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The importance of the context 5

The title of my lecture is of course a truism. We all of us know from daily
experience how important context in its broadest sense can be. E.g. we behave
and talk quite differently according to the varying social context in which we
find ourselves. And the cry ‘Fire!’ has very different meanings depending on
the situational context in which it is uttered: it may be a cry for help, but it
may also be a command, or it may just be the answer shouted by an excited
student in a class asked by the teacher to name the four elements that were
assumed by the Greek philosophers — it all depends on the situation. It is also
a well-known fact that this decisive role of the situational context may be ex-
ploited for comic effects by transferring an utterance from one context to
another quite different from it, e.g. when the hetaera Gnathainion in the
poem by Machon uses the highly tragic formula 0 koidov Apyoc to denote
her private parts'; or when in the Clouds of Aristophanes Strepsiades — who,
in order to get an idea of the amount of his debts, is looking into his book
of accounts —, after having ascertained that he owes 12 minae to a certain
Pasias, asks himself (Nub. 30) dtdp ti ypéog EPa ue ueta tov Iagiov; — using
a highly poetic phrase, which in its proper context must have meant ‘which
need has come to me...”" but by this transfer into the context of money-lend-
ing comes to mean ‘which debt came to me...?’; or when — the other way
round - in a famous passage of the Frogs of Aristophanes, every time Euripi-
des has recited the solemn first lines of one of his tragedies, Aeschylus com-
pletes his last trimeter with the prosaic everyday words Ankddiov dnwieaev
— an effect comparable to Stodart-Walker’s parody of Wordsworth ‘My
heart leaps up when I behold A mince pie on the table’?. A medieval rhetori-
cian, John of Sicily, has even defined parody in general in these terms: ‘we
speak of parody’ he says ‘when someone transfers somebody else’s utterance
into his own context in such a way that it will not escape notice’.

But my real subject will not be the situational context. I shall confine my-
self to the context in its original sense, that is: the words surrounding a cer-
tain passage or a certain word within a spoken or written utterance.

That in this narrower sense, too, the context plays an important part is
something we can, again, observe in everyday life. Thus we are familiar, all
of us, with the phenomenon that the context of a word may cause a speech
error. In English e.g. one may hear phonetic assimilations like ‘still waters do
run steep’ instead of ‘deep’ under the influence of the preceding word ‘séll’,
or ‘Spanish speaping people’ or ‘avoilable for exploitation’®; in France we

! Macho 384-6 Gow 1 & elne ‘uijtep, nédg * Epn ‘uéAdw piieiv
TOV UNOEV DPEANUA, TOV VIO TAG GTEYAG
70 Koidov "Apyog dwpeav $éAovt’ Exerv;’
2 Archibald Stodart-Walker, The Moxford Book of English Verse, 1340-1913, London 1913, 62.
3 loann. Sicel. in Hermog. /d. ed. Walz, Rhet. Gr. 6, 400, 16-8 nap@dio yap éativ 6tav 10 dAAo-
Tplov el v oixeiav ovvrally uetanonjoy TG obtwg ¢ unf AavSavery.
* Victoria A. Fromkin (ed.), Speech Errors as Linguistic Evidence (Janua Linguarum. Ser. Maior
77), The Hague-Paris 1973, 248 (44).
? ibid. 218.
Y ibid. 219.

325


http://dxpeirip.il

6 S.L. Radt

may come across people saying ‘trous les tois’’ instead of ‘tous les trois’ (by
the way: in this French example the influence of the context has resulted not
in the change of one sound but in the interchange of two sounds — it is a speci-
men of the famous class of speech errors called spoonerisms); in German the
numeral for eleven may be pronounced ‘6lf’® instead of ‘elf” because of the
following numeral ‘zwolf” (‘twelve’), or someone inviting a company at the
dinner-table to drink to the health of their principal may say ‘Ich fordere Sie
auf auf das Wohl unseres Chefs aufzustossen’ (‘to belch’)® instead of ‘anzu-
stossen’ — a most embarrassing slip caused by the two preceding ‘auf”s; and
so on and so forth.

By the way, a very attractive explanation has recently been given on these
lines of the famous speech error committed by the actor Hegelochos, who,
when reciting line 279 of Euripides’ Orestes éx xvudtwv yap adSig ab yoainv’
0pd, pronounced the word yadfy’ ‘calm’ as yadijv ‘weasel’: a few years ago
Stephen Daitz!? has very plausibly suggested that Hegelochos’ faulty accen-
tuation was caused by the three circumflected syllables surrounding the
word yadny’.

