLY, e 1ov éuow L3, 7o dpdv
Scaliger. 1456. «etvov 8¢t PL, 8¢t xetvov Porson. 1459. owrapdtecfas PL,

1444 ‘Why, if you are to die, 1449- The mention of her sisters recalls

should a tomb not be your due?’

1445. It is implied that not only
would the funcral ceremonies be a sacri-
lege to the altar, but that the altar will
discharge the other purpose of the funeral
mound—that i.e. of preserving a me-
morial of the dead.

1447- ¥'] Here, and in vo. 1440 and
[1450), ve stands, as often, in an answer,
in place of a repetition (in another person)
of the verb of the question. So above at
v. 326.

to Iph.’s mind what she was on the point
of saying at ». 1437. She says it now
instead of giving a direct answer to her
mother’s question. The interpolator,
thinking that the present v. could not
serve for such an answer, makes Cly.
repeat her question.

1456. 8ewodgdyavas] Thepluralshows
that Cly. is not thinking of the sacrifice,
but of some results of the hatred which
Iph. deprecates. Iph.’s answer in the
next ». shows that she understood her
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1@, drwv/' k' Umep yis “ENAESos Siwheoev.
KA. donp &, dyewds *Atpéws T ovk aflws.
I®. 16 p’ elow dEwv wplv omwapdoaeabar xouns;
KA. &owye pera oo IP. uj av o' ob xakds Néyers. 1460
KA.  wémiov éyopévn ovv. 1P, éuol, pirep, mibod.

pév's s éuol Te ool Te xdAhiov Tode.

warpds &' omaddv Tdvdé Tis pe meuméTw

"Apréuidos els Newpdy', dmov adayicouad.
KA. & téxvoy, oixer; 1®. xal wahw & oV py pore. 1465
KA. Mmoboa unrép’; 1®. ds dpds o, evrapdims.
KA.  oxés, pi pe mponimys. 1d. ovk éb aralew Sdxpu.

vuets & émevpnuioar’, & vedvides,

orapdogesfa: Elmsley. As Matthiae says, perhaps the af in dfwv misled the scribe
here.—«xéuns PL, xéuas a late hand in P, probably Musurus, as the Aldine reads
xbuas. Even supposing that xply could be followed by a fut., or, what is less
unlikely, that owapdoow could have a 1 aor. mid. owapdfacfas, the active sense of
the verb would imply that it was the conductor she here asks for who was imagined
by Iph. as tearing her hair. See Expl. N. 1460. éyd, perd ye PL, &ywye
pera Markland. 1465. ofxp PL. 1466. ¥’ odx délws PL. If these words
are correct, they ought to be read ¥y ok atlws ; but I believe that some commentator
wrote o0k ¢£is as a paraphrase of odx ¢4 in the next v.,and that this, slightly modified,
ousted the genuine reading here. I have printed edxapdlws as a possible stop-gap.

e xdtlws Bremi, ¥ xdflws Hermann, ooi v’ dflws Vitelli.

mother’s words as a threat. Cf. above
2v. 1180 fl.

1458. 'ATplus ¥ oix dflws] Cf. above
v. 1233 wpos "Arplws warpbs, and v. 1031
0 ydp roc Tuwddpews odx dfws. Perhaps,
as Paley thinks, there is a reference here,
as at ». 321 above, to the supposed
connexion of "Arpeds with drpesros. Ag.
acts from fear.

1459. wplv] used for ‘instead of’, or
‘to prevent ' something happening, as at
1. 7. 102 &\N&. wply Oaver rews &
¢evywpuer. The meaning of the . is:
‘who will take me and prevent my being
seized by the hair?’ owapdoger (fut.
owapdouas) kbuny is to tear the hair (as
at Andr. 1209 ob owapdfouas xbpay;).
Here the pass. is used as a variety for
dpwacéijvar. The expression nearly cor-
responds to the colloquial English ‘to be
clawed by the hair’. The gen. is the

E. L

1468. éwegmufoar’

same as that above at v, 1366. At 2.
1463 Iph. shows what was in her mind
here: i.e. that if Odysseus or Calchas
sent men to fetch her they would treat
her violently, and therefore she wishes to
be taken by a friendly hand.

1461. wmimhwy &xopévn] not to keep
her from going (dvrexouér, cf. 2. 1367),
but to be as near her as possible. For
puh o6 ye cf. Hec. 408.

1464. Aep@v’] An open grassy place
is often spoken of as sacred to some
deity. Cf. Phoen. 24, Soph. Track. 100,
“Aesch, Suppl. 558 f. In this case the
erection of the altar to Artemis would
make the place sacred to her. The in-
definite 8wov perhaps indicates that Iph.
has no distinct knowledge of the place
where the altar is to stand, though she
knew the kind of place that would be
chosen.

10
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mdidva Tipn (cvpdapd Aws xopny

"Aprepiv.

it 8¢ Aavaldass evpnuia.

1470

xavad & évapyéolw Tis, aibéclnw 8¢ mip
mpoxvrais xabapaioiot, xai maTip éucs
évdefrovabo Bwudv: os cwrnplay
"EAnoe ddoova’ Epyopar vikndopov.

dryeté pe Tav "Ihlov
xai Ppvydy é\émrorw.

1475

arépea mweplBora didote, Pépere:
mAorapos 88e raracrépe:

xepviBwv Te Tayds.
é\icoer’ dudl Bwpov

P}, éxevgprunoar’ P% and L.

1471,

1480

xevd, altered by a later hand to «xa»d, P.

1479. wayaise PL, wayds Reiske and Seidler—the acc. is governed by 3(Sore, #\éx.

1468 ff. The dative cuugopg is governed
by the éx- in éwevpmuijoar, and the acc,
xbpyy the direct object of edpnueiv, raidva
being an adverbial cognate accusative.
‘Sing a paean to Artemis at my death’.

