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This book is the first in a planned series of volumes consisting of commentaries on the 

surviving fragments of early Greek epic. The text and fragment numeration presupposed is 

that of my Epicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (1988), a revised version of which edition will appear 

as culmination of the project. The present work deals with the three Theban epics which were 

included in the Epic Cycle, and also that enigmatic composition the Alcmaeonis, which, though 

not part of the Cycle, apparently shared some of its subject matter with the three poems that 

were. This seemed to justify treatment of it and its intriguing fragments here (the fragments 

are particularly interesting for the history of Greek religion). The volume derives from a draft 

which seemed ready for publication at the end of the 1980’s. Why the appearance of it and the 

other planned constituent parts was so long delayed would be tedious to explain; but the delay 

has brought various benefits, especially by allowing me to refer to secondary literature 

accruing in the interval. (I have brought the draft up to date in other ways as well).                          

The present time seems a particularly appropriate moment for publication since interest in 

early epic appears to be growing apace: The year 2013 has seen the publication with the Oxford 

University Press of Martin West’s The Epic Cycle, 2014 that of the Cambridge Companion to the Epic 

Cycle, from both of which I have sought to profit. I was also fortunate enough to be able to 

consult Robert Fowler’s commentary on the early Greek Mythographers (Oxford 2013). The 

present volume surveys the various traditions about the war of the Seven against Thebes, 

together with   the story of Oedipus that led up to it and the sequel of the Epigoni, from the 

perspective of the four early epics that treated them. A survey of these traditions from a 

different perspective, that of the treatment of them by  Stesichorus, will be found in the 

commentary on that poet by myself and Patrick Finglass, in the introductory sections on his 

compositions Eriphyle and Thebaid. In view of the recent publications on the Epic Cycle  
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referred to, I postpone my general introduction to the numerous issues arising from the Cycle 

for the later volume containing the Titanomachia , the first poem in the Cycle with extant 

fragments and thus a more logical location than one prefatory to the Theban epics                                                                                                                                                    

In view of what has just been said, the relative preponderance in this work of references to 

scholars of the nineteenth and early twentieth century in the present work will not be taken as 

indicating indifference to more recent efforts. But these earlier scholars knew ancient 

literature and art superbly well, and more recent scholars have sometimes, as documented in 

the following pages, gone astray by failing to take on board some of these earlier views. I feel 

no need, then, to apologise for recording these views so explicitly.     

Of more recent scholars, the earlier draft referred to above was, at the relevant time, 

read and improved by Hugh Lloyd-Jones and Rudolf Kassel. A similar service was rendered by 

Martin West as regards the latest draft. Anna Morpurgo and Eva-Maria Voigt provided very 

helpful advice and information on specific linguistic and philological issues. 
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1. OEDIPODEIA	  

I) TITLE	  

ἡ Οἰδιποδ(ε)ία (Tab. Borg. (T) and ΣEur. Phoen. (F1)) meaning "the poem about Oedipus" (for the 

variation in spelling and (perhaps) the principle see Stesichorus' Εὐρωπ(ε)ία fr.96 with Davies 

and Finglass ad loc.); or τὰ Οἰδιπόδια (scil. ἔπη) by analogy with the Cypria and Naupactica as 

Pausanias (F 2) cites the work? There is not really enough evidence to decide, although 

Pausanias is the likelier to be wrong because his context provides more opportunity for 

corruption through assimilation (τὰ ἔπη ... ἃ ὀνοµμάζουϲι). 

II) 	  AUTHORSHIP	  

In  frr. 1 and 2 the work is cited anonymously with the formula οἱ τὴν Oἰδ. γράψαντεϲ/ ὁ τὰ ἔπη 

ποιήϲαϲ ἃ Οἰδ. ὀνομάζουϲι. There is no substantial difference between these two expressions. 

The once popular notion (so, for instance, Rzach 1922: 2358. 7-8 etc.) that the plurals in the 

former (and in such analogous phrases as Epig. F3  oἱ τὴν Θηβαΐδα γεγραφότεϲ, Cypr. F 21 οἱ τῶν 

Κυπρίων ποιηταί) indicate uncertainty as to authorship is illogical and unparalleled, and quite 

out of the question in the present instance. The use of plural for singular is idiomatic in this 

type of anonymous citation: see K. Alpers, Das attizistische Lexikon des Oros (Berlin 1981) 82n14. 

The Tabula Borgiana’s unique attribution of the work to Cinaethon must be viewed very 

sceptically, not only because of the doubts as to its reliability expressed by W. McLeod, “The 

‘Epic Canon’ of the Borgia Table: Hellenistic Lore or Roman Fraud?”, TAPA 115 (1985) 153-165, 

but because of the general tendency1 of later writers to attach authors’ names to epics earlier 

writers had cited anonymously. Wilamowitz suggested his supplement for the relevant passage 

in 1884: 334 purely exempli gratia. For its excessive shortness for the space required see McLeod 

159 f.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 See my “Prolegomena and Paralegomena to a new edition (with Commentary) of the fragments of early Greek 
Epic”, Nachr. der Akad. der Wiss. in Gottingen 1 phil.-hist. Kl. (1986) 99f. 
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 Jedes Urteil über die älteste form wird dadurch erschwert, dass wir die 

thebanische Epen nicht wiederherstellen können. 

                                                               F. Dirlmeier, Der Mythos von König Oedipus 2 (1964) 14  

We should learn a good deal about the handling of the Oedipus legend by the Attic tragedians 

and later writers, and other similarly inestimable advantages would accrue, if only we 

possessed some reliable information as to the general contents of this early epic. 

Unfortunately, the number of actual fragments that we have is tiny, and no-one would call 

them particularly informative. At least, fr. 1 on Haemon's death at the claws of the Sphinx tells 

us relatively little, and fr. 2 on the mother of Oedipus' children has been dismissed as no more 

helpful by several scholars. Other critics, however, are more sanguine, and suppose that, if 

combined with later sources, this latter fragment can be used to open up surprisingly wide 

areas of the now vanished poem. Here, then, we already meet the two incompatible attitudes 

that will clash again and again in these pages, the sanguine and the sceptical. Needless to say, 

even the more optimistic scholars disagree among themselves, and are divided, for instance, as 

to which of our later sources can legitimately be combined with fr. 2 of the Oedipodeia to 

produce valid evidence. 

Both types of dissension are fully represented even in the short list of treatments of our 

epic that follows: E. Bethe 1891: 1-23, C. Robert: 1915: passim, but esp. 1.149-168; L. Deubner, 

1942:2-27=1982:636-661.There is a critique of these three fundamental studies in 

Stephanopoulos 1980:103-110 Note also de Kock 1961: 7-28 (with bibliography in 13n35 and 15 

n43) and 1962: 15-37, and  Wehrli 1957:108-117= 1972: 60-71. For a more general bibliography of 

treatments of Oedipus see G. Binder, Die Aussetzung des Königskindes:  Kyros und Romulus (Beitr. 

z. Kl. Phil. 10 (1964)) 142f, Lowell Edmunds: 1981a with bibliography on 30-39; and 1981b:221-
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238) and T. Petit, Oedipe et le Chérubin. Les sphinx leventins, cypriotes et grecs comme gardiens 

d’immortalité (Göttingen 2011).   

Bethe’s first chapter gave a brief, exuberant and colourful sketch of the Oedipodeia’s 

contents as he thought they could be recovered from later sources. Robert brought a massive 

weight of learning to crush this rash attempt at expanding the boundaries of knowledge. 

Deubner, while admitting the justice of much of Robert’s negative criticism, believed that more 

could be salvaged from the wreckage of Bethe’s theory and more inferred from a careful 

analysis of some later evidence than Robert allowed, though he himself often disagrees with 

Bethe over the details of reconstruction. 

Under the influence of Robert’s destructive onslaught upon his predecessors, Wilhelm 

Schmid tried to confine his remarks on the poem in GGL 1.1.202 to what we certainly know. 

This proves to be circumscribed enough: the epic was 6,600 lines long, it mentioned Haemon as 

one of the Sphinx’s victims, it gave the name of Euryganeia to the mother of Oedipus’ children. 

Schmid relaxed his scruples enough to permit two inferences: Oedipus’ rescue of Thebes from 

the Sphinx and his marriage to his mother must also have fallen within the poem’s scope. 

Even this rigorous approach may have admitted too many uncertainties: thus the cautious 

and sceptical Robert allowed the hypothesis that the Oedipodeia mentioned the Sphinx’s riddle, 

something which other scholars find quite inconceivable (see pages 12-16 below). Clearly we 

must carry out a careful and scientific examination of the credentials of this and all other 

similar suggestions before we can allow them anything approximating to a serious hearing. 

 The best way of proceeding seems to be to fix in our minds the outlines of the Oedipus 

story as familiar to us from later writers and then isolate each individual detail and ask what 

grounds there are (if any) for supposing that detail to have featured in our epic.But before 

embarking on this painstaking examination, we must first inspect the notorious 

"Pisanderscholion" which will form a suitable prelude to our task. For, according to Bethe, it 
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handily contains within itself a summary of the contents of the whole epic, an ὑπόθεϲιϲ, as it 

were, for the entire Oedipodeia. After the onslaught upon it by Robert and then Deubner, this 

position seemed, for nigh on a century, to have been abandoned as unsustainable; but finally it 

found perhaps surprising adherence in one of the last of Lloyd-Jones’  contributions to classical 

scholarship.On the identity of Pisander see in particular Deubner 1942: 5-18 = 1982: 639-652, 

Keydell's article in RE s.v. “Peisandros (13)” (19 (1938) 146f), Jacoby ad loc. (1A. 493f) and in his 

Nachträge thereto (1A 2 544-547), de Kock 1962 :15-37,   Ed. Fraenkel, Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. d. Wiss. 

phil.- hist. Kl. 1 (1963) 6f, Mastronade’s commentary on Eur. Phoen. (Cambridge 1994) 31-38, 

Lloyd-Jones 2002: 1-14 =2003: 18-35. The text to be discussed occurs in Σ Eur. Phoen. 1760 (1.44 

Schwartz = argumentum 11 of Mastronade’s Teubner text of this play) = Peisandros FGrHist 16 

F10. 

 

 “PISANDER” 

The first item concerns the reason for the Sphinx's sudden appearance within Theban 

territory: she was sent by Hera (presumably in her rôle as γαμοϲτόλοϲ: cf. Lloyd – Jones 2002:9 

= 2003:28) to punish the Thebans for their toleration of Laius' indulgence in homosexuality and 

his consequent abduction of Chrysippus. Before considering this section in full we must note 

(with Robert 1915:151-155) the presence within it of a digression on the Sphinx and her victims 

which one would not readily attribute to the same source as the surrounding context: ἦν δὲ ἡ 

Cφίγξ, ὥϲπερ γράφεται, τὴν οὐρὰν ἔχουϲα δρακαίνηϲ. ἀναρπάζουϲα δὲ μικροὺϲ καὶ μεγάλουϲ 

κατήϲθιεν, ἐν oἷc καὶ Αἵμονα. τὸν Κρέοντοϲ παῖδα καὶ Ἵππιον τὸν Εὐρυνόμου τοῦ τοῖϲ 

Κενταύροιϲ μαχεϲαμένου. ἦϲαν δὲ Εὐρύνομοϲ καὶ Ἡιονεὺϲ υἱοὶ Mάγνητοϲ τοῦ Αἱολίδου καὶ 

Φυλοδίκηϲ. ὃ μὲν οὖν Ἵππιοϲ καὶ ξένοϲ ὢν ὑπὸ τῆc Cφιγγὸϲ ἀνηρέθη, ὁ δὲ Ἡιονεὺϲ ὑπὸ τοῦ 

Οἰνομάου, ὃν τρόπον καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι μνηcτῆρεc.  At first sight, the agreement with fr. 1 of the 

Oedipodeia   over Haemon as one of the Sphinx’s victims might seem to support Bethe’s case. 
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But in fact, it is the remainder of the account of victims which undermines it.  The strangely 

disproportionate attention (not taken into account by Lloyd-Jones 2002: 4 = 2002: 23 when he 

disputes Robert’s claim) here paid to the strictly irrelevant Eurynomus and Eioneus indicates, 

as Robert 1915:154 saw, a source in the form of a “mythologische Traktat” which summarised 

the legend of the Lapiths’ battle along much the same lines as Diod. Sic. IV  99. This part of the 

scholion, then, can safely be segregated from any reconstruction of the Oedipodeia.                                       

In much of the rest of his argumentation, Robert places an excessive reliance upon logic, 

which he applies keenly and unsympathetically in all sorts of inappropriate places in an 

attempt to expose the scholion as a mishmash riddled with internal inconsistencies. Thus his 

labours (1915: 1.156f) to reconstitute from the text at our disposal a narrative in which Hera's 

anger can most logically be justified seem to me quite misplaced: where in Greek literature is 

the anger of goddesses grounded in reason and sense? Likewise his calculation that if Oedipus 

were aged around seventeen years at the time of Laius' death, the Sphinx must have been 

active for some eighteen years during which she will have devoured (at the rate of one per 

day) 6,280 μικροὺϲ  καὶ  µμεγάλουϲ while Laius stood mysteriously inactive! Against this sort of 

misplaced realism2 see the shrewd comments of Lesky RE 3A s.v. “Sphinx”3 (1928) 1712f. 

Nevertheless, even Bethe himself (1891:10-15) was obliged to argue that the pristine 

outline of the epic story had been blurred to obscurity by the interpolation of material from 

tragedies by Euripides and Sophocles. The razor-sharp intellect of Robert (1915:1.163-167) 

objected that, even if allowances be made for these alleged intrusions, the scholion remains as 

incoherent as before. Whether this is really so, we shall consider in a moment. Let us first 

register approval of Robert's point (1915:1.152: misunderstood by Lloyd-Jones 2002: 9 = 2003:29 

when he writes “even Robert allows that the marriage with Euryganeia comes from the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 "So kann kein halbwegs verständiger Dichter erzählt haben" is Robert's triumphant conclusion (1915:1. 156) to 
this part of his argument. "So darf man aber in epischer Dichtung und in Dichtung überhaupt nicht rechnen" 
Lesky 1712.47f reasonably retorts. 
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Oedipodeia”) that the mere mention of the name is no guarantee of epic origin (see page 29 

below for other apparently independent testimonies which give this name to Oedipus' wife). 

From the assumption that epic origin was so guaranteed sprang Bethe's initial interpretation 

of the "Pisanderscholion" as a handy resumé of the Oedipodeia. The inadequacy of this 

approach must by now be plain. 

But, of course, to exclude a given scholar's theory about epic sources is not definitively to 

rule out any hypothesis concerning an epic source. This could be done if there were grounds 

for confidence in a totally incompatible hypothesis, such as Deubner's notion that two 

tragedies by Euripides underlie Pisander's narrative. A brief examination of this influential 

idea will not, therefore, be totally irrelevant to a study of the epic Oedipodeia. Deubner argued 

(1942:6 = 1982:640) that to reject the picture of an epic source for this and most portions of the 

scholion, one need not resort to Robert's extreme interpretation of the whole as a confused 

mélange (attacked also by Lesky1712.39f, Jacoby 495 etc.). Robert was right to point to the 

inconcinnity involved in the clumsy change of subject at the climax of the narrative's first half: 

ἀπελθὼν τοίνυν ἐφονεύθη ἐν τῆι ϲχιϲτῆι ὁδῶι αὐτὸϲ (scil. Λαίοϲ) καὶ ὁ ἡνίοχοϲ αὐτοῦ, ἐπειδὴ 

ἔτυψε τῆι μάϲτιγι τὸν Οἰδίποδα. κτείναϲ  δὲ αὐτοὺϲ (scil. Οἰδίπουϲ) ἔθαψε παραυτίκα cὺv τοῖc 

ἱματίοιc ἁποcπάcαc τὸν ζωϲτῆρα καὶ τὸ  ξίφοϲ τοῦ Λαίου καὶ φορῶν κτλ. But Deubner's 

economic hypothesis (1942: 7-9 = 1982: 641-643) was that between the two sentences Pisander 

has changed his source, and that the two different sources are to be equated with Euripides' 

Chrysippus and Oedipus.  The former will have supplied all the information about Laius as 

πρῶτοϲ εὑρετήϲ of homosexuality and Hera's punishment, indeed everything down to ἔτυψε 

τῆι μάϲτιγι τὸν Οἰδίποδα, with the obvious exception of the digression on the Sphinx 

considered page 5 above. 

Must the passage's sources be dramatic? Must they be the two particular dramas envisaged 

by Deubner? Is there no other explanation of the grammatical inconcinnity? Deubner's 
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treatment of these complex problems is not altogether satisfactory.3 Thus the reconstruction 

of events which he finds so redolent of Greek Tragedy is flawed by several misapprehensions, 

including his belief (1942:8 =1982:642) that Chrysippus committed suicide because he was 

pilloried (perhaps by Tiresias) as "Ursache des Unheils." It is surely more reasonable to 

suppose (what our scholion implies) that Chrysippus killed himself out of shame over Laius' 

treatment of him (Kassel ap. Lloyd-Jones 2002:6 = 2003: 24n39 cites Arist. Rhet. I 14.1374B34,  

where a similarly placed individual ἀπέϲφαξεν ἑαυτὸν   ὑβριϲθείϲ). The Sphinx would then 

appear at once (because the Thebans οὐκ ἐτιµμωρήϲαντο Laius) and not at the later stage 

postulated by Deubner4. And on a more general level, the very important rôle assigned to 

Teiresias by our scholion is not necessarily and exclusively indicative of drama (compare his 

significance, for instance, in  Stesichorus’ poem on Theban matters). 

The second question posed above is rendered all the more difficult by the near 

impossibility of deciding on reliable sources for the reconstruction of these works. On 

Euripides’ Chrysippus see the bibliography offered by de Kock 1962: 31n97, and now Kannicht 

TrGF5.2.877-9. De Kock himself (1962:31-36) has no great difficulty in arriving at a 

reconstruction of the plot which is remarkable for its almost total lack of any common ground 

with the "Pisanderscholion". See further Mastronarde 33f. 

As for the Oedipus, here too scholars have disagreed over the details it will have contained. 

For a bibliography of recent attempts to reconstruct the play see D. Bain, G&R 26 (1979) 145 = 

Greek Tragedy (G&R Studies 11 (1993)) 93n17 and now Kannicht, TrGF 5.1. 569f. The play's most 

famous fragment (F 541 Kannicht) spoken by a θεράπων of Laius (ἡµμεῖϲ   δὲ   Πολύβου   παῖδ’  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 But perhaps de Kock's citation (1962:20n31) of Aristotle's characterisation of the Odyssey as ἀναγνώριϲιϲ ... 
διόλου (Poet. 1459B15) does not really meet Deubner's stress on the essentially dramatic nature of ἀναγνωρίϲματα. 
One should not confuse the concrete objects that are the latter with the abstract process that constitutes the 
former.                                                                                                                                                                               
4 For Deubner’s “basic misreading of the chronological sequence implied by the Greek” here see Mastronarde  
 32f.  
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ἐρείϲαντεϲ   πέδωι | ἐξοµμµματοῦµμεν   καὶ   διόλλυµμεν   κόραϲ) has no counterpart in anything 

Pisander tells us of Oedipus' varied career and Deubner does his case no good at all by seeking 

(1942:19 = 1982: 653) to declare this precious piece of evidence spurious.We must therefore ask 

ourselves whether e.g. M. Delcourt (Oedipe et la légende du conquérant2 (Paris 1981)  xviii) and de 

Kock (1962:22f; cf. Lloyd-Jones 2002: 8 = 2003:27) are not right to posit a deliberate 

anacolouthon or a minor lacuna as a simple unmomentous solution for that awkward change 

of subject. 

If we reject Bethe's picture of the source as epic, and Deubner's picture of the source as 

dramatic, and if we believe that Robert's contemptuous dismissal of the scholion as a 

hopelessly confused mélange goes too far, then we have precious little room for manoeuvre. 

Perhaps de Kock's hypothesis (1962:23f) of a learned Hellenistic mythographer ingeniously and 

idiosyncratically combining older and newer motifs, some of them from drama, is not so far 

from the truth.We may, at any rate, heartily agree with his final conclusion on the passage of 

Pisander (1962:37): "the important deduction ... is that, because we cannot determine all its 

sources with absolute certainty, we have no right to rely on it alone in our reconstruction of 

the Oedipodeia." 

Let us now turn to the main features of the Oedipus story as familiar to us from later 

authors and see whether there is any chance of gauging the likelihood that they featured in 

our epic. 

III) 	  THE	  RAPE	  OF	  CHRYSIPPUS	  

Lloyd-Jones stated the facts with memorable precision: "Robert showed that Bethe had not 

proved that the Oedipodeia used the Chrysippus story, but he did not show that it cannot have 

used it" (Justice of Zeus 120; cf. his later, fuller, but less cautious treatment 2002:5f = 2003: 24f). 

Given our present state of knowledge, we have no hope of deciding either way. It is, however, 
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striking that so many scholars (especially Robert 1915:1.157) should have so vehemently 

denied the very possibility of the motif's occurrence in epic, and one cannot help concluding 

that prejudice rather than probabilities swayed their minds. The lack of any specific testimony 

concerning the legend before the time of Euripides' Chrysippus4 is no very impressive 

argument. And the tendency of some myths to gain a homosexual colouring in later authors 

(especially the Alexandrian poets: cf. Kroll RE s.v. “Knabenliebe” 11 (1922) 903, Dover, Greek 

Homosexuality 199) does not entail that every legend containing such features must be late. 

Homosexuality is certainly absent from the world of the Homeric epics (cf. Dover 194 and 196f, 

J. Griffin 1977: 45 = 2001: 378 and Homer on Life and Death 104n4) and the absence is most easily 

recognised by the manner in which Hebe usually ousts Ganymedes as cup-bearer to the gods 

(on Il. XX 231-235 cf. Dover 196). But the likeliest explanation of this state of affairs lies in the 

sphere of deliberate omission on aesthetic grounds rather than mere ignorance, and we are by 

now perfectly familiar with the process whereby features specifically excluded from Homer's 

works reappear in later epics. It is therefore no surprise to find that HHAphr 202-206 makes 

reference to Zeus' passion for Ganymedes (see Faulkner ad loc. and cf. J. Th. Kakridis, Philologus 

85 (1930) 463-474 = Μελέτεϲ καὶ Ἄρθρα 55-63 = Pindaros und Bakchylides (Wege der Forschung 134 

(1970) 175-190) as does Ibycus fr. 289 ΡMGF: cf. Richardson's commentary on the Homeric Hymn 

to Demeter p. 279f, Wilkinson’s on the Ibycus fr. (pp. 253-258)). The same lyric poet represents 

Rhadamanthus and Talos (Daedalus' nephew) as homosexual lovers (fr. 309 PMGF). The 

adjectives applied to Haemon in fr. 1 of the Oedipodeia are very suggestive in this context 

(Thebes punished for the abduction and death of one handsome youth by the abductions and 

deaths of countless handsome youths?).Given the likely motive (see page 7 above) for 

Chrysippus’ suicide, Lloyd-Jones 2002:5f = 2003:24 was probably right to argue that it is not 

unthinkable in early epic. 
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But if we have no evidence that the rape of Chrysippus was missing from the Oedipodeia, we 

have no evidence either of its presence. Wilamowitz (Hermes 59 (1924) 270 = Kl. Schr. 4.363f) 

thought he could produce the latter. In one of the letters of Julian the Apostate (80 (p. 97.19 

Bidez-Cumont)) the paradosis runs ὥϲπερ  ἐξ  ἁµμάξηϲ  εἰπεῖν  οἷα  ψευδῶϲ  ἐπὶ τοῦ  ϯ Λαυδακίδου 

Ἀρχίλοχοϲ For the corruption in the penultimate word Weil conjectured Λυκάμβου and this 

correction has been widely accepted (e.g. by M.L. West, who prints it in his edition of 

Archilochus (p.64) among the testimonia for the epode dealing with the eagle and the fox with 

no indication that it is a conjecture). Wilamowitz, however, suggested a different remedy: 

Λαβδακίδου (i.e. Laius), with an insinuation of pederasty against Julian’s acquaintance 

Lauricius. If Archilochus did indeed bring such a charge against his victim, he must have 

derived it from an earlier "Theban epic" (unknown to Julian, who therefore calls Archilochus' 

charge "false"). This conjecture hardly involves an alteration (for the interchangability of β 

and υ in MSS. see Arist. Rhet. 3.14.1415B 38 (αὐτοκάβδαλα Α, -καυδαλα β), Theocr Id. 5. 109 and 

Gow ad loc.), but the hypothesis  of derivation from an earlier Theban epic does not necessarily 

follow, and the question of an epic origin for the rape of Chrysippus must remain open.4 

IV) THE	  ORACLE	  TO	  LAIUS	  ON	  THE	  CONSEQUENCES	  OF	  BEGETTING	  A	  SON	  

On the sources and likeliest origin of this see Fontenrose, The Delphic Oracle  (1978) 96-8 and 

362f. It might at first be thought that our views as to its presence or absence in the epic must 

depend on what we think of Chrysippus’ presence or absence. Wehrli (1957:110 =1972:63), 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 For a list of scholars who supposed the Chrysippus to have introduced the story into Greek literature see de Kock 
1962:27nn61 and 62. An origin in early epic (not necessarily the Oedipodeia) is preferred by e.g. Lamer, RE 12.1 
(1925) 477.32-35, Daly, RE 17.2 (1937) 2110f and K. Schefold  in  Classica et Provincalia (Erna Diez Festschrift 1978)) 
178f, who deems the story "eine grossartige Konzeption, das Unheil des thebanischen und des mykenischen 
Königshauses auf einen gemeinsamen Ursprung, die Frevel an Chrysippos zurückzuführen", a characterisation he 
takes to favour a late archaic source.For a bibliography of scholars who suppose it to have featured in Aeschylus’ 
Theban trilogy see Mastronarde 35n1 (adding now e.g. Lloyd-Jones 2002: 11 = 2003:.31f). Mastronarde himself 35f 
is sceptical. 
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however, though refusing that figure to our epic, is prepared to countenance an oracle which 

warned a guiltless Laius of the consequences of begetting a child. He compares the utterance to 

the blameless Croesus concerning his projected war on Persia (see Fontenrose 302) and the 

famous "son of Thetis" prophecy. 

V) THE	  EXPOSURE	  OF	  OEDIPUS	  

As Rzach stresses (1922: 2360.50-62), our ignorance of the epic's contents is so 

comprehensive that we cannot tell whether the version familiar from tragedy was used 

(exposure on Mt. Cithaeron) or the variant preserved in Σ Eur. Phoen. 28 (1.252 Schwartz): τινὲc 

δὲ ἐν λάρνακι βληθέντα καὶ εἰϲ θάλαccαν ῥιφέντα τòν παῖδα προcπελαcθῆναι τῆι Kορίνθωι 

φαcίν. Both motifs are primitive and popular: on the former see Stith Thomson, Motif- Index R 

131, S 301, on the latter ibid. S 141, S 331; Bethe 1892: 72f, A.B. Cook, Zeus 2.671-673, N.M. Holley, 

JHS 69 (1949) 39-47, G. Binder, EM s.v. “Danae” (3.264), and more fully in Die Aussetzung des 

Königskindes: Kyros und Romulus (Beitr. z. Kl. Phil. 10 (1964)) 142-144 and Index s.v. 

“Ödipusmythos.” 

VI) THE	  PARRICIDE	  

On the general question of this episode’s connection with the Oedipus legend see Edmunds 

1981a:47f. Mastronarde 34f and n2 observes that one feature of the Pisander scholion which 

looks relatively early is its location of Oedipus’ killing of Laius on Mt Cithaeron, in contrast to 

the later almost universal placing of it at the crossroads in Phocis. Lloyd-Jones 2002:7 = 2003:26 

thinks Oedipus’ exposure on Cithaeron may be from the Oedipodeia, and notes (9 =28) the 

existence of a cult of Hera (see page 5 above) on the self- same mountain.See further Fowler 

2013:403.  

 

THE SPHINX’S RIDDLE 
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On the connection with the Oedipus legend see Edmunds 1981a, esp.18-21; on the 

possibility of its appearance in epic, Lesky, RE s.v. “Sphinx” 3A (1928) 1711f, Mitt. Ver. Kl. Phil. 

Wien 5 (1928) 3-12 = Ges. Schr. 318-326, Lloyd-Jones,Dionysiaca (Page Festschrift 1978) 60f = 

Academic Papers [I] 332-4, Petit, passim. On the scene in art see E. Simon 1981:12-70,  

K.Schauenberg in Praestant Interna (U. Hausmann Festschrift (1982)) 230-235 (bibliography in 

230 nn1–2), LIMC VII 1 V 3-9. 

The riddle is reported in differing forms by different authors: I record here the text printed 

by Lloyd-Jones to whom the reader is referred for details as to its sources and the significant 

vv.ll. ( see too Edmunds 1981a: 32n16): 

 ἔϲτι δίπουν ἐπὶ γῆϲ καὶ τετράπον, οὗ μία μορϕή, 

 καὶ τρίπον, ἀλλάϲϲει δὲ φυὴν μόνον ὅϲϲ’ ἐπὶ γαῖαν 

 ἑρπετὰ κινεῖται καὶ ἀν’ αἰθέρα καὶ κατὰ πόντον. 

 ἀλλ’ ὁπόταν τριϲϲοῖϲιν ἐπειγόµμενον ποϲὶ βαίνηι, 

 ἔνθα τάχοϲ γυίοιϲιν ἀϕαυρότατον πέλει αὐτοῦ. 

The particular question that concerns us is whether Robert was right to suggest (1915:1.56f and 

168) that the lines (or something like them) emanate from an early epic such as the Oedipodeia 

or the Thebais. The original publication of a papyrus fragment belonging to Euripides’ Oedipus 

(TrGF 5.1.573; cf. Edmunds 1981a: 33n22) led Lloyd-Jones (Gnomon 35 (1963) 447) to suppose 

that Robert’s thesis had been strengthened: the fragment showed that Euripides used a 

different version of the riddle from that cited above: this latter must then have possessed 

considerably more authority than the tragedian’s for it to survive so long and to be quoted by 

so many later authors. In the later treatment (from 1978) cited page 12 above, Lloyd-Jones 

displayed considerably more scepticism, largely due to acquaintance with the second of 

Lesky’s articles. 
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In his second article, after decisively establishing that the Oedipodeia is the only early epic 

in which the riddle could possibly claim to be both totally relevant and appropriate, Lesky 

turned to the disproving of Robert's thesis as applied to this poem. His counter-arguments fall 

under the headings of the general and the specific, and within the former category belong his 

attempts to demonstrate that in the Oedipodeia the Sphinx does not yet seem to have featured 

as a poser of riddles: rather she was a mere brutal murderer. Basic to this whole argument, of 

course, are the assumptions that this is exactly how the Sphinx operated in the earliest form of 

the legend of Oedipus' encounter with her, and that the familiar riddle version is a later 

intellectualising refinement. Such a reconstruction has found favour with several scholars 

(especially Edmunds 1981a:18) though few have expressed the view with the force and clarity 

that Lesky devoted to it in his RE article (1716f.). His argumentation there rests on two types of 

reasoning. Firstly the a priori intuition that in legends involving heroes, brute force must 

logically precede the more sophisticated employment of cunning and guile, so that a more 

straightforward version in which a normal unintellectual monster is crushed by strength of 

arm must be presupposed by the extant story of the riddle and a battle of wits to solve it. 

Secondly the evidence of an often-cited lekythos now in Boston (97.374: LIMC s.v. “Oidipous” 

VII 1 B2.78) which shows a naked man labelled as Oedipus wielding a club against the Sphinx, 

for all  the world as if he were Heracles. This vase can now be supplemented by several other 

artefacts (useful list and bibliography: Edmunds 1981a: 35n37)5 similarly suggestive of a 

tradition wherein Oedipus killed the Sphinx in straightforward manner, with sword or spear.6 

The a priori arguments seem to me altogether too crude and simplistic. It would be one 

thing to insist that stories where heroes win through by strength and might are earlier in kind 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 See too Krauskopf, Der Thebanische Sagenkreis und andere gr. Sagen in der etrusk.  Kunst (Mainz 1974) 89 n334 and  
page 15n8 below. 
6 Brief literary resumés which tell us Oedipus "killed" the Sphinx (cf. e.g Wolff in Roscher 3.716.3-12) are, of course, 
nothing to the point. This is a perfectly natural condensation of “caused her to commit suicide”. 
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than stories where the hero relies on his wits; it is a quite different proposition to claim that all 

examples of the latter originally ran along the lines of the former, as if Odysseus' cunning 

escape from the Cyclops' den was originally effected by sheer brute strength! And indeed tales 

of cunning and strategem seem basic to mankind in general (note in particular M. Detienne 

and J-P. Vernant, Les ruses de l'intelligence: la metis des grecs (Paris 1974) = Cunning and intelligence 

in Greek culture (1978) passim).The riddle in particular as a motif in folk-literature is both 

primitive and wide-spread: see Stith Thompson, Motif-Index 6 s.v. “Riddles: guessing with life 

as wager”, and especially the entries s.v. Η 512 and 541.1 and 541.1.1, H. Fischer’s article s.v. 

“Rätsel” in EM 11.267-275 and Edmunds 1981a: 5-12. 

As for the vase-paintings and other artefacts which show Oedipus destroying the Sphinx by 

force, their artists may have thought the mere intellectual confrontation of the two 

protagonists excessively static and unexciting for visual representation.7 The element of 

personal innovation and idiosyncrasy in the depictions under consideration should not be 

underestimated. See in particular the remarks of H. Walter, AA 9 (1960) 69f and his verdict on 

the Boston lekythos: "Die Szene ... kann kaum mehr als ein Missverständnis dieses 

unbedeutenden Malers sein," and on other possibly relevant vases: "Diese mehr als 

provinziellen Bilder ... haben kein Gewicht gegenüber den klaren Aussagen bedeutender 

Darstelles des Themas mit Ödipus und der Sphinx."  

There is more than a little to be said in favour of the hypothesis that the riddle was ab initio 

and always thereafter connected with the Sphinx (so, for instance, O.Crusius, Lit. Ztbl. (1892) 

1699, Walter 69f).That does not entail, of course, that the version of the riddle now under 

discussion appeared in the Oedipodeia. Lesky's specific arguments against this possibility are 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 This seems especially probable in the case of Etruscan gems that show Oedipus stabbing with sword a sometimes 
unresisting Sphinx (instances discussed and illustrated by Krauskopf (as cited in page 14n33 above) 52 and plates 
19.8 and 9). Etruscan art often depicts Theban legends in a lurid and blood-thirsty manner: see pages 52n1 and 112 
below on depictions of Tydeus' cannibalism. 
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more convincing than the general ones just examined. At least his linguistic observations seem 

irrefutable: verse 2's ἀλλάϲει is alien to epic (the word first occurs in Theogn. 21; on 

ἐπαλλάξαντεϲ in Il. XIII 359 see Lexikon d.frühgr. Epos 1 col. 535) and τάχοϲ ... ἀφαυρότατον in 

verse 5 presupposes for the adjective a sense unexampled in Homer (whence, presumably, the 

variant μένοϲ ... ἀφ. offered by some authors). The use of hexameters is no necessary index of 

epic origin: see the fr. of Euripides' Oedipus mentioed on page 13 above and Radt, TrGF 4. p.237 

(on F190). If Lesky is right, we need not seek (with Rzach 1922: 2358f and several other 

scholars: cf. U. Hausmann, Jhb. d. Staatl. Kunstsammlungen in Baden-Würtenberg 9 (1972) 20) to 

establish a connection between the Oedipodeia and the famous Vatican cup (Vat. Η 569: ARV2 

451 = LIMC s.v. “Oidipous” VII.1 Vb.19:cf. Simon 1981:28-31 and plate 15) redated c.470 by 

Beazley ap. Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 1258 and in ARV as cited), which shows the Sphinx 

addressing Oedipus from her column and beside her the words (κ)αὶ τρί(πουν) which begin 

verse 2 of the riddle. Simon 30f revives the old idea that the vases may reflect Aeschylus' 

Sphinx. Other attempts to decide the issue either way are unsatisfactory. West's observation  

(on Hes. Op. 533) that if the riddle "had come in the epic Oedipodeia, Athenaeus might have 

been expected to quote it from there instead of from Asclepiades" FGrHist 12 F7 is not 

particularly convincing.Scholars have shown some scepticism about accepting the one 

fragment Athenaeus cites from the Thebais as evidence of direct knowledge of the original 

poem. In the case of the Oedipodeia there are no grounds whatsoever for thinking that 

Athenaeus had read the epic. (West has since changed his mind and prints the riddle as a fr. of 

our poem as preserved by Asclepiades on p.40 of the Loeb FGE (2003)). Although the vase Rzach 

cited is no evidence for the supposition, he may still have been right (1922:2358.52f) to suppose 

that our epic mentioned the Sphinx's riddle. 

In spite of the above uncertainties as to the Sphinx's rôle, it seems safe enough to follow 

the vast majority of scholars in deducing from fr.1 (see page 23f below) that the hand of the 
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queen (Oedipus' own mother) was the reward for the Sphinx's conqueror in our epic, together 

with royal rule. For this popular folk-tale motif see in particular Stith Thompson, Motif-Index   

6. Τ 68, Wehrli 1957:113 =1972:66n28. 

VII) THE	  DÉNOUEMENT	  AND	  ITS	  CONSEQUENCES	  

 μητέρα τ᾽  Οἰδιπόδαo ἴδον, καλὴν Ἐπικάϲτην, 

 ἣ  µμέγα  ἔργον ἔρεξεν ἀϊδρείηιϲι νόοιo, 

 γημαμένη ὧι  υἷϊ, ὁ  δ’  ὃν πατέρ’ ἐξεναρίξαϲ 

 γῆµμεν  · ἄφαρ  δ’  ἀνάπυcτα θεοὶ θέϲαν ἀνθρώποιϲιν. 

 ἀλλ’ ὁ  μὲν ἐν Θήβηι πολυηράτωι ἄλγεα πάϲχων 

 Καδμείων ἤναϲϲε θεῶν ὀλοὰϲ διὰ  βουλάϲ. 

 ἡ  δ’  ἔβη εἰc Ἀΐδαο πυλάρταο κρατεροῖο, 

 ἁψαµμένη βρόχον αἰπὺν ἀφ’ ὑψηλοῖο μελάθρου, 

 ὧι  ἄχεϊ ϲχομένη. τῶι  δ’  ἄλγεα κάλλιπ’ ὀπίϲϲω 

 πολλὰ μάλ’, ὄϲϲα τε μητρὸϲ Ἐρινύεϲ ἐκτελέουϲι. 

                                                                                                                    Od. xi 271-80 

Ever since Welcker (1865:2.313f), many scholars have believed that the above lines provide, in 

effect, a handy summary of the latter part of the Oedipodeia. For a bibliography see Deubner 

1942: 34 =  1982: 668n2, who himself advances further arguments in favour of the hypothesis. 

He has convinced many sober scholars even in recent times. Thus we find Griffin writing  

1977:44 n32 = 2001:375n38) : "It was pointed out in antiquity (Paus. IX 5.10) that the word ἄφαρ 

seems to rule out the production of children. This is the more striking as it has been shown by 

Deubner ... that this passage of the Odyssey is based on the version of the cyclic Oedipodeia, in 

which Oedipus had by her [scil. his mother] two sons, Phrastor and Laonytus." But it is my 
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contention that Deubner has shown nothing of the sort, and that much of Griffin's article 

merely underlines the implausibility of the hypothesis he here accepts.Griffin himself (1977:44 

= 2002:375) has established that the Odyssean episode takes its place within a series of passages 

where Homer has sought to eliminate grisly details of family murder and strife. He instances as 

analogous the omission of the tale of Iphigenia's sacrifice by her father and "the silence in the 

Odyssey about the way in which Clytemnestra died." 8 

In the present case the parricide and union with the mother are so basic to the story that 

they must be accorded a mention. But this mention is of the briefest and nothing is said of 

Oedipus' self-blinding or of the unhappy children born of the incestuous relationship. With the 

latter omission we might compare Homer's refusal to bless the guilty liaison of Paris and Helen 

with children (see Griffin 1977:43 = 2002:373).Scholars are becoming gradually more willing to 

accept that idiosyncratic mythological details in Homer are much likelier to be the product of 

the poet's innovation in or reworking of myth than to represent an accurate and painstaking 

summary of some now lost epic for which they are a valuable source of information. This is 

true of the story of Meleager as it appears in Iliad 9 (see Davies and Finglass on Stesichorus fr. 

183). I believe it is also true of the story of Oedipus in Odyssey xi. 

No unbiased reader of Od.xi 275-80. would for one moment conclude that they were in any 

way compatible with (let alone suggestive of) a version in which, after all the dreadful 

revelations, Oedipus calmly proceeded to take a second wife and father four children upon her. 

But Deubner has not yet finished with the Odyssean passage: far from being content with 

reading into these lines the birth of four infants after the great dénouement, he goes on to 

extrapolate the birth of two infants before it! 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Just as failure to understand Homer's elimination of the gruesome led Bethe (Homer 2.2.268) to suppose that 
Homer's Clytemnestra committed suicide (refuted by Griffin 1977:44n32 = 2001: 375n38), so Wecklein (Sitzb. d. 
Bayer. Akad. d. Wisschft. phil .- hist. Cl. 5 (1901) 683 and 688) inferred from Od. xi that  Homer was unacquainted with 
the tradition of Polyneices and Eteocles as sons of Oedipus. 



	  

	  

18 

Deubner, in common with many scholars, assumes that Pausanias can be trusted in his 

remarks upon the Oedipodeia's presentation of the facts pertaining to its hero's married life. I 

myself prefer to follow Robert and others (see page 28n17 below) in supposing Pausanias to be 

guilty of a fairly elementary blunder in the matter of Euryganeia's identity (see page 21 below). 

That there is considerable danger in attributing to Pausanias an error of this kind in 

connection with a poem that has now vanished almost without trace I do not deny. But those 

who accept Deubner's views here are in no position to throw stones. Or are they unable to 

detect the inconsistency inherent in trusting Pausanias without demur when he is talking of a 

lost epic, while faulting him twice over in connection with an extant one? For if Deubner is 

right to suppose that Jocasta/Epicaste bore Phrastor and Laonytus to her son in the Oedipodeia, 

and if he is further right in conjecturing that the Odyssean lines are based on the Oedipodeia, 

then Pausanias must be doubly wrong, both in his particular interpretation of the word ἄφαρ, 

and in his general deduction that the Odyssey knew of no children begotten by Oedipus upon 

his mother. 

Deubner (1942:36 = 1982: 670) pleads for an "elastic" interpretation of ἄφαρ here and in the 

allegedly analogous instances at Od. ii 95 and 169 and in HHDem 454. His claim will not survive a 

reading of the excellent article on this word that R.Führer has contributed to the Lexikon d. 

frühgr. Epos.  ἄφαρ can indeed have a non-temporal signification and it is under this heading 

("2 modal: in der Tat, wirklich, schon") that Od. ii 169 appears (1697.70-72). The other Odyssean 

passage is ranked under sub-section I d ("sogleich") at 1697.35-37 and HHDem 454 under I a 

1696.15f ("erstaunlich, schnell"). These are all accepted meanings for the word and so is that 

assigned to the passage under discussion (I b: "schnell, gar bald" (1696.53-57)), with a reference 

to the implied absence of incestuous offspring in the version here followed. Deubner's claim 

that the word need not exclude an interval of a year between marriage and the emergence of 
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the truth, is most decidedly to be rejected. See further Fowler 2013: 404n25 against other 

ancient and modern misreadings of the relevant Greek word. 

And who, after all, are the two sons Phrastor and Laonytus whom Deubner wishes to have 

brought into the world during this year's interval? Why, they figure in Pherecydes FGrHist 3 F 

95: Oἰδίποδι   (φηϲί)  Κρέων  δίδωϲι   τὴν  βαϲιλείαν  καὶ   τὴν   γυναῖκα  Λαίου,   µμητέρα  δ'   αὐτοῦ  

Ἰοκάϲτην,   ἐξ   ἧϲ γίνονται αὐτῶι   Φράϲτωρ   καὶ   Λαόνυτοϲ,   οἳ   θνήιϲκουϲιν ὑπὸ   Μινυῶν   καὶ  

Ἐργίνου< lac. stat. Jacoby>. ἐπεὶ   δὲ   ἐνιαυτὸϲ   παρῆλθε, γαμεῖ   ὁ   Οἰδίπουϲ   Eὐρυγάνειαν   τὴν  

Περίφαντοϲ,  ἐξ  ἧϲ γίνονται αὐτῶι  Ἀντιγόνη  καὶ  Ἰϲμήνη, ἣν  ἀναιρεῖ  Tυδεὺϲ  ἐπὶ  κρήνηϲ, καὶ  

ἀπ’  αὐτῆϲ  ἡ  κρήνη  Ἰϲμήνη καλεῖται.  υἱοὶ  δὲ αὐτῶι  ἐξ  αὐτῆϲ  Ἐτεοκλῆϲ  καὶ  Πολυνείκηϲ.  ἐπεὶ  

δὲ  Eὐρυγάνεια  ἐτελεύτηϲε, γαμεῖ  ὁ  Οἰδίπουϲ  Ἀϲτυµμέδουϲαν  τὴν  Σθενέλου.  

    Even Bethe, who is as eager as Deubner to posit the Oedipodeia as source for both Pherecydes9 

and the Odyssean lines, supposes that Phrastor and Laonytus have been foisted upon the 

former by an interpolator (compare Fowler ad loc.(2013:407): “Pherecydes has taken the first 

part of this fragment from one source, and the second and third marriages from another”). 

And, since Pausanias fails to tell us that the Oedipodeia's wife was succeeded by Astymedusa, the 

case for this tradition's appearance in our epic is reduced to a position of extreme 

implausibility. 

Both Bethe (followed in the main by Jacoby on Pherecydes F95 (1A  416)) and Deubner (1942: 

29-33 = 1982: 663-667) place much stress upon the information provided by ΣA Il.IV 376: 

Οἱδίπουϲ   ἀποβαλὼν   Ἰοκάϲτην   ἐπέγηµμεν  Ἀϲτυµμέδουϲαν,   ἥτιϲ διέβαλε τοὺϲ   προγόνουϲ  ὡϲ  

πειράϲανταϲ   αὐτήν.10 ἀγανακτήϲαϲ   δὲ   ἐκεῖνοϲ   ἐπηράϲατο   αὐτοῖϲ   δι’   αἵµματοϲ   παραλαβεῖν  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 His narrative also derived from the Oedipodeia by C. Kirchoff, Der Kampf der Sieben vor Theben und König Oidipus 
(1917)  65, Wecklein, “ Die Kyklische Thebais, die Oedipodee, die Oedipussage und der Oedipus des Euripides” (Sitzb. d. 
kgl. bay. Akad. d. Wiss. 5 (1901))  676 and 681. 
10 On the general “Potiphar's wife” motif see the article s.v. “Joseph, der keutsche” by Reents and Köhler –Zülch in 
EM 7.640-648 and W. Hansen, Ariadne’s Thread: a guide to International Tales found in Classical Literature (Ithaca 2002) 
332-52.  Cf. Davies,WS 113 (2000) 55n8. 
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τὴν   χώραν. Both attribute these contents to the Oedipodeia, though they disagree as to the 

exact implications of ἀποβαλών, with Bethe picturing Oedipus as expelling his wife from the 

city (cf. LSJ s.v. ἀποβ. 2a) and Deubner envisaging the king as losing his wife by death (cf. LSJ 

ibid. 3). It is hardly worth expending energy on a choice between the two interpretations, since 

both fall foul of the objections lethally levelled by Robert (1915: 1.109f) against the earlier. 

Either approach inevitably presupposes that the name which follows the disputed verb is an 

error for Euryganeia. And yet why not accept Robert's infinitely simpler explanation: that the 

Iliadic scholion's source has merely eliminated Euryganeia from Pherecydes’ account and 

represents (Heldensage 133n2) "Mythenklitterung übelster Art"? In other words, both Σ Il. 

IV.376 and Pherecydes11 represent the same story, and there is not the slightest reason to 

suppose that story featured in the Oedipodeia. It is hard to disagree with the overall verdict 

which was delivered by Jacoby (416 as cited): "kontaminiert hat Ph. sehr naiv, indem er aus 

den verschiedenen namen für die muttergattin eine reihe von ehen machte" (cf. Schmid, GGL 

1.1.202n6 for whom Pherecydes' version is "ein Logographenkompromiss, der zugleich 

pragmatisch und moralisch ist." Contra Fowler on the fr. of Pherecydes: 2013:405). 

These issues are vitally important, for several scholars have drawn conclusions crucial for 

the character of our epic (and for the “evolution” of the Oedipus legend) from the 

identification of the traditions supposedly represented by Od. xi, Pherecydes, and Σ A Il. IV 376 

with what once stood in the Oedipodeia. Thus Deubner (1942: 38 = 1982: 672) infers an "epic" 

tradition in which Oedipus figured as a much more robust character than his counterpart in 

Attic tragedy: he does not blind himself, he can bring himself to marry again, he continues to 

rule over the Thebans, and he finally dies in battle. This is an archaic, and therefore the oldest 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 I do not intend to delve into the textual problems raised by the phrase ἐπεὶ δὲ ἑνιαυτὸϲ παρῆλθε in Pherecydes' 
fragment.  Jacoby ad loc. posits a lacuna before the phrase, since he takes it that the year elapsed after the death of 
Jocasta). Deubner 1942: 29 = 1982: 663 prefers to suppose that the year in question is to be dated after the death of 
the two sons. 
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and original, presentation of the hero. Likewise de Kock, who, on other topics arrives at 

conclusions that drastically disagree with Deubner's, claims (1961: 16 -17) that in the Oedipodeia 

"we find ourselves in a world completely different from that of the tragedy," and that this epic 

presents us with "a hero who is clearly not deeply affected by the effects of patricide and 

mother marriage." If this last remark were true it would be a remarkable epic indeed, and a 

remarkable mental attitude to incest and murder within the family, very important for studies 

of the development of Greek morality. Similarly now Fowler 2013: 404f: “the incestuous 

offspring [were] germane in tragedy, but absent from epic… the tragedians …raised the level of 

horror.” And so it is worth stressing that this picture is largely based upon the very economic 

summary in the Nekyia from which it would be unreasonable to expect a detailed account. In 

such a context, “Homeric decorum” (Mastronade p.21) will have found it easy (and congenial) 

to skirt the awkward and fearful questions of incestuous children and Oedipus' guilt. It is hard 

to see how an epic whose very title implies a detailed account of the career and suffering of the 

hero could ever have similarly avoided these basic issues. 