Occasionally such mistakes have even become regular elements of the
language, as, e.g., in the French expression ‘la robe était toute neuve’ and
the like, where the feminine gender of the adverbial ‘toute’ is due to the sur-
rounding feminines''; or in the Latin numeral for ‘nine’ ‘novem’, whose last
letter etymologically should be an n but has become an m under the influ-
ence of the following numeral ‘decem’'?; or in the Latin expression ‘mihi
Gaio nomen est’, where the case of ‘Gaius’ is assimilated to the preceding da-
tive!3; and so on and so forth.

But in general the phenomenon is restricted to individual cases. In ancient
Greek literature a well-known instance is Ar. Pax 291 ¢ #jdouor kal yaipouat
Kevgpaivoual, where the middle yaipouor instead of the normal yaipw is an
‘Augenblicksbildung’ due to the middle voices on both sides of this word; si-
milar cases are Ar. Eq. 115 népdetou ki péyketon and 1057 yéoouto ydp, &
Hoyéooito, where the unusual middles péyxerar and yéoaito are due to the
same wish on the part of Aristophanes to make these verbs ‘rhyme’ with the
middles in the immediate neighbourhood; in Theocr. 17,66 6Af1e, Kolpe, yé-
voio the predicate 6Af10¢ is assimilated to the following vocative — a phenome-
non which is found several times in Greek and Latin literature, but only in
poetry (see Gow’s commentary on this passage); and in the well-known
saying épdot Tig #jv éxaatog eidein téxvnv '* the illogical optative eidein in the

7 tbid. 181.

8 F. Kluge, Etymologisches Worterbuch der deutschen Sprache, s.v. elf (181960, 163).
9 Fromkin 46.

19°CQ 77 (N.S.33), 1983, 294 f.

' W. Havers, Handbuch der erklarenden Syntax, Heidelberg 1931, 75.

2. M. Leumann, Lat. Laut- und Formenlehre, Miinchen 1977, 487.

13 E. Lofstedt, Syntactica 2, Lund 1956, 108.

4 Ar. Vesp. 1431.
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The importance of the context 7

defining relative clause is due to the influence of the optative épdot in the
main clause.

A large quantity of scribal errors in the manuscripts of our texts are to be
explained in the same way: they have been caused by the influence of the
context on the copyist.

Thus the substitution of a middle form of a verb for an active one, of
which we have just seen occasional uses made by Aristophanes, is a mistake
found rather frequently in the manuscripts of Greek lexicographers. E.g. in
Hsch. 6 782 the manuscript has dniovv: éudyovro. énopSodvro: Biihler'® has
seen that the second part of the explanation should be énép3ovv, which be-
came énop3odvto through assimilation to the preceding middle éuayovto; sim-
ilar cases are Hsch. o 860 dvotrau: dtiudlerar. péuperon, where Latte has
rightly restored ariudler for driudlerou, and Hsch. k 3856 xovpilopuevog: bue-
vouobuevog, where, I am sure, Suevaudv should be read instead of the unpa-
ralleled middle duevaioduevoc.'®

Substitutions like these are only one kind of the very numerous class of as-
similations or, as Hermann Frinkel has called them, ‘Echoschreibungen’!’,
that are to be found in our manuscripts. For example at S. Trach. 1212 two
manuscripts have gopdc yé to1 p36vnaic ob p3ovioerai instead of yevijoeto;
in Menander’s 4spis line 4 the papyrus has ebdo[£o]bvra ki cw3obvTa in-
stead of ow3évta; in most manuscripts of Aristophanes the first line of the
Antigone of Euripides, quoted in the Frogs (1182) by Euripides himself, runs
1v Oidinovg T0 TpdTov ebTvxrC dvAp, but two manuscripts have ebdaiuwy in-
stead of ebtvync — a mistake apparently caused by the next line in Frogs, in
which Aeschylus protests uo tov 47, o6 dfjt’, dAdd kakodaiuwv picer; etc.
etc. Every classical scholar, I think, knows from his own experience how
frequent mistakes of this class are: instances can be found in the apparatus
of almost every page of a classical text, and I shall, therefore, not multiply
examples. I should like to add just one interesting case, where, I think, the
phenomenon has escaped the notice of scholars.

In the last chapter of his treatise On the Arrangement of Words Dionysius of
Halicarnassus deals with ‘melodious and metrical arrangement that bears a
close affinity to prose’!8. He illustrates this kind of arrangement with passa-
ges from Homer for epic, from Euripides for iambic, and from Simonides for
melic poetry. The quotation from Simonides — the famous Danae-fragment
(PMG 543) — he introduces with the following words!®: yéypantar dé xaza

> RhM 107, 1964, 96.