1470. Urw 8 AavatBais eddnpula] For
trw cf. Phoen. 524 lrw pév wip, lrw 8
pdayava, Suppl. 1025 trw ¢ds yduot Te,
Soph. 7vack. 207 év 8¢ xowds dpoévwr
Irw kKhayyd T0r edpapérpar *Axb\\w, Ar.
Av. 857 lrw lrw 8 IIvbids Bod Oeg.
These passages, where Irw is used of the
starting or raising of a shout or song,
and the recent use of éwevgmuetr and
waidv in the present passage, make it
possible that edgmula is here used in the
later sense of a song of praise:—cf. Pind.
Pyth. X. 53 f. dv Oallais Euwedor eOpa-
wlais e pdioT "AwéNwr xalpe :—* Let
your song sound in the ears of the
Greeks’. But the dat. presents difficulty.
The paean referred to is evidently (from
what follows) meant to be sung at the
moment of the sacrifice. Perhaps the
word means: ‘let it’ (/e the paean)
‘rise, a sound of good omen for the
Greeks’. The passage has also been
taken to mean : ‘let a solemn silence be
proclaimed among the Greeks .

1471 f. For the ceremonies obscrved

at a sacrifice cf. above on vo. 1111 f.

1473. b8ewbode Pupdv] Hartung
is probably right in refusing to accept
the ordinary explanation of érSefidouas,
which is ‘dextra prehendere’, and inter-
preting to mean évdéfia wepiépyeadar. Cf.
H. F. 936 f., and Ar. Pax 956 &ve &) 13
xavody AafBdw oV xal Tip xéprifa ILeplibn
Tdr Pwudr taxéws émbfa (quoted by
Firnhaber on v. 1557 below).

Vv. 1475—1509. With this xouués
Iphigeneia quits the scene, and so, pro-
bably, does Euripides. After begging
the Chorus to attend her to the altar
and to deck her for the sacrifice, she
renews her request to them to honour the
goddess, mentioning this time the dance
which is to accompany the song. (See
the passage from the &. F. quoted below
on 7. 1480.) Hartung is wrong in think-
ing that at v. 1475 begins the paean asked
for at 7. 1469. Like the interpolator of
vv. 1510—1531, he failed to see that that
was to be sung, not on the stage, nor even
on the way to the altar, but during the
sacrifice.

1477- weplBoa] weplBolos is elsewhere
used as a noun.

1480 f. @\looer’.."Apreuv] For the
acc. of the deity honoured by the dance
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audt 'Bwuoy “Aprepiv,

Tav dvacaav "Apreu,

Tdv pdxapay’ s éuolay, €i Ypewy,
alpase Qpade

Géodar’ éfareiyo.

& mwérva woTva pavep, ov daxpud yé aos
dboopev apérepa’

wap’ lepois ydp ov mpémer.

1485

1490
Xo0.

® vedvides,

ovverraeider’ "Aprepy
L A

83¢ xar. being a parenthesis. 1480. Aad» P, radv L, to which a later hand
corrected P, Monk is, I think, right in regarding »ad» as spurious (cp. above on
2. 1433). I have also followed him, though with more doubt, in substituting Buwudr
for it. Heimsoeth, Herwerden and Vitelli regard dug¢l radv as a Byzantine ‘gloss’
on augl Bwudr. 1485. Obpuacl re PL, in L 7\ (for réhos) is written over re
and : put after it to show that the verse should end here. Bothe rejects @tuact
e, considering it, I suppose, as due to a ‘gloss’ explaining aluaci. Monk writes
Obuacly re. 1 prefer to reject the re as Hermann suggests, comparing Aesch.
P. V. 691 whuara, Nouara, Selpara. Cf. also Eur. E/. 711 ¢dopara, Selpara.
1487—1490. These v, are assigned in P and L to the Chorus. Seidler gave
them to Iph. and nearly all editors have followed him. In 2. 1488 the Mss.
and all editions have &s. If the zv. are not, as Hartung thought, spurious, we
ought surely to read ob for ds. Otherwise there is a direct inconsistency with
the heroine’s words at v. 1467 as well as in the passage itself: for the fut.
Sdoouer can only refer to the time of the sacrifice.—ufrep the early edd. (uep L),
puarep Herm. 1491—1497. These vv. I have given to the Chorus (.. to the
xopugpaios). If there had not been in some Mss. an indication that the Chorus spoke
some lines somewhere about here, it is inexplicable that the lines beginning « wérvia
wérmia pdrep should have been given to them. The only objection is in the &’ éudv
8vopa, but these words must be corrupt (see below). Monk also gives these zv. to the
Chorus, but he makes the Chorus begin at 2. 1487. & PL, &b, {b Nauck. 1492,
After this v. I have followed Monk in indicating a gap. * One word at least must

after éMooewr Monk cps. K. F. 687 ff.
xadva udy An\iddes Yurodo’, dugl wupds

alpdrwr...§dv6°, Orestes 1548, Phoen. 1051
and 1292 & aludrwr.

Td» Aarols edwaida yévor el\looovoar xal-
Aixopot. It is the same acc. of the in-
direct object which is formed with §3ew,
xopebew and even xéwreofai.

1485. alpact] For the plural cf. £/
1172 dAN" olde unrpds veopérois év (veo-
¢oroicwy Nauck) alpacw wepupuévor Bal-
vovow ¢ olkwr wdda, also /. 7. 73 &

Opact] So used in the plur. in the
sense of Qvola at Med. 1054, Phoen. 573.

1486. adelPm] lit. ‘blot out’. What
she will do away with is the prohibition
to the fleet contained in the oracle.

1490. Monk cf. Suppl. 289 f. uh da-
kpuppber cepvaios Anobs éoxdpais wapnuévy.

1492. ovvewaeBere] ‘Join me’ (the

10—2
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XaNkidos avrimopov,

iva Te dopata pépove ddca
[8" ¢pov Svopa] TG0S AvMidos
év arevomropotaiv Sppocs.

i rya pdrep & Iehaoyia,
Murnvaial 7' éuai Oepamrva.
xakeis mohopa Ilepoéws,
Kukhwmriov mwévov yepov;
é0peyras ‘EANade pe ¢pdos:

Oavodoa & ovk dvalvouas.

