TEXTUAL NOTES ON AESCHYLUS,
CHOEPHORI

165, 124-6 xijové uéyiote T@w dvw e xal xdrw,
*Eoui] y00vie xnoidéas éuol
T0v¢ Yijc éveple daiuovas xAdew duag
edydg, Tarpdwy dwudrwy émoxrdmovs.

126 dwudrwy Pearson: §” duudrwv M

The commencement of Electra’s prayer at the tomb of Agamem-
non.

The first of these lines stands in the manuscript between
164 and 166. Since it is evidently out of place there and would
make a suitable beginning to Electra’s prayer, Hermann’s
proposal to insert it between 123 and 124 has been accepted by
modetn editors. At some stage in the tradition it appears to
have been written in the right-hand margin and subsequently
incotporated into the next column (Tucker). This theory would
postulate a column length on a papyrus roll of about 42 lines,
which is plausible.

When this adjustment is made, we are left with a textual
problem to solve in 124. This line is deficient both in metre
and in sense; we need an iambus and a half, and also a main
verb, either imperative or optative, upon which xzgdfas can
depend. The deficiencies may be easily supplied: before ‘ Eguij
we may insert donoy (Klausen), xAvows dv (Thomson) or dxovaoy
(Hermann), or after yfdvie we may insert yévoro (Housman).
These remedies ate obviously not of equal value; Housman’s
yévowo, for instance, does not derive much support from his
parallel passage at Sepr. 145-6, while Klausen’s donéov seems
to have a slight edge over the rest on the score of suitability to
the context. But whatever supplement we adopt in 124, we
leave two or three irritating questions unanswered. There is
not simply the question why 165 became misplaced or why a
part of 124 was lost in the tradition; there is also the problem
of the construction of xnodéag ... evyds. We must construe
“having proclaimed for me the gods beneath the earth to hear
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my prayers”. This use of xpodooerw with the accusative and
infinitive of command seems to be unparalleled in Aeschylus or
any other author; although even Aéyew can be used in this way?),
xnodooew is not. Amongst the commentators Paley is one of
the few to face the issue, and the only parallel passages he
adduces ate éyaw 8¢ xapvEd Awadmorw éma, Ar. Ach. 748, and
wrjovaae Oeovs Tods T ogavidas Tovs 6’ Omo yaiav, Bur. Hec. 146-7.
These passages, however, merely illustrate the regular use of
xnodooew with the accusative of the person for broadcasting
a message about persons whether present or absent (men of
distinction, gods, criminals, runaway slaves); they cannot
disguise the fact that where the message is directed fo persons
and couched in the infinitive of command, the dative is regular.
The relevant parallel is in Orestes’ speech at Cho. 4-5, Tdufov
ém’ dyfo T@dde unmpboocw matol | wAlbew, drotoa. Moreovert,
in the present passage the accusative object is particulatly
awkward alongside the ethic dative. “Having proclaimed to
me that the gods beneath the earth are listening to my prayers”
is a petfectly possible sense, and even the natural sense. Must
we accept this as one more instance of Aeschylean obscurity ?
These objections are not by themselves conclusive. The
construction after xnmov&ag may conceivably be defended by
appeal to the Homeric authority of xnodooew dyogirde *A yarods,
I/. 2. 51 and Od. 2. 7. But when problems of text coincide with
difficulties of syntax, we must be on our guard against intet-
polation. And if we bracket the defective line as an intruder,
we shall solve all the problems with a single stroke. Aeschylus
wrote xfjové péyiote TOY dve Te xal xdTw, | Tods yijc éveole
daiuovag xlbew éudg | edyds, leaving the god whom Electra was
addressing unidentified by name and casting the prayer in the
accusative-and-infinitive construction®). In both respects Elec-
tra’s approach contrasts with that of Orestes (‘Eguij yfovee ...
cwtio yevod uot), and it may be that Aeschylus deliberately
chose to represent the daughter of the house as less direct and
less confident than the son in dealings with the supernatural
powers.
Being cast in this form, the prayer attracted the attention
of the early commentators. It was necessary to identify xijové
uéyiote, and to explain why Electra needed Hermes as »ijové,