16 The same mistake is made e.g. by Victor Magnien in his monograph Le futur grec 2, Paris
1912, 150, where he quotes Photius Lex. 406,6 Porson as neigovtar: ma3wvtar (instead of
nadwaory).

1" Einleitung zur kritischen Ausgabe der Argonautika des Apollonios (Abhandl. Ak. d. Wiss. Gottingen,
Philol.-hist. K1. III 55), Gottingen 1964, 38 fT.

18 2,135,20f. U.-R. mepi .. tijc upedodc te xai éuuétpov ovvdécews tic Exovans moAinv
ouoiétnta mpog v nelnv Aé€.

19°2,140,18ff. U.-R.
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8 S.L. Radt

0100 TOAdS 0B v *Apiatopdvng fi AAog Tic kateakebaoe KdAwy, dAL v O
neog Aoyog dmoutel. mpooexe On T pélel kol dvayivwake Kato J100TOANS,
Kal €6 ioY 611 Afjoetai o€ 6 pIudg tijc @ofic ‘The lines are written divided
not into the cola constituted by Aristophanes or somebody else, but into those
which are required by prose. Now give heed to the melody and read ac-
cording to the divisions, and < so our manuscripts read > be sure that the
rhythm of the ode will escape you’. Now the expression ‘be sure’ strikes me
as rather odd in this context, where, after the instructions given to his ad-
dressee, we rather expect an expression of Dionysius’ own certainty of what
will happen if his instructions are followed up: that is to say, we should ex-
pect not ‘be sure’, eJ ig ¥, but ‘I am sure’, eJ 016’ — and for my part I have
little doubt that that is the true reading and that the reading of our manu-
scripts is due to the influence of the two preceding imperatives.

By the way: the phenomenon occurred as early as in Mycenaean times, as
appears from a Linear B tablet from Pylos?’ di-pa me-zo-e ge-to-ro-we 1 di-pa-e
me-z0-¢ ti-ri-o-we-e 2, where the first me-zo-e is a mistake for me-zo, apparently
caused by me-zo-¢ in the next item. And that the mechanism which lies at the
root of this phenomenon has never ceased working we can see every day in
printed texts. To give just a few examples: in Wagner’s edition of the Greek
tragic fragments?! a fragment of Sophocles (F 201c) is printed as y7jpg npoa-
fikov a@le v cwtnpiav instead of ebpnuiov; in a Dutch school edition??
of Menander’s Dyskolos line 797 runs 7epl ypnudtwv Aadeic, dfefaiov ypnuo-
to¢ instead of mpdyuatog; and recently the Aeschylus edition of Wecklein-
Zomaridis was twice cited as ‘Aischylou Dramata Sozomata’ instead of ‘Sozo-
mena’?. In the same way one may come across in English a strange word
like ‘requized’ for ‘required’, caused by the word ‘criticized’ in the line above
it?, and in German the expression ‘in Winklichkeit’ instead of ‘in Wirklich-
keit’ under the influence of the word ‘Winkelmass’ a little further on?.

Apart from assimilations the context may also be the cause of omissions
of syllables or words — the well-known phenomenon of haplography, a good
instance of which is Aeschylus’ magnificent wording of the lex talionis at Ag.
1430, where Casaubonus has restored Aeschylus’ words Tuua touuat: tei-
oal, whereas our manuscripts offer touua téuua tioar — the last syllable of
Tupatt having been overlooked because of the following 71 of Tioai. A partic-

2 PY Ta 641,2.

2L Aeschyli et Sophoclis perditarum fabularum fragmenta, Vratislaviae 1852,255.

22 Menander: Dyskolos. Met inleiding en commentaar uitgegeven door B.A.v. Groningen, Leiden
1960, 48.

2 T. Gantz, CJ 74, 1979, 298%2. CQ 75, 1981, 2122,

% CR 7, 1893, 346a.

% ‘In Winklichkeit ist dies eine alte Form des Winkelmasses’ (K. v. Fritz in: O. Becker [ed.],
Lur Gesch. der griech. Mathematik [WdF 33], Darmstadt 1965, 286 = Grundprobleme der Gesch. der
antiken Wissenschaft, Bln.-N.Y. 1971,557). — Other nice examples are ‘Hac forma de ipso Apollo-
doro, qui Artemitam patriam habuitur utitur Strabo’ (Meineke ad Steph. Byz. 128,12); ‘H.
Freudentheul: Euklid’ (Gnomon 44, 1972, Bibliogr. Beilage p. 23).
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The importance of the context 9

ularly glaring case is Apoll. Dysc. Synt. 1,326, where as an example of the re-
petition of a word the grammarian quotes from Sophocles the words fapvg
Bapuig abvoikog, and nevertheless in most manuscripts the word fapug is writ-
ten only once — a nice example of purely mechanical copying without regard
to the contents of the text (which for us, of course, makes things much easier
than an intelligent copyist consciously changing the text!).