1495

(o

XO. 1500

1d.

have been lost, in which was y@v or yalar or xédo», or something of the kind, with
which the adj. drrixopor agreed. That word is the epithet, not of Diana, but of
a place or region, as in every other instance where it is found”. The re in the
following z. shows that another description of the place preceded this. Prof. Strachan
suggests dvriwépar. 1495. Both P and L originally had 3&dpara, but it
was corrected early. 1496. &' éudv Bvopa PL. Monk rightly rejected these
words (he also rejects the following r&@¢8’). They are only consistent with uéuore
on the assumption that it meant remain. It is possible that they are a corruption
of the two previous words repeated, or that there stood here an infin. depending
on péuove, 1497. Before orevoxbpoiow in P is inserted in faint ink what
I take to be év. This correction I have adopted.—In L 8puois is erased and
written (with a smooth breathing) at the beginning of the following v.—In

P the v2. in this passage end at dépara, 8roua, orevowdpoisty and ufirep. 1498.
uirep PL, pdrep Seidler. 1499. Oepdwawar PL, Oepdwvai Scaliger. 1501,

Kuvkhwrlwy PL (and not, as usual, -elwy). 1502. "EXMS¢ uéya ¢dos PL,
‘EANGS¢ pe ¢dos Elmsley. (‘ENNddos ue ¢ds Nauck.) I have adopted Elmsley’s
correction, partly because, as he says, it gives a metre like that of the neigh-
bouring lines, and partly because the speaker's reference to herself in the

leader of the Chorus) ‘in appeasing’.
The simple éwgdew (cf. above v. 1213)
does not take an acc. of the person.

1495. 8épara) probably not (as Mus-
grave) ships, but spears.

pdpove 8dwa] ‘are thirsting for the
fight’.

1498. IIdaoyla] At Or.g6o Electra
in view of her own approaching death
also addresses her native land as & Ile-
Aagvyla, and at 1601 of the same play we
have év “Apyet T¢de T¢ Ilehaoyxg.

1499. Oepdmvar] adldwves, oraduol,
Hesych. ©epdwvass Téwos éorlv év Aaxe-
Saluovi® o) prnuoveter xal 'Iooxpdrys xal
’A\kaios, Photius.

1500. Ileporéws] Perseus is said by

Pausanias (11. 3. 16) to have founded
Mycenae.

1503. Oavoioca 8’ ovx dvalvopar] If
these words are correctly given in the
Mss. they must mean ¢ That I die causes
me no regret’. It was pointed out by
Monk in his note on this »., as by Good-
win (Gk. M. and 7. § 881 at the end)
that though, when meaning refuse, dral-
vopas takes an infin.,, when it means
regret it takes a participle. But a com-
parison of all the instances of participles
thus subordinated given in Goodwin, A,
and T. §§ 143—152 and 881, shows that
this case stands alone. Nowhere else is
found an aorist participle subordinated to
a present verb and referring to a future
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XO.
1P.

x\éos yap ol g€ pn Ay

o o

Aaumadoiyos duépa As-

o5 Te péyyos, Erepov

&repov aldva xal poipav oixraouev.
xXaipé pot, pilov Paos.

s .

Beofe Tav "IAiov

xai Dpvydv érroly

arelxovoay, éxi xdpa oTédy
BaM\ouévav xepvifuv Te mayais,

Buwpdv ye Saiuovos Oeds

paviow aiparoppirols

Oavobaav ebdpvij Te owparos Sépyy
opayeioar. edpocor wayal

following verse is awkwardly abrupt in the absence of some such reference in
this. The péya may have been due to a reminiscence of uéya ¢ds in 2. 1063.
In L éué is written by way of explanation over the end of #peyas. 1s10. 1
have followed Kirchhoff in holding that all that follows is spurious. For the
Epilogue (vv. 1532—1629) see the Introduction, pp. xxvi. fl. As to the Choric
passage (vv. 1510—1531), it is a feeble and at times senseless reproduction of the
language and the ideas of vv. 1475 ff., following the supposed hint of vv. 1468 f.
As has been said in the Introduction, some such addition as this Chorus and the
Epilogue may well have been deemed necessary to the production of the tragedy
on the stage. 1512. orépea Seidler. 1513. Pahopuérar Seidler, Salovuévay
Hartung,—wayais PL, but in L as is written over the ais. 1514. Sialuovos
Markland, &' aluoves Hennig. Monk omits feds as being a gloss upon daluovos.
1516. pavobsav Markland, xparodsar Monk. The word 3épyv is in both P and L
crossed out at the end of this »., and put in at the beginning of the next. 1517,
Many editors follow Dindorf in regarding ocgpayeicar as a gloss on favoioay wrongly

1505

[xo.
1510

1515

event. Elsewhere (e.g. Eur. A. F. 1235 This bold vague phrase gains additional

b 3pdaas 3¢ o’ oix dralvopar) such a con-
struction means: ‘I do not regret Asvinmg
done—'. The defence of this passage
must lie in the meaning of the verb
favovoa.

1508. ¥repov aléva xal polpay olx.
oopev] This use of olkely with such
accusatives is a bold extension of its
absolute use in the sense of ‘live’, for
which cf. Eur. Fr. 708 &\vwos olxely
(Nauck : the Variorum ed. gives d\vwor
olxeiv Biorow), Soph. 0. 7. 1390 76 ydp
T Pporrld’ Ew Tdw xaxww eixely yAvkv.

impressiveness from the consideration
that this and the following line were
perhaps the last words Euripides wrote.

1514 fT. If these words are as their
author wrote them we must suppose he
meant Swudr to be an acc. of the goal
after orelyovoar, avoicar and cpayeiocar
to agree with é\érrohw, and dépn» to be
an acc. of respect with cgayeioar.

1517 fl.  This sentence is not so flabby
in construction as the last, but in the con-
nexion of its thoughts it is flabbier.
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waTppal pévouai o€ Xépnés Te
orpards T "Axaidy Gédwy

INMov woAv poleiv.

dAAd tdv Aws xdpav

xAjowper "Apreuy, Gedv dvacaay,
ds &r' ebruxel woTpe.

& worna, Gipace Bporyoios
Xapeloa, wémpov els Dpuydy
yaiay ‘EMdvwv arpardy

xai SoAdevra Tpolas &3y,
'Ayapépvovd Te Adyxais

‘EANdd. xAewdratov orédavov

8s dudi xdpa éov

xAéos delpymarov dudifeivar.

1520

1525

1530

& Twdapeia mwai, KAvraywnjorpa, Sopwr

iw wépagov, ds xAigs dudv Aoywr.

Ployyijs xAbovaa Setpo ojs depixduny,

rapfotioa ThMjpwy kdkmerAyyuérn Hofe.

p pol T’ dAApy Evpdopdy Tkes Pépwy

npos 1) wapovoy; ATLT. oijs pév obv maidos wépt
Oavpaord gou xai dewd omuijvar Gélw.