Nor is this what our general experience of comparing Homer's treatment of myth with the 

Epic Cycle's had led us to expect. What Homer sedulously avoided in the field of the fantastic 

or the blood-curdling they happily reinstated (see Griffin's article passim).The Thebais' 

presentation of Oedipus, as revealed in frr. 2 and 3, is already remarkably similar to the rash 

and choleric hero of tragedy, as de Kock (1961:18) accepts. We should not be in a hurry to 

assume that the Oedipodeia's treatment of this figure was so remarkably different, especially 

when we discover that the alleged difference is built upon details extracted from the Odyssey's 

passing summary.12 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 J.Bremmer in Interpretations in Greek Mythology (1987) 52  has tried to accept and make sense of the idea of an 
early Oedipus who remarries, but I find his arguments ("the wedding may well have been a poet's solution to the 
question 'what happened next?' In a way, the myth was finished ... but an  audience always wants more ... to be a 
widower was not a permanent male status") singularly unconvincing. J. March, The Creative Poet Studies on the 
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VIII) 	  F1	  

Numerous difficulties attend upon this fragment. First there are the merely textual. It is 

obvious that the quotation itself is incomplete. In the words of Valckenaer (Euripidis Tragoedia 

Phoenissae (1802) Scholia p.165) "qui haec pauca de multis excerpsit literator ... vetusti carminis 

versus describere neglexit, praeter hos duo suavissimos , quorum sensus ab illis pendet qui 

perierunt, aliunde tamen non difficulter eruendus." One may disagree with the literary 

criticism here (perhaps excessively influenced by ancient critics' views of the effects of 

epithets)13 but no-one will seriously try to deny that in the original epic the two verses must 

have been followed by others mentioning the Sphinx and containing a verb of which the 

Sphinx was subject and Haemon, as he features in the couplet preserved, the object. 

On the plurals in οἱ ... γράφοντεϲ see page1 above. The phrase which in Mon. 560 

immediately precedes the quotation (oὐδεὶc  οὕτω  φηcί  περὶ  τῆc  Cφιγγόc) has been variously 

emended or deleted. Vian's suggestion οἱ τὴν Oἰδιποδείαν γράφοντεc, οἵτίνέc εἰcιν, made in 

1963: 207n5, takes its inspiration from the idioms used in quoting such epics of uncertain 

authorship as the Titanomachy (T2) and the Cypria (F7). If the epic's allusion to the Sphinx has 

dropped out, then the disputed phrase requires no remedy, since for all we know the sequel to 

the two extant lines may have presented the Sphinx in a unique way. The unparalleled nature 

of this epic's treatment of Haemon as victim of the Sphinx is stressed by Vian 1963: 207 f, and 

this may be what our scholion originally intended to convey. 

That "the Sphinx is a secondary element in the Oedipus legend, added at some point ... in 

order to motivate the hero's marriage to his mother," has been powerfully argued by Edmunds 

1981a:12-16. on the ground of "the awkwardness of the Sphinx's position in the plot of the 

legend", and because comparison with analogous folk-tales reminds us that "the Sphinx is not 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
Treatment of Myth in Greek Poetry (BICS  Suppl. 49 (1987)) is another relatively recent adherent of  the notion of an 
early epic tradition featuring a non-incestuous family, with the incest motif an Aeschylean invention.  
13 E.g. Hermogenes on Stesichorus (TB19): cφόδρα ἡδὺc εἶναι δοκεῖ διὰ τὸ πολλοῖc χρῆcθαι τοῖc ἐπιθέτοιϲ. 
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integral to the plot ... which easily finds other ways to motivate the marriage of son and 

mother". But "the modification of the legend which brought the parricide closer to Delphi also 

drew it too far from Thebes and thus it was necessary to add the Sphinx in order to motivate 

the hero's marriage to the widowed queen of Thebes."14  On the nature of the Sphinx as a 

monster and its particular predilection for young men like Haemon as its victims see Vian 

1963:206f. 

It would perhaps be misleading to suggest that there is anything strictly and literally 

unique about the epic's presentation of Haemon as a victim of the Sphinx. This is a tradition 

which recurs in at least three other authors. We have already encountered it in 'Pisander' (see 

page 5 above) where it is said of the Sphinx that she ἀναρπάζουϲα   µμικροὺϲ καὶ   µμεγάλουϲ  

κατήcθιεν ἐν  οἷϲ  καὶ  Αἵµμονα  τὸν  Κρέοντοϲ παῖδα. A more detailed description of the exact 

circumstances of Haemon's destruction is to be found in Apollod. III 5.8:  

χρηϲμοῦ δὲ  Θηβαίοιϲ ὑπάρχοντοϲ τηνικαῦτα ἀπαλλαγήϲεϲθαι τῆϲ 

Сφιγγὸϲ ἡνίκα ἂν τὸ αἴνιγμα λύϲωϲι, ϲυνιόντεϲ εἰϲ ταὐτὸ πολλάκιϲ ἐζήτουν τί τὸ 

λεγόμενόν ἐϲτιν, ἐπεὶ δὲ μὴ εὕριϲκον, ἁρπάϲαϲα ἕνα κατεβίβρωϲκε. πολλῶν δὲ 

ἀπολομένων, καὶ τὸ τελευταῖον Αἴμονοϲ τοῦ Κρέοντοϲ, κηρύϲϲει Κρέων τῶι τὸ 

αἴνιγμα  λύϲoντι καὶ τὴν βαϲιλείαν καὶ τὴν Λαΐου δώϲειν γυναῖκα. 

 A similar picture of Theban deliberations, but without the detail of Haemon's death in Σ Eur. 

Phoen. 45 (1.255 Schwartz) = Asclepiades FGrHist 12 F7B. These passages may all, as Vian 1963: 

207f suggests, derive from the Oedipodeia. 

Vases often depict the Sphinx carrying off a youthful male victim which clings beneath her 

belly (see LIMC VIII 1 s.v. “Sphinx” IVB, esp. 3-4 (p.1161), E. Simon 1981:16, K. Schauenberg, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Edmunds' position here is assailed by Bremmer (as cited  page 22 n13 above) 46,  who to my mind merely 
succeeds in showing (what we all knew) that the Sphinx had been integrated into the story by the time of the 
earliest evidence of literature and art. 
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Praestant Interna (U. Hausmann Festschrift ( 1982)) 232, and Petit 123f on “le sphinx ravisseur”). 

The late black-figure lekythos painter who repeats this subject four times was therefore 

awarded the title of "the Haemon Painter" by E. Haspels, Attic Black- Figured Lekythoi (1936) 130-

141. The name is convenient and probably harmless, so long as we remember the warning 

delivered by its inventor (130n3): "I do not wish to imply ... that the victim of the Sphinx on 

our vases is necessarily" Haemon or, indeed, any other definite and specific person.Most 

scholars have assumed that in the Oedipodeia, as in Apollodorus, Haemon was the last of the 

Sphinx's victims. The ἔτι and the superlatives in the first line of our fragment are consistent 

with, though not in themselves indicative of, such an hypothesis.However, as Lesky stresses 

(see page 12 above), the very logic of the story also points in this direction: the death of the 

Theban regent's son and heir finally creates an overwhelming crisis concerning the city's 

future and Creon is forced to adopt the expedient (so familiar in folk-tale: see page 16 above) of 

offering the kingdom to whatever stranger shall rescue the city. Haemon's death, Creon's 

proclamation, Oedipus' success must follow closely on each other's heels for the story to work. 

So too concludes Vian 1963: 206. 

Whether the Oedipodeia placed the death of Haemon in the same circumstances as those 

reported by Apollodorus we have no means of knowing. I do not accept, however, that Lesky 

has decisively excluded any link between the riddle and this epic in general or our fragment in 

particular. As part of his attempt to establish that the riddle cannot have featured in the 

Oedipodeia (see page 14f above), this scholar argued that Asclepiades' version of events can 

have nothing to do with the epic and must be a relatively late attempt to reconcile the familiar 

picture of the riddling Sphinx with the alleged earlier picture of the Sphinx as a normal 

ravening monster. Inevitably the same objections must apply to Apollodorus' version, which 

inserts Haemon's death into the background of events established by Asclepiades. 
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I have already explained my reluctance to accept the popular reconstruction of the 

"original" form of Oedipus' encounter with the Sphinx (page 13f above). In the present case, 

one must add that Lesky's approach leaves no room for any early version linking the riddle 

with the death of Haemon (or, indeed, any other Theban). Why such a version should be 

excluded on principle I cannot see: granted the possibility of the co-existence of a riddling 

Sphinx and Haemon's death at her hands, Apollodorus' is the only conceivable way of 

combining the two motifs, and there seems to me to be nothing obviously absurd or redolent 

of a late compromise in his version of events. The famous Hermonax pelike (Vienna 3728:   

ARV2 : 1.485.24 = LIMC s.v. “Oidipous” VII 1 VA2.490) which shows eleven Theban elders 

deliberating over the riddle while the Sphinx looks on ominously, perched upon a pillar, has 

therefore been taken to derive from our epic (Robert 1915: 1.168, Rzach 1922: 2358.22-28 etc. 

Cf. Petit 127 on “le sphinx à la colonne”). Although unconfirmable, the possibility should not 

be excluded as categorically as it is by Lesky. 

	  

1.κάλλιτcτόν	  τε	  καὶ	  ἱμεροέϲτατον	  ἄλλων : the language seems surprisingly erotic for epic: 

cf. Theogn. 1117 = 1365: (Πλοῦτε,  θεῶν   | ὦ   παίδων) κάλλιϲτε καὶ ἱµμεροέϲτατε  πάντων (cf. 

Ibyc. S 173.7 PMGF ]ιϲτε παιδῶν [(where Page suggested κάλλ]ιϲτε). This may be connected 

with the original conception behind the Sphinx's addiction to the snatching up of young men: 

see Vian1963: 206f. There is no call to suppose (with e.g. Küllenberg, de imitatione Theognidea 

(1877) 23, van Groningen on Theogn. 1117) that our epic is the inspiration for the verses of 

Theognis cited above. As Wilamowitz observed (Sappho und Simonides 120n1, followed by J. 

Kroll, Theognisinterpretationen (1936) 7n18 and Vetta on Theogn.1365) the Oedipodeia's use of 

accusatives "ist ganz schlecht aus dem Vocativ ... gemacht: hier ist das Epos jünger, nicht 

notwendig als diese Verse, aber wohl als diese Wendung in einem erotischen Trinkverse." 

ἱμεροέϲτατον: the LSJ entry s.v. ἱµμερόειϲ is deficient and erroneous: the word is only used of 
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things by Homer (ἀοιδή, ἔπεα,  ἔργα etc.). Hesiod applies it to females: Th. 359 (of Calypso as in 

HHDem 422) and fr. 291.3 MW. LSJ should not have cited Pind. fr. 33 c (= 87) 2 Sn. as an instance 

of its application to persons (thereby misleading e.g. Page, Sappho & Alcaeus 59 and Gow, Theocr. 

2. Addenda (p. 592)): the reference there is to the island of Delos. The only other early example 

besides the present where it is attached to a young man has a decidedly homoerotic tinge: 

Theogn. 1365 (cited above). Note, however, Wilamowitz's popular supplement at Sappho fr. 

17.10: Θυώναϲ  ἰµμε[ρόεντα παῖδα : see Page as cited. For its use (often homosexual) of persons 

in Alexandrian authors see Theocr. Id. VII 118 and Gow ad loc. , Kost on Musaeus Hero and 

Leander 20.15 On vase-paintings which depict the Sphinx snatching up desirable young men see  

p. 24 above.The superlative plus genitive construction is guaranteed by the two Theognidean 

verses cited above. It is fairly common in Homer: see Il. I 505f  ὠκυµμορώτατοϲ  ἄλλων | ἔπλετ’. 

For further examples and discussion see Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 2.116n1 and Chantraine, Gramm. Hom. 

2.60. 

2.	   Κρείοντοϲ ἀμύμονοϲ : on the meaning of the epithet here see A.A. Parry, Blameless 

Aegisthus (Mnemos. Suppl. 26  (1973)) 78) who argues that "in view of the emphasis on [Creon's] 

son's beauty, the reference is surely to Creon's looks".  Non  sequitur. 

On Creon's  rôle in Theban myth see Vian  1963:183-193; on his son's,  206- 208. 

IX) 	  F2	  

On ancient traditions regarding Oedipus’ wife/ wives see in general Fowler 2013:403-408. 

On attempts to amplify our fragment by reference to Pherecydes FGrHist 3 F 95 and ΣA Il.IV 

376 see page 19f above. It is important to reconstruct the stages in Pausanias' argument here, 

leading up to the mention of the Oedipodeia's version: (1) P. takes Od. xi 271-80. to entail that 

Epicaste/Jocasta bore Oedipus no children. (2) P's reason for this inference is that in these lines 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 Kost omits our passage and says "von einer Person zuerst" HHDem 422. 
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Oedipus' murder of his father and marriage to his mother are followed shortly (ἄφαρ) by the 

gods' disclosure of those deeds. (3) Therefore Epicaste/Jocasta can have had no time before the 

disclosure to bear to Oedipus as many as four children. (4) Rather, the four children were 

begotten by Oedipus upon an entirely different woman, to wit Euryganeia. (5) And this latter 

personage is alluded to in the Oedipodeia. (For the use of δέ here to answer a question (πῶϲ οὖν 

... τῶι Oἰδίποδι; ἐξ Eὐρυγανείαϲ δέ τῆϲ Ὑπέρφαντοϲ ἐγεγόνεϲαν) see Denniston, GP 2  p. 171 (ii 

b)). 

Those scholars are right then (e.g. Deubner 1942: 34-37= 1982: 668-671, Jacoby on 

Pherecydes FGrHist 3 95 (1.417), Stephanopoulos1980: 105) who stress that Pausanias’ argument 

only works if Epicaste and Euryganeia are two different women. But unfortunately such a 

conclusion does not exclude the possibility that Pausanias has made a crass error. And it is 

precisely such a possibility that is urged by Robert (1915:1. 110f),16 to the dismay of many of the 

scholars named above.17 According to Robert, the truth distorted by Pausanias' error is that 

Oedipus' mother and wife was called Euryganeia in the relevant epic, just as she was called 

Epicaste in the Odyssey, Jocasta in the Greek tragedians and Pherecydes as cited, Eurycleia in 

Epimenides 3 B15 DK (Ἐπιµμενίδηϲ   Εὐρύκλειαν   τὴν Ἔκφαντοϲ φηcὶν   αὐτὸν   (scil.   Λάϊoν)  

γεγαµμηκέναι,  ἐξ  ἧϲ  εἶναι  τὸν  Οἰδίποδα) and Astymedusa in Σ Α Il.IV as cited. The Oedipodeia's 

version of events will then have corresponded with what we find in Apollod. III 5.8: εἰϲὶ  δὲ  οἳ  

γεννηθῆναι   τὰ   τέκνα (i.e. Polyneices and Eteocles, Antigone and Ismene) φαϲίν ἐξ  

Εὐρυγανείαϲ  αὐτῶι  τῆϲ  Ὑπέρφαντοϲ  (Aegius:  Τεύθραντοϲ). 

Now clearly, if this were the case, step (5) in Pausanias' argument would simply not apply 

and the presumption that Euryganeia is a separate personality would have no basis in epic. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Followed by several scholars (bibliography in de Kock 1961: 15n45: add   J.T. Sheppard, The Oedipus Tyrannus of 
Sophocles (Cambridge 1920) xviin3). 
17 For a list of opponents of Robert's approach see de Kock 1961: 16n46. Add de Kock himself, Stephanopoulos 
1980:105, Simon 1981: 9n10, Mastronade 21n3 etc. 
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Pausanias must be credited with a crude blunder, a hypothesis that is in no way inconsistent 

with the poor view taken of him as a writer by the late nineteenth and early twentieth century 

in general and by Robert in particular. Robert's conviction18 that Pausanias cannot have known 

the original epic directly but must have gathered his knowledge from late prose intermediaries 

fits in with this picture as a whole and makes the assumption of a blunder all the more likely. 

However, it should be said that his interpretation of the present fragment is based on more 

than an instinctive tendency to disparage Pausanias which many scholars would now regard as 

out-dated. 

This is just as well, for if the idea of Euryganeia as the sole mother and wife of Oedipus has 

the support of those ancient authors quoted above, the alternative interpretation of her as a 

second spouse whose union with Oedipus is quite free from incest was obviously widespread in 

antiquity. We have already seen the testimony offered at the end of ‘Pisander’'s narrative: φαϲί 

δὲ  ὅτι  µμετὰ  τὸν  θάνατον τῆϲ  Ἰοκάϲτηϲ  καὶ  τὴν  αὑτοῦ  τύφλωϲιν  ἔγηµμεν  Εὐρυγάνην παρθένον, 

ἐξ  ἧϲ  αὐτῶι  γεγόναϲιν  οἱ  τέϲϲαρεϲ  παῖδεϲ.Pherecydes too (FGrHist 3 F 95) has a similar tale: 

Οἰδίποδι   (φηϲί)   Κρέων   δίδωϲι   τὴν   βαϲιλείαν   καὶ   τὴν   γυναῖκα   Λαίου,   µμητέρα   δ'   αὐτοῦ    

Ἰοκάϲτην,   ἐξ   ἧϲ   γίνονται   αὐτῶι   Φράϲτωρ   καὶ   Λαόνυτοϲ,   οἱ   θνήιϲκουϲιν ὑπὸ   Μινυῶν   καὶ  

Ἐργίνου  <lac.  stat.   Jacoby>.  ἐπεὶ  δὲ  ἐνιαυτὸϲ  παρῆλθε, γαμεῖ  ὁ  Οἰδίπουϲ  Eὐρυγάνειαν  τὴν  

Περίφαντοϲ, ἐξ  ἧϲ  γίνονται αὐτῶι  Ἀντιγόνη  καὶ  Ἰcµμήνη,  ἣν  ἀναιρεῖ  Τυδεύc  ἐπὶ  κρήνηϲ  ...  υἱοὶ  

δὲ   αὐτῶι   ἐξ   αὐτῆϲ   Ἐτεοκλῆϲ   καὶ   Πολυνείκηϲ.   ἐπεὶ   δὲ   Εὐρυγάνεια ἐτελεύτηϲε, γαμεῖ   ὁ  

Οἰδίπουϲ  Ἀϲτυµμέδουϲαν  τὴν  Cθενέλου. However, the value of the former is highly dubious 

(see pages 4-9 above). As for the latter, even Jacoby (ad loc., p. 416), who refuses to accept 

Robert's approach to the present epic fragment, is obliged to admit of the Pherecydean version 

"kontaminiert hat Ph. sehr naiv, indem er aus den verschiedenen namen für die muttergattin 

eine reihe von ehen machte."(Fowler ad loc. (2013: 406) is a little more reluctant to accuse 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 Accepted by most scholars, even those (e.g. Stephanopoulos) who wish to accept Pausanias' testimony. 
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Pherecydes of “such an elementaty lack of understanding”).Stephanopoulos (1980: 105f) has 

tried to use Pherecydes' fr. as a means to refute Robert's interpretation of Pausanias' words. 

But his first argument merely terminates in the conclusion that Oedipodeia and Thebais are 

unlikely both to have called Oedipus' wife and mother Euryganeia. Since this is no essential 

part of Robert's reading of the present fragment, little is achieved by the denial. The second 

argument asks why, on Robert's reckoning, Pherecydes should make Euryganeia, rather than 

Jocasta, bear Oedipus the four famous children. But nothing is achieved either by wondering 

why Pherecydes chose this rather than that form of contamination.The proliferation of extra 

children and wives for Oedipus is reminiscent of the way in which late authors devise 

increasingly numerous husbands for Helen, and increasingly numerous offspring for her and 

for Menelaus (cf. Griffin 1977: 43 = 2001:373).Robert's argument is at its strongest when it 

concerns itself with the basic significance of the Oedipus story as a whole. It is instructive to 

pose the question "Can we imagine the Sophoclean Oedipus marrying again?", even though 

whether the epic hero begot children on his mother like his counterpart in tragedy is precisely 

what we are disputing, and it is equally unproven, in fact, that epic's Oedipus blinded himself. 

Nevertheless, the dread and terror of the original myth surely derive from the fact that the 

hero marries his own mother and has children by her. The grimness of his and his offspring’s 

dilemma is absurdly diluted if their mother is not his too, and if Oedipus proceeds to behave 

like a Tacitean Claudius caelibis vitae intolerans. The introduction of additional and normal 

wives, for Oedipus to have normal children by, looks very like a later attempt to purge the 

story of some of its horror.19 

An analogous effect is aimed at in the brief narrative of Od. xi 275-80, where Oedipus is 

implicitly denied any offspring by Epicaste. But there the legend is only referred to elliptically 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 Compare, perhaps, the tradition of Meleager's heroic death in battle in Hes. fr. 25. 9-13 MW, which seems to 
follow the Iliad's playing-down of the horrific elements in the legend. On Bremmer's attempt to interpret the 
remarrying Oedipus as an early and explicable feature see page 22n13 above. 
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and in passing and the elimination of children is quite in the manner of the Homeric epics, 

with their notorious aversion for grim tales of strife within the family. On the whole, the other 

early epics seem to have differed from Homer's in this respect (see Griffin's article passim). 

They showed little inclination to omit such horrors and had little opportunity to do so since 

these horrors were often basic to the plot. As soon as we have any specific information about 

epic's presentation of Oedipus (witness the two curses he delivers in the Thebais) we are able to 

recognise a figure not so very different from the character familiar to us from Attic tragedy 

(see page 75 below). 

As Dirlmeier, Der Mythos von Konig Oedipus2 (1964) 21 (cf.14) remarks: "der Name Oedipus 

von allem Anfang an in sich schliesst, dass der Träger eine Unglücksgestalt war und dass also 

die Ehe mit der Mutter von allem Anfang an eine schauerliche Tat gegen die Natur gewesen 

ist." I too detect an indissolubly close link between Oedipus' incestuous union with his mother, 

the birth of ill-starred sons, their father's cursing of them, and their death in the Theban War. 

Some scholars, 20 who reject any such close connection between the first of these elements and 

the rest, nevertheless admit that Oedipus' curse presupposes the incestuous origin of 

Polyneices and Eteocles and their death at Thebes. Unconvinced by Robert's interpretation of  

Paus. IX 5.10 f., they are obliged to infer for the Oedipodeia a rather novel version of the legend: 

the two brothers are free from the slightest taint of incest, they do not suffer their father's 

curse (in strongest possible contrast to events in the Thebais, where they are cursed twice) and 

they do not perish in battle before Thebes. 

One must not dogmatise as to the contents of epics which have vanished with such 

approximation to totality as the Oedipodeia. Nevertheless, I find it next to impossible to believe 

that an epic ever existed in which Polyneices and Eteocles lived quietly unexceptionable lives 

and the Theban War did not take place. One would require more direct and convincing 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20 In particular Wehrli 1957: 112 = 1972: 65 followed by de Kock 1961: 16. 



	  

	  

31 

testimony for so remarkable a scheme of events than is afforded by Pausanias.It may be 

objected that the fortunes of Polyneices and Eteocles lay outside the scope of the Oedipodeia. 

The objection is inept: we do not know at what point in the saga the epic closed and even if it 

did exclude this particular area. Its composer must have drawn upon some tradition which will 

have supplied him with ideas about the fate of Oedipus' sons. 

Suppose, however, that the Oedipodeia did lack the motif of incestuous offspring, but still 

envisaged the father's curse upon his sons and their death at Thebes. Difficulties still arise. As 

we shall see, the vast majority of scholars supposes that the brothers featured as incestuously 

begotten in the Thebais. Is it really plausible that so infinitely more compact and logical a 

schema should have occurred to one epic poet but not the other? 

  

Onasias’ painting: LIMC VII 1 s.v. “Septem” I.3 (p.710)  

I have so far postponed consideration of this important (but no longer extant) artefact 

which Pausanias mentions immediately after his reference to fr. 2 of the Oedipodeia. "A grief-

stricken Euryganeia at the battle of her sons" is compatible with either interpretation of the 

afore-mentioned fragment. It fits perfectly, of course, with the idea that Euryganeia was 

Oedipus' second wife, not his mother, and bore him four children. But it is equally consistent 

with the notion that Euryganeia is merely another name for the mother of Oedipus upon 

whom he begets incestuous offspring. In this latter case we must suppose that Onasias was 

following a tradition whereby this woman survives the catastrophic revelations like 

Stesichorus' queen (see Davies and Finglass on fr. 97 of that poet)  or Euripides' Jocasta (in the 

Phoenissae); unlike Homer's Epicaste (Od. xi 271-80.) or Sophocles' Jocasta (in the OT). How a 

painter could have signified which of the two (second wife or surviving first wife) he was 

actually depicting is not very clear. 
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Difficulties do push themselves forward, however, when we try to delve further into the 

exact relationship between Onasias’ vanished painting and our literary sources. 21  Our 

particular concern here is whether this artefact reflects in some way the version used in the 

Oedipodeia. A negative answer is entailed by Deubner's thesis (see page 18f above) that this epic 

included the death of Euryganeia, Oedipus' marriage to a third wife (Astymedusa), and that 

hero's curse upon his sons as engineered by her cruel machinations. However, we have already 

seen good reason to reject this hypothesis (page 22 above). 

Should we therefore agree with e.g. Bethe and Stephanopoulos (see the latter 1980:107 and 

n12) that Onasias' painting reflected a scene described in the Oedipodeia?  P. Corssen, Die 

Antigone d. Sophokles (Berlin 1898) 22 (followed by Rzach 1922: 2359.30-53) had already argued 

that, if the Oedipodeia did indeed contain such a scene, Pausanias (or his source) would have 

continued to cite it, rather than turning to Onasias as if he supplied a detail missing from the 

epic. Besides, we should not be in too much of a hurry to assume that the Oedipodeia closed at 

so relatively late a stage in the story and included so much of matter that must also have 

occurred in the Thebais. 

Εὐρυ - γάνεια as daughter of Ὑπέρ - φαϲ is discussed by M. Sulzberger in Rév. Ét. Gr. 39 

(1926) 395, as an example of the widespread tendency, in early myth and epic in particular,  for 

minor characters to have parents with similar names. He compares Καλητώρ son of Κλυτίοϲ in 

Il. XV 419. In fact, it is the variation in the form of both daughter's and father's name that 

provides most of the problems from this stage onwards. Let us put behind us the controversy 

over the number of Oedipus' wives and concentrate on nomenclature. Apollodorus III 5.8 

clearly entails precisely the same tradition as our fragment: εἰϲι  δὲ  οἳ   γεννηθῆναι  τὰ   τέκνα 

φαϲὶν  ἐξ  Εὐρυγανείαϲ  αὐτῶι  τῆϲ  Ὑπέρφαντοϲ (Aegius: Tεύθραντοϲ). Cf. ΣEur. Phoen. 13 (1.249 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 For a survey of attempts to identify extant artefacts as dependent upon Onasias' painting, see J.P. Small, Studies 
related to the Theban Cycle on late Etruscan Urns (Rome 1981) 142- 145. 
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Schwartz): καὶ   τὸν   Οἰδίποδα   δὲ   φαϲιν   Ἐπικάϲτην   τε   τὴν   µμητέρα   γεγαµμηκέναι   καὶ 

Εὐρυγάνην. This version of the name recurs in ‘Pisander’: ἔγηµμεν  Εὐρυγάνην  παρθένον.For 

the alternative forms compare Εὐρώπεια / Εὐρώπη and see page 1 above. Hyperphas' name too 

seems capable of metamorphosis. At least, Ὑπέρφαϲ is presumably to be equated with the 

Περίφαϲ whom Pherecydes FGr Hist 3 F 95 makes father of Εὐρυγάνεια. (For the phenomenon of 

“minor variation of the same name” see Henrichs in Interpretations in Greek Mythology (ed. J. 

Bremmer, London 1987) 251). And Epimenides fr. 15 DK is represented by Σ Eur. Phoen. 13 (1.249 

Schwartz) as stating that Laius married Εὐρύκλειαν    τὴν Ἔκφαντοϲ ... ἐξ  ἧϲ  εἶναι  τὸν  Οἰδίποδα 

(rightly denounced by Fowler 2013: 408 as “a mishmash…from which it is difficult to extract a 

coherent account”). 

Pausanias' argument clearly implies that in our epic Oedipus begot upon Euryganeia not 

only Eteocles and Polyneices but also Antigone and Ismene. (Robert1915: 1.181 goes so far as to 

state that the pair of sisters are explicitly ("ausdrücklich") attested for the Oedipodeia.) This is 

rather more remarkable than scholars have generally recognised, since Antigone and Ismene 

are conspicuous by their absence from Homer, Hesiod, Bacchylides, Pindar and almost all of 

the remains of early Greek lyric and elegiac poetry. The earliest secure reference to both is 

Pherecydes FGrHist 3 F 95. One wonders how much area the plot of the Oedipodeia would have 

had to cover before either sister could have had any significant part to play. Still, although we 

should not forget that, in the words of Wilamowitz 1914: 93, "eine Person, die nichts zu tun 

bekommt, kann die Sage nicht brauchen," we should also not forget post-Homeric epic's 

fondness for minor characters and superfluous children (see Griffin 1977:43 = 2001:373), or 

Attic tragedy's tendency to bring into sudden prominence such previously subordinate figures 

(Chrysothemis is a case in point). 
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2. 	   THEΒΑIS	  

 If it were possible to choose a lost work of Greek literature for recovery, 

the epic Thebais would come high on a preference list. It would answer more 

questions about Homer than all the deciphering of Mycenaean tablets and 

excavating of tholos tombs.  

                                        M.  Willcock, CQ 14 (1964) 144 = Oxford Readings in Homer’s Iliad 440 

 Dass es der Dichter der Thebais war, d. h. der Epiker, welcher den Zug der 

Sieben für alle Zeiten in den Grundzügen feststellte, ist selbstverständlich.  

                                                                                                    Wilamowitz 1891: 224f = 1971:59 

Ein Epos hatte ... eine ganz bestimmte, künstliche, hochgezügtete 

Heroenwelt als Objekt seiner Darstellung; in dieses epische Alterweltsmilieu 

wurden alle bestehenden Sagen umgeformt und erweitert; so auch der Zug der 

Sieben. Das bekam ihm nicht gut; seine Herkunft stand einem freien Wachstum 

in Wege; zu viele störende Elemente truger in sich. Trotzdem sich ihm 

bedeutende Talente widmeten, wiewohl er durch die Vereinigung mit der 

Ödipussage neuen Aufschwung bekam und dichterische Steigerungs 

Möglichkeiten von grösster Eindrücklichkeit in sich bang, so erwiesen sich doch 

manche andere Sagenkreise als zukunftsreicher und durchschlagender als der 

Zug der Sieben; vor allem die trojanischer Sagen. So trat das Epos, das ihn 

darstellte, in  den Hintergrund.                                               

                                                                                                       Howald 1939: 17f 

.                                                                                   
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I) TESTIMONIA	  

 Τ1	  

These remarks of Pausanias constitute one of the most important documents for the 

history of early Greek literature. Their implications for the authorship and date of our epic are 

very considerable, and several other weighty inferences have been built upon them (see, for 

instance, Grote's History of Greece (Twelve volume edition 1884) 2.129)22. Of course one cannot 

divorce the problem entirely from the more general question of those passages which have 

seemed to many to imply that Ὅµμηροϲ was often used as a "collective name" for early epic. 

However, I must discuss these elsewhere. In the present place I shall endeavour to analyse the 

passage on its own merits. 

Since the original words which Pausanias here alludes to are no longer extant, we must 

obviously proceed with the greatest caution. Nevertheless, I think that the evidence at our 

disposal is enough to enable us to rule out of court the most extreme example to date of 

scepticism as to this testimonium's worth. I refer to J.A. Scott's unfortunate conglomeration 

(CP 16 (1921) 20-26 ≏ The Unity of Homer (California 1921) 15-22) of mistranslation and 

misinterpretation.23 Mistranslation, for who will accept Scott's statement (p.16) that Pausanias 

tells us how the man whose name begins with Καλ- "regarded the author as Homer" (my 

italics), or "regarded the author as an Homer" (my italics again)? Misinterpretation, for the 

purpose of the tendentious paraphrase just cited is to ease our transition to the following 

conclusion (p. 16): "all this passage is intended to show is the high estimate in which the 

Thebais was held and that even here the author of that poem is regarded as an equal with the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 "The title of the ... Thebais to be styled Homeric depends upon evidence more ancient than any which can be 
produced to authenticate the Iliad and the Odyssey." 
23 On the general nature of Scott's reasoning in these works see Dodds, Fifty Years (and Twelve) of Classical 
Scholarship (1968) 9f. 
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great Homer." Our journey to this deduction is further facilitated by the doubt which Scott 

casts upon Sylburg's emendation of the MSS' Kαλαιν- (an emendation accepted by practically 

every scholar who has considered the passage, even those most hostile to its worth) and by his 

stubborn refusal to equate the Καλλῖνοϲ thus emended with the elegist of that name. The 

information that the emperor Hadrian preferred  Antimachus' Thebais to Homer (Dio Cass. 

LXIX 4 = T32 Matthews) is next dragooned into service and we are presently being assured 

(p.17) that "there is nothing in Pausanias to show that he is not referring to Antimachus." 

From Pausanias, then, we are to infer that the mysterious Calaenus, unlocatable in time or 

place, set Antimachus on a level equal with Homer. 

Scholars have rightly failed to take this assault very seriously. There is, however, scope for 

a more reasoned scepticism. E. Hiller (Rh. Mus. 42 (1887) 324-326) and Ed. Schwartz (Hermes 75 

(1940) 3f) reached (independently, it would seem) the same conclusion on many important 

issues. In an attempt to narrow down the range of possibilities concerning the nature of 

Callinus' reference to Homer, each saw that a specific and direct citation of the Thebais by title 

would be alien to the manner of early elegy. Both were also aware that the quite categorical 

statement "Homer composed the Thebais" is likely to be an inference drawn by a later and 

learned writer (Pausanias or his source) 24 from some less definite remark by Callinus himself. 

But what is the most probable reconstruction of this remark? Hiller saw two possibilities:25 

(i) Callinus mentioned a detail (which later writers recognised in the narrative of the 

Thebais) and attributed it to Homer. In this case one should presumably accept Schwartz's 

inference (p.3) that Callinus himself had cause to mention the Theban expedition as context 

for this attribution.                                                                                                                                

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 Schwartz (3n1) mentions Demetrius of Scepsis as a possibility, since this writer, as source in turn for Strabo, 
would seem to have often quoted Callinus (cf. Schwartz, RE 4 (1901) 2811.41f). On Demetrius see Pfeiffer, History of 
Classical Scholarship. 1.249 -251 and 259. 
25 O. Crusius, Philol. 54 (1895) 723 appears to find Hiller's approach excessively sceptical. I cannot agree. 
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(ii)  Callinus directly quoted as "Homer's" some words or phrases which later writers 

recognised as occurring in the text of the Thebais. The obvious elegiac analogy to this is the 

famous "quotation" of Il.VI 146 given by Semonides (= Simonides fr. 8.1f W):  

     ἓν δὲ τὸ κάλλιϲτον Xῖoc ἔειπεν ἀνήρ. 

"οἵη περ φύλλων γενεή, τοίη δὲ καὶ ἀνδρῶν." 

Hiller seems to think that alternative (ii) offers less scope for confusion and error on the 

part of the later writer, though even here we must bear in mind the carefully-formulated 

warning of J.A. Davison, Eranos 53 (1955)137 = From Archilochus to Pindar 81f: "all that we can feel 

sure of is that Pausanias (or his authority) found in Callinus a phrase or phrases ascribed to 

Homer which resembled some words in the Thebais closely enough to lead him to infer that 

Callinus was actually quoting the Thebais and ascribing it to Homer." How much more 

uncertainty would be uncaged if (i) were the truth! Hiller does well to stress (p. 326) the large 

number of admittedly brief and passing reference to the Theban saga in Iliad and Odyssey. If an 

allusion to one of these from Callinus was misinterpreted we should be in a sorry way. Enough 

said, then, to put us well on our guard against any smooth and unpremeditated deduction from 

this notorious passage. Wilamowitz’s cautious summing up (1916:364n1) can handly be 

bettered: "ob die bis in das dritte Jahrhundert gelesene Thebais mit der, welche Kallinos vor 

sich gehabt hatte, ausser dem Stoffe noch irgend etwas gemein hatte, wusste niemand."  

The famous tradition of Cleisthenes of Sicyon’s hostility towards Adrastus and Argos (Hdt. 

V 67.1) has been seen by some scholars26 as relevant to the present question: Kλειϲθένηϲ γὰρ 

Ἀργείoιϲι πoλεμήϲαϲ τοῦτο  µμὲν  ῥαψωιδοὺϲ   ἔπαυϲε ἐν  Cικυῶνι ἀγωνίζεϲθαι τῶν  Ὁµηρείων  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 One of the earliest is Grote (History of Greece 2. 129n3). Perhaps it was expressed most extremely by Wilamowitz 
(1884: 352: "es ist  ... nur sinn in dieser geschichte, wenn Homer als der dichter der Thebais verstanden wird"; cf. 
1914: 102). The same view is taken by for instance, Stein (2.68) and How and Wells (2.34) in their Herodotean 
commentaries ad loc. Further bibliography is in Rzach 1922: 2363.22-24. See  more recently E. Cingano, QUCC 20 
(1985) 31-40. Opposition already came from Welcker (1865: 2.474n27). 



	  

	  

39 

ἐπέων  εἵνεκα,  ὅτι  Ἀργεῖοί  τε  καὶ  Ἄργοϲ  τὰ  πολλὰ πάντα ὑµμνέαται (details of his hostility to 

Adrastus follow). In spite of LSJ s.v. ὑµμνέω (1.I), the final phrase does not have to mean "(the 

Argives) are everywhere praised." See Hiller 326f and Powell’s Lexicon to Herodotus s.v. (p.364), 

where the word’s two occurrences are rendered "celebrate anyone in song."27  τὰ  πολλὰ  πάντα 

may be deliberate exaggeration, intended as an index of Cleisthenes’ unreasonableness. 

We may therefore conclude that, though the Argives, Argos, and Adrastus would be 

mentioned far more often in the Thebais and the Epigoni than in the Iliad and the Odyssey, 

nevertheless they are mentioned enough in the latter pair of poems (evidence marshalled by 

Hiller 327f and Scott 22-24= 18-20) for the story to work perfectly well if τῶν  Ὁµηρείων  ἐπέων 

as a phrase bears the meaning that a present-day reader would naturally place upon it. And 

(pace e.g. How and Wells or Cingano) it would surely be a little odd if Herodotus, who at IV 32 = 

Τ 1/F 2 expresses doubt concerning the Homeric authorship of the Epigoni, were here calmly to 

couple it with the Thebais and label the combination τὰ  Ὁµμήρεια ἔπεα. 

Two other passages have wrongly been thought to contain traces of this tradition of Homer 

as the Thebais' author: (i) Antigonus of Carystus 25 (Rerum nat. script. p.9 Keller) attributes to ὁ  

ποιητήϲ a line and a half of gnomic advice which some have assigned to the Ἀµμφιάρεω 

Ἐξελαϲία, a work most plausibly interpreted as part of the Thebais (as we shall see pages 131-

137 below).But though we may accept that ὁ  ποιητήϲ is here equivalent to Homer, the rest of 

the hypothesis does not follow at all (see page134 below). Nor should (ii) Horace's Ars Poetica 

146 (nec reditum Diomedis ab interitu Meleagri (orditur)) be taken even as necessarily referring to 

the Thebais, still less as implying the Roman poet's attribution of that epic to Homer: see Brink, 

Horace on Poetry: the Ars Poetica p.442. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
27 Admittedly, Powell’s translation of the present passage (2.381) renders the verb "extolled." But as we shall  see 
(page 95 below), the Thebais is unlikely to have depicted the Argives in any very favourable light, a point not taken 
by e.g. Cingano as cited in the previous note. 
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By contrast, the fragment of Dionysius of Samos (ὁ   κυκλογράφοϲ) cited as Τ 4, which 

claims Homer as a contemporary of the Theban as well as the Trojan War, does seem to reflect 

the tradition. So, for instance, among earlier scholars, Grote (History of Greece 2.129n2), and 

Felix Jacoby among the more recent (in his commentary ad loc. (1A 492)) have inferred. 

We must now face another, scarcely less important, issue. When Pausanias introduces his 

remarks on the Thebais and its authorship with the statement ἐποιήθη δὲ   ἐϲ   τὸν   πόλεµμον  

τοῦτον  καὶ  ἔπη  Θηβαίϲ, he has just been describing the siege of Thebes as the climax of the 

Epigoni's campaign against that city. One might, then, expect "this war" to refer most 

immediately to this second, successful enterprise as well as the earlier failure. The fact has not 

escaped the attention of those scholars who believe the epic known as the Epigoni was part of a 

larger Thebais (so especially Bethe 1891: 36f and 122) and they triumphantly cite our passage as 

an evidence of this theory (see pages 142-143 below). Even the cautious Rzach, who rejects the 

more extreme forms of this dogma, deduces from Pausanias' words (1922:2374.42): "er wählt 

also eine Gesamtbezeichnung." One can see why they come to this conclusion. But a closer 

examination of the structure of Pausanias' whole argument here will also show the 

needlessness of such an inference. 

Pausanias' summary of the wars successively waged by the Seven and then the Epigoni 

against Thebes is very effectively framed within an introductory and a concluding passage. In 

the first, imitating the grand historical manner,28 he tells us that he regards this war as the 

most noteworthy fought in the heroic age by Greek against Greek. The "this" is given reference 

by the previous sentence's mention of Capaneus' death (IX 8.7) in the midst of his attempt to 

scale the Theban battlements. In the second, concluding, passage, the initial emphasis is 

recapitulated in the statement that the Thebais was about this war and that Pausanias agrees 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28 Compare esp. Thuc. I 1 (Θουκυδίδηϲ ... ξυνέγραψε τὸν πόλεμον τῶν Πελοποννηϲίων καὶ Ἀθηναίων... ἐλπίϲαϲ 
μέγαν τε ἔcεcθαι καὶ ἀξιολογώτατον τῶν προγεγενημένων). See further Nisbet and Hubbard, Horace Odes 2. p.9. 
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with those who rank that epic third only to the Iliad and Odyssey. Suppose the latter mention of 

"this war" is to be limited to that waged by the Seven: how could Pausanias have made this 

clearer? τὸν   δὲ   πόλεμον τοῦτον ( IX 9.1) in the introductory paragraph and τὸν   πόλεμον 

τουτον (IX 9.5) at the conclusion will both refer to the same event, the war of the Seven against 

Thebes. If Pausanias had endeavoured to make clarity doubly clear by placing the allusion to 

the Thebais immediately after the initial statement of the war's importance, he would have 

incurred several disadvantages: the present smooth continuity between this initial statement 

about the war and the narrative concerning that self-same war would have been disrupted, 

and Pausanias would have deprived himself of the impressive coda which IX 9.5 supplies in the 

text as it actually stands. This latter disadvantage would have arisen if Pausanias had placed 

the mention of the Thebais in the only other available position, at the start of IX 9.4, in between 

the narratives of the Seven and the Epigoni. And such a placing would again have ruptured a 

desirable continuity with the interposition of a piece of literary criticism that functions far 

better in its present place. 

The relevance of Thucydides' proem was grasped by, for instance, Robert, Heldensage 

3.1.932n3. With the notable exception of Wilamowitz29 (1891: 228n2 =1971:63n1; cf. 1884:364n1), 

scholars have perhaps taken Pausanias' high valuation of the now-lost epic a little too 

seriously. They certainly seem to have adopted too automatically the terms of literary 

criticism he employs. Thus George Grote (History of Greece 1.261) concluded that the Thebais 

possessed "distinguished poetical merit." "Zweifellos enthielt das berühmte Gedicht gar 

manche dichterische Schönheit" Rzach (1922:2372.48f) assures us. And Severyns (1928: 211) 

talks of "La Thébaide, le plus ancien et le plus beau poème du Cycle après l'Iliade et l'Odyssée." It 

is hard to see how the few extant fragments could possibly justify such extravagant praise, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29 In both passages he shows himself characteristically eager to stress that Pausanias can have had no direct 
knowledge of the Thebais' text. 
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and, consciously or not, these scholars must have been guided by Pausanias’ verdict. But Rzach 

himself admits (1922: 2361.37) that this very verdict was "offenbar überkommenen." 

II) HOMER	  AND	  THE	  THEBAIS	  

The relationship between the Iliad and the Thebais has long been a matter of debate and 

dispute. Four older treatments of the topic still repay attention: Welcker 1865: 2. 320-332, 

Bethe 1891: 174-147, Robert 1915: 1.185-199 and Friedländer 1914 : 317-329 = 1969: 34 -42. Of 

these, the last two, which originally appeared at about the same time and do not, therefore, 

show awareness of each other's conclusions, are the most rewarding. Robert's analysis is the 

fuller and more detailed, but labours under the disadvantage of approaching the topic via the 

not particularly fruitful conviction (needlessly stressed at every turn of the argument) that the 

author of the relevant Iliadic passages cannot be the author of the Thebais. Friendländer's more 

concise study shows a greater awareness of the principles that underlie the whole issue.  A 

Spanish monograph by José B. Torres-Guerra, La Tebaida Homérica como fuente de Iliade y Odisea 

(Madrid 1995), with English summary pp. 78-82, fails to take into account the monograph of Ø. 

Andersen 1978, the best treatment of the issue to date.    

 Von einer sorgsamen Prüfung der Homerstellen auszugehen ist allerdings 

die eine Pflicht der Untersuchung. Man darf sich wohl auch gestatten, diese 

fragmentarischen Bilder mit aller Vorsicht aus der Gemeinsage zu ergänzen, wo 

sich solche Ergänzung aufdrängt. Aber man wird nicht glauben, damit den 

besonderen Stoff der Thebais  wiedergefunden zu haben. Es könnte sehr wohl 

sein, dass dieses Epos jünger oder überhaupt anders ist als die Form der Sage 

vom Thebanischen Krieg, die sich aus der Ilias als “vorhomerisch” ergibt. Selbst 

diese Sagenform wird man nicht mit Gewissheit als einheitlich in Anspruch 

nehmen dürfen, da die verschiedenen “Iliasdichter” verschiedene Fassungen 

oder Entwicklungsstadien der thebanischen Sage voraussetzen können.                                                                                                                                  

                                                                            Friedländer 1914: 318 = 1969: 34 
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TYDEUS 

Perhaps the most interesting and important region of the present investigation concerns 

this hero, whose exploits in connection with the campaign against Thebes are described with 

particular detail in two passages:30 

 (i) Il. IV 365-400 

Here Tydeus' activities are described by Agamemnon in order to supply an exhortatory 

paradigm for Tydeus' son Diomedes, whom the leader of the Greeks mistakenly supposes to be 

skulking away from the battle, quite unlike his father. Diomedes' alleged cowardice is in 

especially striking contrast to Tydeus' behaviour about the time he accompanied Polyneices on 

a peaceful embassy to Mycenae in the hope of gathering forces for the expedition against Troy. 

Mycenae would willingly have supplied such troops but παραἱcια cἡµματα from Zeus deterred 

her (verse 381). At a somewhat later stage, when the expedition was already under way, 

Tydeus was sent on another mission, this time to the enemy capital. At Thebes he went to the 

palace of Eteocles (verse 386), challenged the Thebans to an athletic contest, and beat them all 

easily, with Athena’s help. The angry Thebans set an ambush for him as he returned back, but 

here too Tydeus emerged victorious and killed all his assailants except for Maeon, whom he 

spared and sent back to Thebes, θεῶν  τεράεcϲι πιθήϲαϲ (verse 398). 

 

(ii) Il.V 793-813 

Here again, Diomedes is the recipient of a paradigmatic exhortation whose main theme is 

his inferiority to his father. This time the speaker is Athena, who recalls with authoritative 

knowledge an occasion when Tydeus went alone as a messenger to Thebes (verse 803f) and was 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30 On these and the following passages see Andersen 1978:  passim, esp. 33-94, who gives the best exposition to 
date of the paradigmatic effect of the four passages (the first in particular) and shows that the poet's invention is 
often a more plausible hypothesis than his use of some such source as the Thebais. 
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invited by its inhabitants to a feast. Instead, he challenged them to a contest and vanquished 

them all easily, thanks to Athena's help. Less detailed but still important are: 

(iii)  Il. X 284-89 

This time Diomedes himself reminds Athena (in a prayer designed to win her support by 

appeal to the principle "help now, as in the past"): 

 ϲπεῖό μοι ὡϲ ὅτε πατρὶ ἅµμ’ ἕϲπεο Tυδέϊ δίωι 

 ἐc Θήβαc, ὅτε τε πρὸ Ἀχαιῶν ἄγγελοc ἤιει. 

 τοὺc δ’ ἄρ’ ἐπ’ Ἀcωπῶι λίπε χαλκοχίτωναϲ Ἀχαιούϲ, 

 αὐτὰρ ὁ  µμειλίχιον μῦθον φέρε Καδμείοιcι 

 κεῖc’. ἀτὰρ ἂψ' ἀπιὼν μάλα μέρμερα μήϲατο ἔργα 

 cὺν coί κτλ. 

(iv) Il. V 115-120 

In a very similar context (a prayer introduced by exactly the same formula of address to 

Athena) Diomedes requests aid εἴ  ποτέ  µμοι  καὶ  πατρὶ  φίλα  φρονέουϲα  παρέϲτηϲ | δηΐωι ἐν 

πολέμωι. Diomedes also makes general reference to his father's career in the Theban War at Il. 

VI 222f  and XIV 110- 132. 

Welcker (1865: 2.328f) suo modo took (i) to be derived from the Thebais; B.Niese, Die 

Entwicklung der Homerischen Poesie (Berlin 1882) 129 thought it free invention. Bethe was 

unimpressed by the first two passages, dismissing them as "Prahlereien" (1891:175). More 

reasonably, Friedländer (1914:320f =1969:36) notes how consistent are the premises of their 

story of Tydeus with the more general context of the Theban War both as revealed in the other 

Iliadic references and as more explicitly set out by later sources: Athena's support is common 

to both accounts, for instance, and to the third version recounted in Il. X (cf.Il.V 115f). Tydeus' 

transference from Aetolia to Argos (Il. XIV 119) explains his presence on the Argive side in the 
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war against Thebes (see further page 160 below) and Il. IV's παραίϲια ϲήματα recur in Pind. 

Nem. IX. 19f. and  Eur. Suppl. 155-160, for example. Andersen (1976:36) also observes that the 

very phrase παραίϲια ϲήματα is an ἅπαξ in Homer, which may perhaps imply an epic source. 

Friedländer concludes that "ein altes Epos genau so erzählt hat,"without, of course, necessarily 

equating that epic with the Thebais (see page 42f. above). An epic source is also presupposed 

by, for instance, Aly, RE 7A (1948) 1706.2f, Leaf on Il. IV  384). 