1) E.g. toic & évavtiow | Myw gavipar 6o, mdveg, Tiudogov, 142-3.
2) Cf. 306—7, GAX & peydrar Moigar, Awdev | Tijde TedevTav.
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in contrast with Orestes, who had addressed him as yfdweog.
Hence emerged a gloss, written in the left-hand margin at 165,
in language partly borrowed from Aeschylus himself, “Eoui
y0ovie, xnovéac duol, which means in effect: “The xijpové is the
‘Eouijc y0vioc already addressed by Orestes; he is here ‘herald’
by virtue of having proclaimed for Electra”. In another passage
of the Choephori, 5602,

Eév yag einds, mavreli] cayiy Exwv,

7iEw oy avdpl 1) 8y foxelovs mblag

[LIvAady, &évog Te nai dogvéevog douwy]
we can see the same motivation and the same procedures being
applied. The ‘urge to identify’ has generated /7vAddy as a gloss
on dvdpl T@de (it occurs at this point in the line in Cho. 20), and
the gloss has expanded into an jambic trimeter, with the importa-
tion of dogibéevoc from Ag. 880-1, edueviic dogvéevos | Zrgopios 6
Pwnevs, and Cho. 914, eig dduovs dopviévovs3). In neither case
was there any intention to interpolate, for otherwise 124 would
not be metrically defective and 562 would not be ungrammatical.
If éuol in 124 looks suspiciously like an attempt at forgery, we
must bear in mind that early scholars often found it convenient
for reasons of brevity to adopt the dramatic impersonation in
their comments. For instance, on Cho. 42, towdvde ydow dydotrov,
the scholiast writes toic Jpyilouévors vexgois dyaow- 4, éuol
andds vmneeTovoy adryj, where duol means the chorus. Having
once been written in the left-hand margin, “Eouf ... éuol
attached itself to the beginning of the line it glossed4), thrusting
it out into the right-hand margin and eventually into the adjacent
column. Tucker’s diagnosis of the misplacement of 165 is thus
corroborated.

When the text has been emended in this way, there remain
one or two minor features which call for comment. Electra has
addressed Hermes simply as x»7jpvé, without identifying him by
name, and this contrasts with the normal practice of invocations,

3) The line was bracketed by Schmidt. Arguments in his favour
are (1) &évos, 562, in the sense ‘guest-friend’ after &évp, 560, in the sense
‘foreigner’, (2) dogv€evos after both, (3) the grammar in 562, (4) mdAag/
ITvAddy — an impromptu and inappropriate exercise in etymology. For
other examples of ‘piracy’ see 4g. 871/875 and, perhaps, 1044/1058.

4) For an instance of this see Men. Dysc. 944, where an identifying
gloss, Tov Awdvvoor, has attached itself to the end of the line, after being
written in the margin at 946.
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in Aeschylus or any other author. The explanation must be
that the god to whom she was praying was present, visible and
recognizable to the audience, 7.e. there was a statue of Hermes
Chthonios at the tomb of Agamemnon. This suggestion is not
new — it is attributed to Conington by Paley on Cho. 1 — but as
a clue to the interpretation of Otestes’ prayer to Hermes, * Eoudj
206vie, mato®y émomrebwy xpdty), | cwTIE Yevod wor oVuuayds T
aitovuéve, it has been generally underestimated. It is commonly
maintained that zare@a cannot mean ‘thy fathet’s’, because
that would entail taking éromredwy xpdry in the sense ‘exercising
powers as steward’, and émonmredew cannot bear this sense®).
But, evidently, if we allow for the presence of a statue of Hermes
at the tomb, as an integral part of the stage-set for which the
play was written, érontedwy may be interpreted quite appropri-
ately of a literal survey: “O Hermes of the Underworld, inasmuch
as thou art surveying the sovereignty of thy father (7.e. the
upper world), do thou (sc. like him) become Saviour and Ally
to me, in answer to my prayer”. Thus the words ware® émom-
rebwy xpdrn look both backward to “Eouij y06vie and forward
to cwTie ... oYuuayds te; they serve to bridge the theological
gap between the Hermes Chthonios whom Otestes could see
and the Zeus Soter whose help he wished to enlist. And once
the god who presided over the tomb had been identified by
Orestes in the prologue, further identification by Electra in her
prayer was unnecessary.