ATT.

KA.
1535

introduced into the text. 1524. In L the ¢ of #érmia has been erased. 1529.
‘ENAdg: Markland. 1530. xapa Téov Aldus, xdpa 0’ éov Scaliger, xpdd’ éd»
Seidler. The hiatus between xdpa and & (cf. 4. 533), and the word SoAéerra in
v. 1527, show the interpolator to have been familiar with Homeric forms. 1533—
1629. See Introduction, pp. xxvi. ff. 1533. KkAes corrected by a late hand
to x\vais P, x\Ves corrected to x\dps L. 1536. 1ikeis PL. I have retained this,
putting a . at ¢3Sy and a ; at wapoday. fkps Portus, with a, at ¢3Sy and a . at xapodey,
and so all subsequent editions. It would be possible to retain the earlier punctuation
and yet read 7ixes. Cf. Kriiger, 1. 54, 8, 12, Monro, fHomeric Grammar, § 358 (d),
Goodwin, M. and 7. § 369. Cf. also Phoen. g3. 1538. dewd PL, xedrd

1522. Oetv dvacoav] by no means above.
an appropriate title for Artemis, is a 1535. Cf. Bacckae 6oy éxmemhyyuévan
reminiscence of z. 1482. PoPe.

1525. Xapéioa) As Dindorf points
out, Markland is wrong in deriving
support from this place for his duatuovos.
The aorist participle cannot refer to the
goddess’ general predilections, but only
to the satisfaction it is expected she will
feel in this particular sacrifice.

1532 f. Cf. note on zv. 801—8:18

1537. v odv]has its adversative force
here. This makes the following Jewd
appear, as Weil held it to be, quite out
of place (see Crit. N.), If it is genuine
it must have exactly the same meaning as
Oavpacrd, and read. that way the line
becomes weak.
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17 péAAe Toluy, alda ¢pd{ Jaov rdxos.
a\\’ & ¢pl\y Séomowa, mdv wevop Tadds.
Aéfw & dn’ dpxiis, v T py opaeiod pov
yvouy Tapdfy yAGooav &v Adyois éui.

 &rel ydp ixdpeala Tis Aws xdpys

*Apréuidos dAoos Aelpaxds T dvfeadopovs,
' v "Axadv giMhoyos orpareipatos,
ajy maid dyovres, ebbis 'Apyeiwv dxAos
10poilel’. s & doetdev "Ayapéuvov dva
irl odayds orelxovoay els dAaos xdpyy,
avesrévale, xdpralw orpéfas xdpa
Sdxpva mpoifyev, Sppdrwy wémhov mpoleis.
7 8 oraleloa 7§ Texdvre wAnoiov

Aefe Towdd’* & wdrep, mapepul co,
Todpov 8¢ odpa s éufis Jwep mdrpas
xai s dwdons ‘EANados yalas vwep
Gvoar dBwp’ éxodaa wpos Buwpdv Beds
dyovras, ewep dori Oéodarov Téde.

151

1540

1545

1550

1555

xal tobw’ &’ ebruxeire, xal vundopov
Sdpov Tixoire marpla 7' Efixowrbe yiv.

Weil. 1541. pov PL, wov Markland.

1544. @Peapdpovs PL: in L an

n is written above -es- by an early hand, and in P a later hand has tried to alter

-¢o- into -9-.

1545. Cf v. 514 above, and Hec.
52t f. where Polyxena’s sacrifice is being
described : wapijy uér Sxhos was’Axaixol
orparod, with the 8xhos in which Har-
tung also compares the 8xMos in v. 1546.
Bang (Vitelli Oss. p. 39 note), to get rid of
the contradiction between this ». and
1546 f., would give ovANoyos here, not
the meaning it had in 2. s14 but, the
meaning it has in Xen. Cyr. VI. 2. 11, of
an habitual ‘ mustering’. Such a mean-
ing is unlikely for poetry.

1548. The double construction after
orelxovoar (éxl 0. and els d.) is awkward.

1550. wpoijyev] If the author of this
passage is responsible for this word he
must certainly have lived long after Euri-
pides, and probably translated into Greek
the poetical Latin lacrimasque ciebat.

Sppdray mixlov wpobels] Cicero, Ora-
lor 21. 74, with reference to the celebrated

1550. wpoiryer PL, wpofixev Dindorf. 1557. €Uruxoire Ald.

picture by Timanthes of the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia, says : * pictor ille vidit, cum
in immolanda [phigenia tristis Calchas
esset, tristior Ulixes, maereret Menelaus,
obvolvendum caput  Agamemnonis esse,
quoniam summum illum luctum penicillo
non posset imitars”. Cf. also Pliny A.
N. xxxv. 10. 36, Quintilian I1. 13. 13.
The veiling of Agamemnon’s face was
therefore regarded as an inwvention of the
painter’s. It may not be lawful to con-
clude absolutely from this that these
Latin authors knew nothing of such a
suggestion in a Greek tragedy, but at all
events they did not think, as Fimhaber
(p- 285) suggests, that the painter bor-
rowed from Euripides.

1556. e lorl OéodaToy T68¢] ¢ If
that is what the oracle bids’. Cf. Hdt.
1V, 164 padir 10 parrior édv robro.
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wpos 'radra ‘pp Yavop 'ris "Apyelwy épod-
o) mapéfw ydp dépny exapdivs.

Tooadr Adefe: wis & dpfroe Aoy
euxiav Te xdperjy Tijs wapbévov.

oras & & péog TalBifuws, ¢ 168 v pélov,
eidnpiay dvetme xal oy oTparg”

Kd\xas & ¢ pdvris els xavodv xpvojharov
Wnrev 0§ xepl Ppdoyavov owdoas

xo\edy lowbev, xpdrd 7 dorefev xipys.