Robert's attitude is more complex and sceptical, but in fact the difficulties he raises need 

not be fatal to the cautious findings of Friedländer and others. So, for example, he rightly 

draws attention to the awkwardness that arises when we ask ourselves how Agamemnon came 

to possess his knowledge of Tydeus' prowess (1915:1.190). If Tydeus' mission to Thebes 

involved (as we are explicitly told) no companion, and if all his comrades perished with him 

finally before the walls of that city, what can possibly be the identity of those informants of 

Agamemnon οἵ  µμιν  ἴδοντο  πονεύμενον (Il.  IV 374) ? But the oddities that are revealed when 

we pose such exceedingly realistic and over-logical questions relate only to the frame that 

encloses the story of Tydeus' mission. They are oddities caused by the transformation of a 

straightforward narrative into a paradigmatic exhortation set in the mouth of Agamemnon.31 

That transformation, with all its attendant problems, we can attribute to the poet of the Iliad, 

while leaving the core of the narrative intact. The self-same consideration will amply meet 

Bethe's objection (1891:175) that one would not expect the Thebais to have elevated the rôle of 

Argive heroes such as Tydeus: see in particular Andersen 1978: 36f. 

Such a conclusion still allows considerable scope and freedom for Homer's own innovating 

hand. Take, for instance, the names of the two leaders of the Theban ambush: Μαίων 

Aἱµμονίδηϲ ...|υἱόϲ   τ’   Aὐτοφόνοιο,   µμενεπτόλεµμοϲ   Πολυφόντηϲ   (Il.IV 394f). Robert                   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31 τὰ Ὁμηρικὰ ἐγκώμια is how this and the other Iliadic allusions to Tydeus are summed up by Σ Aesch. SCT 377 
(2.2.180 O.L. Smith) and the accuracy of such a description is proved by Andersen's work. 
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(1915:1.192) and Willcock, CQ 14 (1964) 145 = Oxford Readings in Homer’s Iliad 441 think (to quote 

the latter) that "Maeon son of Haemon has a Theban-sounding father" (Haemon is the son of 

Creon in fr. 1 of the Oedipodeia: see page 25 above) "and may be authentic; noticeably he is the 

only survivor". The suspiciously murderous-sounding Polyphontes and his father Autophonus 

have, on the contrary, often passed as Homeric inventions (for invented names in Homer cf. 

Willcock p. 144f. = p.440, L.P. Rank, Etymologiseering en verwante verschijnselen bij Homerus (Assen 

1951)  130-135; cf. E. Risch, Eumusia (Howald Festschrift (1947)) 72-91 = Kl. Schr. 294-313), H.von 

Kamptz, Homerische Personennamen (Göttingen 1982) 25-28 on "redende Namen" in early epic). 

But if Homer could invent appropriate names in this manner, so perhaps could other, earlier, 

epic poets. They could conceivably be the source for the present passage. Tydeus' sparing of 

Maeon is explained by the bafflingly elliptical phrase θεῶν  τεράεϲϲι πιθήϲαϲ (verse 398), the 

type of abbreviated reference which is often taken to represent compression of a pre-existing 

narrative (cf. Il. VI 183 for precisely the same phrase, and G.S. Kirk, The Songs of Homer 165). 

Andersen, too, is prepared to take seriously the idea that Maeon's sparing represents an earlier 

tradition (1978: 44n11). Here also, of course, there is room for dispute, since Niese, Die 

Entwicklung der Homerischen Poesie (Berlin 1882) 128, who believes the whole scene to be based 

on Bellerophon's adventures in Il. VI 187- 211, takes the phrase in Il. IV to be derived from that 

in Il. VI. And the later details as to Maeon which we find in other authors may be spun out of 

Homer rather than stretching back to the Thebais (Andersen 1978:38). 

The striking detail of a Mycenae ready to act as ally in the war against Thebes but deterred 

by signs from Zeus (see page 43 above) is often interpreted as having been introduced to 

explain why that great city and its Pelopid rulers were conspicuous by their absence from the 

roll call of cities participating in the Theban War. If this is so, who first perceived the need of 

such an explanation? The composer of the Iliad, or the author of the epic which some suppose 

to underlie this and similar passages? Robert (1915:1.191: cf. Heldensage 3.1.932) followed by 
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Andersen (1978:35) says the Pelopids can have played no part in the Thebais. We know too little 

of the poem to make such a generalisation with utter confidence. But the surviving traces of 

the tradition, as Andersen stresses, do bequeath a picture of Adrastus and Amphiaraus as the 

leaders of all Argos and Achaea: the Pelopids need not have featured at all. Andersen again 

backs up Robert by noting (1915:1.35) how the very fruitlessness of the visit to Mycenae 

(together with the superfluity of Polyneices in the Homeric context) might be thought to 

create a "Präjudiz für Erfindung." The motive for such an invention is well conveyed by 

Andersen: it is once more paradigmatic. As Agamemnon's forebears were willing to help 

Tydeus, so that hero's son should now help Agamemnon. 

Like Andersen (1978: 44 n9; cf.45 n20), I cannot accept Robert's view of Il. IV 365-400 as a 

"stümperhaftes Autoschediasma" (1915: 1.191) deriving from Il. V 793-813. For instance, 

modifying his earlier remarks in Studien zur Ilias (Berlin 1901) 185, he rather perversely tries to 

discover minor inconsistencies between the two sections that will confirm such a relationship 

(1915:1.188f).But set these two passages side by side: 

                  πολέαϲ δὲ κιχήϲατο Καδμεΐωναϲ  

 δαινυμένουϲ κατὰ δῶµμα βίηϲ Ἐτεοκληείηϲ ....  

 …ὅ  γ’ ἀεθλεύειν προκαλίζετο, πάντα δ’ ἐνίκα  

  ῥηϊδίωϲ                                                                            Il. IV 385-390  

and        

      δαίνυcθαί μιν ἄνωγον (scil. Καδμείωνεϲ) ἐνὶ μεγάροιϲιν ἕκηλον   

 αὐτὰρ ὁ ...   

 κούρουc Καδμείων προκαλίζετο, πάντα δ’ ἐνίκα  

  ῥηϊδίωϲ.                                                                        V 805-808. 
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Is it really natural to take the former as a misunderstanding of the latter, the second passage 

picturing a Tydeus invited to a feast and proudly challenging his hosts to a contest, the first 

transforming this into a chance stumbling upon the feasting Thebans and a blatant 

provocation? Against Robert's view see further Andersen 1978:.44n9 (who rightly concludes 

that Robert  "hier... legt viel zu viel in den Text hinein") and  79- 82. 

The Doloneia, of course, occupies a special position, though even if it did not I doubt 

whether I should be impressed by Robert's claims (1915:1.194) that X 289's μάλα μέρμερα 

μήϲατο ἔργα rings odd of Tydeus' self-defence against an ambush, or that we must be 

disturbed by the specifying of Tydeus' ἀγγελία as a μειλίχιοϲ μῦθοϲ (implying a special 

negotiation?) and the absence of any reference to Tydeus' challenge. Andersen (1978:130) very 

sensitively explains the reason for these and other apparent divergences. We here find a 

concentration upon the μέρμερα ἔργα perpetrated by Tydeus on his way back from the 

embassy to Thebes because these and these alone are relevant to the situation in the Doloneia 

(where Diomedes is hardly likely to penetrate the capital of the enemy forces!). The same 

explanation applies to the new detail of Athena as helper to Tydeus in this encounter too (an 

ad hoc invention, thinks Andersen, designed to bring the situations of father and son into the 

closest possible similarity). 

Other discrepancies between what the Thebais and what the Iliad have to say about the 

career of Tydeus allow of an easy explanation along lines that are by now very familiar (see 

page 18 above): the wish to avoid grim and grisly stories and (a point particularly stressed by 

Andersen 1978: 17 and 141), the need to preserve Tydeus as a suitable paradigm for his son. 

Both considerations will make clear at once why the cannibalistic propensities revealed in 

Theb. fr. 5 get no mention in the Iliad. Likewise this poem says nothing of the tradition that 

Tydeus killed one of his uncles or the son of one of his uncles (on which see page 161f below), a 

tale we know to have appeared in the Alcmaeonis and may guess to have featured in the Thebais. 
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The Iliad does indeed name the uncles (XIV 115-118) and ΣAB Il.XIV 120 notes that the verb 

πλαγχθείϲ may be a covert allusion to the exile that resulted from this killing. Again, the Iliad 

has nothing to say of the rôle of the Delphic oracle and its prophecy about the boar and the 

lion (see page 85 below). But even if we were not aware that Homer generally shies away from 

excessive dependence on the oracular and the prophetic (see Griffin 1977: 48 = 2001:383) we 

might observe (with Robert himself 1915: 1.196) that Tydeus' story is after all told allusively, 

and that the Delphic origin of this oracle is by no means guaranteed (see page 88 below). 

The basic presuppositions of Iliad and Thebais, then, are similar. As to their relationship, 

our initial antithesis between Welcker's derivation of Iliadic details from Thebais and Niese's 

free invention may not, after all, be so absolute. As Andersen puts it (1978: 36f), the picture of 

Tydeus' single-handed expedition, if not a total invention, has at least been reshaped to give 

that hero the prominence required by the paradigmatic context. 

       MECISTEUS  

 Eὐρύαλοϲ δὲ οἱ οἶοϲ ἀνίϲτατο, ἰϲόθεοϲ φώϲ, 

 Mηκιϲτῆοϲ υἱὸϲ Tαλαϊονίδαo ἄνακτοϲ, 

 ὅϲ ποτε Θήβαϲδ’ ἦλθε δεδουπότοϲ Οἰδιπόδαo 

 ἐϲ τάφον. ἔνθα δὲ πάνταϲ ἐνίκα Καδμείωναϲ. 

                                                                           Il. XXIII 677 - 80 

Friedländer rightly observes (1914: 318-320 = 1969: 34f) that here, as with the Iliadic references 

to Tydeus, a few lines imply and conjure up a rich hinterland of mythical presuppositions 

which are fully consistent with the traditions of the Theban War as we recover them from later 

writers. As one of the seven Argive chieftains and a hero who fell before Thebes (see page 93 

below), Mecisteus can only have participated in the funeral games of Oedipus if they were 
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celebrated prior to the outbreak of hostilities. In other words, Oedipus' death is here conceived 

as occurring in Thebes and before the expedition of the Seven against that city, precisely the 

same conception as is entertained in Sophocles' Antigone and several other later works of 

literature. And there seems to be at least one further parallel for the friendly relations 

envisaged as existing between Thebans and Argives at this stage: Σ Il.XXIII 679 (5.472 Erbse) 

saw the relevance of the version whereby Ἠϲίοδόϲ (fr. 192 MW) φηϲιν ἐν Θήβαιϲ αὐτοῦ (scil. 

Οἰδίποδοϲ)  ἀποθανόντοϲ Ἀργείαν τὴν Ἀδράϲτου ϲὺν ἄλλοιϲ ἐλθεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν κηδείαν τοῦ 

Οἰδίποδοϲ. One would naturally suppose that the marriage between Argeia and Polyneices (on 

which see page 85 below) is to be connected in some way with this visit, though precisely how 

one need not venture to speculate. Mimnermus fr. 21 W may also belong here: Μ. δὲ φηϲι τὴν 

μὲν Ἰcµμήνην προϲομιλοῦϲαν Περικλυμένωι [see page 129f.below] ὑπὸ Tυδέωϲ κατὰ Ἀθηνᾶϲ 

ἐγκέλευϲιν τελευτῆϲαι. As Friedländer observes (1914: 319 = 1969: 35n48), these events seem 

unlikely in war time, and if the exiled Tydeus had proceeded first to Thebes and only 

afterwards to Argos, he could have participated in Oedipus' funeral games, and killed Ismene 

before encountering Polyneices at the gates of Adrastus' palace. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 Die Ilias kennt offenbar wenn nicht eine Thebais, so doch Gedichte, aus 

denen eine Thebais auf demselben Wege enstehen konnte wie die Ilias enstanden 

ist.  

                                                                                               Wilamowitz 1914: 104 

    Homer's numerous references to the Theban war do, indeed, presuppose a tradition very 

similar to what we would independently guess to have stood in the Thebais. The Theban and 
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Trojan wars "dominated epic tradition" (West on Hes. Op. 162) and it is almost unthinkable that 

the composer of the Iliadic passages considered above was ignorant of some poetic work on 

the earlier war. The relationship of this work to the cyclic Thebais must remain obscure, but it 

cannot have been very different in content. On the other hand, Homer's tendency to invent 

mythical details for his own purposes must not be underestimated, and several features which 

earlier scholars derived from the Thebais may rather be explained, with Andersen, as ad hoc 

creations, or at the very least careful adaptations to fit the new context. 

The relationship between the Iliad and the Thebais is very much a special one. Other works, 

of course, have been thought to reflect the now lost epic. It will be convenient to examine 

below under the relevant headings such writers as mention the Seven against Thebes, the 

striking of Capaneus by Zeus' thunderbolt, and so on. In what follows I merely list, with a few 

appropriate comments, some studies not covered pages 2f and 4 above in connection with the 

Oedipodeia, involving those authors that are most frequently supposed to have drawn upon the 

Thebais.On the origins of the story as a whole see Ernst Howald 1939 - hard to get hold of, but 

stimulating. Also Dirlmeier 1954: 151-158 = 1970: 48-54,  which, by accumulating potentially 

relevant material fron the Ancient Near East, interestingly anticipates the thesis of Walter 

Burkert 1981: 29-48 = 2001: 150-165 on the eastern origins of the story. On Pindar’s 

indebtedness to the Thebais there is a useful article by Richard Stoneman 1981: 44-63, whose 

main fault is an occasional uncritical acceptance of some of the reconstructions produced by 

Bethe, Friedländer et al. For further bibliography see A. Kühr: 2006. Finally, we should bear in 

mind that Statius, the one poet to have composed an epic Thebaid that is still extant, “die 

Thebais notorisch nicht gelesen hat”: Robert 1915:1.228 f; cf. 1.172, 202 etc. Also R.Helm, RE 18.3 

(1949) 996.49-55,  D. Vessey, Statius and the Thebaid (Cambridge 1973)60 etc.                                                                                                                                                     

 

THE EVIDENCE OF ART 
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Robert (1915 : 1.181f) claimed that this afforded little help in reconstructing our lost epic, and 

that continues to be true, by and large, in spite of the accretions to our knowledge since he 

wrote. Artefacts will be mentioned as and when they seem likely to be relevant. Here we may 

note a few general studies. For whatever reason,32 Etruscan artists and their clients seem to 

have found this circle of stories particularly interesting, and the most useful resumés of this 

area of our topic occur in books that start from studies of Etruscan artefacts. See especially R. 

Hampe and E.Simon, Gr. Sagen in der frühen etrusk. Kunst  (Mainz 1964), "Sieben gegen Theben" 

(Hampe) 18-28 (with the critique by T. Dohrn in Mitteil.  Deutsch. Arch. Inst.  (Röm.Abteil.) 73 

(1966) 15-28 (for a bibliography of other reviews of the book see 15n2 There is a reply by 

Hampe and Simon in Jhb, des Röm. Germ. Zentralmus. Mainz 14 (1967) 79 -98 ). The main 

contention of Hampe and Simon, that the Etruscans had a direct knowledge of the text of Greek 

epics, has found little support. Krauskopf, Der Thebanische  Sagenkreis und andere gr. Sagen in der 

etrusk. Kunst (Mainz 1974) ; J. P. Small, Studies Related to the Theban Cycle on Late Etruscan Urns 

(Rome 1981). A general survey, with further bibliography, in M.J. Heurgon, “L'adoption et 

l'interprétation  de l'Epopée grecques par les Etrusques” (Actes du Xe Congrès G. Budé (Toulouse 

1978) 1980) 37ff. 

III) 	  ΘHBAIΣ	  	  

TITLE 

 On the correct quantity of the middle vowel (Θηβᾰιϲ) see Housman, CQ 27 (1933) 72f = 

Classical Papers 3.1221f. The adjective κυκλικόϲ is appended to the title, presumably to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32 Cf. Beazley, “The World of the Etruscan Mirror” (JHS 69 (1949)) 1: "nearly always the subject chosen testifies 
only to the boundless love of the Etruscans for Greek heroic legend and Greek heroic characters ... Some legends 
are represented with more circumstance on Etruscan mirrors than in any extant Greek monument"; and Etruscan 
Vase Paintings (1947) p.8: "against certain crude or brutal traits in the Etruscan there is something to set. I cannot 
believe that the intense interest in the great heroic and tragic figures of Greece ... was due to no more than the 
love of exciting tales of adventure and violence; but must suppose that there was a heroic strain in the Etruscan 
character to which these figures made a natural appeal ".  For a more negative and reductive approach  see T. 
Dohrn. Mitteil. Deutsch. Arch. Inst. (Röm.Abteil.) 73 (1966) 26: "Die Etrusker haben offenkundig nicht genug 
Phantasie gehabt, um sich selbst einen Mythos zu schaffen". For another less idealised view see the study entitled 
"Banalizzazoni Etrusche di miti greci" by G. Camporeale in Stud. in onore di Luisa Banti (Rome 1965) 111ff. A 
balanced summary of the issue in Boardman,  JHS 85 (1965) 241 (stressing the possibility that Greek artists were 
involved).Cf. Heurgon (1979) as cited above; and for “Etruria Hellenised” see now e.g. N. Spivey, Etruscan Art 
(London 1996) 53-80 . 
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distinguish it from Antimachus' epic, by the quoters of frr. 2, 3, and 7 (see ad locc. for the 

ultimate sources of these passages). 

 T2 

The Thebais, like the Epigoni, is said to have contained 7,000 lines, a fact which excited 

Roscher (“Sieben-und Neunzahl im Kultus und Mythos der Griechen” (Abhandl. d. phil.-hist. Kl. d. 

königl. sächs. Gesselsch. d. Wiss. 24 (1) (1904) 47f) to the conclusion that each epic was divided into 

seven books of a thousand lines a piece, "ein deutlicher Beweis, wie weit in diesem Falle die 

Zahlensymbolik gegangen ist." The allusion is to the seven gates of Thebes, but even if we are 

as impressed by the coincidence as Roscher himself was, we will only have obtained a small 

insight into the perverse mentality of some anonymous scholar. On book-division in general 

see S. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer (1967) 18-24, S. and M. L.West, SO 74 (1999) 68- 73 = M. 

L. West, Hellenica 1.182-187 . 

In fact we have no evidence at all as to the number of books into which the Thebais was 

divided.  

 

 DATE 

Scholars once assumed that the legend of the Seven against Thebes originated in the 

Mycenaean age of Greece (discussion and bibliography in Dirlmeier 1954:154 = 1970: 53. Cf.  J.T. 

Hooker, Studies in honour of T.B.L.Webster 2 (Bristol 1988) 61). More recently, W. Burkert has 

ingeniously and persuasively argued that "the tale of the 'Seven against Thebes' is the epic 

transposition of a purification ritual of ultimately Babylonian origin" (1981:42=2001:160). He 

notes several potential parallels between the Greek story and an Assyrian magical text 

involving "Seven Demons with formidable wings," or rather figurines thereof, which are 

opposed by figurines of seven protective deities, and also "twins fighting each other in the 

gate" (1981: 41f.= 2001:159). But examination of the question as to when such oriental influence 
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can have made its influence felt in Greece leads Burkert to a conclusion he himself finds 

disturbing: "if any connection between the Babylonian and the Theban 'Seven' is accepted, the 

tale cannot have been created in Greece before 750 B.C." (1981:  44 f =  2001:161). 

Now the reason why Burkert is disturbed by this date is that it supplies "a rather later 

terminus post quem for the evolution of an oral tradition in Greek epic art." But perhaps it is the 

theory of the oral nature of the Thebais rather than the idea of Babylonian influence that needs 

to be jettisoned (though against the latter see H.W. Singor, Hermes 120 (1992) 410-411). By an 

analysis of  both fr. 2 of our epic, and frr. of comparable length from the Cypria and Ilias Parva, 

J.A. Notopoulos ( "Studies in Early Greek Oral Poetry", HSCP 68 (1964) 28-77) convinced himself 

that their "solidly formulaic texture, exhibited also in all the smaller fragments, constitutes 

the sine qua non test of the oral character of these early epics." A similar33 investigation of frr.1, 

2, 3, of the Thebais likewise leads Burkert to talk of the Thebais' "unreflected (sic) use of 

'Homeric', formulaic technique" (1981: 37= 2001:156) and to conclude that "the Thebais was 

composed on (sic) the same technique as Iliad and Odyssey, in an identical oral style" (1981: 38 = 

2001:157). 

Both sets of findings are at odds with the stress on “late” linguistic features in those frr. 

initiated by Wilamowitz and Wackernagel, and taken over by scholars like Bethe and Rzach or 

(more recently) Kirk and Griffin. ("Die erhaltenen Verse sehen nicht danach aus, als hätte sie 

Kallinos gelesen": Wilamowitz 1914:104). They also raise important questions of principle, 

especially regarding the relationship between formulaic style and oral composition. 

Notopoulos' simplistic assumption that the former is in itself sufficient guarantee of the latter 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33 And apparently independent,but considerably more cautious. Burkert's definition of “formulaic language” 
restricts itself (1981: 47 =2001:.163) to "words with at least three syllables or groups of at least two words in the 
same metrical position." A much less well defined and more chaotic notion of 'formula' underlies Notopoulos' 
statement (p. 28) that "almost one hundred per cent of the verses [from the three frr. Analysed ] exhibit formulae, 
ready-made or created by analogy to pre-existing systems."  
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receives specific refutation in Kirk's important study of "Formular Language and Oral Quality" 

(YCS 20 (1966) 153-174, esp. 169-174 = Homer and the Oral Tradition 183-200, esp. 195-200). Several 

recent studies have called into doubt the once popular assumption that formulaic composition 

automatically entails orality: for a useful summary of their conclusions see Lloyd-Jones, 

‘Remarks on the Homeric Question’ (in History and Imagination  (Trevor-Roper Festschrift (1981)) 

7-10 = Academic Papers [I] 18-21, to whose bibliography add M.L. West's "Is the 'Works and Days’ 

an oral poem?" (in I poemi epici rapsodici non omerici e la tradizione orale (Padua 1981) 53-67 = 

Hellenica 1.146-158), with its timely stress on the possibility that oral and literary modes of 

composition need not represent absolute alternatives. See also R. Janko, Homer, Hesiod and the 

Hymns (Cambridge 1982) General Index s.v. “formula, definition of ’’ and “orality, criteria for”, 

West, in Der Übergang von die Mündlichkeit zur Literatur (1990) 33-50 = Hellenica 1.159-175. 

Doubtless Burkert is right to draw the distinction he does (37= 156) between the formulaic 

character of the Thebais' frr. and, on the one hand, the allusive and playful adaptations of 

Homeric phraseology practiced by Panyassis, on the other hand the Meropis' totally unHomeric 

style. But no-one has ever suggested that the Thebais was as late a composition as Panyassis' 

Heracleia. It does not follow that it was contemporary with Iliad or Odyssey. On the question of 

the relationship between the Iliad and the Thebais (or an earlier form thereof) see pages 42-50 

above. On the more general issue of relative dating of early Greek epic see Relative Chronology in 

Early Greek Epic Poetry (edd. Andersen and  Haug, Cambridge 2012), esp.the final chapter by 

West (pp.224-241). 

IV) 	  F1	  

Ἄργοϲ: for “the very first word” of a poem as indicating “the singer’s subject” see West on                                                                                                                                                             

Hes. Th.1. Within the sphere of epic as narrowly defined we think at once of μῆνιν ἄειδε  θεά (Il. 

I 1), ἄνδρα μοι ἔννεπε Mοῦϲα (Od. i 1), Ἴλιον ἄειδω (Il. Parv. fr.1.1). See further B.A. van 
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Groningen, The Proems of the Iliad and the Odyssey (Mededeelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandsche 

Akad. van Wettenschappen, afd. Letterkunde 9 (1946)) 6f, W.H. Race, YCS 29 (1992)  20.  Willcock on 

Il. I.1 observes "the first word ...shows that the plot of the Iliad is to be primarily psychological, 

and that at any rate we do not have here a simple chronicle of the fighting at Troy," and 

compares the first word of Od. i 1. By contrast, the cyclic epics, as Aristotle and Horace saw (cf. 

Brink on Horace AP 143f) give what Griffin (Homer on Life and Death 1; cf. G&R 29 (1982) 129 = 

Homer (G&R Studies 4 (1998)) 69) calls the "straightforward narrative of an obviously significant 

event — the war of the gods and the Titans, the whole Theban War, the capture of Troy." But 

given this, it is odd that an epic called the Thebais should begin with a reference to Argos: see  

page 59f below. ἄειδε: in early epic the verb is equally applicable to the activity of the Muse 

and that of the poet inspired by the Muse: see W. Kranz, Rh. Mus. 104 (1961) 6 = Studien zur Antik. 

Lit. und ihrem Nachwirken 29n5. ἄειδε	  θεά: of course the same pair of words occurs in the same 

metrical sedes in the first line of the Iliad. L.E. Rossi (Stud. Urb. 39 (1965) 250n33 and RIFC 96 

(1968) 160) has interpreted this as a direct allusion to that poem by the composer of the 

Thebais. Kranz  6 f = 29 f had already expressed a more cautious attitude, preferring to think in 

terms of a general stylistic feature of ancient epic as opposed to the obvious imitation of 

Homer with which we are presented by Orph. fr. 48 Kern: μῆνιν   ἄειδε   θεὰ   Δηµμήτεροϲ  

ἀγλαοκάρπου. See further J. Redfield, CP 74 (1979) 98f = Oxford Readings in Homer’s Iliad 460.  

θεά: for this way of referring to the Muse at the start of a poem see Davies and Finglass on 

Stesichorus fr.90.9. πολυδίψιον: the attachment of such an epithet to the indicated subject of 

the poem immediately before a relative clause is a further regular feature of early epic: Il. I 1 

μῆνιν ... οὐλοµμένnν, Od. i 1 ἄνδρα... πολύτροπον (taken by Rossi as the direct model for our 

present passage; but for the feature as a regular device cf. Il. Parv. fr. 1.1: Δαρδανίην εὔπωλον); 

van Groningen, however, observes a significant discrepancy between the Homeric and the 

"cyclic" poems: "neither εὔπωλον in the Little Iliad nor πολυδίψιον in the Thebais are (sic) in 
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any way connected with the following idea. They are merely adorning epithets."  Contrast the 

highly pertinent nature and effect of the Homeric instances.34 πολυδίψιον is again applied to 

Argos in Il. IV 171 and Quint. Smyrn. III 570. Compare (with Bethe 1891: 38 n.15) εὔπωλον at the 

start of Il. Parv. Since the Argive plain is notoriously well-watered by the river Inachus (see e.g. 

Eur. E1.1 with Haslam, CQ 26 (1976) 1), Welcker (1865: 2.546), following the lead of several 

ancient commentators (see Erbse on Σ Il. IV 171 (1.482)), rejected the epithet's obvious 

meaning ("very thirsty") in favour of a ludicrous equation with πολυίψιοϲ ("much-destroyed": 

cf. Sophocles TrGF 4 F 296 with Radt's note ad loc.). Others (like Aristarchus ap. Hesych. δ2032 

(1.466 Latte) δίψιον Ἄργοϲ) took it as equivalent to πολυπὁθητοc ("much thirsted after"): cf. 

Strabo VIII 6.7, Athen. X 433E. The simplest answer is to suppose that the word possesses the 

signification we should normally assign to it and refers to the tradition alluded to by Hes. fr. 

128 MW Ἄργοϲ ἄνυδρον   ἐὸν  Δανααὶ θέϲαν  Ἄργοϲ ἔνυδρον. See further Cook, Zeus 3.894; 

R.Drews, CP 74 (1979) 134f. = Oxford Readings in Homer’s Iliad 441 (arguing that "Peloponnesian 

Argos [was], not always without difficulty, attached to many of the legends…in Pelasgic Argos," 

a large area in Greece which could be contrasted with the greener and lusher Ionia). ένθεν : 

for "the expansion by means of a relative clause of the subject of song initially named" as "a 

regular feature of epic proems" see West on Hes. Th.2. Compare in particular Il. I 2 (μῆνιν)  ... | 

... ἣ μυρί’ Ἀχαιοῖϲ ἄλγε’  ἔθηκε. Od. i 1 (ἄνδρα) ... ὃϲ μάλα πολλά κτλ.,  Il. Parv.  fr. 1.2  

(Δαρδανίην)  ... | ἧϲ  περί.   ἔνθεν	  ἄνακτεϲ: the absence of initial F at the start of ἄνακτεϲ here 

was claimed by Wilamowitz (1884:366n45)35 as a sign of  "lateness", a claim implicitly rejected 

by Wackernagel (1916 : 181 and n2). The failure of F here to "make position" is no particular 

evidence of a late date for the Thebais, as the Lexikon d. frühgr. Epos s.v. ἄναξ (M4 (col. 782) with 

literature) confirms by listing seventeen other epic examples of a like failure. Slightly more 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34 On the emotional force of the Iliad's  οὐλομένην, for instance, see Griffin, CQ 26 (1976) 171 = Homer on Life and 
Death 118. 
35 Followed by Blass, Interpolationen in  der Odyssee (Halle 1904).290. 
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reliable evidence for the dating of our poem may conceivably be afforded by the difficulty we 

encounter in attaching a satisfactory meaning to ἄνακτεϲ here. The word obviously refers to 

the Seven against Thebes (a conclusion we may safely draw even when taking into account the 

lack of context), but precisely how is a mystery. Lexikon d.  frühgr. Epos as cited, C4 (col. 790) is 

divided between (i) a signification it recognises as sub-category 1b where ἄναξ occurs with the 

name of the relevant hero — we must then assume that the names of the Seven were given in 

the following lines, though even so the plural ἄνακτεc  in  this  sense  seems  anomalous,  with  

only  Od. xii  290 (θεῶν  ἀέκητι  ἀνάκτων) providing anything like a parallel; (ii) the possibility of 

a development from the Lexikon's category 3 a δ, where ἄναξ is used of slaves speaking of 

masters. It compares Eur. Suppl. 636 (θανόντων ἑπτὰ δεϲποτῶν) which is indeed to be 

explained by noting that the speaker is Καπανέωϲ ... λάτριϲ (see Collard ad loc.). 

1-‐2	  ἄνακτεϲ ‖: even in the absence of the next line we can see that there was enjambement 

between it and the first verse of the poem, and this feature is the third of Rossi's reasons (for 

the other two see above on ἄειδε  θεά and πολυδίψιον) for supposing that the very opening of 

the Thebais specifically imitated the openings of the Iliad and the Odyssey. The latter's initial 

verse and its sequel are indeed enjambed in an equally striking fashion: ὃϲ μάλα πολλά ‖ 

πλάγχθη. But even here I prefer to talk in terms of a general stylistic feature common in early 

epic rather than specific copying. A line from a later poem such as  Ap. Rhod. IV 2 f ἦ  γὰρ ἔµμοι  

γε ‖ yields more readily to an interpretation as allusive imitation of the feature. Our instance 

and the Odyssey's provide a case of "necessary enjambement": see Milman Parry, TAPA 60 

(1929) 200-220 = The Making of Homeric Verse  251-265; Kirk, YCS 20 (1966) 105-152 = Homer and 

the Oral Tradition 146-182; Edwards, The Language of Hesiod (1971) 85-100; Richardson, The 

Homeric Hymn to Demeter pp. 331-338.; Janko, Homer, Hesiod and the Hymns (1982) General Index 

s.v., etc. For Argos as the point of departure for another great expedition celebrated in epic cf. 

Eur. E1.1-3 (ὦ  γῆϲ  παλαιὸν  ἄρδµμοϲ (Herwerden, Haslam: ἄργοϲ codd.) Ἰνάχου ῥοαί, | ὅθεν ποτ’ 
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ἄραϲ   ναυϲὶ   χιλίαιϲ  Ἄρη | ἐϲ   γῆν      ἔπλευϲε  Tρωιάδ’ Ἀγαµμἑµμνων  ἄναξ. There, of course, the 

situation is slightly different, since the farmer is apostrophising the locale in which the play is 

set. 

Some scholars have drawn perfectly unsupportable conclusions from this initial reference 

to Argos. So, for instance, Wehrli (1957):113n27 = 65fn1)36 infers that at the very start of the 

poem the Argives are already advancing on Thebes, which conclusion "schliesst also eine 

ausführliche Behandlung von Oidipus' Schicksalen als Vorgeschichte aus" and proves that frr. 

2 and 3 on Oedipus' cursing of his sons cannot derive from the same epic as fr. 1 (an earlier 

work limited to the expedition of the Seven and to be distinguished from the later cyclic poem 

of wider scope). This is absurd: as de Kock 1961:16fn 50 rightly (if inelegantly) states: "in no 

epic known to us the opening of the poem is necessarily also the strict chronological 

beginning." 

A more popular misapprehension (bibliography in Stephanopoulos 1980: 114f n40)37 is that 

the initial allusion to Argos entails a bias towards that city in the rest of the epic. 

Stephanopoulos rightly comments (p. 115) that one might with as much reason deduce a pro-

Trojan stance from the opening words of the Ilias Parva (Ἴλιον   ἀείδω   καὶ   Δαρδανίην  

ἐΰπωλον). In fact, with far greater plausibility, Reinhardt inferred that the Thebais manifested 

a bias in favour of the beleaguered city (see page 94 below).Nor, of course, does the initial 

apostrophe to Argos imply that the epic continued the thread of its narrative until the final 

victory of that city as won by the Epigoni. Rzach (1922: 2374.45f) rightly warns against this 

misreading. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36 A not dissimilar inference is already in Wecklein, Sitzb. d. Bayer. Akad. d. Wisschft. phil.-hist. C1.5 (1901) 676f. 
37 One of the earliest offenders was the great Grote: see his history of Greece 1.262:  "The Thebais was composed 
more in honour of Argos than of Thebes, as the first line of it ... betokens." Cf. 2. 129n2. Add to Stephanopoulos' 
bibliography van Groningen (as cited on page 56 above) 4n9, Burkert, Mus. Helv. 29 (1972) 83 = Kl.Schr. 1.147, P. 
Vicaire (as cited below page 121), Bull. Assoc. G. Budé (1979) p.6, E. Cingano, QUCC 20 (1985) 37  etc. 
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V) 	  F2-‐3	  

Howald (1939:7) convincingly argues that the stories of Oedipus and of the Seven against 

Thebes were originally independent entities: each is too complex and elaborate to be prologue 

or sequel to the other, each has a quite different character. The two have been artificially 

united by the device of Oedipus' curse on his sons, and this expedient may well have been the 

invention of the Thebais. On curses in early Greek literature see Watson 1991, esp.12 -18. On 

ancestral curses in particular see West in Sophocles Revisited (Lloyd-Jones Festschrift 1999) 31-45 

= Hellenica 2.287-301. 

It will be worth our while to spend some considerable time in a general consideration of 

these two fragments, since the relationship between them is easily misunderstood. Indeed, 

before Welcker's lucid exposition (1865: 2.333-340), scholars were prepared to entertain the 

possibility that the fragments emanated from different epics,38 and this in spite of the fact that 

the respective citers of the two extracts categorically name the author of each as ὁ   τὴν  

κυκλικὴν Θηβαίδα πεποιηκώϲ or ποιήϲαϲ. Even now, after most of the truth about these 

passages has emerged and won recognition, Robert Fowler can still write (2013: 408): “It is 

probably wasted ingenuity to explain how these two curses consorted within the same poem; 

much easier to suppose that one is actually from the Oedipodeia or some other poem,” though 

admitting the curses “are effectively the same.” 

In some respects the two fragments are very similar: in both, Oedipus becomes angry, in 

both the result of that anger is that he curses his two sons. But whereas in fr. 3 the action that 

angers him is perpetrated by both sons so that the joint curse is instantly explicable, in fr. 2 

only Polyneices seems responsible; nevertheless, Eteocles too falls under his father's curse. 

Furthermore, the action that evokes the curse in fr. 2 is on the face of it designed to honour 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
38 See e.g. Valckenaer, Euripidis Tragoedia Phoenissae (1802) 194, Hermann, de Aeschyli Trilogiis Thebanis (1835) 10f = 
Opusc. 7.199. 
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Oedipus, so that Oedipus' response seems at first paradoxical. And the contents of the curse are 

different, though closely connected: in fr. 2, despite the abrupt termination of the extract, war 

between the two brothers is clearly prophesied. Fr. 3 more specifically mentions their death at 

each others hands. This climax in clarity and grimness (cf. my note on Soph. Tr. 43-48) suggests 

that in the original epic the two episodes did indeed stand in this order (cf. Welcker 1865: 

2.334f).For the principle that a similar event’s happening twice constitutes decisive proof of an 

underlying tendency see C. W. Müller, Hermes 119 (1991) 493-5 = Kl. Schr. 180-3, esp. Erbse’s 

citation ap.n.12 of the present two frr. Both filial misdemeanours concern τροφή, which is the 

reason given for anger and curse at Aesch. SCT 786, Soph. OC 1265f, 1362-1369. 

Robert (1915: 1.169) appropriately stresses the flexibility of the curse motif in Oedipus' 

saga39 (see in general O. Wolff, Roscher 3. 2664f, Watson 1991: General Index s.v. “Oedipus”). For 

instance, Soph. OC 1370- 1396 takes it over but deliberately postpones it until shortly before its 

fulfilment so that its delivery may be depicted on stage (see further Robert 1915:1.179). 

According to ΣA Il. IV 376 (see page 20 above), Oedipus cursed his sons for attempting the 

virtue of their step-mother Astymedusa. In  Apollod. III 5. 9  and in Zenob. Cent. V 43 (1.139 

Leutsch–Schneidewin) the curse is for failing to help their aged father when he was expelled 

from the city, in Eur. Phoen. 875, it is for not driving him out. In Soph. OT 236-258 the hero 

unwittingly curses himself, and by implication his mother curses him at Od. xi  272. See further 

Edmunds 1981b:.227f. 

 

F2	  

Let us now confine ourselves for the moment to fr. 2. We shall try to obtain a clearer 

picture of events: first and foremost, why is Oedipus so angry? Polyneices sets before him a 

fine silver table that had belonged to Cadmus, and also (presumably on it) a fine golden goblet 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39 It seems not to have featured in the Stesichorean treatment: see Davies and Finglass on fr.97.  
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full of wine. The possessions are then described as the precious γέρα of Oedipus' own father 

Laius, so one presumes that the goblet too once belonged to Cadmus and that it and the table 

were handed down within the family from father to son. Athenaeus adds to this picture by 

claiming that Oedipus had previously forbidden the goblet to be brought before him. Whether 

he derives this information from elsewhere in the epic or is merely making an obvious 

inference, one would suppose the ban to apply to the table also. The only conceivable motive 

for Oedipus' extreme vexation at the presence before him of these family heirlooms and kingly 

symbols must be that devised by Welcker (1865: 2.334) in the wake of Eustathius and accepted 

by Bethe 1914:102f., Robert 1915: 1. 175, Rzach (1922:2364.21f.) and practically all scholars: 

Oedipus does not want to be reminded by these objects of the father he had unwittingly killed 

and supplanted. Perhaps, too, as Robert added, he does not wish to be reminded by these royal 

tokens of his former prosperity and happiness. Erika Simon objected (1981:10 and n13) that the 

tokens had earlier belonged to Labdacus and Cadmus, and advanced the novel hypothesis that 

Oedipus was vexed because in setting before him the utensils used in the hero-cult of Cadmus, 

his sons were treating him as if he were already dead. But our fr. says nothing of Cadmus' 

hero-cult or the practice of "Totenmahl" (on which see page 157 below). It does, however, 

stress (verse 5f.) that the objects belonged to Laius. Perhaps this is another unHomeric feature: 

the dining table not the symbol of social harmony (see my remarks in Prometheus 23 (1997) 97-

107), but a source of discord. 

Most scholars (especially Robert 1915:1.175) have deduced from Polyneices' rôle here that 

the Thebais already represented him as the wicked and impious brother familiar from later 

literature.The sinister etymology of his name would seem to bear this out (cf. Aesch. SCT 577, 

658, 829; Soph. Ant. 110f., etc.). For a bibliography of modern explanations of the name see 

Wolff, Roscher s.v. (3.2661.48ff.); cf. Fraenkel 1957:44 = 1964: 1.312f., who even excogitates from 

Eur. Phoen. 1494  an epic hexameter beginning ὦ  Πολύνεικεϲ,  ἔφυϲ  νεῖκοϲ πολύ. It is hard to 
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accept Friedländer's counter-assertion (326n1 = 40n55) that such a view betokens lack of 

"Sprachgefühl" and that Πολυνεἱκηc "ist kein Schimpfname." On  significant names in epic see  

p.46 above. On their frequent appearance within the legend of Oedipus see Dirlmeier 1954: 157 

= 1970: 53. According to Robert, Polyneices’ present access to the inherited possessions of the 

Labdacids looks forward to his appropriation of a further item from the same treasure-store, 

the girdle of Harmonia. Bethe too (1891:99) thinks Polyneices bribed Eriphyle in our epic: most 

of our sources40 give him this rôle. The prominence of Polyneices here and the apparent 

absence of Eteocles led Bethe (1891:107) further to suppose that the former was already 

considered the elder as in Soph. OC 374f, 1294f, 1422. For other views in antiquity and modern 

times as to which brother was eldest see Wolff, Roscher 2662.41-60. 

Finally, here are a few minor comments on the context of the present quotation in 

Athenaeus. Kaibel wished to delete the words δι᾽  ἐκπώµματα.The plurality need not disturb us 

(cf. Moorhouse, The Syntax of Sophocles  4f on plurals for instruments and tools) but the phrase 

is unnecessary and, worse, inadequate as a motivation for the curse, since (as we have seen 

(page 62 above)), the silver table plays its part too in angering Oedipus. However, as Robert 

pointed out (1915:2. 66n28), Athenaeus is citing the whole passage for this one detail of the 

cup, and the double mention is appropriately emphatic. Athenaeus also seems to err in stating 

that both sons placed the cup before Oedipus (παρέθκαν) but the mistake is venial, especially 

when it occurs in a sentence that began with the perfectly accurate statement that the 

incident led to the cursing of both sons. Eustathius has taken over from Athenaeus both of 

these small errors, and also the failure to refer to the silver table (irrelevant, as we have just 

seen, to the context in which Athenaeus cites the epic lines). 

1. αὐτὰρ  ὁ  διογενὴϲ  ἥρωϲ: cf. Il. XXI 17 αὐτὰρ  ὁ  διογενὴϲ  δόρυ  µμὲν  λίπεν κτλ., Od. xxiii  

306 αὐτὰρ ὁ διογενὴϲ Ὀδυϲεύϲ κτλ.,  I1. V 308 αὐτὰρ ὅ γ’ ἥρωϲ |,  IV 489 | Aἴαϲ διογενήϲ. In a list 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40 On the alternative tradition whereby Adrastus bribes Eriphyle see page 165 below. 



	  

	  

64 

of adjs.  ending in -ηϲ which can also operate as proper names, Σ A Il. XVI 57 (4.173 Erbse) 

happens to juxtapose αὐτὰρ ὁ διογενήϲ from the above passages with Πολυνεἱηκc but (pace e.g. 

Welcker, Schneidewin, Philologus 4 (1849) 747, Nauck, Mélanges Gréco-Rom. (Bull. Acad. St- 

Pétersbourg 4 (1875/80)) 374, Allen, Oxford Text of Homer vol.5 p.113) this is fortuitous and has 

nothing to do with our line. ξανθὸϲ Πολυνείκηϲ | : cf. Il. III 284 = XVII 18 ξανθὸϲ Μενέλαοϲ |, 

Hes. Th. 947 ξανθὴν  Ἀριάδνην |. For other instances of the epithet in this position within the 

hexameter see W. D. Meier, Die epische Formel im pseudohesiodeischen Frauenkatalog (Diss. Zurich 

1976) 157. 

2. | πρῶτα	  μέν: cf. Od. xxii 448 | πρῶτα μὲν οὖν, xxiii 131 | πρῶτα  µμὲν ἄρ, Il. VI 179 πρῶτον  

µμὲν   ῥα.     Οἰδιπόδηι:	   for the various forms of this name in epic and tragedy see A. Sideras, 

Aeschylus Homericus (Hypomnemata 31 (1971)) 101. καλὴν	  παρέθηκε	  τράπεζαν: cf. Od. v 92 θεὰ 

παρέθηκε τράπεζαν |,   i 138f ξεϲτὴν  ἐτάνυϲϲε τράπεζαν | ... ταμίη παρέθηκε φέρουϲα. 

2-‐3. παρέθηκε	  τράπεζαν | ἀργυρέην: for the enjambement cf. Od. i 441f θύρην δ’ ἐπέρυϲϲε 

κορώνηι | ἀργυρέηι, xv 103f υἱὸν δὲ κρητῆρα φέρειν Μεγαπένθε’  ἄνωγεν | ἀργυρέον. It is of 

the type that Milman Parry termed "unperiodic enjambement ... the addition of an adjectival 

idea .... describing a noun found in the foregoing verse" (TAPA 60 (1929) 206 = The Making of 

Homeric Verse 255), and Kirk, (YCS 20 (1966) 107 = Homer and the Oral Tradition 149) "progressive 

enjambement." 

3. Kάδμοιο	  θεόφρονοϲ: see Kirk, YCS 20 (1966) 169 = Homer and the Oral Tradition 195 for the 

epithet ("a compound unique in the epic tradition") as "a clear departure from the thrift of the 

oral epic. The  standard laudatory epithet for this position in the verse is δαΐφρονοϲ (28 x in 

Homer)." θεόφρων again only in Pind Ol. VI 41.αὐτάρ	  ἔπειτα |: the notorious cyclic formula: cf. 

Pollianus AP XI 130. 1f  .τοὺϲ   κυκλί<κ>ουϲ   τούτουϲ, τοὺϲ ‘αὐτάρ   ἔπειτα’  λεγόνταϲ | μιϲῶ, 

λωποδύταϲ ἀλλοτρίων ἐπέων (on which see Cameron, Callimachus and his Critics (Princeton 

1995) 396-398), Griffin 1977: 49, Campbell on Quint. Smyrn. XII 139. The phrase at line-end is 
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not unknown to Homer (see Campbell) but in the present case one is reminded of the naϊve 

repetition of ἔπειτα in our earliest examples of Greek prose: cf. Fraenkel, Eranos 49 (1951) 50-56 

= Kl. Beitr. 2.53-58, Dover in Classical Contributions (McGregor Festschrift 1981) 24f and n47= Greek 

and the Greeks 29 and n46 . 

4. δέπαϲ	  ἡδεὸc	  οἴνου |: the same phrase ends a line at Od. iii 51. The double absence of 

digamma (ϝηδεόϲ ϝοίνου) is striking in both passages and a probable index of "lateness" 

(Wilamowitz 1884:366n45, Bethe 1891:40n20). On the line-end phrase μελιηδέοϲ οἴνου see 

Chantraine, Gramm. Hom.1.123; on other Homeric instances of ἡδύϲ and οἶνοϲ sans ϝ see 151 

and 145 respectively. Most are easily removed. For the adj.’s application to wine see Arnott on 

Alexis fr.46.9 KA. 

5. αὐτὰρ	  ὄ	  γ’   ὡϲ: the same collocation of words at the start of a line in Il. XII 40, XXI 550; cf. 

Il.V 308 cited above. On the stylistic implications of this third instance see Griffin 1977: 49. 

φράϲθη:	   the meaning is that given by LSJ s.v. II 4 ("perceive, observe"). Compare ἐνὁηcε  in  fr. 

3.1 (Oedipus is again the subject). In other words, φράϲατο would supply the same sense. For 

the form cf. (ἐπ)ἐφράϲθηϲ in Od.v 183, xix 485, xxiii 260. On its relatively recent development 

see Chantraine (as cited on verse 4), 1.405f πατρὸϲ  ἑοῖο|:  same phrase, same position in Il. 

XIV 11, XXIII 360, Hes. Th.  472.  

6. τιμήεντα	  γέρα: cf. Od. i   312 (|τιμῆεν), xiii 129 (| τιμήειϲ). μέγα	  οἱ	  κακὸν	  ἕμπεϲε	  θυμῶι: 

for a full and excellent analysis of the oddity of this phrase see Kirk, YCS 20 (1966) 169-171 = 

Homer and the Oral Tradition 195-7. The poet seems to have conflated "two distinct formular 

applications of ἔµμπεϲε: an emotion 'falls upon' the spirit, an evil 'falls upon' a house." But in 

the present case, muddle-headedly, “an evil” (κακόν rather than, e.g., ἄχοϲ) falls upon 

Oedipus' spirit. Did the poet mean κακόν to be equivalent to ἄτη? For ἔµμπεϲε θυμῶι | of 

emotion see Il. IX 436, XIV 207, 306 (ἐπεὶ  χόλοϲ  ἐ. θ.), XVI 206 (κακὸϲ χόλοϲ ἐ. θ.),  XVII 625 

(δέοϲ ἐ. θ.). For ⏑-κακὸν ἔµμπεϲεν οἴκωι | cf. Od. ii 45, xv 375. μέγα οΐ : ϝ is hardly ever neglected 
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before third person sing. oἵ: see West, Hesiod's Theogony p.100, his note on Hes. Op. 526 (p. 291), 

G.P.Edwards, The Language of Hesiod (Oxford 1971) 138n48.                                                                  

7. |αἴψα	  δέ: these two words begin a line in Il. II 664, Od. xvi 359.7. METAMΦOTEPOICI: It is 

difficult to know what to make of this. If we are supposed (i) to detect here an example of the 

verb μετ'... ἡρᾶτο in tmesis, we will look in vain for an entry s.v. μεταράομαι in our lexica. And 

the search s.v. ἀράομαι for the construction ἀρὰϲ ἀ. μετὰ τινι in place of the normal ἀρὰϲ ἀ. 

τινι will be equally futile. But emendations do not convince: ἑοῖϲιν   ἑπ'   ἀμφοτέροιϲιν coni. 

Herwerden, Mnemos. 4 (1876) 313,  prob. Nauck, Mélanges Gréco-Rom. (Bull. Acad. St.  Pétersbourg 4 

(1875/80)) 374f, and seriously considered by Wackernagel 1916: 181n2; κατ᾽  ἀµμφοτέροιϲι  coni.  

R. Peppmüller, Neue Jhb. für Phil. und Päd. 133 (1886) 465, comparing κατηράτο in Il. IX 454. The 

two likeliest solutions for the problems raised by the paradosis are (ii) to associate it with the 

Homeric construction (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 2.483) whereby we find a verb with μετά + dat. pl. as 

prepositional object rather than with the simple dative that later suffices. Especially 

enlightening are instances where tmesis would be ruled out by the resultant form (e.g. 