129-31 %Gy d yéovoa tdode yéovifas glitois
Aéyw nalotoa mdrep énolxtiody T dué,
@idoy T~ Ogéorny mdisg avdEopey douorg.

129 fotoic M wexgoic yo. m @Oitoic Hermann 130 énmoixreigdy M
¢f. 502 131 dvTiT0D 6nws. — faciledoopey X (nds* a X ad 122) ds avdEwuey
Blass pda¢ dvayov év post Schneidewinum Wilamowitz
With the exception of Hermann’s gfirois and the orthographic
correction émoixtipov, I give here the text as it is preserved in M.

Wilamowitz’s correction gd¢ dvayov & dduows, with the
accusative marég’ in 130, is now generally accepted. It has a
good deal to recommend it: it accounts for the presence of 7e
after &molxtigov, it presents the prospective return of Orestes
in terms of a metaphor which is found elsewhete in the Cho-
ephori (863, 934, 962 and 972) and it presumes a scribal confusion

5) This argument has most recently been sustained by I.G.Kidd,
C.R. 8 n.s. (1958) 103-5, referring to Fraenkel on Ag. 1270.
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between dvdnrew and dvdooew which is paralleled at Eur. Or.
609 and Med. 107. Nevertheless there are solid grounds for
dissatisfaction with the text as reconstituted in this way. xaleiy
is, of coutse, common in invocation contexts, and in all other
Aeschylean instances it stands as an integral element of the
invocation formula and is not relegated to a subordinate r6le®).
Once this factor is entertained as relevant, another possible
solution of the textual problem begins to take shape. M’s
vocative mdtep, strangely ignored by the Oxford editors and
excluded from the apparatus criticus, may well be right. If so,
a chain reaction follows. xalotioca must be convetted to xald o
(Heraldus), the imperative émoixtipor must be converted to an
infinitive, with 7e suppressed, and the correction gds dvayoy &
must yield gracefully to Blass’s proposal, which is much closer
to the tradition:

Aéyw* Kald o¢, ndteg, dmowntioew dué

pllov T 7 Ogéotnw, o¢ dvd&wuey dduog.

To this reading there seems to be only one substantial objection,
that raised by Thomson: “In no citcumstances could Electra
regard herself as the &vaf of the house”. I believe that this
objection, which would ordinarily be valid for a daughter of the
royal house, is invalidated by the extraordinary language used by
Electra in the lines which follow immediately on ¢ avdEwuey
ddupors:

mempauévor yag viv yé mws aAdueda

7EOG Tijs Texovog, dvdoa & avrnAidEaro

Atyiolov, Someg 60T pdvov peraitiog.

xayd uéy dvridovios: éx 08 yonudrwy

petywy *Opéotng dotiy ...
The terms in which she describes her plight here cannot be just-
ified by reference to any specific passages of the Choephori.
While Sophocles, for his part, has a substantial list of miseries
to which Electra has been subjected after the murder of her
father (E/. 35965, 520—22, 589-90, 814-16, 1181ff.), Aeschylus
represents her as merely deprived of the normal right of marriage
(48111.). His Electra has simply identified her own plight with
that of Orestes, in order to reinforce the prayer to her dead