0 wals & o Myhéws & xixkg Bupdy Oeds
AafBuv xavoiv &pefe xépvifds & opov,

Defe & & wal Zmyos "Apreus Oypoxrive,
70 Aepmpov eiMooovo” & edpovy dos,
défar 70 OVpa 108 G yé oor dwpovpeba
orpards T "Axaidv "Ayapéuvov dvat 6 opod,
dxpavrov alpa xaA\urapfévov Sépys,

xal 80s yevéolar wholv vedv dmjpova
Tpoias Te mwépyap’ éfekelv yuas Sopl.

els yijv & "Arpeidar wds oTpards T oy BAémwv.
ipels 8t ¢pdoyavov AaBuv érevfaro,

1567. xovkedw P, the ov altered by a late hand to o, xoke@» L, the o in an erasure.
1568. IIn\éws P, IIn\éos L. 1570. With this ». (which is the last line but one on °
the second column of the back of p. 146) a new hand begins in P. It continues through
the rest of this play and down to #. 35 of the Danae fragment which succeeds it, i.e.
down to the bottom of the second column of the back of p. 147. The remaining »v.
of the Danae fragment are in a hand different from either of the two preceding ones,
and occupy the first column of p. 148 (@), and one line of the second column. The rest
of the second column of 148 (2) and the whole of pp. 148 (4) and 149 (a) and 149 (6)
are blank. (1570.) & wai {ywds “Apremus Bnpoxréve P, and so also no doubt L
originally (see Vitelli, p. 72 note); in P from wai to Onpoxrove is crossed out by a
fairly early hand which writes for it: Ompoxror’ “Aprems wai Awés. In L the first
hand erased wai pywds (the ~ and the top of the ¢ still show) and wrote s in
their place.—& wal Zywds, & Onpoxrdve Nauck. 1578. lpeds P, lepeds L.

1560

1565

1570

1575

1561 . Cf. Hee. 542 rocadr’ ENefe,
wis 8’ ¢wnitaro orpards. The following
line, with the rijs before the xapférov and
no article before the first two nouns, is a
very bad one.

1567. xolewy {rwbev] Probably cor-
rupt. The éfeihxe xoheod in Hec. 544
makes it probable that the word xoleds
was used here. It will hardly be believed
that Fimhaber swallows the words whole,
explaining that gwdoas is here used for

NaBdw and that the sword was put into
the xavodr with its scabbard on!

1568. Cf. /1. F. 926 fl., a passage
already referred to above on . 1113.

The monstrosities in the following vv.,
some of which have been referred to in
the Introduction p. xxviii., are too evi-
dent to need special comment, and I do
not think any gain can result from their
correction. It would be better to write
the whole passage over again.
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Aayov' ¥ Ereaxoneld’; Wa -whjtaey dv-

époi 8¢ 1° dAyos ov uxpov elope Pppevi, 1580
xdoTy vevevkws® Badpa & v alpwys opdv:

wAyis xrimov ydp wds Tis gober’ dv capas,

v mwaplévov § ovx oldev of yijs eloédv.

Bog & iepels, dwas & ¢mjxmoe arpards,

dedrrov elodovres éx Oedv Tivos 1585
ddop’, ol ye und dpupévov wioris wapiy:

agos ydp domwaipovs’ Ixer émi xfovi

Betv peylory dampemis Te Ty Béay,

s alpare Bopds épalver’ dpdyv Tis Geob.

xav 793¢ Kdlxas wds Soxeis xalpwv idm: 1590
@ 1098’ "Axaudv xolpavor xowoi arparod,

dpare Tivde Gvoiav, v v Oeos

wpovbyxe Buplav, Iapov dpadpduov ;

radmyv pdAwra Tis xdpns domwaleray,

ds py pdvor Bupov ebyevel Pove. 1595
78éws 1€ ToOT &8éfato, xal wAodv ovpiov

3Bwow fuiv INov 7 émdpopds.

wpos tabra wds Tis Odpoos alpe vavBdrys,

XUpew Te wpos vaiv' ds juépe ThO€ Sel

Aurdvras uds APABos xoilovs puxovs 1600
Alyatov oldpa Suamwepav. émel & dmav

xarpvbpaxdfy Gop’ év ‘Heaiorov Aoyl

T wpdopop’ uad, ws TIxoL vdoTov aTpards.

wépme. & "Ayapéuvwv i dore oor Ppdoar Tdde,

Aéyew & omolas éx OeGv poipas xupel | 1605
xai 8ofav doxev dpbirov xaf’ ‘EANdda. ‘

éyo mapuy Te xal 10 wpdyp' opdv Aéyw:

1 wals cagds oot wpos Oeovs dimraro.

1580. dpyos P, corrected by first hand to d\yos. 1583. ol y@s P, corrected
to ol vfs by a later hand. 1589. épaiver’ P, with a second p written
below the -pa- by an early hand, éppalver’ L. 1593. 7 Oeds P, 6 Oeds L,
corrected by an early hand to # Oeds. 1598. vavdrys P, corrected by a

subsequent hand to rvavBdrys. (The earlier uncial form of 8 which resembles v
is not used in P, so probably this word was taken down at dictation from the
mouth of some one who doubtless pronounced the word (in English letters) nar-
wa-tees.) vavBarns L. 1607. wapdw re P, wapdw 3¢ (the 3¢ in an erasure) L.

1581. vevevxws] With reference to similar attitude results in the one case
Matthiae’s suggestion, mentioned in p. from fear, in the other from (perhaps)
xxviii. of the Introduction, we ought to  despondency.
cf. Soph. Ant. 270 and 441, where a
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Xo.

' XO.

ATA.

XO.

1610.
1616.
1621.
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Avirys' 8 'daiper xai wooes wdpes xoAov*
dnpoadoxnyra 8¢ Bporoiot Td Tdv Oedy,
aglovol & ods Pphoaw. Tuap ydp Tode
Oavoloav elde xal BAémovoarv wmaida ovfv.
os ydopal Toi Tadr drovo 20’ dyyéhov:
lav & & Oeoior aov pévev Ppdler Tixos.
& mai, Oedv Tob xAéupa yéyovas;

nbs o€ mpooeirw; wds & ov P&
wapapvleiofar Tovode pdrpy pvbovs,

ds oov wévfovs Avypod wavoaipav;

xal pnv "Ayapéuvov dvaf oreixe,

10v08 alrovs xwv oou ppdfew pibovs.
yuvat, Buyatpos &vex’ oABior yevoiped dv-
ixes yap ovrus & feols opihiav.

xpi 8¢ o€ Aafoboav Tovde pooxov veayenij

orelxew mpos olkovs® ws OTpatds wpds wAovV Opg.
\ a , oy s 4 ’,
xal xaipe: xpowd ye Tapd oo wpoopOéypara

Tpolpfev éorar  kai yévoird oo xalds.
xaipwy, "Atpeidy, yijv Ixov Ppuvylav,
xaipwv & émwdvyre,

xdA\wrd pot oxBX’ dwo Tpolas wv.]