The omission may even affect a much greater part of the text. In that case
we have the notorious saut du méme au méme, the result of the copyist’s eye
wandering from the next word to be written or from the last word he has
just written down to the same word or a much similar one further on. This
has caused e.g. the loss of 15 words in our best manuscript of Aristotle’s Poe-
tics?’; a nice example is also a passage in the second hypothesis of Sophocles’
Oedipus Tyrannus yapiéviwg 0 Topavvov drnavies abtov Emtypdgovaty wg EEE-
xovta maons thic ZogokAéovg momjoews, kainep frindévia vmo PilokiAéovg,
ag gnot dikaiapyos (S.T 39), where the scribe of the manuscript G has skip-
ped the words mojoews up to and including P1doxAéovg, because his eye
strayed from the first -k Aéovg to the next.?8

Still another way in which the context may be responsible for accidents
in the transmission of texts is the substitution for the end of a verse of a verse-
end in the neighbourhood: I refer you to the list of instances given by
Eduard Fraenkel in his commentary on Agamemnon line 1216.

All these mistakes are the result of too much, and misplaced, attention to
the surrounding context by copyists; usually they are easily detected and do
not harm the interpretation of the passage in question. This is quite different
when, on the contrary, too little attention is given to the context by readers:
the consequence of this may often be that a passage is wrongly interpreted.

E.g. Erotian in his Hippocratic Glossary, commenting upon the word
koywvnv in Hippocrates’ Epidemics?®, says (fr.17 Nachmanson [p. 103,
13f1.]): of uév 10 iepov dotobv. oi dé tdg Kotblag tdv ioyiwv: €& dv éativ
*Apiatopavng o ypoupaticog. Tlovkiog 0é xai *Ioyouayos kal ‘Inndval ta
ioyia ‘Some take it to mean the sacrum, others — among whom Aristophanes
the grammarian — the sockets of the hip-joints, and Glaukias, Ischomachos
and Hipponax the haunches’. On the strength of this passage the word
Koy figures among the fragments of the iambic poet Hipponax in two of
our modern editions (fr. 151 b Masson, West) — but the Hipponax cited by
Erotian as an interpreter of Hippocrates along with the grammarians Glau-

% p. 3,4ff. Uhlig dig 10 abto oroiyelov napatauPaveran, EAdafev, Evvene - dAda kai avliap,
AéAeL, maumay - dAAa ki AéEig, ‘Mda’ dye, Mdoa Aiyeia > (Alcman PMG 14a), ‘Bapic Papig
(alterum Bapvg om. LCB) avvoixog (S.F 753).

27 See Kassel’s preface p. VII.

% By the way, it is not only copyists who fall prey to the saut du méme au méme: witness the
stewardess who said to her passengers ‘extinguish your seat belts’ instead of ‘extinguish your ci-
garettes and fasten your seat belts’ (Fromkin [n.4] 256).

? Epidem. 5,7 (5,208,2f. Littré).
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10 S.L. Radt

kias and Ischomachos and opposed to Aristophanes of Byzantium cannot
possibly be the poet: he must be a grammarian too. The context of Erotian,
taken by itself, therefore, would already be evidence enough for the existence
of a grammarian Hipponax; and this evidence is confirmed, moreover, by
Athenaeus, who once mentions an Hipponax as the author of a work on syn-
onyms®: in all probability this was the same man. All this is nothing new:
it was observed long ago by Theodor Bergk, and I don’t see how he can be
refuted.

I also draw your attention to an important article by Dover®!, in which
Sir Kenneth demonstrates that Adkins in his studies on Greek moral values
has more than once been led to wrong conclusions because he has neglected
the context of passages in Homer and tragedy.

I shall give you another example at the end of my lecture. But first I
should like to turn to a special but common case which I have constantly
met in the course of my work on the Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta: I mean
the context of fragments, that is of quotations from lost literary works, espe-
cially from tragedies.

Here we may distinguish two kinds of context: first the context within the
lost work, and second the context of the quoting author.