6) See Ag. 146, Cho. 201, Eum. 116, 287, Suppl. 213. xalodoa at
Eum. 28 is not really an exception; the priestess is more concerned to
nominate the deities prescribed by tradition than to supplicate them with
a specific request.
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father; it was Orestes, not Electra, who had been ‘sold into
slavery’ and was living the life of ‘a wanderet’ (¢f. 915, aixdg
émodlny, dw élevbégov mareds, and Ag. 1282, guyas & ddjrng
Tijode yijc dmobevog). The same device is employed again by
Electra at 3367, tdgog & ixérag dédextar puyddag 0 duoiws, and
by Orestes at 254, dupw puyiy Egovre Ty avTiy dduwv. What
objection can there be, then, if Electra prays to her father that
she and Orestes may be mastets in their own home? The terms
which she uses to describe her condition provide overwhelming
suppott for ¢ dvdéwuer, and no support whatsoever for gdg
dvayov.

There is additional support from the epic. Homer in Od. 3.
195—209 draws a comparison, though imperfect, between the
situation of Telemachus and that of Orestes, and there are
echoes of this at several points in the Choephori, both in substance
and in language. It is therefore reasonable to parallel ¢ drd&ew-
uey dopog, and perhaps also éx 0¢ yonudrwy ... &otiv, with the
wotds used by Eurymachus to Telemachus in Od. 1. 402,
xrrjuara & avtog Exois xal dduact coiow avdacolg.

What factors were responsible for the corruption in these
three lines ? First, xalofoa may have been written for xald® oe
because the copyist’s eye strayed from 130 to 129; the similarity
between xdyd yéovoa and Aéyw xaldd oe may have caused the
mischief. This type of error is found in M at Cho. 772—3, and
in MVH at Sept. 393—4. Second, the basic corruption in 130
may have been émoixteigov for émoucreiper, the ve being added
later metri gratia. The confusion of e with o ot w may have a
useful parallel in Ag. 10-117). Thitd, d¢ avdéwuer was corrupted
to ag dvdéouey, yielding a phenomenon which has no parallel in
the surviving plays of Aeschylus, d¢ with the future indicative
for purpose. In the second stage of the corruption ¢ was con-
verted to mdg, in an effort to construe the clause as a direct
or indirect question. Finally mdc has been equated by the
surviving scholia with dnwg and the clause interpreted as
purpose. If this diagnosis is accurate, ancient scholarship

7) &de ydg xgavei | ywwaixds avdpdfoviov éAnilov xéap (8Amifov F Tr:
Emilawv supra scr. o MV); read éAnilew with Headlam, construe &de with
élmiew and for the construction see Ag. 1364 and Cho. 683. But it is only
right to add that the manuscript evidence indicates that at some stage
between the autograph and the atchetype éAniwv tout ne may have been
transmitted. And that, pace Fraenkel, is not the same thing as ginifov; for

long periods in the transmission copyists could and did differentiate
between o and w.
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emerges with scant credit; but that, unfortunately, needs no
parallels.

172—4 HA. 0dx 8oty Sotic mhipw duod | xeipetrd vew T .
Xo. &ybpoi yap olic mpooijre mevbijoar Touyi.
H}' \ \ Q> 3 \ ’ > 56 ~ ¢ /
. oal pny 60 doti xdot i0ely SudmTegog —
172 xeipetd vew M, vev superscripsit m: xelpartd viv Turnebus

Here the correction made by Turnebus has long held the field,
but there are grave objections to it: —

1. At 172 Electra is commencing her exposition of the
inferences which she draws from the lock of hair which she has
found at the tomb. The conclusion of the stichomythic passage
will be that it came, probably, from Otestes and that he must
have sent it. The kind of exposition we look for in stichomythia
is gradual, sometimes painfully gradual; here we expect a
modest initial premiss, couched in general terms. But Turnebus’
correction carries us, at a leap, half-way to the wrong conclusion,
viz that this lock came from Electra’s head.