Both P and L have yvdun in the margin opp. to this .

1610

1615

1620

1625

1615. Tov L.

A corrector of L altered & o0 to dé. 1618. wavoaluny L (originally).

olvexa PL, corrected in both Mss. to &exa.



APPENDIX.

ScHEME of the metre of the Lyric passages.

(In this Scheme the following signs are used: —v o represents a
‘¢gyclic’ dactyl, .- a long syllable held on in singing for three ‘#mes’ or
morae, < an ‘irrational’ long syllable, and A a pause equal to one
mora at the end of a verse. I have in one or two instances marked as
long, before such a pause, a syllable by nature short, on the ground that
its position made it long. Where the bar is finished in the next verse,
i.c. when the next verse begins with an anacrusis, I have put no pause
mark. I have marked the end of a x@lov by a space between the
verses.

Such divisions, and generally the arrangement of the syllables in
what seem to have been the dars, so to speak, of the music, must, in
the absence of that music, be always merely tentative. But I have
myself found such attempts useful, and I hope this may help my
readers.

Almost all the Lyric passages in the Iph. at Aulis are in Logaoedic
metre, which, speaking musically, is in triple time.

The Parodos and the three Stasima each consist of a Strophe, an
Antistrophe and an Epode.

I have not given any scheme of the spurious part of the Parodos,
nor of the choric passage 1510—1531. The metre of the former is of
a puerile character ; mostly trochees.)

PARODOS.
STROPHE AND ANTISTROPHE.
164 vww Vv - —-A 185
v ~vwv vww =A
- = e —v -
— — —_~v - —A
- v vy wvwv - A
~ov v —v  —A 190

170 — — —_—y = -
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v

v

3 (Choriambic)

180

206 v

210

215 v

vV
220 <

225

-_

-_—

-

-

A A

vVvwv

-<

vV

-wv

-wv

A A

- v

vvwv

-<
-—<

- v
- v

-~ v

—

APPENDIX.

LAY

-_ v

-~
-

-_

- v

-<<

-

- v
-_ v

- v

-_ v

- v
-

- v

-w

- v
-

- v

—

L
—

L YAV

- v

- v
- v
L YAY)

- o

-~
-_
- v

A A

LAY

EPODE.
—A
A A S AV
—-A
-
-~
A A S A

-—wv

-
- v

- v

E YAV
- v

—A

-wv
-_ o

-4 v

- v
- w
- v

bl V4

-_

- v

-A
—
| .

=A
-
-V

[VEVY ¥

[ .

= A
=A
| .

- v
-
-~ v

- wv

195

200

205
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545

550

555

573

575

580

585

A CCA

(4

AV A A

vVvwv

—

-<
vVvw
vwwv

-<

Vv
vowv
vVvw

—w
LS AV

-~
-~

- v

vVvwv
-~ v

-_—<

- v
-

-~

vVvwv

- v
-
-
-

v

-~ v

APPENDIX.

STASIMON 1.

STROPHE AND ANTISTROPHE.

- v

- v

| -

—
-<
-<

A4
<

-<
-wv
-—w
-—<
-4
-4 v

v

—

- v
-—<

- v

-

-—wv

-
vV

- v

-V

- v

-
-—w
vVvwv
-

-~V

-~
-

- v

- v
-~ v
- w

-~ v

-
-~
-~
-~ v
—
—-A
-~V

- v

EPODE.

- v
-~ v
—

*

-~ v
-~ v
=A
-~ v

- v

[

=A
-

-~ v

-A
=-A
—

=A
=A
=A
=A

= A
= A
= A
-A

=A
=A
=A

—.A
= A
= A

-A
—A

-A
=-A

558

560

565

570
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STASIMON II

STROPHE AND ANTISTROPHE.

(The following scheme is very unsatisfactory. It can only be said
to furnish a further proof that the whole stasimon has come down to us
in a very imperfect and corrupt state.)

751 = = ~v =V -A 762
— — —_y - -A
' wy b L ~v -
wy —<  —~vv =A 765
755 ~v v b= =
S —v  ~u =&
C_v I:"v - v — - A
o= LS —wv &
-~ Vv -~ v - - 770
760 < — —~v oou —A
. -~ v - - [ - A
EpPoDE.
,. 773 [—v -~y -w —A
- —~v = -
775 -~ — -~ ~ v =A
776and 7717 - v -~V -V —A
(omitting o- — ~v —v  =A
Awopa Tpolas) (. - —_y - -
780 v XY -~V @ =A

- v

[VEVEV]
—
—
:. —-w - —-—w - —_—~ - A
-~ v
—
—
-~ v

785 ~-v L —A
) — ~v —A
— -_v ~ v —A

—_ — —A



790

795

800

1036

1040

105§

v

w

vVvwv
-~

vV

v
—

- v

r

rrre

APPENDIX.

=
-
- v

vV

-~

- v

—-<

- v

- v
-
- v

- v

- v

vVvwv

—

- v

-~
-V
-<

- v

-< = A
-A
-A
- —A
-~ -V
-A
- A
-~ v =A
- A
S —

STASIMON III.

STROPHE AND ANTISTROPHE.

vwvwv

vVvwv

VVvw
-4

- v

W v

vvwv

L

[

vVvwv

- v

- v
- v
- v

-—<

- v
- v

vV

- v

- v

- v

-

-
-_ v
A4
-~
- W

—

-
-~

—

-~ v

— - v

~v

=A
-A
=-A
-A
- — A

=A

1070

107§
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1080 W

1085

1090

1095

-~
A
- v

-~

vwvwv

- v

-~
-~

-

WV

Vv

-
vvwv
—
—

.
—
—
-

r

VN

APPENDIX.
EPODE.
L -
- -~
- v
-y =
—e =
- v -
- -t
- - A

- A

— -A
- -

—A

- v - A
- v - A
—~v
- —-A
- -~
-V l_

-4 v

=A
—

-A
- A

-A
-A

=A

= A

- A

=

MONODY OF IPHIGENEIA 1283—1335

PrECEDED By ONE DocHMIAC (1276) AND SiXx ANAPAESTIC
LINES (1277—1283).