μεταπολεμίζω) or by other considerations (Il. I 525 f  τοῦτο  γὰρ  ἐξ  ἐµμέθεν γε μετ’ ἀθανάτοιϲι 

μέγιϲτον| τέκμωρ). Alternatively, if not repelled by its remarkable equation of cύν with μετά, 

one may suppose that we have here (iii) the form μεταμφοτέροιϲι as an alternative to 

ϲυναμφοτέροιϲι, though it must be admitted that (iii) is no less a stranger to LSJ than (i) and 

(ii). This third interpretation is adopted by scholars of the calibre of Wilamowitz (1884: 366n45) 

and Wackernagel (1916:181n2), who take it as a further index of the relative recentness of the 

poem, the latter observing that (a) the equivalence between μετά and cύν thus implied is 

unknown to early epic, where the former means "amid" (see further Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 2.481f) ; 

(b) the word to which our form is an alternative, ϲυναμφοτέροι, is itself not found until the 

fifth century (though cf. Theogn. 820 ϲυναμφοτέρουϲ, which there seems no reason to date so 

late). M. Leumann, Homerischer Wörter (Basel 1950) 94n56 takes this explanation a stage further: 
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starting with the tmesis in Homeric phrases like μετὰ  Tρωιῆιϲιν ἔειπεν (Il. XXII 476), μετὰ  δ’  

Ἀργείοιϲιν ἔειπεν (XXIII 781), Tρώεϲϲι μεθ’ ἱπποδάµμοιϲ   ἀγορεύϲω (VIII 525), ταῦτα   µμετ’    

Ἀργείοιϲ  ἀγορεύειϲ (X 250), he suggests that, in a manner constantly presupposed by his book, 

such extensions of the tmesis as μετ’ ἀµμφοτέροιϲιν ἔειπεν (II. III 85 = VII 66; cf. too the similar 

examples ἄριϲτα/ ἔριϲμα μετ’ ἀµμφοτέροιϲι γένηται at Il. III 110, IV 38, ἔργα  µμ.  α.  ἔθηκε at Il. III 

321, φιλότητα μ. α. βάλωμεν /τίθηϲι at Il. IV 16/83, ἔριν Ἀτρεΐδηιϲι μ. α. ἔθηκε at Od. iii 136) 

have been misunderstood and μεταμφότεροι created by misinterpretation. ἐπαράϲ   | : Il. IX  

456. 

7-‐8. ἐπαράϲ  | ἀργαλέαϲ   ἦρατο: comparable enjambement in Od. xi.291 (289: βόαϲ)...|... 

ἀργαλέαϲ (cf. Hes. fr. 37.2 MW), Il.XI 3f ἔριδα ... | ἀργαλέην. With ἐπαράϲ… ἦρατο  cf.  Il. II 788 

ἀγορὰϲ ἀγόρευον and in general Fehling, Die Wiederholungsfiguren und ihr Gebrauch bei den 

Griechen vor Gorgias (Berlin 1969) 156f. For the adjective ἐπάρατοc in real – life curses see 

Watson 1991:37. 

8. θεῶν	  δ’οὐ	  λάνθαν’	  ἐρινύν: for a useful survey of references to Erinys or Erinyes in early 

Greek epic see A. Heubeck, Glotta  64 (1986) 143-165. He finds θεῶν here eccentric (“auffällend”: 

152f), without noting that it is Meineke's conjecture for, or, rather, reinterpretation of, the 

MSS’ ΘEON (proposal made in Analecta Critica ad Athenaei Deipnosophistas Leipzig 1867). I 

accept it, and certainly find it preferable to Rohde's θοήν (ap. Bruchmann, Epitheta   Deorum p. 

100): cf. Quint. Smyrn. V 454 θοαὶ ... ἐριννύεϲ,  Soph. El. 486-451 πολύπουϲ ... ἐρινύϲ  (cf. Finglass 

ad loc.). The Erinyes are ὠκύδρομοι at Orph. Hymn. 69.9, although they are tardy elsewhere (e.g. 

ὑcτερόπoυc at Orph. Argon. 1162 f.)).  For the genitive compare Soph. Ant. 1075 Ἅιδου καὶ θεῶν 

ἐρινύεϲ (against Dawe's tampering (Studies on the Text of Sophocles 3.114f) see	  Lloyd-Jones and 

Wilson ad loc.  (Sophoclea 143)):  cf.  Soph.  El.  112 ϲεμναὶ . . .  θεῶν παῖδεϲ.  As Robert observes 

(1915:2.67), this genitive is different in kind from those which occur in such familiar phrases as 

πατρόϲ, μητρὸϲ ἐρινύεϲ where they represent the directly injured party (see Rohde, Rh. Mus. 50 
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(1896) 10f = Kl. Schr. 2.233f). The MSS' θεόν may not be impossible as an interpretation of the 

original ΘEON: cf. Od. xv 234 = Hes. fr. 280.9  MW (θεὰ  δαϲπλῆτιϲ  Ἐρινύϲ) and for the general 

idiom thus exemplified (θ. preceding the deity’s name) West on Hes. Op. 73. For feminine θεόϲ 

in epic see West on Hes. Th. 442f, Richardson on HH Dem 1. Compare in particular Aesch. SCT 

720-723 (in the context of Oedipus' curse) τὰν ...| θεὸν, οὐ θεοῖϲ ὁµμοίαν, | ... | … Ἐρινύν.41  Or, 

with Robert 1915:2.67n.2, we may simply emend to θεάν. But I prefer θεῶν because, as Deubner 

(1942:35 = 1982: 669) observes, the shared responsibility of gods and Erinyes seems more in the 

epic manner. He compares I1. IX 454-457 ϲτυγερὰϲ δ’ ἐπεκέκλετ’ Ἐρινῦϲ, |...|… θεοὶ  δ’  ἐτέλειον  

ἐπαράϲ,| Ζεύϲ τε καταχθόνιοϲ καὶ   ἐπαινὴ   Περϲεφονεία See too ibid. 569-572 Meleager's 

mother curses her son: τῆϲ  δ’  ἠεροφοῖτιϲ  Ἐρινὺϲ | ἔκλυεν  ἐξ Ἐρέβεϲφιν κτλ.) and Od. xi 274- 

280 (ἄφαρ δ’ ἀνάπυϲτα θεοὶ θέϲαν ἀνθρώποιϲιν | ... (Epicaste dies and bequeaths to Oedipus) 

ἄλγεα... | πολλὰ   µμάλ’,  ὅϲϲα   τε   µμητρὸϲ  Ἐρινύεϲ   ἐκτελέουϲι). On the interaction of gods and 

Erinyes in epic see further Dietrich, Death, Fate and the Gods (London 1965) 233f, Watson 1991: 

General Index s.v. “Erinyes, execute curses”, esp. 30n133, and Index of Curse Themes s.v. “gods’ 

anger in curses.” On Oedipus' links with Erinyes see Edmunds 1981b: 225-231. ἐρινύϲ or ἐρινῦϲ 

at line-end in Il. IX 454, 571, and  XIX 87. 

9. οὔ	  οἱ	  †: µή is tentatively suggested by Hutchinson in his commentary on  Aesch. SCT 

(Oxford 1985) p. xxix,  but for the digamma see above on verse 6. For a list of early attempts to 

solve the crux see O. Ribbeck, Rh. Mus. 33 (1878) 457. Best, perhaps, was Hermann's πατρώϊ’ 

ἐνηείηι φιλότητοϲ, which Ribbeck himself adapted to π. ἐνηέι <εν> φιλότητι (so too, 

independently, R.Peppmüller, Neue Jahrb. für. Phil. und Päd. 133 (1886) 465,  comparing for the 

hiatus in the bucolic caesura ἔγχεϊ ὀξυόεντι in Il.V 50, etc.).  Kaibel’s edition of Athenaeus 

placed Ribbeck's conjecture in the actual text of the fragment. Robert, however (1915: 2.67), 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
41 On the Erinys in this play see e.g. Solmsen, TAPA 68 (1937) 197- 211 = Kl. Schr. 1. 106 -120 and N. Sewell –Rutter, 
Guilt by Descent (Oxford 2007) 83-109. 
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argued that both lines of approach are vitiated by the fact that Homer only employs ἐνηήϲ of 

an ἑταῖροϲ or person (contrast Hes. Th. 651 μνηϲάμενοι φιλότητοϲ ἐνηέοϲ , cited by Ribbeck). 

The same charge may be levelled against Rossbach's ἐνηῆι φιλότητι (Neue Jahrb. für Phil. und 

Päd. 138 (1891) 82) and a similar one (as seen by Robert and Peppmüller) against Meineke's ἐν  

ἠθείηι φιλότητι (Analecta Critica), since Homer never bestows this (or any other) adjective upon 

this noun when it bears the non-sexual signification required here. However, Robert's criteria 

so drastically exclude most corrections from consideration that a reminder is necessary of the 

numerous other unHomeric features that this fr. and others of our epic contain. Perhaps 

Ribbeck's suggestion is the least unsatisfactory after all. φιλότητι | in Od. viii.313, x.43 (in  the 

last passage meaning "friendship"). 

9-‐10. (πατρώια ...) | δάϲϲοντ’: apart from πατρώιων χρημάτων δατήροι at Aesch. SCT 711 

(two lines after a reference to Οἰδίπου κατεύγματα), compare the terms of Oedipus' curse at 

788f of the same play: καί ϲφε ϲιδαρονόμωι | διὰ   χερί   ποτε   λαχεῖν   κτήματα (see too the 

references to κτέανα and κτήματα in 729 and 817 and cf. Lloyd-Jones, CR 28 (1978) 214), at Eur. 

Phoen. 67f (ἀράϲ) ... | θηκτῶι  ϲιδήρωι δῶµμα  διαλαχεῖν τόδε and at [Plato] Alcib. (2) 138c ὥϲπερ  

τὸν  Οἰδίπουν  αὐτίκα  φαϲίν εὔξαϲθαι χαλκῶι   διελέϲθαι   τὰ   πατρῶια   τοῦϲ υἱεῖϲ. Hermann's 

conjecture δάϲϲαιντ' (made in the note on OC 1377 in his 1827 revision of Erfurdt's 

commentary (2.435)) held the stage until Wackernagel (1916:254f) objected that Homer only 

uses ὡϲ plus optative in indirectly quoted prayers (Od. xvii 243, xxi 201), and proposed 

δάϲϲοντ’ on the basis of Od. v 23f = xxiv 479f (ἐβουλεύϲαϲ| ... ὡϲ ... ἀποτ(ε)ίϲεται). The 

comparison is apt; only (unlike Wackernagel) we must take ἁποτείcεται  and  δάϲϲοντ’ plus  ὡϲ 

as exemplifying "the transition from modal to final use" (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 2.665 on Od. v 23f, 

with which he compares Il. VIII 36f βουλὴν ...ὑποθηϲόμεθ’ ...| ὡϲ   µμὴ   πάντεϲ    ὄλωνται). 

Headlam, JPhil. 30 (1907) 307, citing Soph. OT 1270-1274 (Oedipus' curse on his sons) αὐδῶν  

τοιαῦθ’ ὁθοῦνεκ᾽ οὐκ   ὄψοιντό νιν), conjectured δάϲϲοιντ’, approved by Pearson, Euripides' 
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Phoenissae p.xxn2, but for future indicative rather than imprecatory optative in curses see 

Watson 1991:23 f. (cf. 40) and on Hor. epod.V 89. 

10. ἀεί: cf. Il. XII 211 Ἔκτορ, ἀεὶ μέν πώϲ μοι ἐπιπλήϲϲειϲ ἀγορῆιϲιν, XXIII 648 ὥϲ μευ ἀεὶ 

μέμνηϲαι ἐνηέοϲ, οὐδέ ϲε λήθω, Od. xv 379: οἷά τε θυμὸν ἀεὶ δμώεϲϲιν ἰαίνει. The short α in 

these passages is regarded as an Atticism by Wackernagel (1916: 146), who rejects the notion of 

an East-Ionic origin. Chantaine demurs (Gramm. Hom.1.167). But as Shipp, restating 

Wackernagel's case, observes (Studies in the Language of Homer 2 (1972) 49), "if Ionic it is late, as 

αἰεί persists into the inscriptions ... and is usual in MSS of Herodotus." Hermann's ἔοι 

(suggested in the note on OC 1377 cited above on verses 9-10), resembles Schneidewin's αἰεὶ δ’ 

ἀμφοτέροιϲιν ἔοι π. τ. μ. τ. (Philol. 4 (1849) 747) and Köchly's εἴη δ’ ἀμφοτέροιϲιν ἀεὶ π. τ. μ. τ. 

(Coniectaneorum Epicorum fasculus I (1851) p. 10 = Opusc. Philol.1. 230) and other emendations in 

seeking to introduce an imprecatory optative that would be idiomatic in a curse: see e.g. the 

funerary inscription from Asia Minor cited by J.H.M.Strubbe in Faraone and Obbink (edd.), 

Magika Hiera (Oxford 1991) p.39: ἐξωλεία καὶ πανωλεία εἴη αὐτῶι πάντων. But a corresponding 

verb with πολεμοί τε μαχαί τε as its subject can well have stood in the verse that originally 

followed verse 10 (since Athenaeus is usually a careful and conscientious quoter (cf. K. 

Zepernich, Philol. 77 (1921) 324ff. (esp. 362f.)), the omission of the line will be a transmissional 

error).Without emending we still have an irrevocable prayer for hateful things which supplies 

a positive equivalent of e.g. μηδέποτε in curses (see Strubbe 56 n106) used of benefits not  to be 

enjoyed. For “always” in curses see e.g. Tibull.I 5.51f. hanc volitent animae circum sua fata 

querentes | semper, Propert. IV 5.39 semper habe morsus circa tua colla recentes, Genesis 3:14 and 17 

(God’s curse on the serpent and Adam) “all the days of thy life.” πόλεμοί	  	  τε	  	  μάχαι	  τε	  |: same 

phrase at line –end in  Il.  I 177, V 891,  Hes.  Th.  926. But there may be a special point to the 

phrase here.The curse from Asia Minor cited above provides a parallel for the idiomatic (and 

“strengthening”) juxtaposition of nearly synonymous evils prayed for in a curse. 
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F3 

A few introductory remarks on the text of the note that is our source for this fr.: the legion 

inadequacies of Papageorgiou’s edition of the Sophoclean scholia can from time to time be 

remedied by consulting V. de Marco’s work “de Scholiis in Sophoclis Tragoedias Veteribus” 

(Reale Accad. Naz. dei Lincei 6 (1937)), which handily corrects and amplifies Papageorgiou’s 

information, and nowhere to better effect than on p.111, which deals with the scholion that is 

the source for our fr. 1 have incorporated the Italian scholar’s findings in this fr.’s text and app. 

crit. They reappear in his full-scale edition of the scholia on the OC (Rome 1952). Nauck’s small 

but palmary corrections of the scholion’s comment on Oedipus’ anger were made in his review 

of Papageorgiou (Mélanges Gréco-Rom. (Bull. Acad. St.- Pétersbourg) 6 (1889) 50). 

οἱ περὶ Ἐτεοκλέα  καὶ Πολυνείκην = Ἐτεοκλῆϲ  καὶ  Πολυνείκηϲ: on the idiom see Radt, ZPE  

38 (1980) 47-56 and 71(1988) 35-40  = Kl. Schr. 236-246 and 362-374 . The criticism implied by the 

scholion’s use of the adverbs μικροψύχωϲ and τελέωϲ ἀγεννῶϲ was attributed to Didymus by 

Robert (1.170); cf. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship 1.276f. As Griffin suggests (Homer on Life 

and Death 14), it may reflect the inability of a later Greek mentality to understand the 

importance attached to food as a symbol of honour in earlier literature. This brings us to the 

fr. itself. 

Almost immediately after citing our present fragment, the Sophoclean scholion proceeds 

to quote a further fragment in the form of fifteen iambic trimeters (TrGF 2 F458) which appear 

to presuppose the same state of affairs. Controversy has long raged over the origin, authorship 

and genre of this floscule of drama: see especially Robert 1915:2.67-269. Without becoming 

unnecessarily embroiled in this matter, we may safely make the following comments on this 

other fragment's version of events. The speaker of the fifteen verses would seem to be either 

Eteocles or Polyneices, for he describes how he and at least one other had been accustomed to 
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send to the blind Oedipus a portion of the sacrifice (verse 2f θυϲίαϲ {γὰρ} ἀπαρχὴν   γέραϲ  

ἐπέμπομεν πατρί | περιϲϲὸν  ἀρνῶν  ὦµμον,  ἔκκριτον γέραϲ (κρέαϲ coni. Methner) ). But on one 

occasion a lapse of memory led to their sending something else (verse 5f: ἀντὶ τοῦ κεκομμένου 

| ἐπέμψαμεν βόειον) and the irate old man, interpreting the change as a deliberate insult 

intended to escape his attention, invokes a curse upon his sons that is remarkably similar to 

what we find at the close of the epic fragment (verse 14 f: χαλκῶι  δὲ  µμαρµμαίροντεϲ  ἀλλήλων  

χρόα | ϲφάζοιεν ἀµμφὶ κτήμαϲι βαϲιλικοῖϲ). 

Now even if this dramatic excerpt had suffered less corruption than it has and we felt far 

more confident as to its source and genre, there would still be danger in resorting to it 

automatically in order to supplement or clarify our own particular fragment.Let us start then 

by approaching the epic lines in isolation to see what they will yield us independently. 

Our fr.’s mention of an ἰϲχίον seems to imply (see ad loc.) a sacrifice as background to the 

insult (so e.g. Bethe 1891:102f). Oedipus does not participate directly as a king normally would 

(cf. Arist. Pol. 1285B 10), perhaps because his hands are  polluted by his crime. Clearly his sons 

have, in practice, taken over the duties of kingship (see Wolff in Roscher 3. 2663.39-49).Teiresias  

in Eur. Phoen. 875f describes how Oedipus' two sons ἄνδρα δυϲτυχῆ | ἐξηγρίωϲαν. In the Thebais 

was the insult intentional or deliberate? The actual fragment represents Oedipus as exclaiming 

παῖδεϲ   µμὲν   ὀνείδειον   τόδ’ ἔπεµμψαν, but the words of a proud and angry old man are not 

perhaps the most reliable testimony or the most objective. The quoter of the epic ascribes the 

offence to forgetfulness (ἐκλαθόμενοί ποτε) and this corresponds with the explanation given 

in verse 4 of the iambic trimeters treating of the same subject (οὐ  µμεµμνηµμένοι). Here, certainly, 

Oedipus' complaint about filial malice seems at odds with the reality.The same picture is 

implied by Plato's remarks on the malicious nature of Oedipus' curse (Alcib. (2) 138C and 141A, 

Leg. 931B). See too Aesch. SCT 780f (ἐπ’  ἄλγει  δυϲφορῶν | μαινομέναι κραδίαι), Eur. Phoen. 66 

and 877 (νοϲῶν). The idea that an unintentional insult, one occasioned by oversight, is as 
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deserving of punishment as a deliberate crime accords perfectly with archaic Greek morality: 

see Davies and Finglass on Stesichorus fr. 85. 2.  

1. ἰϲχίον: Evelyn-White , in  his Loeb text of Hesiod, the Homeric Hymns and Homerica  (1914) 

485n1, explained Oedipus’ anger on the ground that the haunch was "regarded as a 

dishonourable portion." A more accurate way to put this would be to say that Oedipus was 

expecting a more honourable portion. This is the inference most scholars have drawn, from 

Welcker (1865:2.336) down to Griffin (Homer on Life and Death 14: "the less honourable cut of 

meat"). It seems borne out by studies of the activities that accompanied sacrifice. So F. 

Puttkamer, quo modo Graeci victimarum carnes distribuerint (Diss. Königsberg 1912) 41: "privatos 

quoque homines si sacrificabant viris quibus honores debebant eximiam partem misisse 

verisimile est ex fabula Oedipodea"; Meuli, “Griechische Opferbräuche” (Phyllobolia (von der 

Mühll Festschr. (1945)) 219 = Ges. Schr. 2.943): Oedipus is vexed at not having received the 

particular γέραϲ of the shoulder-blade, "der geziemende Anteil für einen Ehrengast." This 

interpretation seems best to square with Aesch. SCT 786 on τροϕή as the cause of Oedipus’ 

curse (presumably the passage referred to by our scholion as similar to this fr.),42 and with Eur. 

Phoen. 874 f.: οὔτε ... γέρα πατρί |… διδόντεϲ. For "the motif of food ... to make effects of will and 

symbolism" in the epics of Homer and other European poets see Griffin as cited 14 f. For "the 

idea of more honourable cuts of meat" he quotes Il. VII 321f. (νώτοιϲιν δ’ Aἴαντα  διηνεκέεϲι 

γέραιρεν | ἥρωϲ  Ἀτρεΐδηϲ), Od. viii 474- 8 (δὴ τότε κήρυκα προϲέϕη πολύμητιϲ Ὀδυϲϲεύϲ, | 

νώτου ἀποπροταµμών,  ἐπὶ  δὲ  πλεῖον  ἐλέλειπτο, | ἀγριόδοντοϲ  ὑόϲ, θαλερὴ  δ’  ἦν  ἀµμϕὶϲ  ἀλoιϕή 

| ‘κῆρυξ,  τῆ  δή,  τοῦτο  πόρε  κρέαϲ,  ὄϕρεα  ϕάγηιϲι, | Δημοδόκωι’  κτλ.), ix 159f. and 550f. Also 

(15n36) an interesting Irish parallel. See too Puttkamer as cited 39-41 ("distributiones honoris 

causa factae") and Burkert Homo Necans p.47 = Engl. tr. 37n12 44. Erika Simon’s alternative 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42 Whether rightly, or  (as Hutchinson thinks, p.xxv f. of his commentary on Aesch. SCT), wrongly.                                  
44   Comparing   Xen. Ages. 5.1 (διµοιρία εν ταιc θοίναιc) for the Spartan Kings, and 1 Samuel 1.5 (double portion for 
Hanna). 
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interpretation (1981:10 and n13) that the ἰϲχίον would normally have been burned for the 

gods, so that Oedipus is being treated as if he were dead, seems very far-fetched. Welcker and 

Robert (1915:1.185) thought the curse probably as fundamental for the Thebais as the μῆνιϲ for 

the Iliad.  Griffin thinks "the Homeric poets would have been reluctant to make such a point 

the fulcrum for a great movment of the plot." Certainly, as Σ Il. IV 343 (1.510 Erbse) says of a 

like scene, οὐ  περὶ  βρωµμάτων,  ἀλλὰ  περὶ  τιµμῆϲ ὁ  λόγοϲ.  ἐνόηϲε: at first this verb may seem 

incompatible with the hypothesis (see page 81f below) that the Thebais portrayed Oedipus as 

self-blinded in the manner familiar from Sophocles' OT and elsewhere. After all, LSJ s.v. νοέω 

(I.1) gives "perceive by the eyes, observe" as the word's primary meaning, and Snell echoes the 

view of many scholars when he claims (JHS 93 (1973) 183 = Der Weg zum Denken und zur Wahrheit 

(Hypomnemata 57 (1978)) 41) that the verb is "eng mit dem Sehen verbunden." However, such 

an approach is misleading, for its present occurrence is perfectly consistent with the results of 

the painstaking researches of K. von Fritz in his article "Nοῦϲ and νοεῖν in the Homeric 

poems": CP 38 (1943) 79-93 = Um die Begriffswelt der Vorsokratiker (Wege der Forschung 9 (1968)) 

246-276. Note in particular his conclusion 85 = 260 that "there are two basic meanings of the 

word νοεῖν: to realise a situation and to plan or to have an intention.” The first of these 

obviously fits the present instance of the verb, and von Fritz's general interpretation of the 

word's history and its application to our passage would become even more convincing if we 

could be sure that he is right (92f = 273) to approve the etymological derivation of νοεῖν from 

the root snu "to sniff or smell." The verb would then have had no original association with 

sight at all. But in fact such a derivation is extremely controversial (for criticism and a list of 

other suggested etymologies see Fisk and Chantraine s.v. in their etymological dictionaries). 

On the basic meaning of νοεῖν see further T. Krischer, Glotta 62 (1984) 141-149.Incidentally, one 

would like to know how the author of these lines visualised Oedipus' perception of the insult 

(if visualise it he did). Our dramatic fragment tells us that he felt the difference (verse 6f ὁ  δὲ  
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λαβὼν χερί | ἔγνω 'παφήϲαϲ). Perhaps so specific and detailed an explanation is beneath epic 

dignity.Whatever the truth in that area, there is no doubt that the present epic instance fully 

fits another generalisation formulated by von Fritz 84 =257 in connection with Homer's use of 

the word: "without exception, in all those cases in which the verb νοεῖν   has   a   direct   and  

concrete  object,  violent  emotion  is  caused  by  the  νοεῖν." | —◡◡ ὡϲ	  ἐνόηϲε: the same phrase 

in the same metrical position at Il. XV 422, Od.  x 375, etc. χαμαὶ	  βάλε	  εἶπέ	  τε	  μῦθον: cf. Il. VII 

190 (Ajax recognises his κληρόϲ and as a sign of his joy) [τὸν  µμὲν  παρ  πόδ’  ἑόν] χαμάδιϲ βάλε 

φώνηϲέν τε.  Similar phrasing, very  dissimilar content. χαμαὶ	  βάλε: the same phrase in the 

same metrical position at Il. XXI 51, Od. xvii 490, HHHerm 118 and 298; and (with βάλον for 

βάλε) Il. V 588 and Od. xxii 188. But in these instances the phrase has a different meaning from 

the present occurrence. A closer parallel for anger expressed by the flinging to ground of an 

object is Il. I 245f ὣϲ   φάτο Πηλεΐδηϲ,   ποτι   δὲ   ϲκῆπτρον   βάλε   γαίηι | χρυϲείοιϲ ἥλοιϲι 

πεπαρμένον, though that action has a symbolic dimension (see Griffin, Homer on Life and Death 

11f) lacking here. βάλε	  εἶπε: the evidence of so corrupt a fragment is hardly sufficient to allow 

us to decide whether the poet gave εἶπε a digamma or intended βάλεν. εἶπέ	  τε	  μῦθον: the 

same formula ends a hexameter at Il. VII 277, XI 647, XVIII 391, XXIII 204, Od. viii 302, xiv 494, 

HHAp 256, 286, HHHerm 154, 218, 306, HH 7.54 (cf. Od. v 338: εἶπέ τε μῦθον|: ἔειπε | U8 : πρὸϲ 

μῦθον ἔειπε | rell.). As here, it is directly followed by a speech in oratio recta in all these 

instances except Il.VII 277 (where a line supplying the subject of the verb intervenes) and 

Od.viii.302 (where no speech follows). See further R Führer,  Formproblem-Untersuchungen zu den 

Reden in der fruhgr. Lyrik  (Zetemata 44 (1967))  17-19.  

                                                                                                                                                                         

2-‐3. a large number of scholars have wished to posit a lacuna between these two verses (e.g. 

Ribbeck, Rh. Mus. 33 (1878) 457, who thoughtfully appends his version of the missing line). The 

reasons for agreeing with them may be listed as follows: 
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A 

 a   The eccentric μέν solitarium in verse 2                                                                                                            

 b   The lack of any object for ἔπεμψαν in the same line 

c    The extremely abrupt nature of the asyndeton at the start of verse 3 

B 

d    The excessive brevity of Oedipus' speech as transmitted 

 e    The presence of a marginal sign opposite verse 2 

       

As regards the oddities collected under heading A, they are all removable by simple 

emendations (see ad locc. for details), the majority of which also recommend themselves on 

grounds quite independent of the presence or absence of a lacuna. Three emendations within 

two lines: this is not excessive for a quotation fragment, given the extreme susceptibility to 

corruption of such texts. Of B we may observe that we have no right to demand a Homeric 

plenitude from the speeches in later epic; on the contrary, Griffin (1977: 49f), who accepts the 

notion of a lacuna, nevertheless refers to the "dry manner of indirect reporting" here 

exhibited and "the indirect and summary manner" in which the curse is reported. Certainly, 

the presence of the word μῦθοϲ in the introduction to Oedipus' direct speech implies nothing 

about its length: the self-same formula εἶπέ τε μῦθον heralds a one-line speech at Il. XVIII 391f. 

2.| ὤμοι	  ἐγώ: the phrase opens a line at Il. XXII 99. For the form of the exclamation see 

Renehan, Greek Lexicographical Notes (Hypomnemata 45 (1975)) 146. παῖδεϲ  μέγ’: none of the 

examples of μέν without a following δέ assembled by Denniston, GP 2 377-380 is really parallel 

to the μέν offered by the paradosis (the passage is indeed absent from Denniston's collection). 

The so-called μέν solitarium is supposed to convey an unexpressed and contrasting idea (see        
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GP2 380-384), but it is hard to see what that could be here. If resort to emendation were 

forbidden, we might acquiesce in the forced interpretation "My sons on the one hand have 

insulted me (I on the other hand will make them rue the day they ever conceived such a plan"), 

though this surely entails at the very least εὖκτο  δέ at the start of the next line. How much 

more convincing is the sense produced by even Hermann's παῖδέϲ μοι (de Aeschyli Trilogiis 

Thebanis (1835) 11 = Opusc. 7.200 is where he justifies the emendation already printed in the 

note on OC 1377 in his 1827 revision of Erfurdt (2.435)). Simpler and better, though, is 

Schneidewin's παῖδεϲ  µμέγ’ (published in Exercitationum Criticarum in poetas Graecos minores capita 

quinque (1836) 29f).Schneidewin resolutely declined to combine his emendation μέγ᾽ with the 

ὀνείδειον τόδ’ of P.C. Buttmann (see on verse 3 below). I find the temptation to do so 

overwhelming. The paradosis is surely indefensible: in the first place, as we have already seen, 

ἔπεµμψαν at the end of the line is desperately in need of an object, and this can hardly be 

squeezed in at any other part of the verse but here. Secondly, ὀνειδείοντεϲ is a highly 

vulnerable ἅπαξ, a supposedly poetical alternative form for ὀνειδίζω, as LSJ claim.43 

3. εὖκτο: cf.Aesch, SCT 721 πατρὸc εὐκταίαν ἐρινυν. The vb. here is an intriguing form 

which prima facie could be interpreted either as a genuine archaism or a late neologism. Each 

possibility could be parallelled from other forms in early epic, each has its scholarly support. 

The majority of critics have preferred to take it as an archaism, the (unaugmented) athematic 

impfct. of εὔχεϲθαι, what the Homeric epics represent thematically as εὔχετο : so, for instance, 

Wackernagel 1916:173 ("ein altes Erbwort" belonging to the "Vorstufen unserer beiden 

homerischen Epen"), Specht, Zeitschr. für  vergl. Sprach.  und ... ind.- germ. Sprach. 63 (1931) 213,  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
43 Burkert 1981:  37f = 2001:156 compares τέλοϲ → τελείω for the formation ὄνειδοϲ → ὀνειδείω, and suggests a 
'transformation' of ὀνειδεἱοιϲ (F) ἐπέεϲιν | to   ὀνειδεἱοντεϲ ἔπεμψαν |. But the verb still stands in bad need of the 
object provided by Buttmann. 
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Schwyzer, Gr. Gr.  1. 679 and n.644, Frisk, GEW 1 586 ("alte Ausdruck … der religiöse Sprache"). 

For further bibliography45 (and useful summary of evidence) see R.Schmitt, Dichtung and 

Dichtersprache in indogerm. Zeit (Wiesbaden 1967) 261f.). For another specimen of ‘alte 

Sprachgut” in cyclic epic see Il. Parv. F6.4 and  my note ad loc. On the other hand, it might be 

alleged that the form is some sort of neologism, an artificial imperfect46 or aorist (so, in 

particular, O. Szemerényi, Syncope in Greek and Indo-European and the Nature of Indo-European 

Accent (Naples 1964) 176 and n4, citing as anologies δέκτο as aorist of δέκομαι, λέκτο as that of 

λέκομαι).47 This would be parallelled by the many "late" forms that our early epic frr. in 

general and the Thebais in particular display. Note, indeed, the following pair of nouns.It may 

be argued that the issue can be decided in favour of the oldness of our form by the analogy 

with Avestan cited by Wackernagel and those scholars who support his view. For Avestan 

displays two forms of the corresponding verb48, the third person singular  preterite aogəәdā 

from *eugh+to in the earlier texts (gathas) and achta in the later texts (jung-awestisches). Since 

both Sanskrit and Avestan tend to thematise whenever possible, we would seem to have here 

evidence for an early athematic form of the verb exactly matched by εὖκτο. And this picture of 

Indo-European athematic forms, replaced by Greek thematic forms with one or two exceptions 

such as the present49, is undeniably simpler than the alternative view of Indo-European 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
44 Schwyzer’s suggestion that εὖκτο for εὔχετο may be parallelled by γεύμεθα for γευόμεθα at Theocr. Id. XIV 51 is 
dubious: see Dover ad loc. for an explanation of the latter which would rule out Schwyzer’s idea. 
45 To which add A.Citron, Semantische Untersuchung zu ϲπένδεϲθαι, ϲπένδειν, εuχεϲθαι (1965) 73,  J.-L. Perpillou, 
“Signification de εὔχοµαι dans l’épopée” in Mélanges de linguistique et de philologie grecques offerts à Pierre Chantraine 
(Paris 1972) pp.169 ff., L. C. Muellner,The Meaning of Homeric εὔχοµαι through its formulas (Innsbruck 1976)                
114n 21, etc. 
46 That εὖκτο could be "künstliche für εὔχετο" was specifically denied by Schwyzer.  
47 Szemerényi is surely wrong to insist that the sense of our passage requires the aorist (which is how Jebb on 
Soph. Tr. 610 also took it): clearly Oedipus could have repeated his curse on several occasions. 
48 On the general issues involved here see Mayrhofer, Etym. Wörterbuch des Ai.  fasc. 26 Nachträge p.658 (s.v. ćhate) 
and C. Watkins,  Indogerm. Grammatik III. 1.113. 
49 That εὔχομαι was thematic long before Homer (as Szemerényi stresses) does not alter this picture. For a brief 
introduction to the question of thematic and athematic see L.R. Palmer, The Greek Language 294. 



	  

	  

79 

athematics replaced by Greek thematics, and then by one or two artificially contrived 

athematics. According to Dodds (The Greeks and the Irrational 158n10) the "oath-formulae of the 

Iliad preserve a belief which was older than Homer's neutral Hades (for such formulae archaise, 

they do not innovate)" and a similar consideration might explain an archaic form of the verb 

of cursing in the present context50. δὲ	  Δί: on the various cases of Zeus' name see Schwyzer, Gr. 

Gr. 1.576f.  As W. Schulze observed  (Quaestiones  Epicae 241n1), no adequate parallel for εὖκτο  

Διῖ  βαϲιλῆι is provided by Il. II 169 (Διὶ μμῆτιν), X 16 (Διὶ  µμµμέγα) or II 781 (Διὶ  ϝϝώϲ): see further 

Maas, Gr. Metr. §131. Schulze himself was reduced to considering the possibility of Διεῖ (cf. 

Quaest. Ep. 239-241, Schwyzer as cited, Burkert 1981: 36 = 2001: 155, comparing the epithet 

διίφιλοϲ) or attributing the oddity to the error of "imitatoris contra Homeri usum parum 

intellectum inviti peccantis". de Marco's discovery that εὖκτο  δὲ Διί stands in R clinches the 

case for Buttmann's palmary εὖκτο δὲ Δί (proposed in Gr. Gr. 21 (Berlin 1825)  405 = Gr. Gr. 12 

(Berlin 1830) 225). The corruption of Δί to Διί can be parallelled time and again from Pindar’s 

MSS (e.g. O1. XIII 106) and the omission of ΔE before ΔII in LM through haplography was 

practically inevitable. It is inconceivable that the most incompetent of epic poets could ever 

have commenced a hexameter with εὖκτο Διί, thereby introducing at one and the same time 

an unbearably harsh asyndeton and an unprecedented lengthening of the final vowel.Δῑ: For 

the contracted form see (apart from the Pindaric examples indicated above) the two Etruscan 

helmets dedicated to Zeus by Hieron in commemoration of his victory over the Carthaginians 

at Cyme in 474 (cf. Meiggs-Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions p. 62). This is another 

unHomeric feature. Δὶ	   βαϲιλῆι: the application of βαϲιλεύϲ to this or, indeed, any god is 

unHomeric and another sign of lateness: see Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 355,  Richardson on HHDem 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50 With εὖκτο compare Soph. Tr. 610 (ηὔγμην) and TrGF 4 F 730f 16 Radt (ηὖκτ’). Those forms have been regularly 
taken to be pluperfect (see my note on the former; both taken thus by e.g. Carden (The Papymus Fragments of 
Sophocles p. 111) and Radt (p. 505) ad loc.). But LSJ s.v. εὔχομαι IV allows that the former (and the Thebais ' εὔκτο) 
may be "plpf. (or non-thematic preterite)," and all three occurrences are treated as imperfect by Schmitt. 
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358 for the history and frequency of this and similar designations. The earliest parallels are 

Hes. Th. 886 Ζεὺϲ δὲ θεῶν  βαϲιλεύϲ (where, however, it possesses a strongly predicative sense, 

as West ad loc. observes), Op. 668 Zεὺϲ ἀθανάτων βαϲιλεύϲ, Th. 923 μιχθεῖϲ’  ἐν  φιλότητι θεῶν  

βαϲιλῆι  καὶ ἀνδρῶν, fr. 308.1 MW αὐτὸϲ  γὰρ  πάντων  βαϲιλεὺϲ  καὶ κοίρανóϲ ἐϲτιν, Cypr. F 7.3 

Ζηνὶ θεων βαϲιλῆι. Compare Κρονίδαιϲ βαϲιλεύϲ in Alcaeus (frr. 38A9, 387). καὶ	   ἄλλοιϲ	  

ἀθανάτοιϲι|: the same phrase at line –end in  Il. II 49. For its use as a comprehensive prayer 

formula see Davies and Finglass on Stesichorus fr.85.2. On the role of the gods in fulfilling 

curses see on fr.2.8 above.                                                                                                                                

4. χερϲὶν	  ὑπ’	  ἀλλήλων: the motif of fraternal ἀλληλοφονία recurs at Stesichorus fr. 97. 210  

ὑπ’  ἀλλάλοιϲι  δαµμένταϲ,  Pind. Ol. II 41f ἰδοῖϲα  δ’  ὀξεῖ’  Ἐρινύϲ | ἐπεφνέ οἱ  cὐν  ἀλλαλοφονίαι  

γένοϲ   ἀρήϊον, TrGF 2. F458. 14f χαλκῶι   δὲ   µμαρµμαίροντεϲ   ἀλλήλων   χρόα | ϲφάζοιεν. Cf. 

Oedipus’ remarks to Polyneices at Soph. OC 1373f (αἵµματι | πεcεῖ   µμιανΘεἰc      χὠ   cὑναιµμοc ἐξ      

ἴcoυ) and at 1387f (ϲυγγενεῖ χερί | θανεῖν  κτανεῖν θ’ ὑφ’ οὗπερ ἐξελήλαϲαι). | χερϲὶν	   ὑπ’	  

ἀλλήλων: cf. | χερϲὶν ὑπ’ Ἀργείων (Il. XIII 763, XXIV 168). καταβήμεναι —◡◡— -- |: cf. Il. XII 65, 

Od. x 432. Aἴδοϲ  εἴϲω |: cf. Il.III 322, Od. ix  524. 

 

Let us now see what the two foregoing fragments tell us about the Oedipus of the Thebais. 

In the first place, had he blinded himself before he cursed his sons? In spite of 2.5’s φράϲθη and 

3.1's ἐνόηϲε, Welcker supposed he had (1865: 2.337, followed by e.g. Bethe 1891: 104-106 and 

165). The self-blinding certainly seems basic to the story and occurs in every verson (except, 

by implication, Homer's, which characteristically tones down the story's horrors (see page 17f 

above)). Blinding and curse seem linked in the corrupt Aesch. SCT  783-791 . 

In fr. 2 and 3 of our epic Oedipus curses his sons — for slighting him — in Thebes. That he 

remained in the city after the grim revelations is the usual version, at least until Sophocles' OC. 

In Od. xi 275f, he continues to rule in Thebes: ἀλλ’  ὁ  µμὲν ἐν  Θήβηι πολυηράτωι ἄλγεα  πάϲχων  |  
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Καδµμείων   ἤναϲϲε θεῶν   ὀλoὰϲ   διὰ   βουλάϲ and Thebes is certainly the place of his death 

according to the tradition that underlies Il. XXIII 679f Θήβαϲδ’ ἦλθε δεδουπότοϲ Οἰδιπόδαo | ἐϲ  

τάφον) and ΣT ad loc. = Hes. fr. 192 MW βαϲιλεύοντα  ἐν  Θήβαιϲ φηϲίν ἀπολέϲθαι,  οὐχ  ὡϲ  οἱ  

νεώτεροι·   καὶ  Ἡϲίοδοϲ   δέ   φηϲιν   ἐν  Θήβαιϲ αὐτοῦ   ἀποθανόντοϲ κτλ.). And δεδουπότοϲ is 

suggestive of death in battle (see A. R. Dyck, HSCP 91 (1987) 139, though cf. Burkert 1981:33 = 

2001:153, E. Cingano, Phoenix 46 (1992) 1-11). At the end of Sophocles' OT, Creon orders Oedipus 

to remain in the palace pending clarification of Apollo's will. It seems likely that the second 

part of this situation is Sophocles' own invention (cf. Hermes 110 (1982) 268-277) while the first, 

as e.g. Robert (1915:1.172) saw, may well derive from the Thebais.51 A similar state of affairs 

obtains in Euripides' Phoenissae: cf. verse 66 ζῶν  δ’  ἔϲτ’ ἐν  οἴκοιϲ (compare OT 1429 ὡϲ  τάχιϲτ’ 

ἐϲ  οἶκον  ἐϲκοµμίζετε). 

The only author cited above who definitely portrays Oedipus as continuing to rule over the 

Thebans is Homer, and it seems safe to conclude that he was in fact the only author who ever 

presented this version of events. This is a feature of his normalisation of the story (see page 17f 

above) and follows inevitably upon his elimination of offspring and their father's curse on 

them. In our two fragments, by contrast, he no longer participates in sacrifices, and even lacks 

control over the disposition of his family's ancestral property. Still more suggestive is his use 

of a curse (the last resort of the weak and helpless: cf. Watson 1991:38 and 95) to punish his 

sons. He presumably lacked more direct means. 

That Oedipus survived long enough in Thebes to witness the fulfilment of his curse in the 

mutual slaughter of his sons is first explicitly suggested by Eur. Phoen. 66-76,  etc. Erich Bethe 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51 See further Wolff in  Roscher 3. 2664f  for scholars who suppose the Thebais’ Oedipus to have been locked away. 
Edmunds 1981b:  230f. links the tradition with his hypothetical “revenant” Oedipus . Cf.also Eur. Phoen. 870-879, 
on which see Mastronade ad loc.and Ed. Fraenkel, Bayer. Akad. d. Wiss. Phil.-Hist. Kl.  Sitzb.1 (1963) 37-41  esp. 40 n2. 
Note especially verse  875: his sons vex Oedipus οὔτ’ ἔξοδον διδόντεϲ. Indeed, it would seem that in the Thebais 
seclusion and curse were inextricably combined. For Oedipus to be provoked into a curse he must remain behind. 
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(1891: 105, 165n7) assumed that this, like several other features of the play, derived from the 

Thebais. It is more plausibly attributed to the inventive mind of Euripides himself by Robert, 

1915:1.415, Stephanopoulos 1980: 125, Mastronarde ad loc. etc. For artists' depictions of Oedipus 

as present at his sons' ἀλληλοφονία see Krauskopf LIMC 54ff. Whether such artists really 

conceived of Oedipus as literally present or merely a brooding symbol of his curse's fulfilment 

is a moot point. 

Let us now turn to the quarrel of the sons. The motif of the brothers' quarrel is widespread: 

see Stith Thompson, Motif- Index A 525.1, Fontenrose, The Cult and Myth of Pyrros at Delphi (Univ. 

Calif. Publ. Class. Arch. 4 (1960)) 246-8,  T.H. Gaster, Myth, Legend and Custom in the Old Testament 

(1969)  163f.                                                                                                                                          

A large number of scholars seem to believe that antiquity knew two versions of the 

circumstances surrounding Polyneices' departure from Thebes. According to one account, 

"Polyneices voluntarily left Thebes for the first year of the alternating reign agreed between 

his brother Eteocles and himself in an attempt to avoid fulfilment of their father's curse" 

(Collard on Eur. Suppl. 150 ). Under this heading, most scholars, I believe, would now rank the 

treatment of the tale by Stesichorus (see Davies and Finglass on fr.97) as well as that by 

Hellanicus (FGrHist 4 F 98, using the phrase κατὰ   ϲυνθήκην of Polyneices' departure), Eur. 

Suppl. 149-154 (ἑκούϲιον φυγήν (151)) and 930f. and Phoen. 71f. ( φεύγειν εκόντα — though this 

is made permanent by force), Paus. IX 5.12.Hes. fr. 192 MW has been taken as consistent with a 

peaceful departure.In the other version Eteocles expels Polyneices by force. So Pherecydes        

FGrHist 3 F 96 (ἐκβεβλῆϲθαι  τὸν  Πολυνείκην  µμετὰ    βίαϲ), Aesch. SCT   637f, Soph. OC 377, 1292-

1299. 

The general outline so far drawn contains nothing very misleading or complex. Difficulties 

do arise, however, when we pose the question: "how, in each respective version, do the 

brothers come to quarrel, thus beginning the fulfilment of their father's curse?"  In the latter 
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tradition the answer is clear and straightforward, since the very expulsion of Polyneices is sign 

and symbol that the brothers have already quarrelled and the curse is beginning to take effect. 

With the other tradition things are by no means so clear. Many scholars suppose that here 

Polyneices returned to Thebes after the death of his father and was then obliged to leave again, 

this time under duress imposed by a now hostile brother. Some scholars even equate this 

version with that of the Thebais.52  In doing so, they overlook several serious problems. 

Let us examine the ipsissima verba of one testimony to this sequence of events: 

 Πολυνείκηϲ δὲ περιόντοϲ μεν καἰ ἄρχοντοϲ Οἰδίποδοϲ ὑπεξῆλθεν ἐκ 

Θηβῶν δέει μὴ τελεϲθεῖεν ἐπὶ ϲφίϲιν αἱ κατᾶραι τοῦ πατρόϲ ... κατῆλθεν ἐϲ 

Θήβαϲ μετάπεμπτοϲ ὑπὸ Ἐτεοκλέουϲ μετὰ τὴν τελευτὴν Οἰδίποδοϲ. κατελθὼν δὲ 

ἐϲ διαφορὰν προήχθη τῶι Ἐτεοκλεῖ, καὶ οὕτω τὸ  δεύτερον ἔφυγε· δεηθεὶϲ δὲ 

’Aδράϲτου δοῦναί οἱ δύναμιν κτλ. (Paus. IX 5.12) 

Scholars have been surprisingly slow to detect the major incoherence here. And yet if 

Polyneices quitted Thebes because he (and his brother) feared the fulfilment of their father's 

curse, why on earth should he return (with his brother's active encouragement) merely 

because Oedipus had died? Would that death make the father's curse one jot the less likely of 

fulfilment? Would it not (if anything) bring it closer? 

A further difficulty resides in the phrase καὶ οὕτω  τὸ  δεύτερον ἔφευγε, as if Polyneices' 

initial departure had likewise been enforced! Jacoby in his commentary on Hellanicus             

FGrHist 4 F98 (1A 460) notes that the words are due to contamination with the alternative 

tradition whereby Polyneices is extruded forcibly and once and for all. But surely the entire 

passage of Pausanias is a late and incoherent conflation of two originally separate and logical 

traditions, the forcible and permanent exclusion just mentioned, and the voluntary departure 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
52 Cf. Welcker 1865: 2.340. 
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of Polyneices κατὰ  ϲυνθήκην as we find it described by Hellanicus. For here and here alone do 

we find an uncontaminated explanation of how the brothers' peaceful attempt to avoid the 

curse ended in strife.  According to this version, Polyneices chooses to leave the kingdom to 

Eteocles and departs, taking with him τὸ   µμέροϲ   τῶν   χρηµμάτων (including the tunic and 

necklace of Harmonia), to live in another city (Argos). In other words, Polyneices takes with 

him all the wherewithal for making trouble against his native land. The curse has already 

started to take effect by determining Polyneices' choice. 

This is not to say that Hellanicus preserves the Thebais' version. But he seems likely to 

preserve Stesichorus' version (see Davies and Finglass on fr.97). Bethe (1891:106f) was 

particularly anxious to know how Polyneices obtained the ὅρµμοϲ in the Thebais. The answer 

may lie here. 

 

VI) 	  TYDEUS	  AND	  POLYNEICES	  AT	  THE	  COURT	  OF	  ADRASTUS	  

Howald (1939: 10) convincingly argues that these two heroes originally stood outside the 

list of the Seven against Thebes, and belonged together as "ein altes Abenteurerpaar" (in the 

manner of e.g. Theseus and Pirithous; see further his Der Mythos als Dichtung (1937) 74-79): 

Tydeus a brutal bully (see page 96 below), Polyneices a cunning rogue (see page 63 above). He 

further suggests (p. 12) that Polyneices originally had no father and belongs to the folk-tale 

type of individuals who are "Bastarde, aus niederem Milieu enstammend." 

Tydeus and Polyneices clash outside the palace of Adrastus, wearing skins of, or shields or 

clothing decorated with, a boar and a lion. Adrastus is put in mind of a prophecy he has 

received bidding him yoke his daughters in marriage to those very animals, and consequently 

marries Tydeus to Deipyle and Polyneices to Argeia and makes the fatal promise that he will 

restore each hero to his native land. For a list of the various ancient sources that tell this tale, 
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see Parke-Wormell, The Delphic Oracle 2. 80 and 150f. and Fontenrose, The Delphic Oracle (1978) p. 

366. On the emblems see in particular Robert 1915:1.200-204.53 As Bond remarks (Euripides' 

Hypsipyle (Oxford 1963) 89n1), "the details differ; no doubt the early tradition was not precise." 

The allusiveness of the reference to the story at Eur. Suppl.131-155 certainly presupposes a 

more detailed earlier account with which the audience was familiar. This account cannot be 

Aeschylus'. Is it not likely to have occurred in the Thebais? Whatever their precise nature 

originally, such emblems seem, as Hampe (-Simon) 21 observe, particularly suited to the 

"Vorstellungswelt" of early epic.54 A Pontic amphora in Basel has been interpreted by R. 