On the first kind, the context within the lost work, I shall be brief. Much
ingenuity has been spent — especially since Welcker published his books on
the Aeschylean trilogy in 1824 and 1826 — on the reconstruction of the con-
text of fragments of Greek drama and, on the basis of such reconstructed
contexts, of the whole of the plot of lost plays and trilogies. But such recon-
structions, however plausible they may be, always remain hypothetical and
speculative, and I do myself not feel greatly attracted to this kind of thing
— on the contrary: these speculations at first deterred me when years ago
Bruno Snell asked me to join him and Richard Kannicht in the project of
bringing up to date Nauck’s edition of the fragments of the Greek tra-
gedians. Nauck, by the way, had a similar dislike of reconstructions of lost
plays (a dislike which tended to make him a little unfair towards Welcker),
and he gave a superb illustration of the dangers that beset such speculations.
It is to be found not in his Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, but in the preface
to the third volume of his edition of Euripides®’. Let us assume for a mo-
ment, he says there, that the Electra, the Heraclidae and the Heracles of Euripi-
des were lost, and let us see what, in that case, we would know of these three

1

% Athen. 11,480F (3,58,7f. Kaibel) ‘Innaval & év Zvvwviuoic obtws ypagper. ‘Hipponactis
grammatici mentionem nemo, ut videtur, fecit. An legendum ‘Epuwvaé <sic>?’ Dobree (Ad-
versaria. Ed. J. Scholefield 2, Cantabrigiae 1833, 333), who could not know yet the fragment
of Erotian, which was only published in 1853 by Daremberg; following Dobree’s suggestion
Meineke and Kaibel substituted ‘Epudval for ‘Inndval — Dobree himself, I am sure, would
have withdrawn his suggestion if he had known the fragment of Erotian.

31 JHS 103,1983,35-48 = Greek and the Greeks 1, Oxford 1987, 77-96.

32 Lipsiae 1869, VIII-XV.
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The importance of the context 11

plays from the indirect tradition. By just putting together all the quotations
from these plays we come across in our texts (most of them in Stobaeus)
Nauck makes it as clear as daylight that nobody could ever have guessed the
plot and action of the three plays from these fragments; and the same would
appear, I am sure, if one were to apply this procedure to any other surviving
Greek drama.

Another salutary example is the Berlin papyrus which Wilamowitz ascri-
bed to the *Ayaidv avAdoyog of Sophocles (and which, therefore, made its
appearance in Pearson’s collection of the Sophoclean fragments)3?, but which
in reality — as Handley and Rea demonstrated in 1957%* — belongs to the Te-
lephos of Euripides; or the Diktyulkoi of Aeschylus, which had been considered
a tragedy from Gottfried Hermann’s time*, until the papyri showed that it
had been a satyr-play.

In this field one cannot be cautious enough, and to my mind it is regretta-
ble, for example, that scholars often talk nowadays quite carelessly of ‘the
Achilles-trilogy of Aeschylus’, as if this were a certain datum: actually this
trilogy — however plausible it may be — is a mere conjecture, put forward by
Welcker.

On the second kind of context — the context of the quoting author —, fortu-
nately, we need not speculate: here we are on firm ground; and it is rather
surprising to see that, while there is no end of speculations on the first kind
of context, the firm ground of the second is not always exploited. For the
context in which a fragment is quoted may be of great importance for its
interpretation, and a good edition of fragments should therefore give the
whole of this context as far as it may be relevant. More than half a century
ago Hermann Frinkel®® summed up all the information an editor of frag-
ments ought to provide, and it is much to be regretted that editions still
frequently appear which do not satisfy these requirements. Such editions not
only compel the reader to go and look up the texts of the quoting authors:
a much more serious thing is that many readers will omit to do so and, as
a consequence, will remain without the information that may be essential for
the understanding of a fragment. How essential this information can be I
should like to illustrate with a few examples from my work on the Tragicorum
Graecorum Fragmenta.

In his systematic encyclopaedia Pollux®’ starts the enumeration of terms
from the building trade with the statement that in Homer the oikodouot are
designated by the word 7éktoveg and that from this word the terms dpyi-
téktwv and dpyitextovelv are derived. Now, after having mentioned the
noun dpyitéktwy and before mentioning the accompanying verb dpyitexto-

3 B.K.T. V 2,64f. = S.fr. 142 P.

* BICS Suppl. 5.

% Qpusc. 8,177 (followed also by Wilamowitz, Aischylos. Interpretationen, Berlin 1914, 154?).
% GGA 190, 1928, 25911

37,117 (2,84,18fT. Bethe).

«
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12 S.L. Radt

veiv, he adds a parenthesis, in which he calls attention to the fact that the
reverse order of the component parts of this noun also occurs, namely in the
expression TeKTOvVapyog pobaa used by Sophocles in his Daedalus (an expres-
sion which Pollux condemns as ‘strained’, fiaia): énel 0¢ kol T0UG 0ik0dopovs
téxtovag Vunpog kalel, ki dpyitéxtwv eipnrou napa ITidtwwvi (Polit. 259 e
8): fiaia yap 1 v 1(d Logokiéovg Aduddie (F 159) ‘textovagyog pobod’: 1o
O€ dpyitextovelv *Apiatopavng eipnxev év Auddde (fr. 201 K.-A.). Nauck
proposed to replace the word Textovapyog in this Sophoclean fragment by
1eKTOVOVPYO; (a word attested by Hesychius® and glossed by him with dpyi-
TéKTwV) — but this is not only ‘unnecessary’, as Pearson says, but simply pre-
cluded by Pollux’ context.