1283 o

1285

1290

129§

-V

vV
v

-—wv

vvwv

v

-~
-~
- v
-<
—

- A

-~
A A A~

Vv

-~
-—w

- v

—

- v

vwvwv

-

vVvwv

-~

Vv

-—w

- v

- v

A A AV

- A

A A A

-—w
- wv

-

- A

v v v
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1305

1310

1315

1330

1335

1475 v

E. L

vV
-—w

-w

vowv
-
vV

-

-—w

-

-~ v

- v

—
N

vVvwv

vww
-~
vwvwv
VvV

-V

APPENDIX.

= -~ v -~

Ve —w vVvwv Vv
[VAVAY B [ AVEV]

vuvw —v - A

- v

vwve —wv -

- - -

—v v —v

- vwvw —=A

-< —-v -v

- - Vv v

- -~ vvw —wv
vuwv —uv - -~
- - —-v

-—wv -~ -—w

-_—~ —_ -~ —
-~ vvwv -

—_— - -

VvV -w vvwv —w

1319—1322 anapaestic.

- v -~ v - -

-~ v - v -~ v

vouv —A

vV v vV

— W -—w -~ - w

COMMOS.

VV. 1475—1508.
— -V - A
-V -v =
VvV vVvwv vwvwv

vvwv —v - A

- — -A

bl V4

=A

I
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1480

1485

1490

1495

1500

1505
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-
-~ v
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vV
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INDEX

TO GREEK WORDS DISCUSSED IN THE
EXPLANATORY NOTES.

N.B. The numbers refer to the verses of the play.

afptvopas 858 amlola 88
dyaléy 346 drb 669
dyewr and dyesfac in the sense of marry dwwler 983
434 dpa 404
dydr 1455 dpyervls 574
ddurhoouar pass. 1436 *ApéBovoa 170
d6pavora 57 apibubs 231
aldus 821 &ppara for chariot and horses 350
alpara 1485 dapxal 990
alveiofas Mav 979 dpxw, dat. with, 337
alvéoas thank 1371 aoxely 83
alvéw 440, 506 'Arpets 321
d\yeiv, genitive with, 370 dpaipety with only the acc. of person
@ANd 500, 1239, 1360 robbed 895
dA\\d with imperat. 1344 dpacgia 837
&N\\ws o 10 purpose, falsely 8oo *AgpodiTy 1264
duwerdoas 34
dr 96 Bdbpa 81
dv, position of, 1191 PdpBapot 1400
dv iterative 432 BAéwew with adv. 644
ard c. dat. 754 B\égapov 321, 379
ard 1040, 1058 Bpbreos 1083
dralvopas with inf. and with part. 1503
drfp joined to designations 956 ydpos in the sense of bride 1087
arfeNéolfac 482 ydp proleptic 804
dvlnpbs 73 v€ 1446
ariceTelTWs 1003 Yéymba ws yéynba 649
arrl 104 YeNdw 912
drrl in comp. 224 i or x0kv used instead of wdMs 535,

dvriddupac 1109 1070 .



164

3¢ ye 308

Sewds 480

dénrou 798

Séuas 417, 937

&% »w 1009

Sid Noywr éNBetv 1194
Siagpépew 1195
Solxeobat 958

édoopat as a passive 331

éyrepropely 1006

&e instead of dei 1180

el although goy

elxés sor1

els Lo the extent of 951

eloeidor 110

els &v 1127

els TavTow vxew 665

els 7éNos 161

Exare 866

Ixyovos 598

éxyavpolueros 101

éxetvos 130

éxwoveiv 209

éxtelvew 648

éNdTac 1058

é\dmn and xdwy in the collective sense of
Seet 1322

é\looew with acc. of indirect object 1480

é\Moow 215

érxls used for the expectation of evil 785

éxls, personifications of, 392

€v 358, 943, 1085

évdefibopar 1474

évdixws 368

év éuol éore 1379

évdde superfluous 8o1

év loy 1199

év ke 1107

évvoeiclat 492

évraifa 1214

évrelvacbat 549

étahelpw 1486

étawardv with dat. 1216

é¢iis waoe 341 (cf. also Plato Symp. (95 E)

é¢ovopdw 1066

émgdw 1212, 1492

érawéw 506

éxdpel 125

INDEX.

éxpreca 440

éxl 29

éxl in comp. 130

éxl c. da}. 456, 550, 656, 1104, 1175,

1237
éxeNbely 349

" émupnulier 130

ev for ov in tragedy 789

b 0éobas 672

¥ Néyew speak well of 1115

edr)) wife 1355

ebgmula 1470

ebgmuos 143

&X' Hovyxos 1133

-¢w and -{fw alternative present forms in
-l¢w in post-classical Greek 433

{nhodv with gen. of ground of congratula-
tion 1407

ryetafas 1189

8¢ 812

Tikew return 1191

#» instead of éorl 1199
frega 655

s 157

Odvaros 1415

favpdiw 28

Geol, synizesis of, 1034
Ocpdmrar 1499
fepdwwy 1

Ocorids 49

Ohpapa 963

Ouuéras 152

laxh, laxéw and tixor 1039

Ifopat c. acc. 142

Iva 459

va, parenthetical use of, 320, with ellipsis
1107

lordvas Borr 1039

tornu 788

ITw 1470

xabevac 6o

xal 98, in animated questions 1192, placed
after an interrogative word 317, used to
connect words in apposition 751



INDEX.