Hampe as a unique depiction of this episode (LIMC VIII 1 s.v. “Tydeus” C 9 : cf. Hampe (-Simon)  

18-25, esp. 24, plates 8 and 11; Jhb. des Röm.- Germ. Zentralmus.Mainz 14 (1967) 68-71). Two 

hoplite warriors duel with spears (the mantled female figure who stands dressed in a chiton 

behind the warrior on the right is taken to be Athena supporting her favourite Tydeus (see 

page 108 below)), while the two daughters of Adrastus, their future wives, rush in from the left 

to stop them. By and large, scholars have not proved very enthusiastic about this 

identification, which can only be definitively judged in the context of the vase's other scenes 

(see page 138 below). The alleged Athena's unmartial garb55 troubled G. Camporeale, Parola del 

Passato 19 (1964) 439 f., as it does K. Schefold, Götter- und Heldensagen der Griechen in der 

spätarchaischen Kunst (1978) 184 = Gods and Heroes in Late Archaic Greek Art 202, who prefers to 

interpret the two warriors as Polyneices and Eteocles, the two female figures dashing in from 

the left as Antigone and Ismene, and the remaining female figure as symbolising the city of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53 Their  absence from Aesch. SCT, in spite of the abundant opportunities for their mention afforded by the 
description of the shields at 377-652, is striking, as Bethe (1891: 166 f) observed.  
54 If the lion and boar were designs upon shields compare page 99 below on the "Schildzeichen" of the Seven. If 
they were animal skins compare Diomedes' lion-pelt, Menelaus' leopard-skin and Dolon's wolf-hide in Il. X.  
Reinhardt, Die Ilias und ihr Dichter 249f detected influence by the Thebais here: in that epic: "sind die 
Tierbekleidungen nicht nur Kostüm sondern Verhängnis, mit ihnen beginnt die Vorgeschichte des Unterganges 
der Sieben." 
55 For an analogous depiction of the goddess see Hampe (-Simon) 24, with plate 6.1. 
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Argos. But do we need to be so specific? Vase-paintings of the combats between Heracles and 

Geryon or Cycnus remind us (see Davies and Finglass’ commentary on Stesichorus p. ) that 

such scenes are often enriched by the presence of female on-lookers to whom we should not 

try to attach a specific name or identity. And the possibility that the present scene is really a 

generic duel (see page 101 below) must not be underestimated. 

Another artefact was once upon a time thought to reflect our epic. The famous Chalcidian 

vase now in Copenhagen ( Nat.Mus. Chr. VIII 496: for illustration see Hampe (-Simon) p. 26; see 

Krauskopf in LIMC I 1 p. 234 (B1); cf. p. 237) shows a securely labelled Adrastus reclining on a 

κλίνη while two mantled figures sit suppliant before him. One of them is labelled Tydeus. In 

the days when it was still supposed that the other seated figure was female, Carl Robert 

(1915:1.196-198) accepted Heydemann's notion (Arch. Zeit. 24 (1866) 130-132) that the painting 

implies a version whereby Tydeus and Polyneices approached Adrastus separately and 

independently.56 He concluded that this version was simpler than the more familiar tradition, 

therefore earlier than it, and probably derived from the Thebais. None of these last three 

inferences is at all compulsive, and now that we know the other seated figure to be as male as 

Tydeus 57 (see e.g. Hampe (-Simon) 25f., Krauskopf ), we may safely dismiss Robert's theory. 

Since two female figures stand behind the two suppliants, the most obvious inference is that 

they represent the two daughters of Adrastus and that the other seated figure is after all 

Polyneices.58 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56Rzach 1922:  2363f   follows  Robert in supposing the existence of a simpler tradition; he is more cautious over 
the notion of the Thebais as its source. The truth about the figure's sex was seen as early as Bethe (1891: 168n13) 
etc.  
57 A complicating factor is the inscription -ομαχοϲ at the edge of the scene. For attempted explanations see Robert 
1915: 2. 74 f n72, Hampe (-Simon) 25f. Here we may merely observe that attempts to interpret it as the name of 
Tydeus’ companion as suppliant (thus allowing a revival in slightly different form of Robert’s hypothesis) are 
rendered unattractive by the apparent proximity of the two daughters of Adrastus. 
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Largely because his own interpretation of the above artefact was essentially incompatible 

with them, Robert was cautious (1915:1.204) as to the claims of Bethe and others that the more 

familiar version outlined above derived from epic: he thought it unlikely that the Delphic 

oracle should have played so significant a rôle in Ionian epic. But Fontenrose has pointed out 

(Delphic Oracle. p. 95)  the general lack of evidence among the ancient sources for the Delphic 

origin of the oracle concerning Adrastus’ daughters. As he observes, Adrastus might have 

received it from a μάντιϲ (so Apollod. III 6.1) or, more  directly, from Apollo. 

We have seen (page 43 above) that the gods' hostility to the expedition against Thebes is 

posited as early as the Iliad, and is a constant feature of tradition thereafter. μάντειϲ δ’ ἐπῆλθεϲ 

ἐµμπύρων   τ’   εἶδεϲ  φλόγα; Theseus asks Adrastus at Eur. Suppl. 155, and when this question 

elicits a groan, οὐκ  ἦλθεϲ, ὡϲ   ἔοικεν,   εὐνοίαι θεῶν, he rightly infers (verse 157). Compare 

Aesch. SCT 378 f, where Amphiaraus forbids Tydeus to cross the Ismenus (οὐ   γὰρ   ϲφάγια  

γίγνεται  καλά). 

The possibility that the motif featured in the Thebais might be thought to gain some 

support from R. Hampe's interpretation (Ant. Kunst 18 (1975) 13-15 with plate 1.1) of a Berlin 

scyphos (Inv. 1970.9: LIMC V 1 s.v. “Ismene” C 5). One side he reads as Ismene's death at the 

hands of Tydeus on the orders of Athena (see page 129f below). The other scene he takes to be 

Tydeus' departure to the expedition against Thebes, in the presence of Adrastus and his queen. 

The hero's newly won wife Deipyle weeps and tries to restrain him. The reason for her 

behaviour presumably lies with the adjacent altar where a sacrifice, one imagines, has revealed 

unfavourable omens. 

Bethe (1891: 126) saw a rationalised reworking of the Thebais ' catalogue of forces in Paus. 

IX 9.2 (3.17 Rocha-Pereira): ὁ δὲ Ἀργείων ϲτρατὸϲ ἐϲ Bοιωτίαν τε μέϲην ἀφίκετο ἐκ μέϲῆϲ 

Πελοποννήϲου καὶ ὁ Ἄδραϲτοϲ ἐξ Ἀρκαδίαϲ καὶ παρὰ Μεϲϲηνίων ϲυμμαχικὰ ἤθροιϲεν, 

ὡϲαύτωϲ δὲ καὶ τοῖϲ Θηβαίοιϲ μιϲθοφορικὰ ἦλθε παρὰ Φωκέων καὶ ἐκ τῆϲ Μινυάδοϲ χώραϲ οἱ 
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Φλεγύαι and IX 9.4: δῆλοι  δέ  εἰϲι  καὶ  τούτοιϲ  οὐ  τὸ  Ἀργολικὸν  µμόνον  οὐδὲ  οἱ  Μεϲϲήνιοι  καὶ  

Ἀρκάδεϲ ἡκολουθηκότεϲ, ἀλλὰ   καὶ   ἔτι   ἐκ   Κορίνθου καὶ   Μεγαρέων ἐπικληθέντεϲ   ἐϲ   τὴν  

ϲυµμµμαχίαν.He could only identify the Arcadian force with that of Parthenopaeus (see page 97 

below ) and the Messenian with the Biantids. 

 

VII) THE	  FOUNDING	  OF	  THE	  NEMEAN	  GAMES	  

This detail was attributed to the Thebais by Welcker (1865: 2.375). Wilamowitz too, was of 

the opinion "dass die Stiftung der panhellenischen Nemeen auf das damals allbekannte Epos 

[viz. the Thebais] zurückgriff" (Glaube der Hell. 1.392).Stoneman 1981: 52-54 reassessed the 

grounds for this supposition and pronounced them generally good. That  the victor list in 

Apollod. III 6.4 coincides with the identities of the Seven against Thebes as inferred for the 

Thebais (pages 93-95 below) strengthens the hypothesis, as does the overall similarity between 

the events mentioned by Apollodorus and those in Il. XXIII's ἆθλα ἐπὶ  Πατρόκλωι. Stoneman's 

further suggestion (1981: 53f) that the death of Opheltes also fell within the Thebais  gains some 

colour from its position within a general framework of gloomy omens: Apollod. III 6.4 has 

Amphiaraus rename the child Archemoros as a token of impending doom. So too  Bacchyl. IX 

14, where  the dead infant is a ϲᾶµμα  μέλλοντοϲ φόνου. We have already seen (page 43 above) 

that the gods are likely to have expressed their disapproval of the expedition in the Thebais by 

some such παραίϲια ϲήματα. 

The sequence of friendly competition at funeral games followed by deadly serious 

competition in war totally reverses, of course, the relationship between the two exhibited in 

the Iliad. Vergil is often described as doing precisely that in his Aeneid (see, for instance, 

Heinze, Virgils Epische Technik 3 (1928) 152 = Engl. tr. 125 f). Perhaps the Thebais showed him the 

way. 



	  

	  

89 

 

VIII) SEVEN-‐GATED	  THEBES	  AND	  THE	  SEVEN	  AGAINST	  THEBES	  

ἑπτάπυλοϲ	  Θήβη: were there seven leaders against Thebes because the city had seven 

gates, or did the tradition as to the number of leaders determine the tradition as to the 

number of gates? Wilamowitz's pungently framed question is best answered by his own 

fundamental investigation 1891: 191-241 = 1971:26-76 (cf.H.W. Singor, Hermes 120 (1992) 401-

411, associating the number with the seven gates in the Achaean wall of Il.VII 336-359; Kühr 

2006:.211n63). Thebes was traditionally pictured as seven-gated from earliest literature 

onwards: she is thus in epic (see Hes.Op.162 with West ad loc., W.D. Meier, Die Epische Formel im 

pseudo-hesiodeischen Frauenkatalog (Diss. Zurich 1976) 176) and in poets influenced by epic, even 

Pindar (see Slater's Lexicon s.v.), whose own experience of his native city could have given the 

epithet the lie. For, as Wilamowitz observed (1891: 224f = 1971: 59), seven gates constitute a 

paradoxically large number of points of attack for the aspiring enemy, and the historical 

Thebes at the relevant time can never have possessed more than three or four (cf. Wilamowitz 

1891: 193-196 = 1971: 28-30 ; Howald 1939:3 n.2; Burkert 1981: 39f = 2001:157 on the unhistorical 

nature of "seven-gated Thebes"). Robert 1915: 1.120f assumed an Ionian author ignorant of the 

real city. Wilamowitz's solution (1891: 228f = 1971: 62-4) was that the author of the Thebais 

made Thebes seven-gated because of the Seven against Thebes. The difficulty an epic poet 

would find in relating the numerous simultaneous events thrown up by the attack on the city 

would be minimised if the leaders and their troops could each be assigned to one gate. An 

effective climax would also be provided with the combat of the two brothers at the last 

remaining gate. A  more than convenient structural device, in other words. For such allotting 

of warriors in battle see West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth 472. To this the real construction 

of the contemporary city would be an irrelevance even if the Thebais ' author had any 
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knowledge of it. On the basis of this hypothetical device alone, Wilamowitz was prepared to 

accord our poet the proud title of a "wirkliche Dichter" (1891: 229 = 1971: 63) and rank him 

with Dante and the composers of the Iliad and Odyssey. This is going a bit foo far, though 

Wilamowitz's solution is surely more convincing than Friedländer's tentative restatement of 

the alternative (1914: 323f = 1969: 38f), or his idea that the seven gates do not particularly 

represent a specific number, but rather symbolise in a general way the power of the city (cf. 

LSJ s.v. ἑπτά 1, Roscher, “Sieben- und Neunzahl im Kultus und Mythus d. Griechen” (Abhandl. d. 

phil.- hist. Kl. d. Königl. sächs. Gess. d. Wiss. 24 (1) (1904)) esp. 115-118, Stith Thompson, Motif- 

Index 6 D 1273.1.3 ("Seven as magic number") etc.).58 

Seven operates as "eine alte Märchenzahl" on other levels too (Seven Thieves, Seven Brides 

for Seven Brothers; see, in general, Stith Thompson's Motif - Index  6 s.v. ‘‘Seven” (p. 658f.), 

Dirlmeier 1954: 154-156 = 1970:51-54, Burkert 1981: 44 = 2001:161 , Kühr 2006:211f, Davies, BICS 

53/2 (2010) 35n55 etc.). It was this realisation that inspired Ernst Howald's ingenious 

hypothesis that the Seven under the leadership of Adrastus were originally conceived as seven 

demons of the Netherworld commanded by their king, the ruler of the Dead (1939: 16f). In a 

sort of reversal of the motif of the hero's κατάβαϲιϲ or descent to the Underworld, these seven 

demons broke loose and assaulted a city in the upper world of the living, before being 

despatched, together with their lord, back to their usual abode. Such a theory would explain 

the unusual brutality that characterises most of the Seven (see page 95 below) as well as the 

story's radical transformation of other familiar motifs (see Howald 1939: 14), which substitutes 

villains defeated in an enterprise involving a real city in the midst of the known world for the 

more orthodox picture of heroes victorious in some remote and other- worldly locale (be it 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58 Such considerations tell against Grote's notion (History of Greece 1.266), already amply refuted by Pearson, 
Euripides   Phoenissae p.xxii f, that the number of leaders against Thebes was much more numerous in the Thebais 
and reduced to seven by Attic tragedy. For the various lists of the Seven given by antiquity and for scholars who 
attribute invention of the number to a source other than the Thebais see further Kühr 2006: 137nn15 and 17.   
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Troy, Colchis or the like). Howald's case is strengthened by Burkert 1981: 40f = 2001: 158 f, who 

cites the parallel Babylonian epic of Erra (9th – 7th century) wherein the god of war and 

pestilence and seven "matchless warriors" set out to destroy mankind. 

Authors variously name the seven gates of Thebes (see Wilamowitz's list and discussion: 

1891: 210-218=45-53; cf. Kühr 2006:212). We have no evidence as to which, if any, of the 

nomenclature derives from the Thebais, though, as Wilamowitz (1891: 224 = 59n2) saw, the 

tragedians' repeated use of Ὁ̆μŏλω̄ῐδε̆ϲ, in spite of the metrical difficulties it posed them, is 

suggestive. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  **********	  

     Jetzt erst fühlt man, dass die Siebenzahl wichtiger ist als die einzelnen Helden, dass sie 

sozusagen vor den Einzelnen da war.                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

                                                                                                                                      Howald 1939:12 

Dass die Sieben gegen Theben ein geschlossener Kreis von Helden, ein Eigenname 

geworden sind, ist das Verdienst ... des Dichters der Thebais.  

                                                                                                             Wilamowitz 1891: 227 = 1971: 62    

 

The earliest list of which we have direct knowledge is Aeschylus’ (SCT 375-652): 

1. Tydeus 

2. Capaneus 

3. Eteoclus 

4. Hippomedon 

5. Parthenopaeus 

6. Amphiaraus 
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7. Polyneices 

This is almost identical with the list on an Argive inscription at Delphi (Paus. X.10.3), dateable 

464–451(cf. L.H. Jeffery, ABSA 60 (1965) 48-50,  A.F. Garvie, Dionysiaca (Page Festschrift 1978) 84 

n28). Robert (1915:1.240f), citing  Paus. II 20.5 (ἐπηκολουθήκαϲι γὰρ Ἀργεῖoι τῆι Aἰϲχύλου 

ποιήϲει), implausibly claimed that the dedication based its list on the recently produced drama 

(in 469) and that it merely modified its source by replacing the "foreigner" Parthenopaeus 

(originally Arcadian according to Robert 238f.:see page 97 below) with Halitherses.59 Aeschylus' 

list is followed unchanged by Sophocles OC 1311-1325,60 Euripides Suppl. 857-917 and (with 

Adrastus ousting Eteoclus)61 Phoen. 1104-1144 (cf. Mastronarde ad loc. and Stephanopoulos  

1980: 124f). The list as thus modified is reproduced by Apollod. III 6.3, Hygin. fab. 70,  Diod. Sic. 

IV 65.7.  Cf. Fowler 2013:413. 

See in particular Robert 1915: 1. 237-244, Fraenkel 1957 = 1964: 273-324, for some pertinent 

remarks on the fluctuations of identity within the number seven  which Howald found so 

significant. Wilamowitz62 (1891: 228-230 = 1971: 62-4, cf. 1914: 97- 103) assumed that Aeschylus 

derived the number and names of the Seven from the Thebais 64, an assumption which he 

supposed to entail the dismissal of Pausanias' claim (II 20.5) that τούτουϲ τοὺϲ   ἄνδραϲ   ἐϲ  

µμόνων   ἑπτὰ   ἀριθµμὸν   κατήγαγεν   Aἰϲχύλοϲ. Robert (1915:1.237) was perfectly prepared to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59 Not to be equated with the Halimedon depicted on the Amphiaraus vase (pages 136-138 below): see Robert 1915: 
1. 237f. 
60 1313–25 del. Reeve, GRBS 11 (1970) 291-3, def.  Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Sophoclea  (1990) 255. 
61  “To avoid confusion with  Eteocles," according to Collard on Eur. Suppl. 857-917. The change also restores the 
Thebais ' version, according to Robert 1915: 1. 243 and Stephanopoulos 1980: 124. But since Aeschylus courts 
precisely the same confusion, Beazley, AJA 54 (1950) p. 313 n.5 inferred he must have inherited Eteoclus from an 
earlier tradition (contra Garvie, Dionysiaca  (Page Festschr. 1978) 72 f, who suggests that he is Aeschylus' invention; 
see further below,  p.94). The two heroes were probably one originally: see Howald 1939: 13f. 
62Especially 1891: 228n2 = 63 n1: "Niemand bezweifelt heute, dass die Thebais die sieben Helden gehabt hat, und 
Pindar allein würde solchen Zweifel verbieten." Pausanias' statement to the contrary (II 20.5) is taken as merely  
further evidence that he had not actually read the Thebais. 
63 Bethe backed up this hypothesis (1891: 84f) by observing that the minor figures among the Seven (e.g. 
Mecisteus) are totally irrelevant to the plot of the play. 
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countenance this dismissal, but supposed the relationship between epic and dramatist to be a 

little more complex. He attributed to the Thebais' list the Mecisteus mentioned by Apollod. III 

6.3 as one of two variants to the Aeschylean roll-call: τινέϲ δὲ  Tυδέα  µμὲν  καὶ  Πολυνείκην οὐ  

καταριθμοῦϲι,  ϲυγκαταλέγουϲι  δὲ  τοῖϲ  ἑπτὰ  Ἐτέοκλον  Ἴφιοϲ  καὶ  Μηκιϲτέα. This context as a 

whole cannot reproduce the Thebais' version — which could never have omitted two such 

crucial figures as Polyneices and Tydeus — but Mecisteus plays an important part in early 

presentations of the Theban saga: cf. Il. XXIII 677 considered page 49f.above and Hdt. V 67. 

Furthermore, it is very striking that Mecisteus, and together with him Adrastus, feature as two 

of the Seven by implication in the list of the Epigoni and their fathers at Apollod. III 7.2: Aἰγιαλεὺϲ 

Ἀδράϲτου ... Eὐρύαλοϲ Μηκιϲτέωϲ. An identical list (though without the fathers) is cited from 

the Argive dedication at Delphi by Pausanias (X 10.2). By similar implication, Aeschylus' 

Hippomedon and Eteoclus (or, rather, their sons) are absent from these lists, which Robert 

(1915:1.243) would have ultimately to descend from the Thebais, especially since what they 

imply about the identity of the Seven is inconsistent with the lists of Aeschylus and the other 

tragedians as outlined page  93 above.65 

Robert concludes that the Thebais' Adrastus and Mecisteus were replaced in the Aeschylean 

catalogue by the colourless Eteoclus (cf. Fraenkel 1957:25 = 1964:294) and Hippomedon. The 

reason for the elimination of Adrastus is obvious (sec. Robert): since Aeschylus' seven 

champions are each listed to be killed by a corresponding Theban hero, and since Adrastus 

survives the battle, he cannot be fitted into the schema. Why Mecisteus should have been 

ousted is less obvious, and even Eteoclus may have been pre-Aeschylean (see page 93n62 

above). 

We saw earlier (page 91 above) how E. Howald explained what he called the "furchtbare 

Gesellen" (1939:13) the Seven constitute. By an exploitation of the few fragments at our 

disposal, the list of Argive heroes as reconstituted above, and the numerous traces which the 
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Thebais has left in later poets such as Aeschylus and Sophocles, Karl Reinhardt (Studium 

Generale 4 (1951) 339 = Tradition und Geist 14f) ingeniously contrasted the Iliad's complex 

sympathy for Greeks and Trojans alike with our epic's black and white presentation of 

invaders63 and defenders. Though no less Greek than the Thebans, the seven chieftains seem to 

have been presented as monsters of a totally unHomeric kind: "schon ihre Namen ein Katalog 

der Arten der Gewalt, der Prahlerei, der Hybris, der Brutalität." 67 (That many of the Seven  

bear “redende Namen” was already observed by, for instance, Wilamowitz 1891: 240 = 75 and 

Friedländer 1914: 325 = 1969: 39 and partly anticipated by Bethe 1891:175 on “die wilden und 

starken Argiver”). Contrast (cf. Kühr 2006:141) the shadowy nature of their opponents in 

Thebes or, indeed, of the Epigoni (page 170 below). For the whole principle of significant 

names in early epic see page 46 above.                                                                                                                                                                

What is meant by "the numerous traces which the Thebais has left in" Attic tragedy may be 

seen by glancing at Bethe's list (1891: 83f) of details about the Seven which are common to 

Aesch. SCT, Soph. OC, and to  Eur. Suppl. and Phoen. Their consistency in characterisation and 

other respects is such that influence by the Thebais becomes the only satisfactory explanation. 

In the case of Amphiaraus we may regard the hypothesis as proved, since the stress on his 

double rôles of seer and warrior which we find in SCT 569 and OC 1314f certainly did occur in 

the Thebais (fr. 7: see page 123 below). Elsewhere we lack this kind of confirmation. But when 

all three tragedians agree in as many as eight places on the nature of Capaneus' death (see 

page 97 below), it is hard not to divine an epic, and specifically the Thebais, as their common 

source. 

 

TYDEUS 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63 Note especially Aesch. SCT 170: ἑτεροφώνωι cτρατῶι (cf. Lloyd-Jones, CQ 9 (1959) 85n3, G. Zuntz, PCPS 27 (1981) 
90) and Hutchinson ad loc. 
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On this hero in general see Robert, Heldensage 3.1. 924-926, Nilsson, The Mycenaean Origin of 

Greek Mythology 116f ("his character shows traces of a high and crude antiquity which was 

detested by the Homeric age": for the most extreme instance see pages 107-10 below), and 

Dirlmeier 1954: 157 = 1970: 53 on this and other names of the Seven ending in -eus. Aesch. SCT 

424 f hints at the tradition as to Tydeus' small stature which we find in the Iliad (V 801 μικρὸϲ  

µμὲν ἔην   δέµμαϲ,   ἀλλὰ   µμαχητήϲ) and Fraenkel (1957: 16 = 1964: 285) suggests this may have 

occured in the Thebais.68 The SCT also reveals a state of hostility between this hero and 

Amphiaraus: Tydeus upbraids the seer for cowardice (verse 382f); Amphiaraus denounces the 

blood-lust and bad counsel of Tydeus (verses 570-575). Bethe (1891: 82f) supposed this enmity 

to derive from the Thebais, a suggestion approved by Wecklein, Sitzb. Bay. Akad. Wisschft. phil.-

hist. Cl. 5 (1901)  663f. For ἔριϲ as an important motif in epic see e.g. D.L.Cairns, “Affronts and 

Quarrels in the Iliad,” Papers of the Leeds International Latin Seminar 7 (1983) 155-167 = Oxford 

Readings in Homer’s Iliad 203 -219. 

 

CAPANEUS 

Robert Heldensage 3.1. 937-940 has a general survey of traditions on this hero; cf. 

Hutchinson's note on Aesch. SCT 422-456. “Schon der Dichter der alten Thebais muss ihn in 

grossartiger Kühnheit mit den Zügen ausgestattet haben, die ihn für alle Zeiten zum 

gewaltigsten contemptor divum  machen sollten”: Fraenkel (1957:15 = 1964:285) is surely right, 

and the deduction is all the more interesting when we realise (see Griffin 1977: 46f = 2001:380) 

how totally unIliadic is the conception of this arrogant blasphemer, whose very name is 

derived from ϲκάπτειν (see Wilamowitz 1891:226n2 = 61n1; cf. Dirlmeier 1954: 157 =1970: 

53).The strikingly unHomeric figure of Mezentius in Vergil’s Aeneid may have owed something 

to the Thebais’ Capaneus and Statius’ Capaneus is often described as indebted to Mezentius: see 

e.g. Helm RE 18.3 (1949) 994. 62-65).Capaneus’ blasting by Zeus' thunderbolt as he tries to scale 
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the   walls of Thebes is so constant a feature of tradition likewise (see Collard on Eur. Suppl. 

496f (2.242): on the evidence of art (see pages 101-104 below), that scholars are doubtless right 

to attribute it to the Thebais. Another unIliadic feature, then.64 ("Kein Held der Ilias wird vom 

Blitz getroffen ... denn das ginge, könnte man sagen, gegen den Geschmack": Reinhardt, 

Studium Generale 4 (1951) 339 = Tradition und Geist 15).65 For the Iliadic restriction of  Zeus' 

thunderbolt to a warning sign see Nilsson, Arch. für Religwiss. 22 (1923 (4) 366 = Opusc. Sel. 1.359, 

Griffin 1977: 47 = 2001:380. Even in the description of Ajax the Locrian's death at Od. iv 499-511, 

nothing is said of a thunderbolt (contrast later accounts as cited by Tarrant on Sen. Ag. 528f). 

Idas is blasted by a thunderbolt in Pind. Nem. X 71 (probably from the Cypria: see e.g. West 

2013: 94-7). 

  

PARTHENOPAEUS 

On this figure see in general Hutchinson on Aesch. SCT 526-567, Fowler 2013:411.                

"P's Arcadian birth and early metoecism to Argos is a constant detail, whether original to SCT 

547f. or not" (Collard on Eur. Suppl. 888-891. (2.331)). See Fraenkel 1957: 37f = 1964:306. The 

hero's status as Arcadian and a son of Atalanta was confidently attributed to the Thebais by 

Bethe (1891: 86n11). More cautious are Jacoby on Hellanicus FGrHist 1 F 32 (p. 328) and 

Fraenkel as cited. Howald 1939: 12 f sees the association of this hero (and, indeed, the Seven at 

large) with Argos as the product of a late tendency to locate saga in specific contexts (cf.Kühr 

2006:138n26), and attributes it to epic. On the likely original form of the name see Beazley, AJA 

54  (1950) 313f. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64 When Collard (as cited) writes "Epic, however, ignores the episode, dignifying C. as ἀγακλειτόϲ Il. II 564 and 
κυδάλιμοϲ IV 403," he means "Homer" not "Epic". 
65 According to  Σ Eur. Phoen. 1173  (1.374 Schwartz) ὁ Καπανεὺϲ θέλων μιμήϲαϲθαι τὸν Δία ἀνῆλθεν εἰϲ κλίμακα 
ἔχων δύο λαμπάδαϲ. τὴν μίαν κεραυνὸν ἔλεγεν εἶναι καὶ τὴν μίαν ἀϲτραπήν. ἐπὶ τούτοιϲ ὀργιϲθεὶϲ ὁ Ζεὺϲ 
ἐκεραύνωϲεν αὐτόν. In his note on  Aesch. SCT 422-456, Hutchinson suggests this version is early and presupposed 
by the Aeschylean passage. 
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HIPPOMEDON 

Wilamowitz (1914: 99n1) and Fraenkel (1957:32 = 1964: 301) suppose he featured in epic, 

Bethe (1891: 87n13) specifically assigned him to the Thebais’ list of the Seven. Against this latter 

supposition see page 94 above. 

 

In Aeschylus, of course, each of the Seven Argive commanders is allotted a Theban warrior 

as opponent. Prima facie we would expect this to be Aeschylus' own invention, one demanded, 

as Robert (1915:1.246) puts it, by the play's dramatic framework. Besides, as Wilamowitz (1891: 

225 = 60) and Robert saw, the Thebais seems to have made Periclymenus the opponent of both 

Amphiaraus and Parthenopaeus (see page 122 below). Aeschylus fails to mention him at all. 

Polyneices must have been matched with Eteocles, of course, from the very first; and 

Aeschylus' ranking of Melanippus against Tydeus also probably derives from the Thebais, 

where the enmity of the two reached a grisly climax (see pages 106-114 below), though in fact 

it was Amphiaraus who finally despatched Melanippus. On Melanippus' presumed importance 

in the Thebais see Fraenkel 1957:14 and n1 = 1964: 283 and n4. 

Friedländer prefers to suppose that Πολυφόντηϲ, Μεγαρεύϲ, Ὑπέρβιοϲ and Oἴνοποϲ were 

also taken over from epic by Aeschylus, who merely invented the figure of Λαϲθένηϲ in order 

to provide a potential opponent for Amphiaraus (1914: 325n1 = 1969: 39n54). Since Amphiaraus 

actually sinks below the earth before he can encounter this opponent, Lasthenes, as 

Wilamowitz too observed (1914: 75), has nothing to do. The form of his name (Λᾱϲθένηϲ rather 

than Λᾶοϲθ-) also tells against epic origin. Megareus is certainly an obscure nonenity. 

Polyphontes is a name that appears elsewhere in connection with the Seven's expedition 
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against Thebes (see page 46 above). Like Hyperbius, it is a significant and therefore invented 

name, though this fact tells us nothing about who invented it.66 

Wilamowitz (1914: 78) assumed that the "Schildzeichen" were Aeschylus' own invention. 

T.G. Tucker, in his commentary on Aeschylus' SCT (1908) p. LIII, took it for granted that the 

Thebais supplied Aeschylus with the basic idea of a description of the shield devices of the 

Argive leaders. The idea was cautiously approved by Fraenkel (1957: 9f = 1964: 279f), who 

compared the famous "Schildbeschreibung" in the Iliad and Aethiopis (cf. West 2013:144), while 

reserving for Aeschylus' invention the symbolic overtones in, for instance, the account of 

Tydeus' emblem. Archaeological evidence seems to reinforce the views of Tucker and Fraenkel 

as against the position of Wilamowitz (see, for instance, Hampe (-Simon)  27: "die reichen und 

vielfältigen Schildembleme der archaischen Zeit verschwinden in der frühen Klassik fast ganz 

und verlieren Kraft und Ausdrucksfülle"; cf. Beazley-Caskey, Attic Vase Paintings in Boston 2 

(1954) 79). Thus, on the general level, by Aeschylus' time shield emblems and decorations had 

lost the imaginative vivacity that characterised them in the archaic age. 

More specifically, the Basel amphora which perhaps shows the setting out of Amphiaraus 

(LIMC I.1 s.v. “Amphiaraos” E161: pl. 8 in Hampe-Simon; see page 135f below) also shows a 

number of warriors with variously emblazoned shields, including one that displays a crescent 

moon and stars. This unusual device has reminded several scholars of Tydeus' similar emblem 

in SCT 387-390 ἔχει δὲ ὑπέρφρον   ϲῆµμ’   ἐπ’   ἀϲπίδοϲ τόδε, | φλέγονθ’ ὑπ’   ἄϲτροιϲ οὐρανὸν  

τετυγµμένον | λαμπρὰ δὲ πανϲέληνοϲ ἐν  µμέϲωι  ϲάκει, | πρέϲβιcτον ἄϲτρων, νυκτὸϲ ὀφθαλμόϲ, 

πρέπει.The discrepancy between full- and crescent moon is easily explained, since an artist 

would soonest choose the latter as a less ambiguous sign for a shield (Hampe (-Simon) 27, 

Krauskopf 68n74 etc.). However, the number of warriors depicted easily exceeds seven (the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66 Bethe was certainly wrong (1891: 88) to lump him with others as "keine berühmten Namen." But one should not 
follow Wilamowitz (1914: 102) in supposing that Hdt. V 67 is testimony to Megareus' importance: see page 39 
above. 
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famous Seven each with a companion, Hampe (-Simon) would assure us) and "if the ... painter 

knew that Tydeus' blazon was the moon and stars and intended Tydeus for one of the 

combatants in the larger and more important scene on the shoulder [see above page 86], why 

did he not put the correct blazon there?" ( R. M.Cook, CR 15 (1965) 98). Hampe and Simon's  

retort in Jhb.  des Röm. Germ.  Zentral. Mus. Mainz 14 (1967) 85 (two different blazons for two 

different stages of the story – at Argos and before Thebes) does not convince, and I concur 

with Brommer’s Vasenlisten3: "Deutung nicht sicher." 

For handy surveys of vases that possibly depict the Seven commanders see Small, pp. 135-8. 

and M. Tiverios, Mitt. d. Deutsch. Arch. Inst. (Athen. Abteil.) 96 (1981) 145-161. The likeliest 

candidates (LIMC s.v. “Sieben” VII 1. 730 ff.) are the cup by Macron (Louvre G271: ARV 2 461.33), 

c. 490/80; a Hydria in Basel (the Borowski Collection), c. 470/60; a lecythos by the Terpaulus 

Painter (Agrigentum Mus. Civ. 23: ARV2 308.5, Paralip. 357), first decade of the fifth century, 

the cup by the Cleophrades Painter (Aths. Nat. Mus. Acrop. 336 (B 87): ARV 2 192.105), c. 480 (for 

illustrations see Tiverios, plates 43–45). Each vase presents a similar scene. 

Thanks to the relative inexplicitness of this type of representation, we could not be sure, 

even if we knew for certain that the figures involved were the Seven, how precisely to 

interpret their activities. Tiverios supposes they are preparing for battle by arming 

themselves; but other scholars (see Small as cited) have taken them to be leaving home for the 

war. 

Tiverios' hypothesis of a literary source (our Thebais) is perfectly arbitrary and leads him 

into unconvincing stratagems such as his attempt (p. 147) to produce a single unitary figure 

from the warrior holding a helmet in his hand (Terpaulus Painter and Cleophrades Painter), 

the warrior holding a greave (Macron), and the warrior holding a sword (Basel Hydria). 

Parthenopaeus and Adrastus seem safely identified on these vases. As for the rest of the 
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figures, one may more safely generalise Small's conclusion vis-à-vis the Basel hydria (p. 176): 

"the other warriors take genre poses and must remain nameless."  

Those who are reluctant to accept that Onasias' painting derives (see page 32 above) from 

the Oedipodeia, have sometimes wondered whether the Thebais may not in fact be the 

inspiration behind this artefact (cf. Robert 1915: 1.180). The obstacle to this is roughly the same 

as before: why does Pausanias fail to add the Thebais ' name? Why, indeed, does he mention 

Onasias at all? 

The brothers' conflict was also depicted on the Chest of Cypselus (Paus. V 19.6: LIMC s.v. 

“Eteokles” V. A a 4): Πολυνείκει πεπτωκότι ἐϲ γόνυ ἔπειϲιν Ἐτεοκλῆϲ)67 and described at Eur. 

Phoen. 1414 -17: 

 ὁµμοῦ δὲ κάμψαϲ πλευρὰ καὶ νηδὺν τάλαϲ 

 cὺν αἱµματηραῖϲ ϲταγόϲι Πολυνείκηϲ πίτνει, 

 ὃ  δ,’  ὡϲ κρατῶν δὴ καὶ νενικηκὼϲ μάχηι, 

 ξίφοϲ δικὼν ἐϲ γαῖαν ἐϲκύλευέ νιν. 

The similarities between the two passages have led various scholars68 to posit the Thebais as the 

common source. 

For a useful survey of the numerous artefacts that have been thought to display the duel of 

the brothers see Small 104-108, who stresses the frequency with which the cautious scholar 

must abandon the combatants as unidentifiable or anonymous participators in a generic duel; 

and shows that numerous Etruscan urns are likelier interpreted as revealing the duel of Aeneas 

and Turnus, or Arruns and Brutus, or Romulus and Remus. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67Such a scheme only appears in extant artefacts from the fourth century and Krauskopf 16 derives these from the 
Phoenissae. For bibliography on reconstructions of this scene of the Chest see Small 104n12.  
68 For instance, Robert 1915: 1.224 f, Rzach 1922: 2369.40-42, Krauskopf 69n80. 
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From the beginning of the fifth century a large number of Etruscan scarabs depict the 

overthrow of Capaneus (see LIMC V.1 s.v. “Kapaneus” D (Krauskopf), p. 41f (discussion) and  

957-959 (lists) with pl. 18; cf. Small 146f). Perhaps, as Krauskopf (p. 41) suggests, the 

importance of Zeus' lightning in Etruscan cult sharpened interest in the story. But by nature of 

their restricted size these scarabs add nothing to our knowledge. The types vary somewhat, 

Capaneus' scaling-ladder is but rarely shown, even the lightning-bolt is no necessary 

ingredient, and often it is only the inscription that reveals the warrior's identity at all. Even if, 

as Krauskopf supposes, these artefacts presuppose a market acquainted with a literary source 

for the tale (to wit, the Thebais), we learn nothing at all about that poem from these gems. 

Similarly uninformative as to details are those Etruscan scarabs showing Tydeus in various 

warlike poses (see LIMC VIII 1 (Krauskopf) 142f. (discussion) and 102f. (lists), with plate 19; cf. 

Small 145f.). Indeed, there is even less in the way of characterising features than with 

Capaneus and his lightning. And when we are, for once, offered by some gems an otherwise 

unattested detail (an arrow-wound in Tydeus' shin-bone from which Krauskopf  43 and 84 n287 

infers a literary tradition of a non-fatal hurt in that region as opposed to the mortal stomach 

wound testified by Apollod. III 6.8), we should pause long before accepting it. Cautious scholars 

will be led to nothing more specific than to Small's unambitious conclusion (p. 147): "the gems 

prove that the Etruscans knew the stories related to the Theban Cycle at least as early as the 

fifth century B.C. and that the Seven were popular enough heroes to be used in genre scenes."  

Further depictions of Capaneus striving to storm Thebes are not very informative from our 

point of view. As with Tydeus, the few novel details we encounter are productive of 

complication rather than enlightenment. Thus, on an urn relief now in the Museo Civico at 

Chiusi (215: LIMC V 1 s.v. “Kapaneus” III C. 318: Small, Cat. 15, plate 9; see in particular Robert 

1915:1. 227-31, Krauskopf p. 57 (and plate 23.2); a full description of contents in Small 122f.), we 

see Capaneus climbing his regular ladder and grasping his regular shield with his left hand. But 
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over his left shoulder slumps an inert (and presumably dead) body. What are we to make of 

this? A literal interpretation would be too absurd: it is difficult enough to climb a ladder while 

burdening one hand with a shield. Not even Capaneus would have wished to render the task 

near impossible by draping himself with a cadaver besides! The urn dates from the second half 

of the second century B.C. Scholars (e.g. Robert and Krauskopf) usually cite the scene in 

Statius’ Thebaid (VIII 745-750) where Capaneus lifts the dying Melanippus and bears him on his 

left shoulder to Tydeus (see p.109 below). Brunn- Körte, Rilieve delle urne etrusc. 2.1.68 -71 go 

further in suggesting that the common source for the Roman poet and the Etruscan artefact 

was the epic Thebais. Such a theory presupposes that the urn presents us with a typical artistic 

combination of two separate scenes, a possibility that is accepted by Krauskopf. Robert (1915:1. 

229) objects that the urn's corpse is still trailing its shield, inconsistently with the situation 

outlined by Statius. This is a trivial complaint. More significant for the hypothesis of our epic 

as a common source is his observation (1915:1. 228f) that Statius "die Thebais notorisch nicht 

gelesen hat": see page 52 above. 

Since other reliefs represent Capaneus' ascent of his ladder without the troublesome 

corpse (e.g. the Roman sarcophagus in the Villa Pamphili: LIMC V.1 s.v. “Kapaneus” C2.17: 

Krauskopf plate 23.3), and since the relief which does include the corpse is unlikely to derive 

that detail from the work which is usually taken to be the original of these and similar reliefs 

(cf.O.-W. von Vacano, Mitteil. d. Deutsch. Arch. Inst. (Röm.Abteil.) 76 (1969) 154), there is much to 

be said for Robert's conclusion (1915:1. 233) that the modification in question may be the 

artist's own idea and need not reflect anything in the Thebais (cf. Krauskopf p. 57: "[man sollte] 

die Zeugnis der Chiusiner Urnen nicht zu hoch bewerten"). Small's analysis (152-154) arrives at 

much the same verdict. Note in particular the assertion that "it is extraordinary how much the 

figure of Capaneus with the dead man resembles Ajax carrying Achilles ... The Etruscan artisan 

knew that Capaneus climbed a ladder to take Thebes single-handedly, but, since he had no 
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readily available type for this figure, he took another figure and plugged him into Capaneus' 

position. That this particular figure, who could fit so easily on a ladder, happened also to be 

carrying the body of a dead warrior did not concern the artisan. He just inserted the group 

intact. Consequently, there is no specific name for the figure carried by Capaneus. That the 

ladder climber is indeed Capaneus is probable because of his association with the ladder. But 

the identification should not be pressed further" (153f). Other Etruscan urns (cf. LIMC V.1 s.v. 

‘Kapaneus’ D10 (p.959)), which show a warrior plunging from a ladder, need not be depictions 

of Capaneus in particular: see Small 155-164 (esp. 155: "The figure could just as well represent 

some Etruscan hero in an attack on an Etruscan town as well as any other Greek myth" ). 

  On the defeat of the Seven, the Attic tragedians have a simple tale to tell: the Argive army 

besieges Thebes and their chieftains try to storm its walls. They fail, and when Capaneus is 

killed in the attempt, the Argive army turns to flight. A rather more complex account is given 

by Paus. IX  9. 1-3. The Argives win a preliminary victory over the Thebans in a hand- to- hand 

battle at the River Ismenus. The Thebans are driven back to their city and escape to its walls. 

When the Argives try to scale the latter they are massacred by Thebans shooting from the 

walls. These Thebans then sally out and defeat the remainder. A similar tale, partly obscured 

by contamination with an account derived from Euripides’ Phoenissae, is to be found in Apollod. 

III 6.7 (μάχηϲ δὲ  γενοµμένηϲ  οἱ  Καδµμεῖοι  µμέχρι  τῶν  τειχῶν  ϲυνεδιώχθηϲαν  κτλ. For the self-

sacrifice  of Menoeceus, here interpolated, as a Euripidean invention see Stephanopoulos 1980: 

115-118). Capaneus' overthrow is the turning-point in these accounts too. 

I am sympathetic to the idea that this latter version of events stems from the Thebais 

(Bethe 1891:123-126.; cf. Wilamowitz 1891: 225 =1971: 60; Stoneman 1981: 49 etc.), not so much 

for the reasons alleged by Bethe, as because it is hard to conceive any other source for an 

account that survives into such late authors and yet is at odds with the tragic vulgate. The 

motif of the victorious battle followed by the unsuccessful assault on the walls is certainly both 
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Homeric and epic, as Bethe observed. Likewise, the striking down of the triumphant hero from 

the walls he seems set to scale and the routing of his side, the sallying forth of the besieged in 

consequence, also have numerous analogies in epic, the Aethiopis’ Achilles in particular (cf. 

West 2013:149). 

Apollod. III 6.8 places Ismarus' killing of Hippomedon, Leades' killing of Eteoclus, 

Asphodicus’'69 of Parthenopaeus and Melanippus' fatal wounding of Tydeus amid the Argive 

rout that follows Capaneus' overthrow. This passage too Bethe (1891: 125) would derive from 

the Thebais, but his conviction that Hippomedon appeared in that epic is to be treated with 

caution: see page 93 above. 

Fr. 6 on Adrastus' escape need not imply that the Thebais envisaged the Argive army as 

fighting on horseback in a strikingly unHomeric manner. Lloyd-Jones (CQ 7 (1957) 15n1 = 

Academic Papers [I] 372n7) observes that "The Argives may well have been imagined as using 

chariots to bring them up to or away from the scene of battle, but as doing the actual fighting 

on foot. This seems to be how Aeschylus conceived the battle." 

 

F4	  

For the mode of reference to this episode (τὰ ἐν  Θηβαΐδι ἔπη   τὰ   ἐϲ   τὴν  Παρθενoπαίον  

τελευτὴν) Rzach (1922:2361.52-57) compares ἐν   Διοµμήδεοϲ ἀριϲτείηι (Hdt.II 116) or Plato's 

Λιταί (Crat. 428C)70 and infers (2369.26f)"eine ausführliche Behandlung." Periclymenus, son of  

Poseidon, also features as Parthenopaeus' slayer in the messenger speech at Eur. Phoen. 1153-

62: 

 ὁ  δ’  Ἀρκάϲ, οὐκ Ἀργεῖοϲ, Ἀταλάντηϲ γόνοϲ, 

 τυφὼϲ πύλαιϲιν ὤϲ τιϲ ἐµμπεϲὼν βοᾶι 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69 See page 106 below. 
70 For further parallels see Schmid, GGL 1.1 128n1, S. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer (1967)  20- 35. 
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 πῦρ καὶ δικέλλαϲ, ὡϲ καταcκάψων πόλιν. 

 ἀλλ’ ἔϲχε μαργῶντ’ αὐτὸν ἐναλίου θεοῦ 

 Περικλύμενοϲ παῖϲ, λᾶαν ἐµμβαλὼν κάραι 

 ἁµμαξοπληθῆ, γεῖϲ’ ἐπάλξεων ἄπο 

 ξανθὸν δὲ κρᾶτα διεπάλυνε καὶ ῥαφάϲ 

 ἔρρηξεν ὀϲτέων, ἄρτι δ’ οἰνωπὸν γένυν 

 καθηιμάτωϲεν οὐδ’ ἀποίϲεται βίον 

 τῆι καλλιτόξωι μητρὶ Μαινάλου κόρηι. 

See too Apollod. III 6.8: Ἀcφόδικοϲ (Wilamowitz: Ἀµμφίδικοϲ codd.)71 δὲ Παρθενοπαῖον   (scil. 

ἀπέκτεινεν). ὡϲ   δὲ   Eὐριπίδηϲ   φηϲί, Παρθενοπαῖον   ὁ   Ποϲειδῶνοϲ   παῖϲ Περικλύμενοϲ 

ἀπέκτεινε. Euripides' lines here replace the Thebais,  as the later and more familiar author so 

often ousts the earlier and less read in the texts of mythographers and scholia: see page 108 

below. 

In Euripides' account, Parthenopaeus is thrown from the wall like Capaneus. In 

Apollodorus, by implication, he is killed in the hand- to- hand fighting that accompanies the 

Argive retreat caused by Capaneus' death. Bethe (1891: 125) thinks this latter context more 

appropriate both for the kind of battle we expect in an epic and for the mighty son of 

Poseidon. The Thebais certainly seems to have had Periclymenus attack Amphiaraus at this 

stage of the conflict: see page 121 below. 

Why Aeschylus should have chosen to omit Periclymenus is, as Bethe says (1891: 88), a 

mystery: see page 97 above. 

 

F5	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71 See Wilamowitz 1891: 225 =  60n2. 
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On "Die Genfer Iliasscholien", our source for this fr., see Erbse, Rh. Mus. 95 (1952) 170-191.72 

The passage in ΣGen., with its reference to ἡ  ἱϲτορία  παρὰ  τοῖϲ Κυκλικοῖc, was first published 

by J. Nicole, Les scolies Genévoises de l'Iliade 2 (Geneva 1891) 63f. The same tale occurs, without 

the attribution to the cyclic poets, in Σ Ab T Il. V 126 (2.22 Erbse):  

φαϲίν ἐν τῶι Θηβαϊκωι πολέμωι Tυδέα τρωθέντα ὑπὸ Μελανίππου τοῦ 

Ἀϲτακοῦ ϲφόδρα ἀγανακτῆϲαι. Ἀμφιάρεων δὲ κτείναντα τὸν Μελάνιππον 

δοῦναι τὴν κεφαλὴν  Tυδεῖ. τὸν δὲ δίκην θηρὸϲ ἀναπτύξαντα ῥοφᾶν τὸν 

ἐγκέφαλον ἀπὸ θυμοῦ. κατ’ ἐκεῖνο δὲ καιροῦ παρεῖναι Ἀθηνᾶν ἀθαναϲίαν αὐτῶι 

φέρουϲαν ἐξ  οὐρανοῦ καὶ διὰ τὸ μύϲοϲ ἀπεϲτράφθαι. τὸν δὲ θεαϲάμενον 

παρακαλέϲαι κἂν τῶι παιδὶ αὐτοῦ χαρίϲαϲθαι τὴν ἀθαναϲίαν. ἱϲτορεῖ Φερεκύδηϲ 

(FGrHist 3 F 97).  

That in our fragment οἱ κυκλικοί = ἡ Θηβαΐϲ was first seen by Robert (1915: 1.195 (the story of 

Tydeus’ cannibalism "kann ... in der Thebais kaum gefehlt haben") and 205; see too Rzach 

1922:2368.42f, Severyns, Musée Belge 30 (1926) 122 and n1, repeated in 1928: 77f, 219f,  etc. 

Compare the phrase ἡ   κυκλικὴ Θηβαΐϲ in frr. 2 and 3.The identification of our fragment's 

resting-place with the Thebais has been accepted by most scholars (e.g. Pearson, Fragments of 

Sophocles 3.39, Griffin 1977: 42 and 46 = 2001: 372 and 380, Stoneman 1981:57). The only serious 

dissent comes from Van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad (Leiden 1963) 

1.333f, who argues that Σ Gen.'s reference to the Cycle may be a mere elaboration built upon 

Pherecydes' name, a plausible guess based on the assumption that Tydeus' death must have 

been mentioned in the Thebais (compare the similar deductions of the more recent scholars 

listed above) and one calculated to give a pleasingly (and misleadingly) learned impression. 

That Pausanias indulged in this kind of pretence to wide reading is itself by no means certain 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
72 This is summarised in his preface to the reprint of Nicole's edition (Hildesheim 1966). 
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(see West 2013: 49). In the present case, when we do not even know the identity of the 

individual responsible for the statement, the explanation is bound to strike us as arbitrary. The 

process of substituting a more familiar and later name for an earlier less read author is very 

familiar (cf. Severyns 1928: 75-79, esp. 77f). And since Van der Valk himself allows (334n220) 

that Pherecydes may have followed the Thebais ' version of events, his argument has little to 

commend it.                                                                                                                                      

    “Aus wiederholten Hinweisen älterer Lyriker ... und Dramatiker ... darf geschlossen werden 

dass jene schaurige Szene des alten Heldenliedes mächtigen Eindruck übte": Rzach 1922: 

2368.54-61. The story falls into two inseparable parts on which see Robert 1915:1.131-134 and 

2.48f and Beazley, JHS 67 (1947) 1-9 (with  bibliography in 3n4 and 5n5). As the latter scholar 

observes (p. 4), those authors who only mention Tydeus' singular meal cannot have been 

ignorant of the loss of immortality which forms its inevitable sequel: "the legend ... is a unity 

and cannot be split into two. In oral tradition, or in the rude narrative of a primitive bard, the 

trespass might have been described by itself; but to the high poetry of mature Greek epic it 

would have seemed a pointless brutality unless followed by a terrible punishment."Athena 

obviously featured in the Thebais no less than the Iliad (see pages 43 -49 above) as Tydeus' 

protectress. 