2. The editors adduce the usual parallels for the optative
without dv after drwg in primary sequence; there are two from
Aeschylus, Ag. 620 and P.1/. 291, and two more at Soph.
Apnt. 6os and Eur. A/. 112. There is no doubt that the construc-
tion existed ; but there is also no doubt that it applied exclusively
to actions which were future or potential, and not to actions
complete. xelpauto looks to a potential cutting, while v desig-
nates the lock which has been cut; it is therefore impossible for
both yw and xedpatro to be right.

3. If the pdorovyoc (vw) was an integral part of the proposi-
tion in 172, we should surely not expect Electra to reintroduce
it in the next proposition with the strongly adversative xai uny
d0e.

To accept m’s cortection »w is simply to connive at the process
of corruption. We must start with the original reading in M.
I can see only one solution which will at the same time account
for the corruption and satisfy the logic of Electra’s argument:
xelper xoump. In Byzantine minuscules the confusion of y with
v, n with & and x» with 7 is easy enough; here the confusions are
combined with another common error, wrong division between
words. xelpew, of cutting the hair, is used only once elsewhere
by Aeschylus, at 189, A" 090é iy vwv 1) xravods’® &xeiparo, and
there stands, as we should expect, in the middle voice. But the
active had Homeric authority at 7/. 23. 146, ool ve xduny xepéew,
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and that would have sufficed for Aeschylus. xefpet %0/4771} carries
an implication identical with that postulated for xefoautd v, i.e.
“but I didn’t cut this lock™, and therefore leads into the succeed-
ing stages of Electra’s argument equally well, but the succeed-
ing stages have certain disquieting features which I intend to
discuss at a later date. It is sufficient to note here that this
passage, like others in the recognition scene, has been conta-
minated by fifth- or fourth-century interpolation.

215 Q. &g Syw Tjxeis dvmep éndyov mdiac.
&&nvxov M é&ndyov Robortellus

Orestes steps forward towards the tomb to reveal his identity to
his sister.

The text of Aeschylus has been subjected to such a barrage
of conjectural emendations, many of which do violence to
Aeschylean usage or palacographic probability or common
sense, that one hesitates to level any criticism at a word which
has hitherto escaped unscathed. But it must be done. The
target is @wmep. Electra had prayed for the return of one man,
Orestes (138—9). It is true that subsequently, if the manuscript
tradition were to be trusted, she has found two sets of foot-
prints at the tomb (205-11), but it is Orestes only by whom
she is confronted in the recognition scene. Line 220 is addressed
& Edve, not & Eévor; everybody is oblivious of Pylades down to
the end of the episode; there are no introductions. dwmep,
therefore, is an unexpected plural for singular, where the
singular would have been metrical and would have made all
things plain. And why do we have to tolerate it? It was, says
LS]?, eic dyw fjxew Tvdg or Twi. But the nearest approach to a
parallel for M’s reading is one passage in Eutipides, wd¢ dv &
Syw Tav duetéoav | E0or (Med. 173—4), whereas for eic Syw i
we have Hdt. 1. 136, 0dx dmuuvéerow &g dyw ©@® marpl, Aesch.
Pers. 1813, 8do&dtny pot dVo yvvaix’ eveiuove ... gic Sypw uolew,
where uot seems to be operating dmo xowod with édoédrny and
uoAetv, and the regular use of #jxew with the plain dative of the
petson (Aesch. P.1/. 103, Soph. O.C. 1177 etc). This is a
familiar problem: are we to defend an abnormality in Aeschylus
by appealing to an isolated passage in later tragedy? Should
we not venture to read @mep instead ? The confusion of ¢ adscript
with » is not unusual; at 880 the Medicean manuscript has
duamempayuévar, duly corrected by Turnebus to diamempayuéve.

University of Prince Edward Island  J.H.Quincey

10 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. N. F. CXX, 2