xal ydp G41

xaxds elxelr 378
xadv Sreidos 305
xapdlay Exew 1172
Kaprepely 1370
xardpxesfas 1152
xaragTévw 470
xaraocrépw 1216
xararelvw 335
xaretxopar 1186
kepropéw 849
Kexapnuéros 200
xexmuévos 382
xéxpnoas 383

x\bw, aoristic use of, g4
Kouwvds 845

xouddw kecp safe 1305
xbpn 164

xphros Exew for xparely 472
kpoxd\as 310
Koxhwwes 153

xwwy fleet 1322

Aecpuadr 1453

Néxrpa 545

Aehoyouévos 386, 922
Aehoyopévws 1021

Aevxds of water 1294

Aéxos 1355, in the sense of wife 103
\ijpa 1431

Avdol 786

New lo put an end to 1268

uaxpds 595

papualpw with dat. 1154

uarep 1279

wéas of water 1294

#é\\w, absolute use of the participle of,
1355

péporve 1495

név otw 1537

peraBols, musical sense of, 1100

perarinrw 502

puh and o0 forming a crasis although a
comma intervenes 916

wriuny Exew in the sense of wrnobijra
mention 1103

pvbeboar 789

pvbéw 789

165

ravhoxéw 349

vearlas as a trisyllable 615
veins 164

veofake? 188

»udr with cognate acc. 1249
o =abré 552

vbuos 694

tarfal xbpas 681
twlorald’ 54

&3¢ 72

8¢os 301

80¢ for ob, ob in a temporal sense 547

86: used of circumstances 547

olxeiv 1508

olxeiv olkor 331

Oivdéwn ancient name of Aegina 699

ola’ olw 8 dpicow 735

Sppa 455, 1238

8redos 305

Svopa 910

dvopd{w 1066

ots 5

éxlow 38

dmhogbpous 190

&x\wr poetic for oxMrwr 374

SwAwr Grvaxres 1260

8pfios 94

6pfoiobas 24

0pd, absolute use of, 1122

oV instead of u% 995

ol negativing both a uév and a 3¢ clause
396

ob &% used of time g7

003¢é ye 308

ovxére for now...not 1360

rayijrai 304

wapd 397, 1436
wapd in comp. 981
wapexd\\ero 226
Ildps 1291
wappdbs 1147
wédov 91

welfewr dore 1211
welfeafar with the gen. 726
Iehaoyla 1498
wéurw 119, 1110
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wévlos 1442
wexpwuévos els 882
wepl 215, 1157
weplfolos as adj. 1477
epoéws 1500

weben 39

wwpbs 678, 955, 1316
wixrew els 1280
wAdyios 332

wAdr 236

w60ey 1235
wohvrAéxois 196
wouwr 1324

wbpos, gen. with, 356
wpiyua 1202
wpdypara 366

wpdooewv=machinari 1105
wply, used for instead of, 1458

#pd 36

wpbbupa 1311

wpbs in view of 1343
wpds 1019

wpoofixe 824
wpocwTdperor 23
wpogovdifew 1151
wpbow 919

wpbowror 1091
wporélewa 718
wporeheigOac 433
wporeNliw 433
wpbpaow 362

] S 1434
wpoxUTaL 1112
wrdpuevos as a subs. 796
wwhixds 613

aagris 560

aéfw 824

Zelpios 7

depodpdpos 223

oeurbs 996
gepviropat 9ol

ovyal in the plural 10
oxprf 1

axoweiv 674

o, dat. of the person judging, 1109

oodlfopar 744
oxapdogew 1458
owéppa 520

INDEX.

awovddiew éxl Twi goz
oré\\ew 178, 1328

orévw 470, gen. with, 370
oUANOYOs 1545

owdrrw 58, 105

atredpos 192

ouverds el with acc. 1255
currupdoxduor 48
atrrovos 118

alpiyyes 1085

axiina "ANcparuor 196
odpa 1417

Tarralos son of Thyestes 1149

relvew parpdy 420

Teuxéwv 15

Té\n 990

7i0nm for rokw 1405

Tis 884

7\ making position 1351

70 pndéy 945

70 wolD for ol woANof 1357

70 orepduevor =1 arépecfau 889

rére referring to some well-remembered
occasion 46

70 xpytor a periphrasis for desire 1017

Tpogal 561

. Tpogbs 169

Tpupdr éxl 1304

Tvyxdre for éorl 1138

Tuyxdvew, omission of the participle with,
730

Turdapéov 593

TUXWY 958

Uw- 507
UwiNOer 444
Uwbpogpos 1204

pariiw 936

Pépeabas 1383

pepri) 47

¢ihoriula 22, 527
PNbrepor, T, 342, 385
@Nbrepos 22

¢vaar 381

Polfn s0

~¢popos 596

¢pdoow 826



INDEX. 167

Ppovely 924
@as 1063

xa\keo-, compounds in, 1042

xdpis 555, 1222

xelp dxpa 951

xéprey 1112

x0uw or v} used instead of wé\is 1070
xpedv, 18, 1333

xpii» instead of xpf} 1199
xpbrp 640

Xxpvaeo-, compounds in, 1043

& with nom. 1335

wdls used figuratively 1235
~@dbs 1147

&s 469, otiose 1343

ws for b lobu ds 1367



INDEX

TO SUBJECTS DISCUSSED IN THE EXPLANATORY NOTES.

N.B. T7he numbers refer to the verses of the play.

adjectival gen. 1230

adjective formed from a proper name 391

adverbial phrases 379, 408

Argos 242

article used as a vocative, for the pron. of
the 2nd pers. 619

‘asides’ 1140

Aulis 88 ; detention of Greek fleet at, 75.

ceremonies preliminary to sacrifice 1112

change from acc. to dat. 492

change in the middle of the line of the
person addressed 685

character, Spartan 517

conditional clause suppressed 1256

dative, local 1323; of effective accompani-
ment 80, 83 ; of person judging 1109
dowry 869

education 558, 710
election of sovéreigns 85
enallage 1266

Ennius 138, 329, 384, 446
Eubulus 370

Euripus 88

genitive 20, of definition 1347, of goal
816

hendiadys 354, 1284
historic present 245, 399

infinitive, imperative use of, 403

Molus 201

Mycenae 343

negative far from the word it negatives
rro8

neuter participle used for the verbal noun
889, 1017

Olympus 576

oxymoron 30§

Palamedes 198 ‘

Paris 1291

past tense used of state still continuing
404

patronymic adjectives 49

plur. of and pers. used in addressing one
person 1368

¢ position’ 68, 1160, 1351

preposition implied with the first of two
nouns, when only the second hasitaro,
1085

¢ Rhesus’ 613

sing. and plur. of 1st pers. used indis-
criminately 834
stage devices 801, 1098, 1115

Timanthes, picture by, 1550

tmesis 11

tribrach in the fifth foot of a trimeter
iambic 844 ’

trochaic metre, character of, 317, 855

wedding of Peleus and Thetis 1036
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