The idea of a drug (or something similar) of immortality is widespread throughout the 

world from the epic of Gilgamesh (cf. Kirk, Myth, its Meaning and Function (1971) 140, 144f.) 

onwards: see J. Bauer’s article s.v. “Lebenskraut” in EM 8.836-8, T.H. Gaster, Myth, Legend and 

Custom in the Old Testament (1968) 29f; cf. T. Karadagli, Fabel und Ainos: Studien zur gr. Fabel (Beitr. 

zur kl. Phil.  135 (1981)) 145-148, Davies, Mus. Helv.  44 (1987) 69  and Prometheus 37 (2011) 125f. 

It is usually an integral part of the motif that the mortal involved comes close to immortality 

and then forfeits it (like Gilgamesh and Tydeus) through some deficiency basic to humanity. A 

heartening pair of counter-examples from Greek legend is provided by Glaucus (cf. Frazer, 



	  

	  

108 

Loeb Apollodorus 2 Appendix 7, J. Fontenrose, Calif. Stud. Class. Ant. 2 (1969) 127f) and Tydeus' 

own son (see page 114 below). According to Fontenrose, in the present case "the herb is no 

more than a refined version of the head, which is the means of immortality in the primitive 

tale" (p.125) and "the herb which restores the Champion is a recurring feature of the combat 

myth" (125n42 with examples) as examined exhaustively in the same scholar's Python. 

The intensely unHomeric nature of the whole picture is stressed by Reinhardt, Studium 

Generale 4 (1951) 339 = Tradition und Geist 15 and Griffin 1977: 42 and 46 = 2001: 372 and 380. So 

easy a prospect of immortality would be unthinkable in the  Iliad or even the Odyssey.  Again, in 

the former poem, wishes to feast on the enemy's flesh are expressed but never fulfilled (Il. IV 

35, XXII 346, XXIV 212), and in the latter cannibalism is the prerogative of monsters like the 

Cyclops. Furthermore, Tydeus is very favourably presented in the Iliad (see page 49 above). 

Possible precedents or analogies for Tydeus' horrific act are considered by Dirlmeier 1954: 

152f. = p. 49f. and M. Delcourt, “Tydée et Mélanippe”, Studi e materiali di Storia delle Religioni 37 

(1966) 139-188; cf. P. Vicaire, Bull. Assoc.  G. Budé (1979) 7 fn.5. See further page 111 below. 

In saying that Amphiaraus slew Melanippus and cut off his head and brought it to Tydeus,  

Σ Gen. is in agreement with all our sources save Apollodorus III 6.3 (see Davies and Finglass on 

Stesichorus fr.92) and Statius (Theb. VIII 739-750), who, having already despatched Amphiaraus 

to subterranean gloom, appropriately transfers the action to the hateful Capaneus (see page 97 

above), and Libanius (Progymnasmata R 4.1100 (8.40 Förster)), who assigns the task to a 

nameless companion of Tydeus. On Melanippus' function in the Thebais see further page 109 

above. The fight between him and Tydeus is traced back to the widespread motif of the Combat 

Myth (the Champion against the dark Antagonist) by Fontenrose as cited, 124-126 and n42. 

Nothing is said in any of the Iliadic scholia as to the motive behind the parting of 

Melanippus' head from its owner and the bringing of it to Tydeus. There are, in fact, two 

divergent explanations of this: according to Σ Pind. Nem. X 12b (3.168 Dr.), Statius, and Libanius, 
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Tydeus had asked for the head. Apollod. III 6.8, however, gives a more devious account: 

Amphiaraus, hating Tydeus for having persuaded the Argives into the attack on Thebes, and 

aware, by virtue of his mantic powers, that Athena intended to make Tydeus immortal, 

brought the head in the fully-justified hope that Tydeus would act true to type and throw away 

his unique opportunity rather than forego revenge.73 For comparable bloody acts of vengeful 

savagery see West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth 497f; cf.Fowler 2013:412n44. Bethe (1891:76f.) 

supposed that the simpler version which we have mentioned first actually developed first, and 

that Apollodorus' more complex and sophisticated account suggests a later elaboration: this he 

identified with the Thebais.                                                                                                 

  As for the exact form in which Athena brought the immortality, most of our sources 

regard it (either explicitly or by implication) as a drug or potion (e.g. Apollodorus' φάρμακον 

δι’ οὗ  ποιεῖν  ἔµμελλεν  ἀθάνατον αὐτόν) and this fits well with the motif-parallels mentioned 

above p.108. Two vase-paintings certainly ("The Rosi Crater" (no longer extant): LIMC s.v. 

“Tydeus” VIII 1 F17 (Beazley fig. 1); a fragmentary bell-krater in New York: 12. 229.14: LIMC 

F17a (Beazley fig. 2): full descriptions and discussion in Beazley), and one Etruscan mirror 

probably (Cab. Méd. 1289: cf. I. Mayer-Prokop, Die Gravierten Etrusk. Griffspiegel (Mitteil. Deutsch. 

Arch. Inst. (Röm. Abteil.) Ergshft.13 (1967)) 70-72 and plate 15: the interpretation is Beazley’s 

(p.7) followed by e.g. Mayer-Prokop, Krauskopf 45, Small 158: Tydeus himself is not shown), 

depict Ἀθαναϲία as a young girl whom Athena leads by the wrist. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
73 It may well be, as suggested by J.G. Frazer, Loeb Apollodorus 1.369 fn.4 and 2 70f. n2; also The Golden Bough: Spirits 
of the Corn and of the Wild (1912) 138-168 (the same idea in, for instance, Radermacher, Mythos und Sage bei den 
Griechen (Leipzig 1939) 37, D.S. Robertson, CR 54 (1940) 178, Griffin, Homer on Life and Death  20, P. Vicaire. Bull. 
Assoc. G. Budé (1979) 7fn.5; contra Wilamowitz, Glaube d. Hell. 1. 287n3) that Tydeus’ act was originally connected 
with the primitive belief that eating raw flesh transfers to the eater the qualities of the eaten. But in the story as it 
now stands this motivation is impossible, and a new psychological twist is given to the motif. Compare Homer’s 
revision of the significance of burned clothing and human sacrifice in Il. XXII 508, XXIII 22 (cf. Griffin as cited,  3 
and n7: "psychological motives replace superstition"). 
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We have here, then, a nice example of the different approaches of art and literature. For I 

agree with Beazley (p. 7) when he suggests that "the complete personification of Athanasia 

may be due to a painter, who from the nature of his art, had to choose, and could not sit on the 

fence between person and thing." He is clearly right to observe that none of the literary 

allusions to the incident need imply personification, not even Σ Pind. Nem.X 12 cited above, 

which tells how ἡ  Ἀθηνᾶ  τὴν ἀθαναϲίαν παρήγαγε but proceeds to describe immortality as a 

"gift" (δωρεά, δῶρον). 

Two other artefacts have been supposed to deal with the story of Tydeus' death in a way 

that is revealing as to the differing operations of literature and art. The Etruscan relief from 

temple A at Pyrgi now in the Villa Giulia at Rome (LIMC s.v. “Tydeus” VIII 1 D.f.16: cf. 

Krauskopf p. 144 and plate 17; Small p. 159 f.; T. Dohrn, Die etrusk. Kunst im Zeitalter d. gr. Klassik 

(Mainz 1982)  24) brings out the full horror of Tydeus' deed, in a manner presumably gratifying 

to Etruscan taste, by having him gnaw at the head of Melanippus while it is still attached to the 

very much living body of its owner. In other words the artist seems to have telescoped the two 

separate incidents just as he further combines the story of Tydeus with that of Capaneus, 

whom Zeus smites with a thunderbolt at the back of the two struggling enemies. Athena comes 

up behind Tydeus carrying a vessel presumably filled with immortality. Dohrn as cited above 

explains this unorthodox representation as a repetition of the schema that conveys the death-

locked Eteocles and Polyneices, and, in spite of the scepticism of Small p. 160 ("there is a great 

difference between swallowing the brains of a severed head and biting the head of your 

opponent in self-defence"), it still seems to me that the likeliest interpretation of the artefact 

sees it in terms of a concentrated depiction of the story's two consecutive stages. 

An analogous telescoping of events has been thought by some to underlie several Etruscan 

urns, especially two in Volterra (inv. 370: Small, Cat. 87, pl. 39a; inv. 436: Small, Cat. 89, pl. 40a) 

and one in Florence (inv. 78483: Small, Cat. 90, pl. 40b). For a full description of their 
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appearance and contents see Small pp. 67-76. They have been popularly taken to depict Tydeus 

and other Argive warriors seeking to storm the walls of Thebes. In his right hand the alleged 

Tydeus is holding a severed head which he seems ready to hurl up at the wall's defenders as if 

it were a stone. If this had to be interpreted as Melanippus' head, the likeliest explanation 

would be that the detail was meant to identify the head's holder as Tydeus without making a 

literal statement about the weapons Tydeus actually brandished against Thebes, or about the 

precise point in the battle at which Melanippus was slain. Robert (1915:1.235) believed that this 

"extraordinarily effective artistic motif" could still be compatible with a fairly strict 

representation of the Thebais' contents. Rzach (1922:2368.61f.) referred to "eine freie 

künstlerische Verwendung." Small 157-160, however, is right to be sceptical about this 

identification and prefers to regard the urns in question as depicting an attack upon an 

unidentified city whose name could be left to the viewer to supply. Since the figure holding the 

head is not "on the point of imminent collapse ... but is not even wounded. He is, in fact, the 

robust leader of the attackers", Small (p. 159) concludes that "there is no particular reason for 

a severed head to be connected immutably with Tydeus," particularly when we bear in mind 

the number of Greek and Roman legends of battle (e.g. Nisus and Euryalus in Aen. IX), which 

exploit severed heads in a way that will have excited Etruscan taste. 

We may close with a few points of detail. The word Ἀθαναϲία cannot have occurred in the 

Thebais, since, as Beazley reminds us (7; cf. R. Renehan, GRBS 24 (1983) 13), it will not fit into an 

hexameter and is not securely attested until the fourth century. Apollodorus'  picture of 

Athena παρὰ  Δίoϲ   αἰτηϲαµμένη …   φάρμακον ... δι’ οὗ   ποιεῖν   ἔµμελλεν   ἀθάνατον αὐτόν (scil. 

Tύδεα) is strongly reminiscent of a scene in the Aethiopis as summarised by Proclus where we 

have Ἠὼϲ  παρὰ Διόϲ αἰτηϲαµμένη ἀθαναϲίαν and presenting it to her son Memnon (cf. West 

2013:148f.). 



	  

	  

112 

It is striking that ΣGen's ἀνοίξαϲ αὐτὴν (scil. τὴν κεφαλήν) ὁ   Tυδεὺϲ   τὸν   ἐγκέφαλον  

ἐρρόφει ἀπὸ θυμοῦ has a much more colourful and poetic counterpart in the other Iliadic 

scholia: τὸν δὲ  δίκην θηρὸϲ  ἀναπτύξαντα κτλ. One cannot be surprised that Robert (1915:2.49) 

suggested the relevant phrase "wohl auf das Epos zurückgehen könnte." Finally, the tale of 

Tydeus' frustrated immortality is obviously connected with the story of his son's successful 

attainment of that state (Ibycus 294 PMGF, Pind. Nem. X 7,  carm. conviv. 894.4  PMG etc.) at the 

hands of the same goddess. But how connected: which inspired which? Wilamowitz 1891: 239 = 

1971:74) thought it inconceivable that the poet who described Tydeus' death at Thebes could 

have had any knowledge of a tradition whereby that death was avenged by a son who helped 

sack the city his father had failed to destroy. In taking up what was a diametrically opposed 

position, Friedländer (1914:328 = 1969:42) went so far as to assert that the successful 

immortalisation must be primary, the unsuccessful attempt secondary and derivative (a 

schema he proceeded to adapt to the larger question as to the priority between the Seven and 

their offspring (see page 144f below)). A similar principle has been applied to the parallel 

stories of Tithonus and Memnon, and Eos' bungled attempt at winning immortality for her 

paramour, her successful attainment of life everlasting for their son (cf. J. Th. Kakridis, WS 48 

(1930) 36f.). Of course, even if this principle fits the present case (which most scholars have 

doubted), Friedländer will not have proved that Diomedes was immortalised because of his 

exploits at Thebes rather than at Troy. Besides, as we saw (page 109 above), narrow failure to 

gain proffered immortality exists as an independent motif in its own right. In view of this 

important consideration, I prefer to follow Andersen 1978:30n6 (cf. Fontenrose as cited, 126) in 

seeing transference of the immortality motif from father to son. 

That Tydeus died and was buried at Thebes is implied by Il. XIV 114 (Tυδέοϲ, ὃν  Θήβηιcι 

χυτὴ   κατὰ   γαῖα   κάλυψεν): cf. Σ Gen. ad loc. (2.135 Nicole): ὃϲ ἐν  Θήβαιϲ ἐτελεύτηϲεν, ἐν  

Θηβαικῶι   πολέμωι. Zenodotus athetised and Aristophanes deleted the line (see ΣA ad loc. 
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(3.583 Erbse) and Erbse's note ad loc. for a bibliography of attempts to understand this odd 

attitude). ΣT ad loc. (3.584 Erbse) explains the Homeric verse ὅτι οὐ  κατὰ  τοὺϲ  τραγικοὺϲ  ἐν  

Ἐλευϲῖνι μετηνέχθηϲαν οἱ  περὶ  τὸν  Καπανέα, which looks, as Severyns saw (1928: 224), to be a 

relic of the usual Aristarchean contrast between Homer's version and that of οἱ  νεώτεροι. On 

the Thebais' version of the fates of the defeated Argive corpses see further page 126f below. 

 

F6	  

ARION 

For the horse Arion see e.g Matthews’ commentary on Antimachus (1996) General Index 

s.v. In our fr. Bethe (1891:90) equated (b)'s οἱ   ἐν   τῶι   Κύκλωι and (c)'s οἱ   Κυκλικοί with ἡ  

κυκλικὴ Θηβαίϲ of frr. 2 and 3 74. If we accept that the reference is to the Thebais, how much of 

the scholion's ἱϲτορία are we to attribute to that epic? All of it, including the list of Arion's 

previous owners and the detail of Heracles' killing of Cycnus at Pegasae? Or should it be the list 

without the latter detail?  Or merely be the parentage of Adrastus' horse? Since some scholars 

have gone even further and deny that (b–c) add anything in effect to the line (a) quotes, we 

had better begin with their extreme case. For bibliographies of supporters and opponents of 

the fr.'s authenticity see Janko, CQ 36 (1986) 52 nn76 - 77.  On the text of part (c) of the fr. see 

ibid. 51f and nn74- 75. 

 Pausanias records the fact that several people in antiquity inferred from the phrase Ἀρίονι 

κυανοχαίτηι Poseidon's paternity as regards the famous horse. Ed. Schwartz, Jhb. Für cl. Phil. 

Supplmtbd. 12 (1881) 26f therefore concluded that (b)'s words οἱ δὲ ἐν  τῶι  Κύκλωι  Ποϲειδῶνοϲ  

καὶ   Ἐρινύοϲ involve no independent information, indeed do no more than represent the 

ancient inference alluded to by Pausanias (p.427: "de Arionis origine in Thebaide nihil certi 

traditum erat, sed ex epitheto κυανοχαίτηϲ absurda coniciebantur"). A similar scepticism is 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74 The same line is taken by Rzach 1922: 2370.35-38, Malten (as cited page 116 below) 201 etc. 
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displayed by Van der Valk (as cited on p.107 above), 367f, and (by implication) in Pfeiffer's note 

on Callim. fr. 652 (1.434: "fort. iam in Thebaide cycl. ....?" ). But although the epithet in question 

might (reasonably or not) be taken as evidence for Poseidon's status as Arion's father, it is hard 

to see how anyone could deduce anything about Arion's mother from this adjective, much less 

come to the conclusion that she was an Erinys. And yet this latter tradition is precisely what 

(b) and (c) appear to attest for our poem. οἱ  ἐν  τῶι  Κύκλωι must, therefore, at the very least be 

cited for the picture of Arion as offspring of Poseidon and an Erinys.75 

Severyns (1928: 222) thought (a) an important document for Pausanias' ignorance of the 

epic cycle: "visiblement, il n'a pas connu, par une lecture personelle, le passage ... auquel il fait 

allusion," for he automatically reproduces a verse which is not very explicit on Poseidon's 

alleged parentage. In fact the alleged oral tradition of the priests is very dubious (Severyns 

takes it too seriously) and may be a supposititiously circumstantial and "historical" way of 

conveying (more Herodoteo) an Alexandrian dispute over the significance of κυανοχαίτηϲ. At 

any rate, Severyns' scepticism will neatly dispose of Van der Valk's: the latter says that if the 

Thebais had really related Arion's filial relationship to Poseidon, Pausanias would have adduced 

it. But if Pausanias' knowledge was indirect this line of argument must fall. 

Van der Valk's attempts to discredit the testimony of (c) are no more fortunate. It is 

arbitrary of him to suppose that because (b) is shorter than (c) it represents a "correction" of 

(c)'s error in attributing too much to our epic. And his customary explanation of the contents 

of the relevant scholion as a "guess" (this time based on the common knowledge that the 

Thebais named Adrastus as Arion's owner) is as unconvincing as usual. Further arguments in 

favour of (c) as an integral part of our fr. are to be found in Janko 51-55. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
75 That they are cited only for this detail is suggested by Jacoby on Ar(i)aethus of Tegea FGrHist 316 F 5 (3b Text p. 
70). 
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A description of Arion's passage through the hands of successive owners would be quite in 

keeping with early poetry (see, for instance, the account of Agamemnon’s sceptre in Iliad Book 

One), as Severyns (1928:221) saw. For the significance of the mention of Cycnus see Janko 51-

55. On Arion and his rôle in saving Adrastus' life see in general L. Malten, “Das Pferd im 

Totenglauben”, Jhb. d. Kais. Deutsch. Arch. Inst. 29 (1914) 201-208. Building on foundations laid by 

Wilamowitz (Hermes 35 (1900) 563f = Kl. Schr. 4.140), Malten ingeniously inferred from passages 

such as Propert. II 34.37 (vocalis Arion),  Statius Theb. VI 424 (praesagus Arion),  and ibid. XI 442f. 

(fata monentem | ... Ariona) that the horse could speak in a human voice, not only in the context 

indicated by these passages (the Nemean funeral games for Archemorus), but as a warning to 

his master Adrastus of the impending catastrophe at Thebes. This warning he attributed (p. 

205) to our epic, comparing the prophecy of Achilles' horse at Il. XIX 400-418. A similar picture, 

with Arion and Adrastus as the models for the Homeric Achilles and Xanthus, was drawn by E. 

Heden, Homerische Götterstudien (Diss. Upsala 1912) 136-138; cf. B.C. Dietrich, Death, Fate and the 

Gods (London 1965) 237. For artefacts that depict Adrastus' escape with his horse (including the 

famous relief from Gjölbaschi-Trysa) see Krauskopf in LIMC I 1 H1 (p. 235f). 

The tradition that Arion was the offspring of Poseidon and an Erinys may also be found in 

Hesych. α7267 (1.246 Latte): Ἀρίων: ὁ   ἵπποϲ,   Ποϲειδῶνοϲ   υἱὸϲ   καὶ   µμιᾶϲ   τῶν  Ἐρινύων. It is 

readily explicable, since both Poseidon and the Erinyes were originally conceived of as horse-

shaped: see, for instance, the two articles of E. Wüst in RE (22.1 (1953) 482-484 and 499 

(Poseidon); Suppl. 8 (1956) 92.3-30 (Erinys)); B. C. Dietrich, Hermes 90 (1962) 129-134 ≏ Death, 

Fate and the Gods 118-132, Richardson on HHDem 18. The alternative spelling of Arion's name as 

Ἐρίων is suggestive of Ἐρινύϲ (see in particular Bethe 1891:89n17 and Wilamowitz 1891: 225 = 

60n1, Hermes 34 (1899) 71 and n1 = Kl. Schr. 6. 224 and n1, Pindaros 40 n.2, Glaube der Hell. 1.393). 

For full bibliography and discussion see Dietrich as cited, 140 f n8 ≏ 136f n7; cf. Janko 54 n.90. 

For Poseidon as a begetter of horses compare Hes. Th. 276--281, where the god sleeps with 
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Medusa and when  Perseus later cuts her head off out jump Chrysaor and Pegasus. Medusa was 

originally identified with Demeter-Erinys (see Richardson on HHDem 4 (p. 140)) and the deity 

on whom Poseidon fathers Arion is sometimes said to be Demeter-Erinys or Demeter in horse-

shape: cf. Paus. VIII  25.4- 8 and 42.1-6; also Apollod. III 6. 8. On Demeter-Erinys see 

Wilamowitz, Glaube der Hell. 1.398-403 and Dietrich as cited, Burkert, Structure and History in 

Greek Mythology and Ritual (1979) 125-129 , A. Schachter, Cults of Boeotia 1 (BICS Suppl.38.1(1984)) 

164. For the unHomeric nature of such animal metamorphoses see Griffin 1977: 41 = 2001:369. 

Arion's begetting was sometimes located in Arcadia, sometimes in Boeotia. For the details 

see Pfeiffer on Callim. fr. 652 and Fontenrose, Python 367-371; for discussion see Wilamowitz, 

Dietrich and Fontenrose as cited.  Bethe 1891: 92f infers that the Boeotian version is the earlier 

(because that land, unlike Arcadia, is suited for the breeding of horses and because Copreus in 

(b) can be linked to Boeotia (cf. ΣT Il. XV 639 (4.133 Erbse): Κοπρεύϲ ... ἄλλοϲ Bοιώτιοϲ, 

Ἀλιάρτου παῖϲ), and equates this older form with the Thebais'. Wilamowitz (1891: 225n1 = 60 

n1) took the reverse view on account of the Arcadian spelling Ἐρίων (see page 117 above). For 

further bibliography and discussion see Dietrich as cited, 126n2. 

 

F6a	  

ADRASTUS 

On Adrastus in myth see in general Usener, Sitzb. d. Kais. Akad. d. Wiss. in Wien, Phil.-hist. Cl. 

137 (1897) 37-42 = Kl. Schr. 4.234-239, Malten (as cited on p.116 above) 202-208, esp. 207, Howald 

1939: 15f, Braswell’s commentary on Pind. Nem.9 (1998) and Matthews’ on Antimachus (1996), 

General  Index s.v.  He is connected with Arion as early as Il. XXIII 345-347. in a quasi-
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proverbial remark76 (οὐδὲ παρέλθοι, | οὐδ’  εἴ  κεν  µμετόπιϲθεν  Ἀρίονα  δῖον  ἐλαύνοι, | Ἀδρήϲτου  

ταχὺν  ἵππον,  ὃϲ ἐκ  θεόφιν γένοϲ ἦεν) which already implies considerable acquaintance with 

the tradition. It is thanks to this unusual horse that Adrastus emerges as the sole survivor of 

the disastrous expedition, a fact allusively indicated by Aesch. SCT 49 f  (cf. Σ ad loc. (2 .2.35 f. O. 

L. Smith)). The present hexameter was presumably part of a wider description of his flight 

back to his native city, the only conceivable place of refuge, as Bethe (1891: 93f.) saw, for a 

general who has lost his entire army.77 

Adrastus is represented as the expedition's leader by Aesch. SCT 575,  Eur. Suppl. 105 and 

Phoen. 1187 (which includes him in the Seven - uniquely). This special position may be 

explained in the light of Howald's theory that Adrastus was originally a god of the Underworld 

(cf. the supposed etymology of Ἄδραϲτοϲ as "the unescapable": see H.von Kamptz, Homerische 

Personennamen (1982) 83)78 and that of his horse Arion as discussed page 116f.above), who led 

seven demons from the nether regions in an assault upon the upper world. 

εἵματα λυγρά: Welcker (1865:2.369) ludicrously supposed these to be garments of 

mourning ("Trauergewand": the rendering was still taken seriously by Wecklein, Sitzb. Bayer.  

Ak. Wiss. phil.-hist. Cl. 5 (1901) 685), an idea rightly scotched by Bethe 1891:93n25: as if a defeated 

general fleeing for his life from the battlefield will have time to slip into something 

appropriately gloomy! We should follow Bethe in turning first to those Odyssean passages 

where similar phrases are used (λυγρὰ  δὲ  εἵµματα  ἕϲϲε  περὶ χροΐ (xvi 457) and τὰ δὲ  λυγρὰ  περὶ  

χροΐ  εἵµματα  ἕϲτο (xvii 203, 338; xxiv 158)) of Odysseus' disguise as a decrepit old beggar. "Dirty, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
76Which Wilamowitz (Glaube d. Hell. 1.399) took as a reference to the Thebais (see too Malten p. 203 etc.). The 
mythological exemplum is of the type discussed by Arnott on Alexis fr. 306 KA and Zagagi, Tradition and Originality 
in Plautus  (Hypomnemata 62 (1980))  19.  
77 For  the further significance of Argos (Ἄργοϲ ἴππιον in the account of Pind. Is. VII 11) as the place to which 
Arion brings Adrastus see Malten 203. Howald 1939 supposes he originally returned to the appropriate abode for a 
god of the Underworld. 
78 Who points out the actual implausibility of the derivation. 
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tattered" is the meaning suggested by the context of all these passages, and a very similar 

meaning seems required in our own line. Il. XVIII 538, from the battle scene on the Shield of 

Achilles (εἷµμα  δ’  ἔχ’  ἀµμφ’  ὤµμοιϲι  δαφοινεὸν αἵµματι  φωτῶν), conveniently reminds us of the 

way in which εἷµμα in the singular can be used of a warrior's armour and suggests the nature of 

the grime in the present passage.For a comparable exploitation of tattered clothing in elevated 

poetry we may cite Xerxes' rags in Aeschylus' Persae. On the meaning of λυγρόϲ see further I. 

Anastassiou, Zum Wortfeld  “Trauer” in der Sprache Homers (Diss, Hamburg 1973), esp. 154f. For 

the possibility that the noun is corrupt see the following note. 

φέρων: previously rendered as "wearing" (Evelyn-White in his Loeb text of Hesiod, the 

Homeric Hymns and Homerica (1914) p.485, Huxley 1969: 44 etc.; Krauskopf, LIMC 1.1.232 etc.). 

But the verb does not mean this anywhere else in Greek: φορῶν is what this translation 

requires, and the two verbs are often interchanged in MSS (see Barrett on Eur. Hipp. 316). 

Perhaps the poet intended this here: for the Attic contraction in epic see φοροῦϲ’ (Cypr. F 

4.3).Synezesis (φορεων) is another possibility. εἵµματα   λυγρὰ   φέρων could hardly mean 

"enduring filthy garments" (Od. xviii 134f ἀλλ’  ὄτε  δὴ  καὶ  λυγρὰ θεοὶ  µμάκαρεϲ  τελέϲωϲι, | καὶ 

τὰ φέρει ἀεκαζόµμενοϲ  τετληότι θυμῶι  is a merely formal parallel), or "bringing" them "with 

him" (Grote, History of Greece 1.268f).But we cannot absolutely exclude the possibility of the 

“weak” meaning “with” here, which φέρων, like ἄγων, ἔχων and λαβών, can exhibit in tragedy 

(see Stinton, PCPS 21 (1975) 85 = Collected Papers on Greek Tragedy 101).Compare West’s 

translation 2003: 55. Alternatively, we may follow W.Beck, Mus. Helv.38 (2001) 137-9 in 

emending the first word of our fr. to cήματα (an easy change), with reference to the tokens 

attached by the Seven to Adrastus’ chariot at the start of their expedition, as keepsakes for 

their heirs should they fail to return (cf. Aesch. SCT 49-51). Cὺν Aρίονι:  “with the help of" A.: 

cf. Il. V 219 f. ϲὺν    ἴπποιϲιν  καὶ ὄχεϲφιν | ἀντιβίην ἐλθόντε. Other epic instances of  ϲύν with 

this nuance in Chantraine, Gramm. Hom. 2.135. Ἀρίονι: this (not -είονι) is the right spelling: see 
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Lexikon d. frühgr. Epos s.v. (1.  col.  1304),  Pfeiffer on Callim. fr.  223. Ἀρίονι	  κυανοχαίτηι |: cf. 

[Hes.] Scut. 120 ὣϲ    καὶ  νῦν  µμέγαν  ἴππον  Ἀρίονα  κυανοχαίτην |. The epithet is also associated 

with horses in Il. XX 224 (Boreas) ἴππωι  δ’  εἰϲάµμενοϲ  παρελέξατο    κυανοχαίτηι |, Hes. Th. 278 

τῆι   δὲ   µμιῆι   παρελέξατο   Κυανοχαίτηϲ | (of Poseidon's intercourse with Medea, from whose 

severed head Pegasus later springs), Antim. fr. 50 Matthews πατρί τε κυανοχαῖτα  Ποϲειδάωνι 

πεποιθώϲ (probably referring to Arion: see Matthews ad loc.). But of course it is most often 

employed in Homer of Poseidon (Il. XIII 563, Od. ix 528 etc.), to whom it is so often applied that 

it can be used as a substitute for his actual name (Il. XX 144, Od. ix 536, Hes. Th. 278 cited 

above). μελαγχαίτηϲ is used of centaurs in [Hes.] Scut.  186  and on the François Vase. 

Adrastus had a son called Κυάνιπποϲ (Apollod. I 9. 13). If Adrastus was originally the leader 

of a host of underworld demons as Howald supposed (see above page 118), the epithet becomes 

even more significant (cf. HHDem 347 Ἄιδη κυανοχαῖτα, Eur. Alc. 439 ‘Aἱδαϲ ὁ   µμελαγχαίταϲ 

θεόϲ). On Tydeus' opponent Melanippus see page 110 above. 

	  

F7	  

AMPHIARAUS 

On Amphiaraus in myth see Robert 1915:1. 205-214, Howald 1939:13f, Usener, Sitzb. d. Kais. 

Akad. in Wien, phil.-hist. Kl. 137 (1896) 37-39 = Kl. Schr. 4.234-239, F. Benes, Die Amphiaraos-Sage in 

der gr. Dichtung (Diss. Zürich 1945), P. Vicaire, Images d'Amphiaraus dans la Grèce archaique et 

classique (Bull. Assoc. G. Budé 1979), Braswell’s commentary on Pind.Nem.XI (1998) and 

Matthews’ on Antimachus (1996), General Index s.v., LIMC s.v.“Amphiaraos” I.1E                    

(pp.694-697).On the connection between horse and chariot, underworld and death which the 

manner of Amphiaraus' end implies see (apart from Usener) Malten (as cited p. 116 above), 

Dietrich, Death, Fate and the Gods (London 1965) 131f, Richardson on HHDem 18.  For Baton and 

Amphiaraus in the Underworld in art see LIMC I.1 E 20 (p.85).Howald (1939: 14) assumes that 
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the hero's relatively merciful fate was a later modification induced by reluctance to accept a 

collective retribution suffered by every one of the seven commanders. The fullest surviving 

literary treatment of his disappearance is Pind. Nem. IX 24-7:  

 ὁ  δ’  Ἀµμφιαρεῖ ϲχίϲϲεν κεραυνῶι παμβίαι.   

 Ζεὺϲ τὰν βαθύcτερνον χθόνα, κρύψεν δ’ ἅµμ’ ἵπποιϲ  

 δουρὶ Περικλυμένου πρὶν νῶτα τυπέντα μαχατάν  

 θυμὸν αἰϲχυνθῆµμεν. ἐν γὰρ δαιμονίοιϲι φόβοιϲ φεύγοντι καὶ παῖδεϲ θεῶν.  

That this description derives from the Thebais was suggested by Welcker (1865: 2.366) and 

approved by  such scholars as Wilamowitz (1891: 225 =1971:60 and n3), Robert (1915:1.246), 

Stoneman 1981: 49, Braswell ad loc.,  etc. 

The rôle accorded to Periclymenus in this account is noteworthy. It recurs in Apollod. III 

6.8: Ἀµμφιαράωι   δὲ   φεύγοντι παρὰ   ποταµμὸν   Ἰϲµμηνόν,   πρὶν   ὑπὸ   Περικλυµμένου   τὰ νῶτα  

τρωθῆι,   Ζεὺϲ κεραυνὸν   βαλὼν   τὴν γὴν   διέϲτηϲεν. It is further implied by a black-figure 

lekythos (Athens, Nat. Mus.1125 (cc 960): LIMC I 1 s.v. “Amphiaraos”  L37: Haspels, Attic Black-

Figured Lekythoi pl. 50 fig. 3) showing Amphiaraus in a four-horse chariot expressing lively 

discomfort at the presence of a spear in his back (two eagles carrying respectively a garland 

and a snake symbolise Zeus' intervention). For another possible depiction of Amphiaraus' 

disappearance (on a volute krater in Ferrara: ARV 2 612.1 (1)) see Small p. 143f. We should also 

note two Etruscan urn-reliefs from Volterra dating to the second century B.C. which come 

from a larger group that depicts Amphiaraus’ disappearance (see Krauskopf, 98, Small 143-150). 

The pair we are concerned with go further in providing an enemy to assail Amphiaraus as he 

sinks from sight. One is a fairly normal presentation of this scene (Volterra 186: LIMC L41 = 

Small, Cat. 12, pl. 7b; see in particular O.-W. von Vacano, Mitteil. d. Deutsch. Akad.  (Röm. Abteil.) 

87 (1960)  57-62, with pl. 22.1; full description in Small 19f. The other (Volterra 185: LIMC L40 = 
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Small, Cat. 11, pl. 7a; Vacano pp. 62-64, with pl. 22.2 (also illustrated in Robert 1915: 2.89); full 

description in Small p.18 f.; the object is rather fragmentary) places the assailing warrior in 

front of Amphiaraus so that he must turn around (as he does) to strike at him. Robert (1915: 2. 

89n163) explained this arrangement on grounds of symmetry. However that may be, it seems 

likely that the warrior is to be identified with Periclymenus, an identification that is accepted 

in Small’s discussion (149-156) of these and related works. From the rôle thus inferred for 

Periclymenus in the Thebais, Wilamowitz and Robert as cited above concluded that the epic did 

not anticipate Aeschylus’ balanced allotment of a single Theban defender to a single Argive 

chieftain (see page 98 above): for fr. 4 of our poem informs us that Periclymenus also killed 

Parthenopaeus.                                                       

Apollod. III 6.8 continues the narrative quoted above with the following: ὁ   δὲ   ϲὺν τῶι  

ἅρµματι   καὶ   τῶι   ἡνιόχωι   Βάτωνι,   ὡϲ   δὲ   ἔνιοι   Ἐλάτωνι,   ἐκρύφθη. Amphiaraus’ charioteer 

appears on the above vases and on two Volterran urns (Small, Cat. 13 and 14, pp. 20f and 150f). 

He is also given some prominence in depictions of Amphiaraus’ departure from home and 

family (see page 140 below); scholars have generally inferred that he was mentioned in the 

Thebais. Amphiaraus’ chariot is specified as a quadriga by Hygin. fab. 250,  Propert. II 34.39 

(compare the two vases mentioned above): see page 105f above.                                 

 

F7	  

“Die übrigenzitate eines A[sclepiades] in den Pindarscholien gehören sicher einem 

kommentator, d.h. doch wohl dem Myrleane”: Jacoby, FGrHist 1A p.487. 39f., citing Adler, 

Hermes  49 (1914) 39-46. Thanks to the Pindaric scholion ad loc. we know that the relevant 

portion of the Sixth Olympian exemplifies a common practice in early Greek poetry (see R. 

Kassel in that part of his article "Dichterspiele" which deals with Metaphrasis (ZPE 42 (1981) 

11-17 = Kl. Schr. 121-128)), whereby phrases or lines from epic were re-cast in similar metres by 
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later poets. But how far does Pindar’s indebtedness to the author of the Thebais extend? The 

question must be answered by examining first of all the individual line and then the general 

context. 

(i) As Leutsch saw (Thebaidis cycl. Reliquiae (Göttingen 1830) p.63), Pindar’s dactylo-epitrite 

line ἀµμφότερον  µμάντιν τ’ ἀγαθὸν  καὶ   δουρὶ   µμάρναϲθαι, can easily be converted to an epic 

hexameter79 by substituting as the final word μάχεϲθαι, a verb conveniently analogous in 

appearance and sense. This solution has been accepted by numerous scholars (e.g. Bethe 1891: 

58 and 96, Rzach 1922: 2371.1 -4, Fraenkel 1957: 42 n1 = 1964: 310n4). 

(ii) Wilamowitz preferred to suppose that Pindar’s reworking was a little more extensive 

and, comparing Il. III 179 (ἀµμφότερον   βαϲιλεύϲ τ’ἀγαθὸϲ   κρατερόϲ τ’αἰχµμητήϲ), he 

reconstituted the original verse of the Thebais thus: 

 ἀµμφότερον μάντιν τ’ ἀγαθὸν κρατερόν τ’ αἰχµμητήν80 

This approach was approved by Robert (1915:1.248, 2.90 n170) and is considered with some 

sympathy by Fraenkel. But it is rejected by Bethe (1891: 58fn19) and Rzach (1922:2371.4-10). 

Burkert's citation (1981: 48 = 2001:164) of SEG 16.193.2 (370 B.C.) ἀµμφότερον  µμάντιν τ’ ἀγαθὸν 

καὶ δορὶ μα[χήτην vel  μα[χέϲθαι and Stoneman's (1981:51n41) of Hes. fr. 25.37 MW (ὅϲ ῥ’ 

ἀγαθὸϲ  µμὲν  ἔην ἀγορῆι,  ἀγαθὸϲ  δὲ   µμάχεϲθαι) remind us that there are other possibilites to 

hand. For the allusion to Amphiaraus' twin rôles as warrior and seer cf. Pind. Nem. X 9 μάντιν 

Oἰκλείδαν,   πολέµμοιο   νέφοϲ (compared by Rzach 1922:2370 n.) and Aesch. SCT 569 ἀλκήν   τ’  

ἄριϲτον   µμάντιν,   Ἀµμφιάρεω   βίαν, whose dependence upon our fragment was seen by 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
79 01.VI 17 = epode 3 where (quite uniquely in Pindaric dactylo-epitrite) we find the repetition d1-d1. 
80 In Isyllos p.163 n.4,  Sitzb. d. Kgl. Preuss. Akad. d. Wiss. (1901)  1285n1 = Kl. Schr. 6. 247n3, and Pindaros 310n3. In the 
former book he supposed the Iliadic verse to be modelled on the Thebais; in the latter he reversed the 
relationship. 
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e.g.Verrall ad loc. and Fraenkel. See too Soph. OC 1314f οἷοϲ  δορυϲϲοῦϲ  Ἀµμφιάρεωϲ,  τὰ  πρῶτα  

µμὲν | δόρει κρατύνων, πρῶτα  δ’  οἰωνῶν  ὁδοῖϲ (cited by Bethe 1891: 59 and 86). 

(iii) That the allusion to the Thebais is confined to verse 17 of Pindar's Sixth Olympian was 

argued by Wilamowitz (Isyllos von Epidauros 163 n.4) and Robert (1915:1.248).For more generous 

interpretations of ταῦτα εἰληφέναι see Rzach 1922: 2371.30f. If we wish to decide whether the 

Thebais' influence extends further than the words just considered, we would do well to start by 

examining the first part of Adrastus' speech as reported by Pindar: ποθέω ϲτρατιᾶϲ  ὀφθαλμὸν | 

ἐμᾶϲ. Many scholars have automatically assumed that this too derives from the Theban epic 

(Ribbeck, Rh. Mus. 33 (1878) 458, restored the noble hexameter ὀφθαλμὸν ποθέω ϲτρατιῆϲ  ἐὺν  

Ἀµμφιάρηον and alii aliter finxerunt). As Bethe observes (1891: 58f), no very staggering 

implications for the history of the myth would follow if this assumption could be proved 

correct. "This means that in the Thebais  too, after the battle was over, Amphiaraus was not to 

be found either among the fallen or the survivors - was in fact translated". So writes Rohde 

(Psyche 9 1. 114n2 = English translation  103 n2), one of the most enthusiastic supporters of a 

generous interpretation of the Greek phrase ταῦτα εἴληφεν. But since the mysterious 

disappearance of Amphiaraus must be basic to any version of the story, Rohde's enthusiasm is 

here perhaps misplaced. 

Is there any good reason why this part of the speech too should not emanate from the 

Thebais? The only objection with which I am acquainted is Robert's (1915:1.248) that ὀφθαλμόϲ 

is unlikely to have possessed the required metaphorical sense in early epic. Certainly, whether 

we take the metaphor to be one where "ὀφθαλμόϲ is … used  metaphorically of anything 

precious" (Stevens on Eur. Andr. 406; cf. Schadewaldt, WS 79 (1966) 75f = Hellas und Hesp.2 

1.491f.) or (with D. Bremer, Licht und Dunkel in der frühgr. Dichtung (Bonn 1976) 239) detect an 

allusion to the motif of "des leitenden Blickes," the closest analogies are provided from tragedy 

and elsewhere in Pindar, and early epic has nothing comparable. However, in view of the 
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numerous unHomeric features of the few surviving fragements of the latter, this argument 

cannot be pressed. 

But what of the area over which Bethe and Rohde do disagree — as violently as possible?      

I mean the latter's intuition that "Pindar must have taken over not merely the words of the 

lament of Adrastus but the whole situation that led up to these words, as he described it, from 

the Thebais."Welcker (1865:2.324,367) had certainly taken for granted that the Thebais' 

framework for the mention of Amphiaraus' prowess as seer and warrior was, as with Pindar, a 

speech by Adrastus at the funeral of the Greeks who perished at Thebes. See Bethe 1891: 94n27 

for a bibliography of those who take this view. Bethe himself (58 f, 94-96) thought otherwise. 

His primary objection was to the whole idea of the cremation of the dead, which he believed 

alien to early epic. Homeric analogies, he argued, would lead us to expect the abandonment of 

the defeated army's corpses to the open air and the tender mercies of birds and beasts of prey. 

And such a fate is precisely what befalls the body of Capaneus in Aesch. fr. 17 Radt (from the 

Ἀργεῖοι), the body of Polyneices  in Sophocles' Antigone, and the bodies of the invading army in 

general at verses 1080- 1083 of the same play. Only when the burial of the dead becomes widely 

regarded as a sacred duty does literature turn its attention to the fate of the corpses of the 

Argive expedition. Then it is that plays such as Aeschylus' Ἐλευϲίνιοι (TrGF 3 p.175 f Radt) and 

Euripides Supplices are written, and Pindar (on Bethe's interpretation) revises the earlier myth 

at verses 15-18 of Olympian VI to bring it into conformity with contemporary religious beliefs 

concerning the dead. 

How then did the Thebais' Adrastus praise Amphiaraus (for Bethe rather eccentrically 

retains from the theory he is criticising this particular feature) and lament his loss? Bethe, who 

on page 95 of his book sneers at Welcker over "einer neuen Bethätigung seines erfinderischen 

Geistes," proceeds, on page 96, to a display of his own inventive spirit by conjuring up the 

following vivid context for the encomium of Amphiaraus: speeding over the battle-field in wild 
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flight from his pursuers, Adrastus suddenly sees the noble seer sink from sight and with him 

the last vestige of hope. An immeasurably more exciting and logical framework for Adrastus' 

speech of praise (Bethe finds) than the comparatively feeble and banal adaptation of the motif 

by Pindar, whose wording first leads us to expect precisely the same picture (verses 12-14 

αἶνοϲ .... ὃν  ἐνδίκαϲ | ἀπὸ  γλώϲϲαϲ  Ἄδραϲτοϲ μάντιν Οἰκλείδαν  ποτ’  ἐϲ  Ἀµμφιάρηον | φθέγξατ’ 

ἐπεὶ  κατὰ  γαῖ’  αὐτόν  τέ  νιν  καὶ  φαιδίµμαϲ   ἴππουϲ ἔµμαρψεν) and then oddly and awkwardly 

postpones the speech (and with it Adrastus' realisation of the significance of his loss) until 

some unspecifically later occasion when the dead were buried at Thebes (verse 15f: ἑπτὰ δ’ 

ἔπειτα  πυρᾶν  κτλ.). 

Few scholars have been convinced by all this. Even Robert (1915:1.248), who for once found 

much of Bethe's argument "irrefutable", thought its reconstruction of the Thebais 

implausible,81 and suggested that Bethe would have been well advised to jettison his belief in 

the epic origin of ποθέω ϲτρατιᾶϲ ὀφθαλμὸν ἐµμᾶϲ (see page 125 above). One would indeed 

expect Amphiaraus' disappearance beneath the earth to have been no less veiled to mortal 

eyes than Oedipus' at Colonus (Robert 1915: 1.250), and Bethe's claim that his reconstruction of 

the epic scene is supported by Pindar's own narrative at verses 12 -1682 is based on a 

misunderstanding of Pindar's ring-composition technique, a misinterpretation of ἐπεί (verse 

14) and ἔπειτα (verse 15), and a quite fantastic literary misjudgement. Among the numerous 

other objections83 that might be raised, one should not forget the strong possibility that the 

unburied corpses of the assailants against Thebes may be an invention of the Attic tragedians 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
81 "Wie matt!" he cries, the very exclamation which Pindar's narrative at 15-18 evoked from Bethe (1892: 96). 
82 In Ἀρίϲταρχόϲ φηϲι ὅτι ἰδιάζει καὶ ἐν τούτοιϲ ὁ Πίνδαροϲ (Σ Pind. Ol. VI 23A (1.158 Dr.)) the scope of the reference 
is quite uncertain. 
83 Some of Bethe's argumentation takes strict logic to such absurd extremes — Pindar's Adrastus (see above) 
should have noted Amphiaraus' absence earlier, Pindar should not allow Amphiaraus to be called ϲτρατιᾶϲ 
ὀφθαλμὸν ἐμᾶϲ when that army no longer exists (1891: 96 n.30) — that one is glad to see such logic used against 
Bethe himself in P. Corssen's protest (Die Antigone d. Sophokles (Berlin 1898) 26) that the fleeing Adastrus would 
have no time or inclination to deliver even "eine kleine Lobrede". 
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in whom they are first attested, or of a local Attic tradition upon which they drew. The corpses 

had to be left uncared for in order that the noble city of Athens might force Thebes to afford 

them burial. For the possible origins of this edifying tale and for the Athenian authors who 

exploit it for patriotic purposes see Collard's Introduction to his commentary on Euripides' 

Supplices (1.3-6).84 

The absence of burial might, then, be relatively late. And automatic cremation might be 

relatively early. Collard may be right, indeed (2.344), to assert that "warriors slain on the Epic 

battlefield were burned and their ashes buried there," and it does indeed seem that when it 

matters (e.g. Il. VII 327-343: cf. Proclus’ summary of the Cypria: τοὺϲ  νεκροὺϲ ἀναιροῦνται (scil. 

oἱ Ἀχαιοί), corpses in epic can be recovered from the enemy and cremated. See my remarks in 

Eranos 84 (1986) 69-75. Following  Boeckh on Pind. Ol. VI (p. 155), Welcker (1865: 2.367f), and  

Wecklein (Sitzb. d. Bayer. Akad. d. Wisschft. phil.- hist. Cl. 5 (1901) 677), Rzach (1922:2371f) reminds 

us of one way (involving Adrastus' legendary eloquence)85 in which the recovery of the dead 

might have been negotiated and their funeral performed by that hero. 

Of course, if we derive the whole of Pindar’s context from the Thebais, we shall have to 

extend to that epic the question raised by the relevant lyric narrative: why are there seven 

pyres if Amphiaraus has disappeared and Adrastus has survived? But those of us who are 

satisfied by the explanation preserved in one of the Pindaric scholia (23D (1.159 Dr.): seven 

pyres for the seven divisions of the army (so e.g. Barrett, Eur. Hipp. p. 367, Braswell on Pind. 

Nem.IX 24; contra Stoneman 1981:50 n38, Fowler 2013:413f) will find no difficulty in supposing a 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84 F. Legras, Les Légendes Thébaines dans l’epopée et la tragédie grecque (Paris 1905) 80-82, followed by Severyns, 
1928:222, thought the motif of prevented burial originated in the Epigoni or Alcmaeonis to explain the need for a 
second expedition. 
85 This does not entail that the actual phrase Ἄδρηcτον μειλιχὁγηρυν vel sim. should be excogitated as a fragment 
of the Thebais from Plato Phaedr. 269 A 5 and Tyrt. fr.12. 8 W (γλῶϲϲαν δ’ Ἀδρήϲτου μειλιχόγηρυν), as advocated by 
Merkelbach, Krit. Beitr. zu antiken Autoren (Beitr. zur. Kl. Phil. 47 (1974))2f, followed by Burkert 1981:29 = 2001             
150n4 and West 2003:41. See my remarks in Mus. Helv. 37 (1980) 131f. 
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similar state of affairs in the alleged epic source. Besides, we must bear in mind Howald’s 

insistence (see page 92 above) that in this legend the number seven was always of primary 

importance, far more significant than such merely realistic questions as the actual identity of 

the commanders. 

 

F8	  

As Rzach observes (1922:2367f), this fr. may derive from an account of Tydeus’ genealogy. 

                                                     

                                                       ******************** 

 

 

LOOSE ENDS 

At the start of his sombre catalogue of things we do not know about the Thebais, Robert 

(1915:1.180-182) gave pride of place to Oedipus' wife. What her name was, whether she was 

alive or dead by the time her sons clashed for the last and fatal time. His suggestion that, as in 

the Oedipodeia, she went by the name of Euryganeia (1.180f) is a rather misleading guess which 

is best ignored. 

Ismene and Antigone seem attested for the Oedipodeia (see page 34 above) and may well 

have featured in our epic too. Indeed, we may well feel happier about the notion, since the plot 

of the Thebais supplies, prima facie, more potential opportunities for significant activity on their 

part.The first attested mention of both sisters is Pherecydes FGrHist 3 F 95: see Fowler ad loc. 

(2013:407)86.Mimnermus fr.21 W, however, has Ismene killed by Tydeus, and this detail was 

once attributed to the Thebais by Robert (Bild und Lied 20f n19, approved by Bethe 1891:166)87 in 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
86 This is  the passage where Tydeus kills Ismene ἐπὶ κρήνηϲ καὶ ἀπ’ αὐτῆϲ ἡ κρήνη Ἰϲμήνη καλεῖται. Welcker 
(1865:2.357) derived this version from the Thebais; Bethe (1892: 166) from the Oedipodeia. 
87 As it is by  Wecklein, Sitzb. d. Bay. Akad.  Wiss. phil.-hist. Cl. 5 (1901) 676, Wilamowitz 1914:. 93, etc. 
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connection with the Corinthian neck amphora (Louvre E 640: LIMC V.1 s.v. “Ismene” C3 (p.797); 

cf. R. Hampe, Ant. Kunst. 18 (1975) 11 with plate 1.5 , Small p. 93f., R. Wachter, Non –Attic Greek 

Vase Inscriptions (Oxford 2001) p.299 : all the figures are labelled) showing Tydeus stabbing a 

reclining and naked Ismene in the breast with a sword, while an equally naked Periclymenus 

runs off discomforted. Robert supposed that Mimnermus referred to the same event and 

therefore corrected the wording of this fragment to Μ. φηϲι τὴν  µμὲν  Ἰϲµμήνην  προϲοµμιλοῦϲαν 

Περικλυμένωι (Θεοκλυμένωι cod.) 88  ὑπὸ Tυδέωϲ   κατὰ Ἀθηνᾶϲ   ἐγκέλευϲιν   τελευτῆϲαι. 