Another example. A very learned scholium on Homer, Iliad 7,76, preserved
on papyrus®, gives a list of nouns and adjectives that have passed from the
third declension into the second. One of these is the word dpmayog, for which
the learned grammarian quotes from Aeschylus the words dpmayor yepoiv
and from Sophocles the expression yepaiv dpnayoig. In the quotation from
Aeschylus Wilamowitz proposed to add a v to dpmayot, so as to make this
word a dual dprayorv, congruent with yepoiv; and this change of the trans-
mitted text has been generally accepted. The quoting grammarian, however,
says that Aeschylus used dpmayog in the plural (énAnSvvev) — if the dual apnd-
yoiv were the right reading, he should have said not éni73vvev but édvalev*.
But the decisive argument is that a dual dpmdyorv would not be testimony
to a nominative dprayog, since it might just as well be derived from dpral!
So the context of the quotation gives the lie to Wilamowitz’ conjecture.

A third example. Our only manuscript of Hesychius at v 739 Schmidt
quotes from Aeschylus (F 339) something unintelligible, evidently corrupt,
which is written vmookenovyepa. This Hesychius explains as follows: donep
ol dnookomobvieg, obtw KeAedel aynuatioar tjv xeipa, kaddnep tovg IlGvag
notoba: ‘Like those who are peering into a distance, so he commands to hold
the hand, in the same way as Pan’s are represented’. From this comment we
learn in the first place that the corrupt expression quoted from Aeschylus
was describing the well-known gesture called dnogkoneiv: the holding of the
flat hand above the eyes to protect them against the sun, typical of people
looking into a distance and characteristic of representations of the god Pan
in art*!,

38 7 388 Schmidt textovovpyds (textévapyog Salmasius coll. Poll. 7,117, fort. recte): dpxi-
TEKTWV.

3 2 Hom. H 76 P. Oxy. 1087 1 22ff. (2,223,22ff. Erbse) 70 d¢ udptvpog mapdvouov [t y]evi-
kij(1] T0b mpwrotimov avu[né]ntwkey, b 10 Tpoilnvog, Evdev [‘Tplownvoio’ (Hom. B 847)...:
70 dpnayog, Eviev én[A)nJvvev Alox[6]Aoc év Puvel (F 259a) ‘dpmayor xe[ploiv’ kou ZogokAiig
gv duvel a (F 706) ‘yepaiv dpn[a]yoic’.

% Cf. Eust. Il. 47,27f1. £30¢ ‘Ounpw ddiagopelv év toic dvikols kai Toic nAnSvvtixois, kol moTe
HEv mAn3bverv a dvikd, noté 06 dvalelv 10 nAfSog.

4 CI. L. Jucker, Der Gestus des Aposkapein..., Ziirich 1956. Borthwick, CQ 62,1968,49f.
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The importance of the context 13

This would already be enough to make the conjecture of Musurus v7o-
axomov yxépa, accepted by all subsequent editors, utterly improbable: that
vmookonog could have meant ‘from underneath of which one is looking’
seems to me no more than a piece of wishful thinking. All other compounds
ending in -okomo¢ and beginning with a preposition*? are used as epithets
of the person who is looking — on the analogy of these vméokomos should
mean ‘looking under’.

But the context provides us with still another objection to Musurus’ con-
jecture. For from the words oltw kelever aynuatiCerv v xeipa it appears
that in Aeschylus there was a command to make the gesture of dmogkomneiv.
That is an important clue which shows that the unintelligible letters vmooce-
mov before yépa are a corruption not of an epithet to yépa but of an imperative
governing yxépo. I suspect it was the imperative of a verb beginning with
Umep-, perhaps bnepoyedob.

I shall conclude not with a fragment, but with a testimony on Aeschylus
and Sophocles, in the interpretation of which, I think, the context has been
unduly neglected.

In his Life of Kimon Plutarch tells us*® that when the young Sophocles pro-
duced his first set of plays at the Dionysia of 468 B.C., one of the other com-
petitors being Aeschylus, there was such rivalry and partisanship (ptdovikia
kol naparalic) among the audience that the presiding archon Apsephion de-
parted from the regular procedure of drawing lots in order to appoint the
jury, and instead swore in Kimon and his nine fellow-strategoi, who had just
come into the theatre and performed the customary libations. After a contest
fought out with more than usual keenness because of the dignity of the jury,
the judges gave the first prize to Sophocles.