Periclymenus is certainly at home in the Thebais (see page 121 above). In his later and more 

cautious and detailed treatment of the relevant texts and artefacts (1915:1.121-124.; cf. E. Pfuhl, 

Hermes 50 (1915) 468-479 for modifications), Robert restated this part of his theory confidently, 

but jettisoned most of the rest, stressing in particular the impossibility of accommodating any 

reconstruction of the story within the framework of the attack on Thebes. 

However, Robert's own interpretation of the available data (an angry Athena — Athena 

Onca: cf. Aesch. SCT 486f,501f --  demands the punishment of her votaress who has offended by 

intercourse with Periclymenus, son of Poseidon and therefore (cf. Robert, Heldensage 3.1. 924f) 

the goddess' enemy, is perfectly compatible with a peacetime visit to Thebes by Tydeus, and 

this is precisely what Friedländer postulated (see page 44 above). 

R. Hampe, Antike Kunst 18 (1975)12-14) detects the same story (with slightly different 

iconography) on a variously interpreted Berlin scyphos (Inv. 1970, 9: his plate 1.2: LIMC V.1 s.v. 

“Tydeus” C5 (p.797)) which he takes, together with the Corinthian amphora mentioned above, 

to derive from the Thebais. But he need not have inferred (p.13) from Tydeus' armour a war-

time setting for the scene, and his interpretation of the other scene on this vase as Tydeus' 

departure for war is no necessary confirmation of a martial setting for the story depicted on 

the reverse. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88 The emendation goes unrecorded in the editions of West and Gentili –Prato. 
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For a survey of other artefacts which may depict the same legend see Small p. 94f. Our 

views as to whether Antigone played a part in the Thebais will naturally be coloured by various 

preconceptions (cf. Bethe 1891:165 and n9). Did Sophocles invent the famous story of 

Polyneices' burial at his sister's hands?89 Such was the assumption of P. Corssen, Die Antigone 

des Sophokles (Berlin 1898), followed at first by Wilamowitz, Sitzb. Berl. Akad. (1903) 438. 

Wilamowitz later changed his mind (1914: 90-2), because he supposed he had detected in 

Apollod. III 7.190 a pre-Sophoclean tradition wherein Creon punishes Antigone's defiance by 

burying her alive in the grave she had intended for her brother. This convinced Lloyd-Jones, 

CQ 9 (1959) 96. Let us examine the relevant words:  

Ἀντιγόνη δὲ μία τῶν Οἰδίποδοϲ θυγατέρων κρύφα τὸ Πολυνείκουϲ ϲῶμα 

κλέψαϲα ἔθαψε  καὶ φωραθεῖϲα ὑπὸ Kpέoντoc αυτη εν91  τῶι τάφωι ζῶϲα 

ἐνεκρύφθη.  

For our present purposes we should particularly note that to infer the foregoing to be the 

version of the Thebais one must pile hypothesis upon hypothesis: the tradition is un-

Sophoclean, therefore pre-Sophoclean, therefore epic, therefore (finally) our own epic. But I 

should contest the initial premise. Frazer ad loc. (1.373n2) assumes that Apollodorus is here 

following Sophocles' Antigone, and  this is surely right. Such references in that play as verse 849 

(πρὸϲ ἔργµμα τυμβόχωϲτον ἔρχοµμαι τάφου ποταινίου), 888 (ζῶϲα τυμβεύειν ) or 891f (ὦ τύμβοϲ 

νυμφεῖον, ὦ καταϲκαφὴϲ| οἴκηϲιϲ) adequately explain and justify Apollodorus' rather elliptical 

phraseology. See further Robert 1915: 1. 367f, who sees the Apollodorean passage as a mere 

paraphrase of Soph. Ant. 773f. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
89 For the general ban on burial of the Argive dead as Attic in origin see page 127 above.  
90 He acknowledges the reference to this passage in Bruhn's tenth edition (1904) of Sophocles' Antigone. The 
passage is also interpreted as pre-Sophoclean and potentially epic in origin by Drachmann, Hermes 43 (1908) 70-76. 
91 sic coni. Lloyd-Jones p.96 n.2; αὐτ’ (i.e. the compendium) Κ, αὐτήν A, αὐτοῦ Wilamowitz 1914 : 91. 
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Rzach maintained (1922:2372.44-7) that if the corpses of the Argive chieftains were 

cremated in the Thebais on seven pyres, Polyneices' corpse must have been among them. This 

is not necessarily the case (see page 128 above). 

Whether we are impressed by the appearance of the two sisters at the end of Aeschylus' 

Seven Against Thebes will depend, of course, upon whether we suppose that portion of the play 

to be genuine or not. I suppose I will not be expected to embark upon that problem.92 

Did Creon feature in the Thebais?  We know him to have been named as father of a victim of 

the Sphinx in the Oedipodeia fr. 1, which only makes sense if (see ad loc.) he was also conceived 

as regent of Thebes. But that does not necessarily guarantee his appearance in our epic. 

 

IX) 	  Ἀμφιάρεω	  	  ἐξελαϲία93	  

The third chapter of Bethe's Thebanische Heldenlieder, bearing the title Des Amphiaraos 

Ausfahrt , is a plump and succulent item which like many other reference works and similar 

studies of the time gives the misleading impression that the epic that passed under this title in 

antiquity is an oft-attested composition of which numerous fragments survive. Building on 

this impression, Bethe developed a picture of an epic that embraced the whole of the Theban 

War as its subject-matter and thus largely coincided in content with the Thebais. 

Handy demolition work was accomplished by Paul Friedländer 1914:332f.=1969:45f., 

incorporating the sceptical views of Wilamowitz,and by Carl Robert 1915:1.218-225 (at 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
92 Note, however, that the question can be unexpectedly complicated from our point of view. Thus Robert 
(1915:1.181), though decidedly of the opinion that most of the end of the drama has been interpolated, took the 
anapaests at verses 861–874 for genuine, and was therefore impressed by the way in which they presuppose in the 
audience knowledge about the sisters. Cf. A.L. Brown, CQ 26 (1976) 207n6. A treatment of Antigone's fate was 
assumed for the Thebais by Wecklein, Sitzb. d.  Bayer. Akad. d. Wisschft. phil.-hist. Cl.5 (1901) 676, as previously by 
Boeckh (in his translation of the Antigone (10 p.146)). Lloyd-Jones, CQ  9 (1959) 98f once argued that Paus.IX 25.2 
and Philostr. Imag. II 29 preserve the Thebais’ account of how Antigone buried her brother. 
93 The title is more usually given in the form we find in the Suda: Ἀμφιαράου Ἐξέλαϲιϲ. But see page 132 below. 
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considerably greater length).94 Robert's book was published in 1915 and the first volume just 

cited reached its conclusions independently of Friedländer's article, which, however, is 

referred to in Robert's second volume containing the notes (2.80). For further bibliographical 

material see J.U. Powell's note on what he calls "Ἀµμφιαράου  Ἐξέλαϲιϲ, ut videtur" (Collectanea 

Alexandrina p. 246). Of the works he cites, O. Immisch in Jahrb. für kl. Phil. Suppl. 17 (1890) 171ff. 

is particularly important.                                         

 The starting-point of any refutation must be the basic recognition that, so far from being a 

frequently attested work, what Bethe calls the Ἀµμφιαράου  ἐξέλαϲιϲ is in fact referred to only 

once (in the pseudo-Herodotean Life of Homer) and then with the phrase Ἀµμφιάρεω  ἐξέλαϲίην  

τὴν   ἐϲ Θήβαϲ.95 As Robert observes (1915:1.219), the context in which this composition is 

mentioned suggests that Homer's would-be biographer envisaged it as a juvenile composition 

of rather short scope (it was recited in one sitting, which may perhaps imply that it occupied 

about the same length as those Homeric Hymns in whose company it is cited). Wilamowitz 

(1914: 104) is also surely right to insist that the phrase Ἀµμφιάρεω ... Θήβαϲ "nimmermehr ein 

Titel sein kann." 

There are, then, three possible explanations of the phrase: 

 (i) It represents a short epic poem independent of the Thebais, though sharing (as its name 

suggests) some of that composition's subject-matter.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94 Earlier advocates of the notion that the Ἀμφ. Ἐξ. was part of, or another name for, the Thebais include Düntzer, 
Die Fragmente der epischen Poesie der Griechen (1840) p. 5, Grote, History of Greece 1 p.261f. n. 3, 2 p.129 n.2, Crusius, 
Philol. 54 (1895) 725n32, Wilamowitz 1914: 104 (with a special twist: see below p.136). 
95 Both Friedländer (1914:332 = 1969:45) and Robert (1915: 2.80n109) are aware that the Suda's mention of the 
poem derives from the pseudo-Herodotean Vita. The latter allows the possibility of Welcker's hypothesis (1849: 
1.187 f.) that Σ Soph. El. 836 (p.213 Xenis) χρυϲοῦ ... τοῦ δοθέντοϲ Ἐριφύληι διὰ τὴν Ἀμφιαράου ἔξοδον alludes to 
this epic. 
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Robert (1915:1.219-221), following in the footsteps of several scholars (cited by him 1.220 f, 

cf.2.81) especially Bergk (see ibid. 2.81n114), posited a connection with the two hexameters 

preserved by Clearchus fr. 75 Wehrli = Athen 7.316F ('Homer' F3 (Davies EGF)): 

 πουλύποδόϲ μοι, τέκνον, ἔχων νόον, Ἀµμφίλοχ’ ἥρωϲ, 

 τοῖϲιν ἐφαρµμόζου, τῶν κεν <κατὰ> δῆµμον ἵκηαι.96 

But in fact the obstacles against identifying the source of these with the Ἀμφιάρεω ἐξελαϲία 

are even more intimidating than Robert's admirably cautious exposition allows. 

Let us begin with those phenomena which are regularly assumed to support such an 

identification. Antigonus of Carystus 25 (Rerum nat. script. p.9 Keller) certainly implies an epic 

origin for the similar one and a half hexameters that he introduces with the phrase ὅθεν καὶ  ὁ  

ποιητὴϲ  τὸ θρυλούμενον ἔγραψεν. Immisch 171n2 and Robert 1915:1.220, for example, rightly 

see that the words ὁ  ποιητήϲ indicate Homer. But the fact remains that the verses that follow 

this introductory phrase 

 πουλύποδοϲ ὥϲ, τέκνον, ἔχων ἐν ϲτήθεϲι θυμόν, 

 τοῖϲιν ἐφαρµμόζειν 

are not identical with those cited by Clearchus. In particular the all-important apostrophe to 

Amphilochus is missing. So far, then, we have no evidence at all for the existence in antiquity 

of an epic in which someone addressed gnomic advice to Amphiaraus' younger son.97 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
96 Bergk (in a note on Theogn. 215 in his edition of the elegiac poets (PLG 4 2 . 139)) was the first to add to these two 
lines a third (ἄλλοτε δ’ ἀλλοῖοϲ τελέθειν καὶ χώρηι ἕπεϲθαι) which we find cited in isolation by Zenobius (1.7 
Leutsch-Schneidewin) and Diogenian (1.184 L.-S.). He is followed by, for instance, Nauck, Mélanges Gréco-Rom. 
(Bull.Acad. St.- Pétersbourg 4 (1875/80)) 382, Immisch,  Powell in Collectanea Alexandrina and West 2003: 50. 
97 Pind.  Nem.  IX  9-22 deals with the myth of Adrastus and Amphiaraus in a manner that might derive from epic 
(see p.121 above), and Σ Nem. IX 30 (3.153 Dr.) cites in connection with Eriphyle’s marriage to Amphiaraus the 
hexameter ending μέγ’ ἔριϲμα μετ’ ἀμφοτέροιϲι γένηται (Il. IV 38).  But again it would be rash and unrealistic to 
restrict one’s views on the inspiration both of general context and specific line to an epic entitled the Ἀμφιάρεω 
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 Nor can the undeniable popularity of one of the sets of hexameters be used as a substitute 

for this missing evidence. Numerous  passages from Greek literature exhibit close verbal 

affinities; see, for instance, Theogn. 215f πολύπου ὀργὴν   ἴϲχε  πολυπλόκου,  ὃc  πoτὶ  πέτρηι   |  

τῆι   προϲοµμιλήϲηι,   τοῖοϲ   ἰδεῖν   ἐφάνη with the parallels cited ad loc. in Douglas Young's 

Teubner edition. Of these,  Pind. fr. 43 Sn. ('ὦ  τέκνον,  ποντίου θηρὸϲ  πετραίου | χρωτὶ μάλιϲτα 

νόον | προcφέρων πάϲαιϲ πολίεϲϲιν ὁµμίλει. | τῶι  παρεόντι  δ’  ἐπαινήϲαιϲ  ἑκών | ἄλλοτ’  ἀλλοῖα  

φρόνει’) is particularly interesting, since we are told that it was delivered by its speaker 

παραινῶν Ἀµμφιλόχωι τῶι  παιδί. But again, such popularity in itself does nothing to establish 

the source of Clearchus' hexameters as epic, let alone the Ἀµμφιάρεω   ἐξελαϲία. And the 

Pindaric fragment, rather than disposing of the problems that throng about us, adds one more 

to their number. 

Most scholars, like Snell, have mentally supplied (Ἀµμφιάραοϲ) before παραινῶν  Ἀµμφιλόχωι 

τῶι  παιδί in the phrase that introduces Pind. fr. 43. Immisch demurs (p. 172), and maintains 

that the advice contained in the lyric verses would come very well from an Alcmaeon advising 

his young brother. Such an attitude may seem to take caution to incautious extremes, but it 

cannot be refuted, and it serves as appropriate proem to Immisch's caveat on the speaker of 

Clearchus' hexameters. This, too, is usually assumed to be Amphiaraus, because of the 

vocatival phrase τέκνον ... Ἀµμφίλοχ’ ἥρωϲ, but, as Immisch observes, it is precisely this phrase 

which ought to give proponents of this thesis pause. The evidence of art (see pages138-141 

below) suggests that Amphilochus was a mere child when his father departed for the Theban 

Wars.98 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
ἐξελαϲία. Robert rightly stresses (1915:1. 222) the multiplicity of potential sources for this particular myth of 
Pindar’s: not all are epic. He further observes (222f) how many different epics might have had cause to treat of the 
quarrel between Adrastus and Amphiaraus in the terms suggested by μέγ’ ἔριϲμα μετ’ ἀμφοτέροιϲι γένηται. 
98 Immisch also cites Eur. Suppl. 100-103 (γυναῖκεϲ αἵδε μnτέρεϲ τέκνων | τῶν κατθανόντων ἀμφὶ Καδμείαϲ πύλαϲ | 
ἑπτὰ ϲτρατηγῶν) and 1213 (παιϲὶ δ’ Ἀργείων λέγω). Collard ad loc. regards the second phrase as a mere "epic 
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In such circumstances, would Amphiaraus have addressed him as ἥρωϲ? In such 

circumstances would he have addressed him at all in the terms of Clearchus' hexameters? Art 

again represents Amphiaraus as leaping with impetuous anger and haste onto his chariot (see  

page 138 below): the speed in his departure is emphasised by both Welcker (2.324n8) and 

Immisch. 

Eur. fr. 69 Kannicht (from the Alcmaeon in Psophis) is sometimes cited as support for the 

picture of an Amphiaraus delivering himself of gnomic saws and sententiae on the point of 

departure for Thebes (μάλιϲτα μέν μ’ ἐπῆρ’   ἐπιϲκήψαϲ   πατήρ | ὅθ’ ἅρµματ’   εἰϲέβαινεν   ἐϲ 

Θήβαϲ ἰών) but once again it rather seems to refute any such thesis. The advice which his 

elder son received from Amphiaraus could hardly be more different from the devious moral 

Machiavellianism supposedly heard by the younger. Alcmaeon was given instructions on 

matricide, as emerges from Anon. in Arist. EN  III.1. 1110 A 28 (Comm. Arist. Graec. 20 p.142.27 

Heylbut): τοῦ   πατρὸϲ ἐντειλαµμένου   ἀποκτεῖναι   τὴν   µμητέρα   καὶ   καταραϲαµμένου                    

(Nauck:-ϲομένου) αὐτῶι  εἰ  µμὴ ἀποκτείνηι  ἀκαρπίαν  γῆϲ  καὶ  ἀτεκνίαν. Such terse injunctions, 

grim and to the point, differ toto caelo from the cautious sagacity of the saws examined above. 

It becomes difficult, in the light of these considerations, to avoid the conclusion that a 

short, or indeed any, epic source for the moralising is out of the question. As Wehrli comments 

on the relevant fragment of Clearchus (p. 72): "dass es sich um eine selbständige 

Spruchsammlung mit heroischem Rahmen handelt, ist mir wahrscheinlicher als ein 

erzählendes Epos." The Χείρωνοϲ Yποθῆκαι have long been claimed as a potentially 

comparable source for the above γνώμη. If one believed that the artefacts mentioned above 

derive from the Thebais, and if one had to accept that the gnomic hexameters derived from a 

poem that associated them with Amphiaraus' departure, it would be impossible to dissent from 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
periphrasis," but this fails to take into account the following two lines (πορθήϲεθ' ἡβήϲαντεϲ Ἰϲμηνοῦ πόλιν | 
πατέρων θανόντων ἐκδικάζοντεϲ φόνον). 
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Immisch's conclusion (p. 172) that that poem presented "eine von der Thebais verschiedene 

Behandlung des Amphiaraos’ Abschiedes" in which the hero's farewell was "freundlich und 

ohne groll.” 

(ii) It represents an alternative title for the Thebais. 

This was Welcker's solution (1865: 2.371), developed by Wilamowitz (1914:104), who 

supposed that it was specifically used to distinguish that part of the epic attributed to Homer 

from the section later combined with the Epigoni (whose Homeric status was early denied: see 

page 143 below). The hypothesis is attractive to scholars like Wilamowitz or Friedländer as 

explaining the Thebais' absence from that Vita Homeri which alone mentions the ἐξελαϲία. But 

we have already seen (page 133 above: compare (iii) below) how Robert (1915:2. 80n110) 

removed the grounds for perturbation by reminding us that neither Iliad nor Odyssey find any 

mention either. Besides, although the alternate title was a common phenomenon in antiquity 

(see Davies and Finglass’ commentary on Stesichorus’ Iliupersis), there is no just parallel for an 

alternative title derived from so tangential and uncentral an area of the poem's concern as 

Amphiaraus' departure would be to a work otherwise entitled the Thebais. 

(iii) It represents a section or episode from the Thebais. 

This is virtually the interpretation devised by E. Hiller, Rh. Mus. 42 (1887) 341f and Robert 

(1915:1.219) rightly prefers it to (ii). I rather prefer it to (i) as well. Again, the phenomenon is a 

familiar one: the Iliadic Διομήδεοϲ ἀριϲτείη, the Odyssean Ἀλκινόου ἀπόλογοϲ. See further S. 

West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer (1967) 20n35. Bergk (Gr. Lit. Gesch. 2. 41n31), renouncing his 

earlier ideas (see above under (i)), suggested a more specific hypothesis ("vielleicht 

ursprünglich Name des ersten Buches"). The Tηλεμαχεία would be an approximate parallel for 

that. But since we are under no obligation to believe in either of these hypotheses, the range of 

possibilities surrounding the source of Clearchus' gnomic hexameters becomes almost infinite. 
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Robert notes that the choice of a section of the Thebais rather than the Iliad on the part of 

the pseudo-Herodotean Vita would be explained by its composer's wish to indicate that the 

Thebais is earlier than the Iliad. 

  

Ἀµμφιάρεω  Ἐξελαϲία: The Evidence of Art 

The departure of a hero for war was a popular subject in art (LIMC I I s.v. “Amphiaraos” E 

(pp.694-697): see, for instance, Beazley-Caskey, Vase Paintings in Boston 2 (1954) 10, A. Yalouri, 

AJA 75 (1971) 271) and the departure of Amphiaraus especially so. That this hero is specifically 

intended can be conveyed, for instance, by the labelling of Amphiaraus or Eriphyle (see 

Yalouri) or by the employment of recurrent motifs (the hero's angry glare, his naked sword, 

the presence of the fatal necklace). On the numerous relevant artefacts see Hampe-(Simon)  

19-22 (esp. 20n11), Krauskopf  16f. (discussion) and  97 (list), Beazley-Caskey, Vase-Paintings in 

Boston 1 (1951) 51 (on examples from red-figure vases), Krauskopf (2) (= Tainia  (Hampe 

Festschrift (Mainz 1980)) 105ff. (on examples from Tyrrhenian amphorae), and (3) (= LIMC 

1.694-697 (a general survey)). 

A particularly memorable example was the Corinthian crater once in Berlin and dated c. 

570 (F 1655: Krauskopf LIMC El.7), for whose similarity to the Chest of Cypselus described by 

Paus. V 17.4: cf. Krauskopf LIMC E 1.15, Davies and Finglass on Stesichorus' Eriphyle fr. .  As 

observed there, the possibility of that work's influence upon the two artefacts has to accept an 

equal place in our considerations with the possibility that the epic Thebais is the poem from 

which they took their inspiration. We must now consider that latter possibility in the more 

general context of a survey of the whole range of relevant artefacts. Let me first hail as 

salutary the scepticism encapsulated in the following quotation from Krauskopf 1980: 112: 

"Auch die ausführlichste Darstellung, der Amphiaraos Krater, gibt ja keine sklavisch getreue 

Illustration einer bestimmten Szene, etwa der Thebais." 



	  

	  

137 

Of the supernumerary figures variously presented by vase-painters I would judge it is the 

individuals and not their actions that are likelier to derive from an epic source. If this 

formulation seems unduly paradoxical or obscure, an examination of Eriphyle's rôle will 

instantly clarify matters. On the Chest of Cypselus and the Corinthian Crater, Eriphyle stands 

in Amphiaraus' presence holding the necklace with which she has been bribed to send him to 

certain death. We do not instantly conclude that these artefacts are evidence for a version in 

which Eriphyle actually added insult to injury in this drastic manner by flaunting the evidence 

of her wickedness. Still less do we infer that such a version stood in the Thebais. Rather we 

recognise that Eriphyle holds her necklace, as Hampe puts it (Hampe (-Simon)  20), "in naiver 

Darstellungsweise dem Betrachter des Bildes zur Schau geboten." 

Again, the grim glare which the hero often directs at his wife (particularly well conveyed 

on the Basel amphora (Krauskopf LIMC El.10: discussed by Hampe-(Simon) (19-22, with plates 

8–11) through the artist's use of white paint) is probably the vase-painter's shorthand. Epic is 

fully capable of describing eyes flashing in anger, of course, but perhaps it is rather the 

relevant epic's lengthy narrative of Amphiaraus' grounds for anger that is here, as it were, 

concisely summarised. Likewise, it would be rash to infer (with Bethe 1891:127) from those 

vase-paintings that display Amphiaraus drawing his sword as he leaps onto his chariot, an epic 

scene in which the hero thus openly threatened his wife. To quote Krauskopf again (1980: 112): 

"das motiv des Schwertziehens kann auch eine Erfindung der Bildkunst sein um die innere 

Verfassung des Amphiaraos, seinen Zorn auf die verräterische Gattin, äusserlich sichtbar zu 

machen"; cf. Krauskopf LIMC p. 707 (col. 1). Conversely, we are not to deduce anything as to 

literary treatments from such vases as appear to depict a peaceful farewell to wife and sons: cf. 

Stoneman 1981: 47f. 

Turning, then, to the slightly safer ground of identifiable characters, one might select as 

likeliest candidate for derivation from an epic source Amphiaraus' charioteer Baton: the figure 
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of the ἡνίοχοc is a familiar one in epic, and this particular man is depicted on a large number 

of artefacts, securely labelled as Baton on several (e.g. the Corinthian crater and Chest of 

Cypselus mentioned above; or the Tyrrhenian amphora in Basel dating from the second 

quarter of the sixth century: Krauskopf LIMC E1.10). He is besides mentioned in the Argive 

dedication at Delphi (Paus. X 2.2: see page 93 above) and further attested by the evidence of 

literature and art as involved in Amphiaraus' descent into the earth (see page 121 above). 

But we do not advance very far before learning that in this area too there are uncertainties 

attaching all too readily to various figures. A nurse can be seen on several vases; thus on a 

Boston vase of 440–430 (03.798: ARV 2 1011.16 = Krauskopf LIMC E3.25) this woman is, in 

Beazley-Caskey's words (1.51), "stretching out her right hand and holding the child, 

Amphilochus, on her left arm."  Are we to attribute to the Thebais a scene featuring an 

individual comparable to the anonymous figure who holds Astyanax in Il. VI 467 before 

Hector's departure? Certainly, Amphilochus was similarly held on the Chest of Cypselus by 

πρεcβῦτιc ἥτιc δή. But other vases show Eriphyle herself carrying the child, and the child is 

sometimes identifiable as Alcmeon rather than Amphilochus (so, for instance, on an amphora 

of c.520: Chiusi 1794: ABV 330. 1 = Krauskopf LIMC El.13, a labelled Eriphyle bears in her arms a 

labelled (Al)cmeon).99 

This last example neatly brings us to the next stage of the discussion. For while assessing 

the possibility of detecting a change in the identity of the work of literature supposed to 

inspire these artefacts, Stoneman (1981:48) alleges a tendency for the figure of Alcmaeon to 

gain importance at the expense of Amphilochus (note, for instance, his prominence on the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99 A further example of problematic identity: an old man of sorrowful aspect squats in front of the horses of 
Amphiaraus' chariot on the Corinthian vase and several others besides. He is often taken to be a seer (on such 
figures in literature see Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 409 (2.214)). Robert (1915:1.224) preferred to see him as Alcmaeon's 
paidagogos. But a similar old man positioned behind the horses on the Tyrrhenian amphora mentioned above 
(Krauskopf LIMC El.10) is identified by his label as Oecles, the father of Amphiaraus. 
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bell-crater at Syracuse (18421:ARV21075.7:Krauskopf LIMC E4.26) c.440). Such a rise in 

significance might ultimately derive from literature, but the latter's influence upon the trend 

may well have been of the most general type. A later artist's general awareness that 

Alcmaeon's act of matricide was now being described in the Epigoni, the Alcmaeonis, or in 

Stesichorus' Eriphyle (leaving aside Tragedy, in particular Euripides (see page 135 above)), is far 

likelier than that the aforesaid artist had read any of these texts and was deliberately 

reproducing their version, as against earlier works of art, based on a reading of the Thebais. We 

should also bear in mind the tendency (noted by W. Wrede, Mitteil. d. Deutsch. Arch. Inst. (Ath. 

Abteil.) 41 (1916) 270-272; cf. Krauskopf LIMC p. 707 (col. 2)) for vase-depictions of this story to 

become progressively simplified and to shed the large cast of characters exhibited by, for 

instance, the Corinthian crater. This movement is marked in the second half of the sixth 

century but has nothing to do with literary influences. 
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3. EPIGONI	  

I) THE	  RELATIONSHIP	  OF	  THE	  EPIGONI	  TO	  THE	  THEBAIS	  

Just as several scholars have supposed the Iliupersis to be part of a larger epic called the Ilias 

Parva and have sought thereby to resolve a number of apparent anomalies, so some critics 

would have the Epigoni to be the latter portion of a more general work entitled the Thebais          

(K.O. Müller, GGL 14 p. 117, = Engl. tr. 1.96, Bethe 1891: 89n16, 122 etc.). 

Leutsch in particular among earlier scholars expressed with an economic clarity his view 

that "unum carmen et Thebaidem et Epígonos complexum esse" (Thebaidis cycl. Reliquiae (1830)  

12), a view which he later expanded and elaborated thus: "Thebais cyclica prius Argivorum 

bellum contra Thebanos complexa est: postea vero a Grammaticis cum Epigonis coniuncta est. 

Hinc explicandi Herodot. 4.32,  Pausan. 9.9 , Schol. Apoll. [Rhod.]1. 308 " (Theses Sexaginta 

(1833)) n. 150).100 But of the three passages thus listed, Hdt. IV 32 needs no such explanation, 

for it is perfectly intelligible without recourse to the hypothesis here advanced by Leutsch. 

Pausanias too, as we have already seen (page 40f above), can be explained in terms of two 

separate epics.ΣAp. Rhod. certainly requires some solution for its undeniable difficulties, and 

here the hypothesis of a single unifying epic is at its most attractive. 

The last two passages, together with ΣAr. Pax 1270's attribution of Epigoni fr. 1 to an 

Antimachus, have led more recent scholars (Bethe 1891: 36-8, cf. Robert 1915: 1.183f.) to very 

much the same conclusion as Leutsch. Since a "cyclicus poeta" called Antimachus is elsewhere 

credited with a poem embracing the expedition of the seven against Thebes (Porphyrio on 

Horace's Ars Poetica 146: see page 147 below). Bethe infers (1891:37) "dass es ein dem Homer 

ebenso wie dem Kykliker Antimachos von Teos zugeschriebenes Epos gab, welches sowohl den 

Zug der Sieben gegen Theben, als auch den der Epigonen besang, und dass dasselbe zwei Titel 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
100 Similarly Wilamowitz 1914: 104 (cited page 144 below). 
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führte Θηβαίϲ und Ἐπίγονοι." But again, the phenomena (in particular the attribution to 

Antimachus) are capable of a different explanation (see page 148 below). 

Not only are frr. 1 and 2 of the Epigoni not particularly suggestive of the unitary hypothesis; 

they are positively incompatible with it in several vital respects. Fr. 1 contains several formal 

features which are characteristic of an epic's opening line (see my comments ad loc.). Fr. 2 (= T 

1), with its revelation of Herodotus' scepticism as to the Homeric authorship of the work, 

surely constitutes valuable early evidence that it must be segregated from the Thebais, which 

passed as Homeric until long after Herodotus.101 

The most reasonable account of the relationship between the two epics explains the Epigoni 

as a sort of sequel   to the Thebais. Hesiodic analogies can be cited for "epic poems apparently 

composed in continuation of existing poems": see West's commentary on Hesiod's Theogony p. 

49 and n4. Wilamowitz expressed the relationship in characteristically extreme terms: "der 

Epigonenzug ist ein ziemlich ärmlich erfundenes Nachspiel zur Thebais ohne jeden echten 

Inhalt" (1891: 240 =1971:74).102 It may, indeed, be alleged that the tradition of the Epigoni was 

so weak and colourless that Attic tragedians felt free to omit it103 when convenient (cf. 

Andersen 1978: 16). 

Finally, it is hard to see how anything is solved by M.B. Sakellariou's notion (La migration 

Grècque en Ionie (Athens 1958) 157f.) that our fr. derives from the Thebais of Antimachus of 

Colophon: as Wyss in his edition (p.XI) sees, there is no cause to suppose this poem extended to 

the exploits of the Epigoni (so too Prinz 1979: 171: cf. page 148 below). The safest conclusion 

(though even this is by no means certain) would seem to be that, to the individual responsible 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
101 See page 39 above. I can detect no merit or plausibility in Wecklein’s attempt at a compromise, which presents 
us with a composition "... teils gesondert, teils in Verbindung mit der Thebais  verbreitet" (Sitzb. d. Bayer. Akad. d. 
Wisschft. phil.-hist. Cl. 5 (1901)  678). 
102 Cf. Wilamowitz 1914: 104: "es gab eine Forsetzung, die Epigonen..."  
103 E.g. Aeschylus in his SCT (cf. Dawe, CQ 17 (1967) 19-21; Lloyd-Jones, Justice of Zeus p. 214 (n. on p. 90), and 
Hutchinson on Aesch. SCT  749 and 903). 
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for the contents of the present note,  the Thebais and the Epigoni were so closely connected that 

the former's name was used by him to refer to an event in the latter. Whether he possessed 

any formal justification for this or whether pure and simple error is to be blamed we cannot 

tell; but it would be rash to infer any far-reaching deductions about the relationship between 

the two epics on the evidence of this baffling testimony. 

The question of when the tradition arose of a second avenging and successful expedition 

against Thebes has been much debated. On a general level, Howald 1939:4 is doubtless right to 

maintain that "diese Weiterführung nur erdacht werden konnte zu einer Zeit, wo man sich 

über die Niederlage der Sieben grämte und sie wettmachen wollte; dies kann aber erst erfolgt 

sein, nachdem die Hauptsage längst ausgebildet war und sich durchgesetzt hatte." 

Friedländer's paradoxical attempt to argue the exact reverse (1914: 328 = 1969: 42), on the 

ground that success must be a primary motif, defeat secondary and derivative, is refuted by 

Howald's explanation of the significance of the Seven's defeat (see page 95 above). One passage 

implies Homer's knowledge of the tradition: 

 Τὸν δ’ υἱὸϲ Kαπανῆοϲ ἀµμείψατο  κυδαλίμοιο. 

 "Ἀτρεΐδη, μὴ ψεύδε’ ἐπιϲτάµμενοϲ   ϲάφα εἰπεῖν. 

 ἡµμεῖϲ τοι πατέρων μέγ’ ἀµμείνονεϲ εὐχόμεθ’ εἰναι. 

 ἡµμεῖϲ καὶ Θήβηϲ ἕδοϲ εἵλοµμεν ἑπταπύλοιο, 

 παυρότερον λαὸν ἀγαγόνθ’ ὐπὸ τεῖχοϲ ἄρειον, 

 πειθόμενοι τεράεϲϲι θεῶν καὶ Ζηνὸϲ ἀρωγῆι. 

       κεῖνοι δὲ ϲφετέρηιϲιν ἀταϲθαλίηιϲιν ὄλοντο. 

   

       τῶ μή μοι πατέραϲ ποθ’ ὁµμοίηι ἔνθεo τιμῆι." 

                                                                                Il. IV. 403-10  
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Such passages, however, have not always been accepted at their precise face-value. Scholars of 

an analytic frame of mind endeavoured to separate and distinguish those strata of the Iliad 

which knew of the second expedition against Thebes, and those which were ignorant of it. 

Thus Robert, for instance (1915:1.185-191), could hardly deny that Il. IV 406-10 showed 

awareness of the Epigoni, but he argued that Book 5 of the poem was perfectly oblivious of 

them. The terms in which Athena's Inspiration of Diomedes is described at the beginning of 

that book convinced him that the hero was conceived as previously unversed in war. Likewise, 

he supposed, the prayer-formula in Il. V 116f (εἴ ποτέ μοι καὶ πατρὶ φίλα φρονέουϲα             

παρέϲτηϲ | δηΐωι ἐν πολέμωι, νῦν αὖτ’ ἐµμὲ φῖλαι, Ἀθήνη) would never have been used unless 

Diomedes himself had no previous martial assistance from Athena by which to appeal. And 

again (p.195), would Diomedes have chosen to rally the Greeks at Il. XIV 114-132 by recalling 

his father Tydeus' exploits had he any of his own to brandish about? 

Such observations reveal an undeniably sharp intelligence, but are in fact as 

inappropriately applied here as their fellow objections in the Thebais. To take them in the 

reverse order, no-one has any right to be surprised at Diomedes' failure to mention his earlier 

successes before Thebes in view of the emphatic apologia by which the whole speech is 

prefaced (XIV 111-113): μή τι κότωι ἀγάϲηϲθε  ἕκαϲτοϲ | οὕνεκα  δὴ  γενεῆφι  νεώτατόϲ εἰµμι  µμεθ’ 

ὑµμῖν. | πατρὸϲ δ’ ἐξ  ἀγαθοῦ   καὶ   ἐγὼ   γένοϲ εὔχοµμαι   εἰναι   | κτλ.The reference to Diomedes' 

father in the prayer at Il. V 116f. is perfectly in keeping with the whole poem's use of Tydeus as 

a παράδειγμα οἰκεῖον for his son (on which see Andersen 1976 : 41). Finally, Il. V 1-8 conveys 

Athena's intervention on Diomedes' behalf in a way perfectly appropriate for an introduction 

to the ἀριcτεία of a warrior whom we have yet to see engaged in battle in the Iliad. But the 

manner in which Homer shows us the hero busy at war for the first time in the epic must not 

be taken to imply ignorance of Diomedes' activities before the walls of Thebes, any more than 
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it is meant to indicate that Diomedes spent the first nine years of the Trojan War in total 

inactivity!                                                                                                                        

 

T	  

On the alleged  reference to the Epigoni  foisted on the Tabula Borgiana by Wilamowitz’s 

supplement see McLeod (as cited on page 1 above)162: the relevant entry “has the wrong 

gender or number (masculine singular or neuter plural), the wrong author (an anonymous 

Milesian), and the wrong length (9,500 lines) to refer to” our poem.   

II) F	  l	  

ἡ	  ἀρχὴ	  τῶν	  Ἐπιγόνων	  	  Ἀντιμάχου: the formula's use by the scholion on Aristophanes' Peace is 

also an ἀρχὴ κακῶν. Several intractable problems have become mixed up here and it is 

essential to distinguish them: 

(i) Who is the Antimachus mentioned by Arist. Pax 1270 as author of the Epigoni ? Antiquity 

knew of two epic poets with this name, one from Colophon the other from Teios. But the 

Colophonian of that name is nowhere credited with a poem that included the expedition of the 

Epigoni. We know too little of the Teian epic poet to be dogmatic as to whether he could be 

meant; cf. Powell, Collect. Alex. p. 247,  Wyss ad Antim. fr. dub. 150. Kranz, Rh. Mus. 104 (1961) 7= 

Studien zur Ant. Lit. und ihrem Nachwirken 30 automatically concludes that the Teian is referred 

to here. Note at this stage that, whatever the identity of Antimachus, he is not described, here 

or anywhere else, as the author of the cyclic epic called the Thebais. 

(ii) Who is the Antimachus mentioned by various commentators on Horace's Ars Poetica 104          

(= Antim. T12 Matthews) as a "cyclicus poeta" who produced a very lengthy work on the 

expedition of the Seven against Thebes? For bibliography see Wyss' Antimachus p. VI n.1, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
104 Dreadful confusion in Scott, CP 16(1921) 21: "Horace (sic) refers to [Antimachus of Colophon] as scriptor cyclicus 
in Ars Poet. 142 ". 
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Matthews p.20f. The usual answer is "the Colophonian" (see especially Wyss pp. V-VII) which 

fits well with our other data about this poet (e.g. Cic. Brut 191 = Antim. T 5 Matthews: magnum 

... volumen). The only difficulty is that this poet has no right to the title "cyclicus." But the term 

may be being used in a wider, non-technical sense (so Robert 1915: 1.183) in the manner of 

Callimachus (cf. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship 1. 227-230, Cameron, Callimachus and his 

Critics 396). Or, if we prefer to talk in terms of a mistake, we may lay the blame at the doors of 

pseudo-Acro who erroneously supposed that AP 137's quotation from a "scriptor cyclicus" 

(verse 136) stemmed from the Colophonian Antimachus (see Wyss as cited p. VI f). 

This small accommodation seems infinitely preferable to the idea (which we owe in 

particular to Bethe 1891: 36f, following but going much further than Wilamowitz 1884:                

345f.n26) that the cyclic poet of these commentators is Antimachus of Teios. Important 

consequences would then follow: this man must be credited with the cyclic Thebais (and the 

Epigoni, of course, which must be interpreted as a part of that larger whole: see page 143 

above), an immense work which covered twenty four books before reaching the Seven's arrival 

at Thebes! 

The difficulties of reconciling this hypothesis with the number of lines variously attested 

for Thebais and Epigoni (7,000 a piece) are well brought out by Robert (1915:1.183), closely 

followed by Wyss p. VI. Besides, it cannot be stressed too much that the cyclic Thebais (as 

opposed to the Epigoni) is nowhere attributed to the poet of Teios. 

The ἡ  ἀρχή + genitive formula (on which see Davies and Finglass on Stesichorus fr.90.8 ) 

tells against Bethe's vision of a single epic embracing Thebais and Epigoni as Cousins, Philol. 54 

(1895)  724n31 saw. 

νῦν: for the word's use "in passing to new subjects" see West on Hes. Th.  963. This feature 

is not, of course, an argument against our line's presumed position at the start of its poem: cf. 

the proem to the Σίλλοι of Timo Philiasius (fr. 775 Suppl. Hell.) ἔϲπετε   νῦν   µμοι   ὅϲοι  



	  

	  

146 

πολυπράγµμονεϲ κτλ. and Cratinus fr. 237 KA (PCG 4.242) ἔγειρε  δὴ  νῦν  Mοῦϲα,  Κρητικὸν  µμέλοϲ 

(cf. Ap. Rhod. 1.20 νῦν  δ’  ἂν  ἐγὼ  γενεήν  τε  καὶ οὔνοµμα  µμυθηϲαίμην).See further Davies and 

Finglass on Stesichorus fr.100.9. αὖθ’: this word is a regular component of initial invocations 

to the Muse(s): see Davies and Finglass  on Stesichorus fr.90.9.  Its appearance here, then, does 

not indicate that several verses originally preceded the present as Bethe (1891: 38) presumes in 

keeping with his theory that the Epigoni was merely the concluding portion of the Thebais (see 

p.141 above). Nor does it even necessarily "imply another poem preceding" (West, OCD 2 p. 

389), or serve to prepare the reader "ad brevem et concisam orationem" as Wyss (Antimachus p. 

VI) seems to infer. ὁπλοτέρων	  ἀνδρῶν	  ἀρχώμεθα: for a poem's subject-matter expressed in a 

genitive dependent upon ἄρχεϲθαι at the start of the given poem see West's note on Hes. Th. 1 .           

The significance of ὁπλότεροι might have been clarified (as Bethe 1891:38 is obliged to admit) 

in the following lines: compare Sthenelus' remarks at Il. IV 405-409 ἡµμεῖϲ     τοι  πατέρων  µμέγ’ 

ἀµμείνονεϲ   εὐχόμεθ’ εἶναι.   | ἡµμεῖϲ   καὶ Θήβηϲ ἕδοϲ   εἵλοµμεν   ἑπταπύλοιο |...|...| κεῖνοι   δὲ 

ϲφετέρηιϲιν ἀταϲθαλίηιϲιν ὄλοντο.  ἀρχώμεθα: such a subjunctive expresses resolve: compare 

Hes. Th. 1 and West's note ad loc. (p. 152). The same note gives examples of first person plurals 

for singulars, but it is impossible to tell whether our own specimen is an instance of this, or is 

meant to include the poet and the Muses together, as Kranz, Rh. Mus. 104 (1951) 7 = Stud. zur 

Ant. Lit. und ihrem Nachwirk. 30 assumes.Mοῦϲαι: on the variation between one and a plurality 

of Muses in such invocations see West on Hes. Th. 60. 

Kranz, as cited above, ingeniously supposes that the next line began οἳ   τὁτε   κτλ. The 

relative would certainly be most idiomatic (see on ἔνθεν in Theb. F1). 

 

F2	  
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On references to the Hyperboreans in these two and other passages in Greek literature see 

J.D.P. Bolton, Aristeas of Proconnesus (Oxford 1962) 22-26 and Subject Index s.v., J. Romm, The 

Ends of the Earth in Ancient Tradition (1992). 

Huxley (1969: 47) ingeniously reminds us that according to Hdt. V 61.2 ἐπἰ  τούτου  δὴ  τοῦ  

Λαοδάµμαντοϲ   τοῦ   Ἐτεοκλέοϲ   µμουναρχέοντοϲ   ἐξανιϲτέαται   Καδµμεῖοι   ὑπ’   Ἀργείων   καὶ  

τρέπονται  ἐϲ  τοὺϲ  Ἐγχελέαϲ. The reference is to Illyria (see below p.172).The great difficulty 

here, of course, lies in the attribution of a story concerning the Epigoni to a work alluded to by 

the phrase οἱ   τὴν Θηβαΐδα   γεγραφότεϲ. This is surprising, not because of the plural οἱ... 

γεγραφότεϲ (on which see page 1 above).Numerous attempts have been made to remove the 

inconcinnity. None of them convinces. Thus: 

(i) Welcker (1849:1.194) supposed τὴν Θηβαΐδα to be somehow equivalent to τα Θηβαϊκά.105 

This is most unlikely. 

(ii) Independent considerations have led several scholars to the conclusion that the Thebais 

and the Epigoni in some sense formed a single poem (see page 141 above). Wilamowitz 1914: 

104: "dass beide Gedichte, als sie athetiert waren, auch zusammengefasst wurden und Thebais 

hiessen, zeigt das Scholion Apoll. Rh.1.308." 

(iii) οἱ  τὴν Θηβαΐδα  γεγραφότεϲ means "the author of the Thebais " who is therefore also 

signified as the author of the Epigoni.This would be a most clumsy and incoherent way of 

expressing any such idea. 

 

F3	  

On  Manto as the appropriately named daughter of the seer Teiresias see M.Sulzberger, Rév. 

Ét. Gr. 39 (1926) 394  and 443. For offspring named after their father’s qualities cf. Il.VI 402f and 

XXII 506f (Hector and Astyanax), Ajax and Eurysaces, Oenomaus and Hippodameia, Ixion and 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105 So too Huxley (1969: 47: "this is a loose way (!)  of referring to the Theban cycle as a whole"). 
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Perithous (see Critias TrGF 1.43 F5.20 as supplemented by Housman, CR 12 (1928) 9 = Classical 

Papers 3.1147); more generally Il.IX 561-4 (daughter called Halcyone because her mother 

suffered like a halcyon), J.Th. Kakridis, Homeric Researches (1949) 31. The tradition that the 

victorious Argives sent Manto to Delphi together with a portion of the booty, recurs in 

Apollod. III 7.4, whose explanation of the action  (ηὔξαντο  γὰρ αὐτῶι (scil. Ἀπόλλωνι) Θήβαϲ 

ἑλόντεϲ   τὸ   κάλλιϲτον   τῶν   λαφύρων ἀναθήϲειν) gives point to our passage's reference to 

ἀκροθίνιον (for which see Hutchinson on Aesch. SCT  278). It is also to be found in Paus. IX   

33.2 (minus  the explanation). The sequel involving Rhacius occurs, with less detail and a 

different sequence of events, ibid. (προϲτάξαντοϲ δὲ τοῦ  θεοῦ   ναυϲὶν  ἐϲ  τὴν  νῦν  Ἰωνίαν  καὶ  

Ἰωνίαϲ   ἐϲ   τὴν   Κολοφωνίαν περαιωθῆναι.   καὶ   ἡ   µμὲν   αὐτόθι   ϲυνώικηϲεν   ἡ   Μαντὼ  Ῥακίωι  

Κρητί) and is presupposed by Paus. VII 3.2 (Μόψοϲ ὁ   ‘Pακίου   καὶ Μαντοῦϲ). For a full 

treatment of the story and its sources see Prinz 1979: 18-23. 

Our epic seems to have employed two very common motifs, that of the sacrifice or the 

similar surrender of the fairest (see my remarks in Eikasmos 21 (2010) 331-8), and that of the 

injunction that a princess vel sim. must marry the first man she meets (see e.g. Thompson 

Motif-Index T 62 ("princess to marry first man who asks father") and the analogous motifs 

cited ad loc. (3.343)). The way in which our scholion postpones mention of this latter injunction 

reminds one of the technique discussed by Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 59  and in Appendix A "On 

the postponement of certain important details in archaic narrative" (3.805). 

On the significance of the epic's reference to Delphi's oracle see Parke-Wormell, The Delphic 

Oracle 1.51f.The reply is L2 in Fontenrose's catalogue of responses (The Delphic Oracle p.322). As 

Fontenrose there observes, "the lost epic account of the response must have included a 

direction to go to Ionia." 

Lloyd-Jones (2002:6 = 2003:25n41) in his newly acquired eagerness to learn from “Pisander” 

about the contents of the Oedipodeia (see page 4 above), suggested that Σ Eur. Phoen. 854 = 
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Peisander FGrHist 16 F 9, naming the offspring of Tiresias and Xanthe as Phanemus, 

Pherecydes, Chloris and Manto, was “more likely to come from epic than from a tragedy, and 

may well come from” that poem. But the Epigoni is another possibility.For other sources that 

name some of these offspring see Jacoby ad loc. p.495 

III) SPURIUM	  

Kirchoff's attribution of the two hexameters to  our epic was approved by Dindorf, Poetae 

Scaenici 5, Genthe-Ellendt, Lexicon Sophocleum (e.g. s.v. ποτιμάϲτιοϲ (p. 649)), and Nauck, 

Mélanges Gréco-Rom. (Bull.Acad. St-. Pétersbourg 4 (1875/80)) 375, who was, however, perturbed 

by the dissylabic form κοϊλόϲ, which would be unusual for epic. 
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4. ALCMAEONIS	  

Our sources variously report the epic's title as Ἀλκµμαιονίc, Ἀλκµμαιωνίc,   Ἀλκµμεωνίc,  and 

Ἀλκµμέων is the Attic form of the hero's name (cf. Radt, TrGF 4 p. 149).The briefest comparison 

of its title with its fragments (especially 1, 5 and 7) will confirm that the Alcmaeonis, in Huxley's 

words, "was wide in scope and diffuse in content" (1969: 52). Indeed, it is quite impossible to 

relate any of the directly quoted frr. to the legend that gave the poem its name, and the 

relevance of the remaining frr. is only marginally more obvious. 

Clearly the poem must have covered a great deal of the same ground as that other epic the 

Epigoni, and several scholars have tried to derive the variant mythographic traditions from the 

two respective works. We shall cast a sceptical eye upon their efforts in the Appendix             

(pages 160-175 below).Here let it suffice to remind ourselves that Prinz 1979:187 has 

readvanced the bracing hypothesis that Alcmaeonis and Epigoni are merely different names for 

one poem (so already Düntzer, Die Fragmente der epischen Poesie der Griechen (1840) 7, Welcker  

1865:2.404f etc.). But this conclusion does not necessarily follow from Prinz's effective 

demolition of Bethe's idea that our late sources and mythographers preserve traces of two 

separate epic traditions about the Epigoni's expedition and Alcmaeon's act of matricide (see 

Appendix below). Prinz may well have established that in fact these late authors only convey a 

single epic tradition on these matters. A second epic may have existed nonetheless, which 

happens not to have left its trace in later writers.  