Now there is a contradiction in this story, which — as I discovered after-
wards — had already been pointed out in 1860 by Rudolf Dahms in his Berlin
thesis De Aeschyli vita**, but, as far as I know, neglected by everybody else.
The rivalry and partisanship of the audience, which induced Apsephion to
proceed in this unparalleled manner, apparently did not result from the tra-
gic performances at this very festival, but already existed before these perfor-
mances started. How, then, could the audience already have been so passion-
ately divided between people favouring Aeschylus and others favouring So-
phocles?

2 dno-, éni-, kard-, APo-.

4 Plut. Cim. 8,8f. (I 13, 342, 27ff. Ziegler) = A.T 57 npdrtnv ydp didackaliav t0d Zopokiéovg
&11 véov ka9évtog Ayepiwv 6 dpywv, priovikiag obong ki Tapatdewe TV JEATDY, KPITAG UEV
oUk éxAnpwae T0d dydvog, ¢ 0¢ Kipwv peta tdv avatpatiywy napeAdav eig 10 atpov énouj-
oato 1 Y6 TAG VEVOUICUEVAG aROVELS, 0K Epijkev avtovg dreldelv, dAA’ dpxdoag rvaykace
kadioar kal kpivan déxa Gvtag, dno QuAfic wds éxaotov. 0 uév obv dywv Kai 1 T0 TV KPITDY
aiopa v griotipiav dnepéfaie. viknoavrog 6 tod Zogokidovg Abyetar tov AlaybAov, mepi-
nad7 yevouevov kai Papéwg Eveykovia, ypovov ob moAdv 'ASAvnar Siayayeiv, elt’ oixeaSour O
opynv eig Zikeliav, onov kai televtnoag nepl IéAav téSantal.

# p.15.
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14 S.L. Radt

Pickard-Cambridge*> supposed that the audience ‘had probably seen the
Proagon and formed their prejudice in favour of particular competitors’ —
but that hypothesis will not do: for as far as we know the ceremony of the
Proagon — which, by the way, as Blume has observed*$, may even not yet
have existed at that date! — did not contain anything which could rouse the
emotions of the audience in the way implied by Plutarch’s story. It was no
more than a presentation to the Athenian public of the poets with their cho-
ruses and actors — all of them adorned with garlands but without masks and
costumes — and an announcement of the subjects of their plays: I for my part
cannot see how Sophocles could have managed to win the favour of a great
part of the public by this purely formal ceremony. Nor, to my mind, can this
favour have been due, as Wilamowitz thought, to the fact that Sophocles be-
longed to a well-to-do family and was famous for his beauty and amiability
(‘das publicum ist in aufregung, weil neben dem grossen bewahrten meister
ein neuling auftreten soll, ein jingling aus begiitertem biirgerhause von be-
rufener schénheit und liebenswiirdigkeit’*’). The only plausible reason for
the favour of the public I can think of (and which Dahms had already sug-
gested in 1860) is that the Athenians had seen plays by Sophocles performed
on the stage before: only in that case could there have been such a strong
pro-Sophoclean faction — all the more so since on that former occasion (or
occasions) Sophocles must have been defeated (for that he won his first victory
in the year of Apsephion is confirmed by the Marmor Parium*®); and probably
he had been defeated by the same Aeschylus with whom he was now compe-
ting again.

But then Plutarch’s statement that in the year of Apsephion Sophocles
produced his first set of plays cannot be correct. Now this statement has al-
ready been doubted occasionally, because it is at variance with the date
given for Sophocles’ first production in the Chronicle of Eusebius: both Hiero-
nymus and the Armenian translation record this under the year 471/470
(with the variant reading 470/469 in one ms. of Hieronymus). On account
of this contradiction Yorke e.g. cast doubt in 1954*° on Plutarch’s statement,
whereas Luppe in 1970°° flatly denied its correctness and declared the year
given by Eusebius to be the real one.

You will see, I think, how strongly the case for Eusebius’ dating of Sopho-
cles’ first production is corroborated by the argument from Plutarch’s own
context, which implies that the Athenians had witnessed the performance of
at least one Sophoclean tetralogy before 468 B.C. Apparently Plutarch in
this passage (or, maybe, his source) has dealt with the facts rather carelessly

¥ The Dramatic Festivals of Athens, Oxford 1953, 96f. = 21968, 96.

% H.-D. Blume, Einfiihrung in das antike Theaterwesen, Darmstadt 1978,19.

*7 Aristoteles und Athen 1, Berlin 1893, 146!,

% A56 = S.T 33.

¥ CR 68, 1954, 10f; cf. already W. Christ, Gesch. der griech. Literatur...*, Miinchen 1905, 2352
0 Philologus 114, 1970, 7f.
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The importance of the context 15

— a carelessness which, by the way, is also apparent at the end of Plutarch’s
story: there, after having told us that Aeschylus left Athens out of anger at
his defeat and went to Sicily, Plutarch adds that he also died there — im-
plying that he never came back to Athens before his death, which plainly
contradicts the facts. Here, too, two different things have been telescoped
into one — so the conflation of Sophocles’ first victory with his first production,
which we find in this same story, need not surprise us too much.

The rejection of Plutarch’s dating of Sophocles’ first production also rids
us, by the way, of the strange phenomenon of a quite inexperienced beginner
defeating the great master at his first attempt®'.

If then, as it seems, Sophocles produced his first tetralogy before 468, this
has important consequences for the famous problem of the dating of the Sup-
plices of Aeschylus. Every Greek scholar knows what some of the older ones
still remember, how the didascalia of the Danaid tetralogy of Aeschylus (A.T
70), preserved on papyrus and published in 1952, has overthrown the tradi-
tional chronology of the plays of Aeschylus. Before 1952 the communis opinio
was that the Supplices must have been the oldest of the extant plays of Ae-
schylus — then we learnt from the didascalia that the Danaid tetralogy (to
which the Supplices in all probability belonged) won the first prize in a con-
test in which one of the other competitors was Sophocles (who came off sec-
ond). Unfortunately the name of the archon at the beginning of the di-
dascalia is lost: the only thing preserved after the preposition énf ‘during the
office of...” is the letter 4, followed by a tiny trace, which Lobel interpreted
as part of a P, but which, as one can see on inspection of the papyrus, might
as well be part of a B, whilst there are quite a few other possibilities that can-
not be excluded — even a vertical seems possible. So if what came after éni
was the name of the archon — and not simply the word dp[yovtoc —, there
are many possibilities, provided the name begins with an A.

Now, in trying to find a date for this didascalia, everybody has, on the au-
thority of Plutarch, taken it for granted that Sophocles first produced in 468
B.C., and so everybody — even people who were reluctant to accept a late
date for the Supplices — has been looking for a date after 467 (the years 468
and 467 being excluded, because in 468 Aeschylus was defeated and in the
next year he produced the Theban tetralogy); and this has led to a new com-
munis opinio, which dates the Supplices, if not in the year 463 (supplying énf
*Ap[xednuidov), in any case somewhere between 467 and 458 B.C. (the year
of the Oresteia).

Since we have seen, however, that the first production by Sophocles must,

' Cf. W.G. Forrest, CQ 54, 1960, 238: ‘Between 484 and 458 Aeschylus won thirteen dramatic
victories. Since he probably did not compete more than about fifteen times in these years, there
is a good chance that in 468 he had behind him an unbroken line of eight or nine successes.
All the more surprising that at the Dionysia of that year he should have come second to the
inexperienced Sophocles’ (‘but less surprising’, F. continues, ‘when we remember the political
context, and, above all, the name of the judge’).
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16 S.L. Radt

on Plutarch’s (or his source’s) own premisses, have been earlier than 468, we
are free to look for a date before that year and thus to fulfil a wish implied
in Oliver Taplin’s statement: ‘Were it not for the papyrus didaskalia a sober
man might well put the play in the 470s rather than the 490s, but he could
not in all fairness be expected to plump for the 4605’2,

Now, to be sure, as long as we trust Eusebius (or rather the translations
of his Chronicle), we cannot go farther back than 470, which, I am afraid, is
still not quite what Taplin (and I myself) had hoped for, although, of course,
itis a good way in the right direction. Only if we could discard the testimony
of Hieronymus and the Armenian translation would we arrive at a date be-
fore the Persians of 472 B.C., which to my mind would best fit the archaic
structure and technique of the Supplices. But personally I should hesitate to
reject the date of Eusebius — since, after all, it is the only testimony we pos-
sess®> — and content myself with a dating of the Supplices in 469 (supplying
in the didascalia éni dp[yovrog Anuotiwvog) or 470 (supplying éni dp[xovrog
Ipaiépyov).*

2 The Stagecraft of Aeschylus..., Oxford 1977, 195.

% Cf. E.J. Bickerman, Chronology of the Ancient World, London 1968, 88: ‘The datings of Euse-
bius, often transmitted incorrectly in manuscripts, are of little use to us today, except in a few
cases where no better information is available’.

* I thank Christopher Collard and Andrew Palmer for correcting my English.
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