 The epic is generally dated c. 600 in the wake of Wilamowitz 1884: 73 n2 and 214n13, who 

based his conclusion on the evidence of F 5 (see ad loc). For a bibliography of scholars who 

subscribe to this see Prinz 1979:39n13. 
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I) 	  F1	  

We cannot say how the poem came to mention the incident of Phocus’ murder by his 

brothers: but it would be rash, with, for instance, Stoneman 1981: 52n50, to suspect 

misattribution. Such treacherous acts are one of the features which distinguish nonHomeric 

from Homeric epics: see Griffin 1977:46 =2001:378f. On Phocus in general see West's note on 

Hes. Th. 1004, J. Fontenrose, Calif. Stud. Class. Ant. 2  (1969) 115f and n.20. On the story of his 

murder and Peleus’ consequent exile see K. Wesselmann, Mythische Erzählstrukturen in Herodots 

“Historien” (Berlin 2011) 229 f. For similar stories of fratricide see Fontenrose, The Cult and Myth 

of Pyrros at Delphi (Univ. Calif. Publ. Class. Arch. 4 (1960))247. For the specific pattern of two 

murderous brothers envious of a third half-brother, who is “different” and often “the child of 

an alien mother” cf. the fate of Erpr in Norse literature’s Hamðismal: see U. Dronke, The Poetic 

Edda I (Oxford 1969) 164 (text) and 196 f. (discussion and parallels).Various versions obtained in 

antiquity as to the way in which Phocus was killed (see, for instance, Frazer, Loeb Apollodorus 

2 57f n2). Jealousy over his prowess in games was the usual motive. The Alcmaeonis' conviction 

that both Telamon and Peleus took a part in the crime is shared by Σ Pind. Nem. V 25  (3.92 Dr.) 

and Tzetz. in Lycophr. 175 (2.84 Scheer), though these two late sources reverse our epic's 

distribution of responsibility and give Peleus the quoit, Telamon the axe. Other authors give 

sole responsibility either to Telamon (Apollod. III 12.6,  'Dorotheus'106 ap. [Plut.] Parall. Min. 25 

(311E)) or  (more usually) Peleus (e.g. Paus. II  29. 9f). Others still (Ant. Lib. 38, Hygin. fab. 14) 

implicate both heroes without specifying the exact apportionment of guilt. Pindar clearly 

knew the story, perhaps from the present epic, but in Nem. V 14-18 he displays a characteristic 

reluctance to dwell upon a legend so discreditable to heroes of his beloved Aegina (see, for 

example, M.C. van der Kolf, Quaeritur quomodo Pindarus fabulas tractaverit quidque in eis mutaverit 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106 Perhaps a "Schwindelautor": for arguments on either side see J. Schlereth, de Plutarchi quae feruntur Parallelis 
Minoribus (Freiburg i. B. 1931) 114f;  Jacoby, Mnemos. 8 (1940) 127 = Abhandl. zur gr. Geschichtschr. .407. 
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(Rotterdam 1923) 51 f, or G. Huxley, Pindar's Vision of the Past (Belfast 1975) 19f.; cf. Lloyd-Jones, 

JHS   93 (1973) 137 = Academic Papers [I] 152 and n141). Diod. Sic.  IV 72. 6 f claims Phocus' death 

as an accident. Exile (of Peleus to Pthia; of Telamon to Salamis) is the regular sequel to Phocus' 

death. 

In most accounts (including Pindar's in the fifth Nemean: see the family-tree printed by 

Huxley as cited) Telamon and Peleus are both sons of Aeacus by Endäis, while Phocus, begot by 

Aeacus upon Psamatheia, is their half-brother. A different tale was told by Pherecydes FGrHist 

3 F 60: Φ. δέ φηϲι Tελαμῶνα   φίλον,   οὐκ   ἀδελφὸν   Πηλέωϲ   εἶναι,   ἀλλ’  Ἀκταίου   παῖδα   καὶ  

Γλαύκηϲ   τῆϲ   Κυχρέωϲ. This obviously represents an attempt to dissociate Telamon from 

Aegina and to link him instead with Athens: see Jacoby's commentary ad loc. (1A. 410).107 

Jacoby states that our fragment is the earliest literary attestation of the Aeginetan 

tradition.108 Of course the actual words that survive from the Alcmaeonis contain no mention of 

a fraternal relationship between Peleus and Telamon. It is merely that we have no grounds 

whatsoever for supposing that this epic utilised the Athenian version. Similarly Vian, in  his 

note on Quint. Smyrn. I 496, where Ajax, contrary to Homeric practice, is dubbed Aἰακίδηϲ, 

argues that the genealogy thereby implied "remonte soit a l’Alcméonide, soit à l'Éthiopide" (1 .31 

n.3), and Prinz 1972: 39 concludes from the narrative that follows our three verses in the 

Euripidean scholion and from the very similar account in Apollod. III 12.6: "dürfen wir für das 

Epos Alcmaionis mit Sicherheit Peleus und Telamon als Brüder und Söhne des Aiakos sowie die 

aus dem Mord am Halbbruder resultierende Flucht annehmen." 

1-‐2:	  on the phraseology in general see M. Campbell, Echoes and Imitations of Early Epic in 

Apoll.Rhod. (Mnemos. Suppl. 72  (1981)) 8. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
107 Frazer was wrong, then, to suggest (Loeb Apollodorus 2. 51 f. n.2) that Pherecydes may preserve an "original 
tradition" whereby "Peleus, not Telamon, was described as the murderer of Phocus." 
108 ἔοικεν ἀγνοεῖν τὰ περὶ Ψαμάθηc ὁ πoιητήc says ΣT Il. XVIII 432 (4.520 Erbse) of Homer. On Psamathe/ 
Psamatheia see West on Hes.Th. 260, Kannicht  on Eur. Hel. 6f. 
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1. τροχοειδέϊ: this instance of the adj. should be added to LSJ s.v. as perhaps the earliest 

and certainly the only genuinely literal use (elsewhere of Delos' oval lake vel sim.).                               

2. ἀνὰ	  χεῖρα	  τανύϲϲαϲ: Schwartz's correction in his edition  of the Euripidean scholia ἐνὶ χεῖρι 

τινάξαc is not necessary, though the instances cited by LSJ s.v. ἀνατανύω are late (Callim. 

Hymn 1.30 ἀντανύϲαϲα θεὴ  µμέγαν  ὑψόθι πῆχυν, IG 14. 4f ὅταν  ζωαλ[κέα χεῖρα | ἀντανύϲηιϲ, 

Ap. Rhod. I.344 δεξιτερὴν  ἀνὰ χεῖρα τανύϲϲατο,  Anth. Planud. 101.3 (‘Hρακλῆα) ἀντανύοντα 

κορύνην).The present instance is absent from both LSJ and the Lexikon des frühgr. Epos s.v. 

3|ἀξίνηι	  ἐϋχάλκωι: cf. Il. XIII 612 | ἀξίνην    ἐΰχαλκον  ἐλαΐνωι  ἀµμφὶ  πελέκκωι. μέϲα	  νῶτα: μέϲα 

νώτων Kinkel sine adnotatione. R. Peppmüller, Neue Jahrb. für Phil. und Päd. 133 (1886) 466 noted 

that we would expect, in the light of Od. x 161f κατ’ ἄκνηϲτιν   µμέϲα νῶτα | πλῆξα, what 

Schwartz then revealed as the paradosis. (Kinkel's text was still quoted by Renehan, Greek 

Lexicographical Notes: second series  (Hypomnemata 74 (1982)) 99). 

 

F2	  

Since the fr. which Athenaeus here quotes mentions ϲτέφανοι and ποτήρια, two most 

unHomeric entities, his ultimate source may be a note by Aristarchus, stressing Homer's 

ignorance of garlands: cf. Severyns 1928: 236f, M. Schmidt, Die Erklärungen zum Weltbild Homers 

und zur Kultur der Heroenzeit in den bT-Scholien zur Ilias (Zetemata 62 (1976)) 215-218 (with 

bibliography in n.1), Μ. Blech, Studien zum Kranz bei den Griechen (Berlin 1982) 390f. Compare 

Cypria F4 also quoted by Athenaeus and featuring garlands. 

The fr. also shows us an attitude to the dead as distant as can be conceived from what 

prevails in the Homeric epics. There, because, in Jasper Griffin's words (Homer on Life and Death  

3), the poet is "anxious ... to underline the absolute separation of the world of the dead from 

that of the living," the ψυχή of the dead warrior flees immediately to Hades and there is no 

regular communication between the living and the deceased to blur the sharp distinction 
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between their two states. In our fr., on the contrary, the corpses are treated with care and 

consideration, and offered food, drink and garlands. 

For introductions to Greek funeral rites see e.g. Boardman and Kurtz, Greek Burial Customs 

(1971) esp. 142-162, R. Garland, The Greek Way of Death (1985); K. Meuli's Gesammelte Schriften 

(1975) 2 Index I s.v. “Tod und Trauer” (1240-1242). Cf. Burkert, Griechische Religion 293-300 = 

Engl. tr. 190- 193. For analysis of the mental or emotional states that led the Greeks to treat the 

dead as if they were still alive see, for instance, Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational  136 and  157 

n.6; Nilsson, Harv. Theol. Rev.  42  (1949) 85f = Opusc. Sel.  3. 359-361 and GGR 13 40f and 182; A. 

Schnaufer, Frühgr. Totenglaube   (Spudasmata 20  (1970)) 8f etc. 

1.	   χαμαιϲτρώτου ... ϲτιβάδοϲ: cf. Eur. Tro. 507 ϲτιβάδα πρὸϲ χαμαιπετῆ, which confirms 

Welcker's correction (1865: 2. 554). LSJ ignores the present (and earliest) attestation of the 

noun and still interprets the adjective (ἀπ. λεγ.) as applying to νέκυϲ. ϲτιβάϲ is not used by 

Homer. The considerate treatment of the corpses here contrasts strongly with the state of 

affairs in the Iliad where (see Griffin as cited, Index s.v. "Corpse, fate of ") the mistreatment and 

mutilation of dead bodies on the battlefield is often described or imagined in order to suggest 

the antithesis "alive, a hero; dead, a mindless ghost and a corpse not even recognizable, unless 

the gods will miraculously intervene" (Griffin 138). On the nature of the leaves from which 

such beds were constructed see J. Köchling, de coronarum apud antiquos vi atque usu (Giessen 

1914) 49. 

2-‐3.θάλειαν δαῖτα |: the same phrase at line-end in Il. VII 475, Od. iii 420,  HHHerm 480, ἐν  

δαιτὶ θαλείηι | at Od. viii 76 (δαιτὶ ... θαλείηι |, ibid. 99).For the offering of food to the dead see 

in particular Meuli, Phyllobolia (von der Mühll Festschrift (1946)) 189-201 = Ges. Schr.2. 911-924,  

R.N. Thönges-Stringaris, Mitteil. Deutsch. Arch.  Inst. (Ath.Abteil.) 80 (1965) 1-91, esp. 65-68, 

Boardman and Kuntz (as cited in the introduction to this fr.) 40, 66, 75f, 214f, and Garland (as 
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there cited) General Index s.v. “feeding the dead”; J.-M. Dentzer, Le motif du banquet couché dans 

le proche-orient et le monde grec du VIIc au IVc siècle avant J.-C. (1982)  529- 556,  esp. 534-6, etc. 

3.ποτήρια: the word does not occur in Homer, but is early, being attested on the famous 

"Nestor's cup" (750–700 B.C.: cf. Meiggs-Lewis, Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions p.1). The 

use to which the object is here put is even less Homeric. "The dead are always thirsty" 

(Boardman and Kurtz, 209; cf. W.K.C. Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion (1935) 192 n14, Zuntz, 

Persephone (1971) 373 f). See further Garland, GeneraL Index s.v. “drink offerings,” and Meuli, 

Thönges-Stringaris and Dentzer as cited above on verses 2-3.   ϲτεφάνουϲ	  τ’	  ἐπὶ	  κραϲὶν	  ἔθηκεν:	  	  

again, the picture is doubly unHomeric: Homer does not mention the use of garlands by the 

living (see Severyns and Schmidt as cited above, G. Murray, Rise of the Greek Epic4 (1934)  122, M. 

Blech, Studien zum Kranz bei den Griechen (Berlin 1982) 390f). Besides, in funeral ceremonies "the 

head of the dead person was generally decked with garlands and fillets, in a manner unknown 

to the Homeric age, as a sign, it appears, of respect for the higher sanctity of the departed" 

(Rohde, Psyche 9 1. 220 = Engl. tr. 164). In view of our discussion above, we may doubt whether 

Homer's silence was due to ignorance, but it certainly exists and contrasts with the present 

explicitness. For ancient evidence as to the crowning of the dead with garlands see  Köchling, 

as cited in 1n.,  48-52, Rohde, Psyche 9 1.  220 n.2 = EngL. tr. 189 n.40, M. Blech 81-108. For a 

survey of the archeological data see Boardman and Kurtz. Index s.v. "Wreaths" and Blech as 

cited. 

 

F3	  

On the constitution of the Etymologicum Gudianum, our source for this fr., see F. Schirioni,            

I Frammenti di Aristarco di Samotracia negli etimologici bizantini (Hypomnemata 152 (2004)) 22-

4.The views of Aristarchus on Homer are sometimes reported in this lexicon (see Schironi’s 

Index p.604), and since the present fr. is, like the two preceding, very UnHomeric, one might 
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speculate that it was originally quoted by Aristarchus to contrast Homer’s practice with that of 

οἱ νεώτεροι (see Schironi’s Index p.608). A. Henrichs, Cron. Erc. 5 (1975) 36-38 discusses this and 

other lexicographical references to Zagreus’ role in Greek poetry and derives them from 

Apollodorus' περὶ θεῶν. On the identity of the Seleucus mentioned in the present context see 

Henrichs 37n172.                             

As said, another very unHomeric fr.109 Homer does not personify or have his characters 

apostrophise Γῆ or Γαῖα (with the exception of Il. III 278 = XIX 259 on which see Dodds, The 

Greeks and the Irrational 158 n.10, stressing the archaic nature of these oath-formulae). On 

Homer's aversion to chthonic deities in general see Rohde 220 = 161 (cf. Griffin, Homer on Life 

and Death  186f.). On his conception of Ge in particular see Farnell, Cults of the Greek States 3.4-6 

(esp. 5: he does not "anywhere expressly ascribe to Gaea any kind of personal activity"). 

Zagreus is even more conspicuously absent from Homer. For a brief survey of references to 

this deity in Greek literature and of ancient etymologies of his name see Nilsson, GGR13. 686 

n.1, West,  The Orphic Poems 152- 154. On the connection with Ge see Rohde, Psyche 9 1 209 = Eng. 

tr. 160. On his identification with Zeus (which explains why his name is here linked "with a 

phrase specially appropriate" to that deity) see Cook, Zeus. 1. 644-651, esp. 647.110 

πότνια	  Γῆ: cf. [Hom.] epigr.7.1.Homer never uses the epithet of this divinity. Indeed the 

nearest parallel in early Greek literature is HHDem 54 | πότνια Δημήτηρ. Compare in later 

writers ὦ  πότνια χθών (Aesch. Cho. 722,  Eur. Hec. 70; cf. Soph. Phil. 395 (addressed to the earth) 

μᾶτερ πότνι’). θεῶν	   πανυπέρτατε	   πάντων: add this occurence of the adj. to LSJ s.v. 2 

("supreme"), in front of the reference to Callim. Hymn 1.91. For the construction compare 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
109 W.K.C. Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion (1935) 146 n.36 states that its source (the Et.Gud.) was not put together 
before the twelfth century and adds "the experiment of reading the line aloud has made me at least hope that it 
was not composed until after the classical age." But see Henrichs as cited. 
110 Against Jane Harrison’s treatment of our passage in Prolegomena to the study of Greek Religion 2 (1908) 480f see 
Zuntz, Persephone (1971) 81n5. 
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Soph. Ant. 338 θεῶν ... τὰν  ὑπερτάταν, Γᾶν, Arist. Av. 1765  δαιμόνων ὑπέρτατε (with Dunbar ad 

loc.), Plato Tim.  40c  γῆν ...   πρώτην καὶ πρεϲβυτάτην θεῶν. Compare too ὕψιϲτοϲ as used of 

Zeus (cf. LSJ s.v. 2)111: see Wackernagel 1916: 213f ("sind ὕπατοϲ ὑπέρτατοϲ summus die 

normalen Ausdrücke für das, was ὕψιcτοc ausdrücken soll"). According to W.K.C. Guthrie, 

Orpheus and Greek Religion (1935) 146n36, "the whole jingle with which the line ends does not 

otherwise occur in extant epic." Perhaps it is hymnic in origin: compare the figura sermonis at 

Aesch. Ag. 1485f. Διὸϲ παναιτίου πανεργέτα,  Eum. 200 εἷϲ  τὸ  πᾶν  ἔπραξαϲ ὢν παναίτιοϲ, and cf. 

Norden, Agnostos Theos Index (p. 410) s.v. "πᾶν, πάντα u.ä. in Prädikationen Gottes," D. Fehling, 

Die Wiederholungsfiguren und ihr Gebrauch bei den Griechen vor Gorgias (Berlin 1969) 201f.      

 

F4	  

‘The accounts differ as to whom Tydeus killed, but they agree that he fled from Calydon to 

Adrastus at Argos, and that Adrastus purified him from the murder... and gave him his 

daughter to wife’: Frazer, Loeb Apollodorus 1. 72n1.For lists of these variant accounts see 

Frazer, Erbse on ΣT Il.. XIV 114 (3.584),  Pfeiffer on Callim. fr. 680, J. Fontenrose, Calif. Stud. Class. 

Ant. 2 (1969)123n39.Cf.Fowler 2013:413. Note especially Hes. fr. 14 MW ("Tydeus fratres patris 

insidiantes interfecit et ad Adrastum fugit" as Merkelbach and West ad loc. summarise its 

contents). For an interesting study of the different versions see Fontenrose 118-124. 

Immediately after citing the Alcmaeonis and Pherecydes, Apollodorus' narrative (I 8.5–6) 

proceeds to describe how Tydeus was arraigned by Agrius for his murderous act, and how he 

fled into exile, joined the expedition against Thebes, and met his death there. We are next told 

how the sons of Agrius (including Thersites and Onchestus) deposed and imprisoned Oeneus 

and gave the kingship to their father. Diomedes then returns secretly from Argos with 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
111 For studies of the adj's application to Zeus see Cook, Zeus 2. 876-890, Nock, Harv. Theol. Rev.  29 (1936) 56-87 = 
Essays on Religion and the Ancient World 1.416-442. 
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Alcmaeon, puts to death most of the sons of Agrius, and (in view of Oeneus' extreme old age) 

sets Oeneus’ son-in-law Andraemon in charge of the kingdom. However, Thersites and 

Onchestus have escaped to the Peloponnese, and they there ambush and kill Oeneus. Diomedes 

conveys his corpse to Argos, buries it there, and then proceeds to Troy. 

Because of its position, and its unexpected mention of Alcmaeon, several scholars have 

derived this account too from the Alcmaeonis. They are then obliged to explain its relationship 

to the state of affairs implied by two passages in the Iliad where Thoas son of Andraemon is 

represented (II 638f) as leader of the Aetolians (οὐ  γὰρ  ἔτ’  Οἰνῆοϲ  µμεγαλήτοροϲ  υἱέεϲ  ἦϲαν,| 

οὐδ’  ἄρ’  ἔτ’  αὐτὸϲ  ἔην, θάνε δὲ ξανθὸϲ  Μελέαγροϲ) and Tydeus' exile is mentioned (XIV 115-

132) but not its cause, even though Agrius, Melas and Oeneus are specifically named. 

Homer's avoidance of tales of internecine strife, and his employment of Tydeus as a 

paradigm for his son Diomedes (see pages 44 -150 above), will amply explain the lack of detail 

in the latter passage. The relationship between the two epics remains problematic. Are the two 

brief and elliptical Iliadic references dependent upon the fuller account of the Alcmaeonis, as W. 

Kullmann, Die Quellen der Ilias (Hermes Einzelschr. 14 (1960)) 144-148 assumes? Or did the 

Alcmaeonis expand and elaborate the passing and riddling allusions contained within the Iliad? 

The whole question received an appropriately cautious and circumspect treatment from Ø. 

Andersen, SO 57 (1982) 7-34, who tends (rightly, I think) towards the latter hypothesis. He 

observes (among other things) that the three different versions of the identity of Tydeus’ 

victim which we find in Apollod. I 8.5 look like different attempts to clarify the vague words of 

Homer at Il. XIV 115-125. 

 

F5	  

On Atreus' golden lamb see in general Cook, Zeus 1.405-409, Burkert, Homo Necans  122 = 

Engl. tr. 106, Davies, Eikasmos 21 (2010) 338f. We cannot hope to know how the Alcmaeonis came 
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to mention the story of the golden lamb.112 Bethe 1891:134f links it with the tradition of 

Agamemnon's rôle in Diomedes' Aetolian expedition which numerous scholars have attributed 

to our epic: see Appendix below. 

We do at least know enough to say that this fr. too is highly unHomeric, since the 

description of the descent of Agamemnon's sceptre from generation to generation of the 

Pelopid family in Il. II 100-108 sedulously avoids the least suggestion of internecine strife. 

The mention of Leucadius here is generally regarded as a precious indication that our epic 

must postdate the Corinthian founding of Leucas during the reign of Cypselus: cf.  Prinz 1979: 

39n13.  Kullmann (as cited on page 162 above) 380f. protests113 that "der Name ... schon vor der 

Korinthischen Gründung an der Gegend (wenigstens dem Felsen) oder der Insel gehaftet haben 

kann," but his citation of the suspect (and undatable) Od. xxiv 11 and 377f. hardly proves (see 

e.g. Heubeck ad locc.) that "die Odyssee scheint Leukas noch als Halbinsel zu kennen ... vor dem 

Korinthischen Durchstoss." 

	    

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
112 Most scholars (e.g. Burkert, Homo   Necans   122 = Engl. tr. 104) assume it presupposes the cannibalistic feast of 
Thyestes, and J.G. Howie, Papers of the Liverpool Latin Seminar 4 (1983) 279 thinks it entails Pelops’ murder of 
Myrtilus. 
113 The dating of the Alcmaeonis assumes great importance for Kullmann, since he supposes that it will supply a 
terminus ad quem for the Iliad : against this notion that the Iliad presupposes the existence of the Alcmaeonis see 
page 159 above. 
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5. APPENDIX:	  ERIPHYLE	  IN	  THE	  THEBAN	  EPICS	  

It seemed best to segregate this difficult problem and treat of it here. Consideration of the 

question will also give us an insight into the ways in which past scholars resurrected the plots 

of lost epics. Bethe's method was to isolate patterns and tendencies among the forms of the 

myth preserved by late sources such as the mythographers, and to identify these mutually 

incompatible patterns and tendencies with the different versions employed by different epics. 

In addition, Friedländer picked out symmetrically parallel traditions, which could be assigned 

to the Thebais and its matching sequel the Epigoni. 

Bethe was tireless in his search for examples of "Doppelüberlieferung", but the energy he 

put into it was often totally wasted: compare, for instance, his intuition (1891: 169) that Sicyon 

loomed large in one early epic's presentation of the Oedipus story (the Aμφιάρεω ’Eξελαcία), 

so that Oedipus' clash with his father occurred between Thebes and Sicyon; while Delphi was 

significant in the Thebais, so that the clash took place at the Phocian pass, before Delphi (cf. 

page 12 above). With Robert's demolition of the existence of any independent poem called the   

’Aμφιάρεω ’Eξελαcία (see pages 130-136 above) this distinction can be seen to have been built 

on sand, and Bethe's further portentous deductions (1891: 169-171) as to why the Thebais 

eliminated Sicyon in favour of Delphi are so much wasted paper. It is, of course, crucial to this 

type of approach (cf. Bethe 1891:116) that two different traditions must be interpreted as 

summarising and representing two different (and specific) sources, rather than being two 

chance strands that happen to have survived out of any number of variants that have now 

vanished. The basic implausibility of this presupposition should be instantly obvious, the need 

to identify the two alleged sources with two epics totally baffling, even to those who do not 

bear in mind Stesichorus' Eriphyle.It further overlooks the possibility that mythographers 

themselves might be capable of reshaping myths, a point stressed in his critique of Bethe's 

treatment by Prinz  1979:166-168; cf. Ø. Andersen, SO 57 (1982) 15-19. 
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We begin with an unusually favourable instance, involving the death of Tydeus. From his 

study of this (1891: 76f.), Bethe soon broadened the issue to a discussion of the contents of the 

Thebais as a whole, and of Eriphyle's rôle in the lost Theban epics. According to one version of 

Tydeus' death, Amphiaraus killed Melanippus and, on Tydeus' request, gave him Melanippus' 

severed head to gnaw (on our sources for this see p.110 above). The other version had 

Amphiaraus himself suggest the disgusting act to Tydeus because Amphiaraus was Tydeus' 

enemy and wished by this ruse to discredit him in Athena's eyes (Apollod. III 6.8: see page 110 

above). Bethe thinks this second form of the story more sophisticated and therefore more 

recent. He then proceeds to build upon this fairly innocuous platform some far weightier and 

wide-reaching hypotheses involving the contexts of the two strands. The first version (which 

Bethe attributed to the Aμφ.Eξ.) had as its background a stress upon Eriphyle's right, as sister 

of Adrastus and wife of Amphiaraus, to decide the original quarrel between those two 

worthies. In this account, Amphiaraus was conceived of as a free ruler, though one obliged by 

the terms of his oath to her then to accept Eriphyle's advice thenceforth. 

The second version (which Bethe 1891: 78, largely followed by Robert 1915:1. 211f, 

attributed to the Thebais) stressed Amphiaraus' hatred of Tydeus (cf. Aesch. SCT  377-383, 571-

575; see page 110 above). To explain this hatred, Bethe argued that (a) it was Tydeus who had 

persuaded the Argive nobility to take part in the war against Thebes: cf. Stat. Theb. III 345-365 

(b) Amphiaraus was consequently no free ruler or agent but was somehow forced against his 

will to fight. How forced? Bethe (1891:79) here brought in the tradition found in Hygin. fab. 73 

and Stat.Theb. III 572, 114  and ultimately reflecting Amphiaraus' original status as an 

"Unterweltgott" (see page 121 above), whereby Amphiaraus concealed his whereabouts with 

Eriphyle's connivance, but was betrayed by his wife who thus earned his enmity. In this 

version (cf. Bethe 1891: 78 and 82). Eriphyle's intervention in an original quarrel will not have 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
114 Cf. Serv.  in Verg. Aen. VI 445,  Myth. Vat. I.15.11 , Σ Od.xi 326. 
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been relevant, nor would her status as Adrastus' sister; she will not, then, have been his sister 

and Talaus' daughter, but rather the daughter of Iphis, as Σ Od. xi 326 records her,115 and, as 

such, will have functioned merely as Amphiaraus' wife, with none of the important 

"Entscheidungsrecht" that belongs to her in the first version. But she will still have merited 

ultimate punishment from Alcmaeon for revealing his father's hiding place. 

This version's attribution to the Thebais is perhaps the most plausible of Bethe's 

reconstructions, as witness the uncharacteristic way in which it elicited Robert's support             

(1915;1. 211: "von nun an freue ich mich Bethe eine ganze Strecke weit folgen zu können"). Not 

so the obverse side of the coin, for we have already seen how valueless was Bethe's laborious 

reconstruction of a whole epic tradition allegedly deriving from a large-scale poem called the 

Ἀµμφιάρεω Ἐξελαϲία (see pages 132-138 above).This in itself is a heavy blow for believers in 

epic "Doppelüberlieferung". But worse will come. 

Scholars have seen further scope for the detection of mutually incompatible epic traditions 

in the case of the bribing of Eriphyle. This is almost invariably undertaken by Polyneices (see  

page 63f above) and scholars have generally assumed that he occupied this rôle in the Thebais. 

Od. xi 326 and Hygin. fab. 73, however, represent Adrastus as the briber of his own sister. This 

would seem to belong to a tradition whereby Adrastus is the bitter enemy of Amphiaraus, and 

finally assuages his hatred by having his foe despatched to the war from which he will never 

return. Such a scheme is apparently inconsistent with the Thebais' treatment of the story, for 

there Adrastus eulogised Amphiaraus after his death (F 7: see commentary ad loc.). It may be 

consistent, however, with the tradition passingly presupposed by Pind. Nem. IX 11-27, and 

reproduced in detail by Σ ad loc. (3.152f. Dr.) and Menaechmus of Sicyon (FGrHist 131 F 10), 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
115 Apollod III 6.2 (Πολυνείκηϲ δ’ ἀφικόμενοϲ πρὸϲ Ἶφιν τὸν Ἀλέκτοροϲ ἠξίου μαθεῖν, πῶϲ ἂν Ἀμφιάραοϲ 
ἀναγκαϲθείη ϲτρατεύεϲθαι. ὁ δ’ εἶπεν· εἰ λάβοι τὸν ὅρμον Ἐριφύλη) was also taken to reflect this variant by Bethe 
(1891: 50); contra Robert 1915: 1. 210: "Iphis im Kreis der argivischen Fürsten der älteste war, der Vertreter einer 
längst im Grabe ruhenden Generation, wie Nestor in der Ilias." 
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where we have a long and complex account of the origins and pre-history of Adrastus' grudge 

against Amphiaraus: the former was expelled from Argos by the latter and perforce took 

refuge for a time in Sicyon, where he married Polybus' daughter and succeeded that worthy in 

the kingship. 

Friedländer (1914:331=1969:44f) supposed the ultimate source of all this to be the 

Alcmaeonis. Its very complexity he took (334 = 47) as guarantee of its relatively later origin, 

which fitted his view of this epic. The tradition's explanation of Adrastus' temporary links with 

Sicyon led him further to the extremely weighty conclusion (334 = 47) that one of the 

Alcmaeonis' aims was to reconcile the two ancient traditions of Adrastus as king of Argos and 

recipient of cults in Sicyon (cf. Hdt. V 67). He therefore presumed the epic to have originated 

in the N.E. Peloponnese. 

This final stage of the argument certainly needs to be treated with extreme caution. For 

objections of principle to its approach to the origins of myths see page 161 above. 

ΣPind. Nem. IX 30 (3.15, 3 Dr.) contrasts with the version of Menaechmus of Sicyon (FGrHist 

131 F 10: see above) the account given by οἱ  δέ. According to this latter account, the Proetids 

(Capaneus and Sthenelus) rather than the Anaxagorids helped Amphiaraus in his expulsion of 

the Talaids from Argos. Amphiaraus killed Talaus and Adrastus fled into exile. The issues were 

finally resolved when Eriphyle was betrothed to Amphiaraus. She was  to act as arbitrator εἴ  τι  

µμέγ  ἔριϲµμα  µμετ’  ἀµμϕοτέροιϲι (to wit Adrastus and Amphiaraus) γένηται. The dactylic rhythm 

of these words and their close resemblance to Il. IV 38 (ϲοὶ  καὶ  ἐµμοὶ  µμ.ε.µ.α. γένηται) long ago 

convinced scholars that they derive from some lost epic which will be the source also of the 

preceding narrative attributed to οἱ  δέ. What is the identity of this epic? 

Welcker (1865:2.345n49) thought it the Thebais, Bethe (1891: 46f) the Ἀµμφιάρεω Ἐξελαϲία. 

Robert (1915:1. 222) irrefutably pointed to the unlikeliness of the very existence of the latter 

poem (see pages 132-138 above). The former, he thought, could similarly be excluded from 
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consideration. The narrative of the Thebais is nowhere explicitly said to have made Eriphyle 

the sister of Adrastus. But her status as just that is surely implied by her rôle as arbitrator 

between Adrastus and her husband. And yet Robert supposed Bethe to have established that 

the Thebais did not portray Eriphyle as sister of Adrastus (see page 162 f. above). 

Robert stressed the multiplicity of possible sources, mentioning in particular (1915:1. 222f) 

Hesiodic Catalogue poetry and, more specifically, the Melampodia (cf. I Loffler, Die Melampodie: 

Versuch einer Rekonstruktion des Inhalts (Beitr. z. kl. Philol. 7 (1963)) 41-3 and 53-5). Whatever our 

views as to those specific candidates, we must surely applaud this open-mindedness. With our 

improved and augmented state of knowledge, we may even observe that the dactylic rhythm 

and epic structure noted above need not be absolutely inconsistent with derivation from 

Stesichorus' Eriphyle. 

Bethe (1891: 128 -135), followed with some modifications by Friedländer (1914: 330-332 = 

1969:43f), detected another fine example of "Doppelüberlieferung" in the next major stage of 

Eriphyle's story, Alcmaeon's act of matricide. One version locates it before the expedition of 

the Epigoni against Thebes. This is preserved in Apollod. III 6.2 and Σ Od. xi 326116: Amphiaraus 

setting out against the enemy orders Alcmaeon not to join any further assault upon the city 

until he has punished Eriphyle. It is also implied, according to Bethe and Friedländer, by 

Ephorus FGrHist 70 F 123a-b, whose account of a wholly successful campaign by the Epigoni 

leaves no room for Eriphyle's vengeful Erinyes (her murder is not so much as mentioned) and 

thus supposedly entails the prior purification of Alcmaeon. Bethe (and Friedländer) derive this 

version from the Alcmaeonis.117 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116 Asclepiades of Tragilus FGrHist 12 F 29 is also credited with a dating of the matricide before the expedition by 
Bethe (1891: 120) and Robert, Heldensage 2.956f. Contra Jacoby ad loc. ((1A.489) followed by Prinz 1979: 178) 
observing (rightly) that Asclepiades offers no dating. 
117 A derivation that has won the acceptance of many scholars: see the bibliography in Prinz 1979: 183 n.44. 
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The other version (which is found  in Apollod. III 7.2–3 and 7.5,  and Diod. IV 66.3) presents 

Thersander as the second briber of Eriphyle (Polyneices being the first) and locates her murder 

after the expedition. This Bethe would attribute to the Thebais. Friedländer similarly interprets 

the second employment of the bribery motif as a deliberately symmetrical counterpart to the 

first: Polyneices and Thersander, father and son, are neatly paired in an original and sequel 

identifiable as Thebais and Epigoni. The alternative and incompatible tradition (on which see  

page163 above) whereby Adrastus is the original briber of Eriphyle, Friedländer assigns to the 

Alcmaeonis. 

Prinz objects on general grounds (1979: 184-186) to the improbability of an epic (or, indeed, 

any) version wherein the matricidal act predates the expedition of the Epigoni: such a crime 

entails madness (or at least a hounding by the Erinyes), and this must be incompatible with 

Alcmaeon's leadership of, or even participation in, the campaign. The epic version, he argues, 

placed the murder of Eriphyle after the expedition. Ephorus' narrative certainly seems to have 

no place for Alcmaeon's madness but this is explained by Prinz (p. 185) as the fruit of Ephorus' 

own invention, intended to solve (among other problems: on these see page 171 below) the 

riddle of Alcmaeon's absence from the Trojan War: by reversing the usual sequence (employed 

by the epic tradition) in which Eriphyle's death postdated the expedition of the Epigoni, he 

could represent Alcmaeon as occupied in Aetolia and unable to join the Greeks against Troy. 

Thersander's bribe may well have been a constant feature of epic tradition (cf. Prinz 1979: 

175f.) as Hellanicus FGrHist 4 F 98 implies. Likewise the πέπλοϲ of Harmonía may imply a 

second stage to the bribing of Eriphyle (cf. Prinz 176n27), though this should be distinguished 

from the question118 of the relatively late origin of the whole story of the Epigoni. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
118 As Wilamowitz observed (1891: 239 f. = 1971:74), the ultimate root of the problem lies in the difficulty of 
connecting the originally independent story of Alcmaeon's matricide with the relatively late tradition (see page 
142 above) of the Epigoni. 
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Yet another opportunity for the detection of significantly variant traditions was exploited 

by Bethe (1891:110-112) in connection with the Epigoni: their leadership, their identity, the 

locale and outcome of their battle against the Thebans were differently treated in different 

epics, he insists (p. 116f.); the contents of the two epic traditions as thus reassembled are 

usefully summarised by Prinz 1979:172. 

According to Bethe, one strand makes Alcmaeon leader by the command of Apollo’s oracle 

(Apollod. III 7.2,  Diod. IV 66 = No. 203 Parke-Wormell (2.85), L 38 Fontenrose (The Delphic Oracle 

p. 370); cf. Pind. Pyth. VIII 39-58)119 , and this derives from the Alcmaeonis. The other 

(represented by Eur. Suppl. 1214-1221; cf. Σ Il. IV 404 (1.517 Erbse)) bestows this place of honour 

upon Adrastus' son Aegialeus. Here we have, according to Bethe, the version of the Epigoni (so 

too, for instance, Kullmann,  Die Quellen der Ilias (Hermes Einzelschr. 14 (1960)) 148f n.2). 

Prinz (1979:180) surmises the second version to be explicable in terms of the date of 

Euripides' play and interprets it as equivalent to a friendly gesture by an Athenian towards 

Argos, his city’s ally. Since we know relatively little about the date of the Supplices (see 

Collard's edition 1.8-14, which concludes that 428–422 is the likeliest range), it may be safer to 

prefer the explanation given by Collard ad loc. (2.419), that we have to do with an 

autoschediasm devised by Euripides himself "for congruence with the rôle" of Aegialus' father 

Adrastus in the play. Either explanation neatly dispenses with the notion of two equally long-

standing and popular versions, each equally epic in origin. Besides, as Prinz (1979: 173) further 

observes, the differences between what are allegedly two separate epic traditions are 

suspiciously small: Alcmaeon is important to both accounts, for instance. 

As for the lists of the Epigoni offered by various ancient sources, it is particularly perverse 

of Bethe (1891: 110f.) to try to establish two separate traditions here (Paus. X 10.4  and Apollod. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
119 The epic language of this portion of the poem is observed by B. Forssman, Untersuchungen zur Sprache Pindars 
(Wiesbaden 1966) 109 f., who considers the Epigoni a possible source. The same conclusion is reached by Stoneman 
1981: 54f., on independent grounds. 
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III 7.2 reflecting the Alcmaeonis; ΣT Il. IV 406 (1.517 Erbse) the Epigoni) since, as Prinz rightly 

stresses (1979:169, with a useful tabular presentation of the five different lists presented by 

various late authors), there is, on the contrary, a bewilderingly wide range of differing and 

incompatible versions (perhaps indicative of ignorance of any authoritative epic source) with 

Aegialeus, Thersander and Alcmaeon (not surprisingly) the only common elements in all five. 

Bethe's selection of two of these lists as reflecting two epics, and his indifference to the other 

three is precisely as arbitrary as Prinz (p. 173) finds it. 

Aegialus' death at the hands of Laodamas, king of the Thebans, is a fixed feature of 

tradition (a symmetrical reversal of the fate that befell the Seven, where only the leader 

Adrastus survived). No double tradition can even begin to be alleged here, then. Laodamas is 

either killed at some unspecified locale (Apollod. III 7.3) or survives after defeat in a battle at 

Glisas (Paus. IX 5.13f.; 19.2; 1.44.4; Hellanicus FGrHist 4 F100; cf. Fowler 2013:414). Bethe (1891: 

113) attributes the first of these accounts to the Epigoni, the second to the Alcmaeonis. But since 

Glisas stands some distance from Thebes and Apollod. III 7.3, Diod. IV 66, and Pind. Pyth. VIII 47 

(not to mention common sense and the usual presuppositions of epic battles), seem to envisage 

the clash as taking place directly before Thebes itself, there may be something in Prinz's 

suggestion (1979: 182) that the idea of an "Entscheidungsschlacht" was the actual invention of 

Hellanicus (perhaps by analogy with the famous field battle at Plataea, and appropriately 

located by him in the vicinity of the recent clashes at Tanagra and Oenophyta (457/6 B.C.)). 

Even without that solution, the idea of two differing epic treatments of the battle with 

quite incompatible details is very difficult to justify. Laodamas' death (pace Bethe 1891: 113 n.8) 

seems as essential as that of Aegialeus, not least because it so economically explains the 

Theban defeat and retreat. 

What of the movements of the worsted Theban forces after the battle? According to 

Apollod. III 7.3f. and Diod. IV 67.1, they move, on Teiresias' advice, to Tilphusa, and from there 
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to Thessaly (Hestiaeotis, more specifically, Homole) whence they later returned, on the 

Delphic oracle's bidding (Paus. IX 8.6; Hdt. I 56 and IV 147), to live under Thersander's 

governance at Thebes. Bethe takes the Epigoni to be responsible for this particular set of 

details. According  to Paus. IX 5.13, however, they go (under the leadership of Laodamas) to 

Illyria, and this would seem to correspond to the version presupposed by the Delphic oracle's 

advice in Hdt. V 61 which connects them with the Ἐγχελεῖϲ, a mythical race located in Illyria. 

The Alcmaeonis utilised this second version, if Bethe is to be believed. 

Here too, however, it is not difficult to conceive an alternative explanation of the variants. 

Prinz (1979:183) supposes the tradition of the flight to Illyria to be another relatively late 

invention reflecting historical events, in this case the bad reputation of Thebes after the battle 

of Plataea (cf. Hdt. IX 86f): "dass sie aber die Dorier, die Helden der Perserkriege, aus der 

Landschaft Hestiaiotis vertrieben haben sollten, war schlechterdings absurd. Deshalb liess man 

nun ihren König Laodamas überleben und feige mit den Thebanern zu den mythischen 

Encheleern bzw. Illyriern  fliehen." 

Prinz (1979:177f) rightly stresses the likelihood that tragedy (especially Euripides' Alcmaeon 

in Psophis on which cf.Kannicht, TrGF 5.1.206-210, Jocelyn, The Tragedies of Ennius (1967) p.188f) 

has greatly influenced the accounts of Alcmaeon's final fate which we encounter in the 

mythographers and other late writers. This standpoint is inevitably at odds with Bethe's 

notion (1891: 135) that Apollod. III 7.5 and  Paus. VIII 24 can once more be used as a quarry for 

ancient epic tradition, this time to reconstruct the Epigoni's version. 

Prinz strengthens his position by citing (p. 179) Thuc. II  102.5f, with its picture of an 

Alcmaeon finally and peacefully setting in the territory of the Achelous. As a far earlier author 

than Apollodorus or Pausanias, the historian might be thought likelier to reflect epic, and he 

certainly omits just those elements found in late writers — Psophis as a first, abortive, place of 

refuge; Callirhoe's greed as the cause of Alcmaeon's death — which one would independently 
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attribute to Attic tragedy and a later impulse to complicate and elaborate an initially simple 

and straightforward story. If one believes  that the consultation of the Delphic Oracle in 

Apollod. III 7.5  and Diod. IV 66.3 (= 204 Parke-Wormell, L 39 Fontenrose) with its order that 

Alcmaeon be appointed leader of the Epigoni and afterwards punish his mother derives from 

epic, then the epic sequel, as Prinz (p. 178) observes, should be fairly predictable. 

Ephorus FGrHist 70 F 123 A–B describes how Alcmaeon accompanied Diomedes to Aetolia 

and assisted him in punishing the enemies of Oeneus (similarly Apollod. I 8.6: see the 

commentary above on fr. 4 of the Alcmaeonis. Diomedes then returned home, but Alcmaeon 

stayed behind and proceeded to subdue Acarnania and found Amphilochean Argos. Ephorus 

dates these events to a period after the Epigoni's assault on Thebes, in which both Alcmaeon 

and Diomedes participated. The tradition is thus consistent with a placing of Eriphyle's death 

before rather than after the defeat of Thebes, and those scholars who attribute that state of 

affairs to the Alcmaeonis, naturally associate the Aetolian expedition with that epic too (see 

Bethe 1891: 130-135, Friedländer 1914: 330f = 1969: 43f etc.). 

Now the founding of Amphilochean Argos by Alcmaeon should give us pause (as it does 

Prinz 1979:185), since, even without the explicit testimony of Thuc. II 68.3, we should have 

guessed that Amphilochean Argos was originally conceived of as founded by Alcmaeon's 

brother Amphilochus (cf. Gomme and Hornblower ad loc. etc.). Furthermore, according to 

Euripides' Oeneus (cf. Kannicht, TrGF 5. 2.584 f.), it was, as their close friendship in the Iliad 

might lead us to expect, Sthenelus who accompanied Diomedes in the expedition against 

Aetolia. Prinz (1979: 184) would derive this Euripidean account from the Alcmaeonis, whose 

titular hero, he thinks, cannot have participated in the Aetolian expedition because of his 

mother's vengeful Erinyes (see above p.165). Ephorus' incompatible version he would attribute 

not to any alternative epic tradition, but rather to the fertile invention of Ephorus himself (p. 

185), as part of a complex and elaborate λύϲιϲ ("ein rechtes Kunststück antiker 
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Homerphilologie") designed to solve three related problems: Why did the Acarnanians take no 

part in the Trojan War? Why did Alcmaeon (in strong contrast to his fellow epigone Diomedes) 

likewise fail to participate? Why does the Iliad represent Diomedes as ruling over all Argos and 

Agamemnon merely king of Mycenae?120 Answer: because Agamemnon establishes his rule in 

Argos while Diomedes is absent in Aetolia; he then relinquishes power to him upon his return, 

but obliges him to participate in the war against Troy. Alcmaeon, however, angrily stays 

behind (ἁγανακτοὐντα): cf. Andersen, SO 57 (1982) 13f. 

On the other hand (to stress once more and finally the difficulties inherent in this kind of 

enquiry), Andersen 16 is right to observe that Alcmaeon and Diomedes constitute an obvious 

partnership because of the Theban exploits of their fathers Amphiaraus and Tydeus (an 

antithetical pair of heroes: see page 108 above); this could conceivably justify the hypothesis 

that a tradition of an expedition against Aetolia led by Alcmaeon and Diomedes existed before 

Ephorus. Whether such a tradition was (a) available to the composer of the Iliad: and (b) 

incorporated in the Alcmaeonis must remain unanswerable questions, as we have already seen 

in connection with fr. 5 of the latter. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
120 The problem of the Iliadic picture of who rules Argos has always been difficult to resolve: see Page, History and 
the Homeric Iliad 127-132, Andersen 30 n.14. Andersen further claims that Prinz does not explain how and why an 
Aetolian expedition featured in the Alcmaeonis, when the titular hero of that epic did not participate in that 
expedition. But since Prinz believes the Alcmaeonis and the Epigoni to be one and the same poem (see page  163 
above), this objection is not very damaging: an epic largely devoted to the doings of the sons of the Seven might 
well treat of Diomedes1 Aetolian exploits. Prinz's theory is thus at least self-consistent. One might alternatively 
hold (as I do) that the Alcmaeonis and the Epigoni were two separate epics, and that the source of Euripides' version 
(Diomedes and Sthenelus in Aetolia) was the Epigoni. 
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INDEX	  NOMINUM	  

 
 
 
Adrastus, 38f, 85,118 f. 124-126, 165f 
Alcmaeon, 131-142, 161-175 
Amphiaraus, 121-128, 131-142 
Antigone and Ismene, 34, 129-132 
Arion, 114-118, 120 
Athena, 108-114 
Atreus,  159f. 
Baton, 123, 140 
Capaneus, 102f 
Chrysippus, 9f 
Demeter-Erinys,  117f. 
Diomedes, 144, 159, 170 
Epigoni, 144-146 
Erinyes, 68f 
Eriphyle, 138-141, 161-178 
Eteocles and Polyneices, 32, 83-87, 93-94  
Euryganeia ,,6, 28-343 
Gaea /Ge, 157 
Haemon, 24-27. 
Hippomedon, 98 
Hyperboreans, 148 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Ismene, see s.v. “Antigone” 
Leucadius, 160 
Manto, 149 
Mecisteus, 5 1 
Melanippus, 109 f. 

Oedipus, 1-43, 60-83 

Parthenopaeus, 98 

Peleus, 152 

Periclymenus,122f 

Phocus, 152 

“Pisander,” 4-9, 29 

Polyneices see s.v. “Eteocles” 

Poseidon, 117f. 121 

 Sphinx, 13f, 24 

Telamon, 152f. 

Tydeus  43-49, 96f.85f, ,107-114, 129f,161f, 

158-159 

Zagreus, 157 

Zeus, 80f, 158 
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“And then...” in narrative, 65 
Aegina, 155 
“Antimachus,” 147 
Argos, 59                                                                                              
Aristarchus, 157 
Artefacts, evidence of, 16, 26, 32f, 52f, 
87,100f, 110-113, 121f  
Authorship of Epic disputed, 36-39, 137 
 Babylonian literature, 92 
Book Division, 53 
Cannibalism, 108-111 
Children named after father’s qualities, 149 
Chronology, 54-56 
Clothes, symbolism of, 119 
Curses, 60, 62, 69, 71, 78, 81 
Delphic oracle, 150 
Digamma, 68, 76  
Direct speech in Epic77 
Early citations of Epics, 36-39,137 
Eater gains qualities of eaten, 110n74 
Eye symbolism, 125                              
Emendations discussed, 10f, 70f, 77f, 80, 
119f, 154 
Enjambement, 59, 65-67 
Epic formula defined, 54f 
Eytmologicum Gudianum, 156f 
Folk-tale motifs  
   brothers quarrel,fratricide,81,83 
   brother, younger killed by two elder, 152  
 exposure 11f 
   horse’s capacity for human speech,116f 
   immortality, herb of and loss of,109-111 
   immortality achieved,113 

   Potiphar’s wife, 20n12 
   sacrifice of the fairest, 149 
   seven, significant number, 90 
 
Food, symbolic value of, 71f 
Gnomic advice, 133-135 
Homosexuality in early epic, 9f 
Horse, symbolism, 116 
Language, “late” features of, 54-6, 65-67, 78, 
159f 
Muse(s), initial invocation of in epic, 147 
Names, significant, 38, 46, 63 
Orality, of Epic, 55 

Plurals for singular, of author, 1 

Proem, in epic, 56, 59f, 147  

Religion 

  “archaic” language in prayers/curses,79 

   burial, 125-128, 155 

   dead, food and drink offered to, 155f. 

    funeral games, 89   

    garlands for dead, 154, 156 

     sacrifice, 73f  

Scholia, 87,154 

Sequel,  poem as 

Seven against Thebes                                 

   lists of, 92-95 

   brutality of,91, 95,97, 110f 

   defeat and death of, 154, 156 
   shield blazons of , 98f 
   (also Index  Nominum s.v.“Tydeus,” etc.) 
Significant names 47, 63 



	  

	  

Thunderbolt, death by as punishment, 97 
 Titles of Epics, 148,151                                       

 UnHomeric features in Epic Cycle, 25, 78,    

  80, 92, 109,117,154f, 156,158 

 
 

                                

INDEX	  VERBORUM
 

 

 

ἀεί, idiomatic in curses, 71 

ἀθαναcία, does not fit hexameter, 113 

ἀλάccω, 13 

ἄναξ, 58 

αὖ, at start of poem,147 

ἄφαρ, 19 

δουπέω, 82 

εὔχομαι, forms of past tenses,78-80 

θεόφρων,  as epic formula, 65 

ἱμερoείc, 26 

κυανοχαίτηc,120 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
λυγρόc, 119f 

μεταμφότεροc, 67f 

νοέω, 75 

νῦν,  at start of poem,147 

πολυδίψιοc,56 

cτίβαc,  unHomeric, 155 

πανυπέρτατoc, 157 

πoτήριον, unHomeric, 156 

φέρων, “weak”sense,120  

φιλότηc, 69 

	  


