Earth, Zeus, and Revenge: The text and the nature of the new Euripides
papyrus’

Luigi Battezzato
This paper discusses the philological reconstruction of several passages of the New Euripides
papyrus. It also offers some general considerations on why and how the text was copied. The textual
notes always begin with the text and translation printed in the excellent editio princeps (Gehad et al.
(2024)). 1 will occasionally refer to the authors of that publication as “the editors.” I will also refer to
suggestions made at the CHS conference of June 13-14, 2024.

The final section of the paper (section 12) gathers and discusses all the evidence that supports the
hypothesis that the papyrus is a gnomic anthology from Ino and Polyidus. I assume that the two
sections contain extracts from these two plays; that the extracts of each play do not contain a
continuous scene; that sections (of a length that we are not able to determine) are missing within the
extract of each play; that the forked paragraphoi we clearly see in col. ii indicate such omissions; that
the extract were made from a complete copy, and first copied on this papyrus. Specific arguments for

these hypotheses will also be made in individual sections, and summarised in the conclusions.

1. Revenge: col. i 5-6

ov] unv olwh Y év d6uolg oluwyudTwy:

KAJAQG kéy’, wg £otke, Tpdooecdat kKaAdv

"I thank John Gibert and Yvona Trnka-Amrhein for inviting me to read the text in advance of their splendid edition
princeps, and for many comments on my suggestions. I also thank them, and D. J. Mastronarde for comments on a
preliminary version of these notes, and the participants in the seminar for their suggestions and objections. J. Diggle, P. J.
Finglass, D. J. Mastronarde offered excellent suggestions and corrections on a draft of this article. I alone remain
responsible for any error of fact or judgment.



Indeed there is [no] silence from laments in the house. It is fair, it seems, for a fair face

to be put on evil deeds.

Gehad et al. (2024) 15 write:

We take 6 to be added to 5 by the same speaker, in explanatory asyndeton. What the
speaker means by “putting a fair face on evil deeds” is that the singer of 3-4 has
implicitly invoked general disapproval of bigamy as justification for what s/he did or
suffered. This suggests strongly that the singer is Themisto and the speaker is Ino,
continuing in a sarcastic spirit. The sarcasm of kaAdv at the end of the line is neatly
paired with the paradox of kaA®g kakd at the start; for similar word-play with these
value-terms, see e.g. Hipp. 411-12, 500; Tro. 967-8; Soph. Aj. 1137. We are grateful to
James Diggle for these parallels and for convincing us that ka]A&¢ is more likely than

Kalk@®q.

The parallels show that the paradoxical expression kay’ ... tpdooesfat kaAdv is in keeping with the
style of Euripides; so would be the paradoxical phrase ka]A&¢ kdy ... tpdooecdat. Here however we
have two paradoxes, not one. The parallels quoted offer a single paradox (and only two contrasting

terms) in each sentence: see E. Hipp. 411-12: 8tav yap aioypd toictv é60Aoiotv Sokd, | 1] kdpta 56t

TOTC kKaokoiC y' €ivat kaAd, Tro. 968 kaAG kakoDpyog oV, Ajax 1137 ITOAN' &v kaA&@¢ AdBpa ov

KAEPelag kakd. In Hipp. 500 afoxp', GAA' dueivw TV kaA@v tad' éoti oot we have three terms, but

again only a single paradox (that “shameful things” are “better than good things”). These terms are
often used in moral terms: “good” and “bad” refer to moral and immoral, just and unjust actions. I

have not been able to find three forms of kak4¢/kaAdg in a single sentence in tragedy (as opposed to



dozens of examples of two forms, like those above).' Finglass, in the CHS conference, referred to S. EI.
989 (v aioxpov aioxp®d¢ Toi¢ KAAGDC mepukooty “living shamefully is shameful for people who are of
noble birth/nature”; this line has indeed three opposing terms, but not a single paradox (not to
mention two). This parallel would strengthen the case for the supplement suggested by Gehad et al.
(2024) 15, ka]k®¢: the negative terms (aioxpov aioxp@c, ka]k®¢ kay’) reinforce each other (for an
extreme example, see A. Pe. 1041 d6o1v Kakdv Kak®Vv kakoic).” However, Finglass rightly points out
that xa]k®¢ does not fit the traces.’

One should also note that the translation offered by the editors “It is fair, it seems, for a fair face
to be put on evil deeds” eliminates the paradox by introducing the metaphor of the face; a more
literal translation would be: “it is just, it seems, that unjust deeds should be done justly” (with
kaJA@G).

The only parallel I was able to find for the double paradox is E. IT 559 &g €0 kakdv dikatov
e€enpdato “how well he exacted a bad justice”.! Euripides, however, in introducing here a double
paradox, avoids repeating the same root, and uses terms that are not cognate (e0, kakév, Sikaiov);
two terms are in fact syntactically joined (“bad justice”).

E. IT 559, moreover, supports the possibility of taking npdcooesfot as middle, not passive, in the

7«

sense of “exacting revenge”, “exacting evils as a punishment.” As Parker (2016) on E. IT 559 argues,

' A. Pers. 1041 has three forms of kaAdg, but that is a (rare) trebly reinforced statement, not a double paradox.

? For more common patterns, where two negative terms reinforce each other, see e.g. E. Med. 806-7 kaknVv kaka¢ | Oaveiv,
1386 katOaviil kakdg kak®dS, Andr. 590 @ kdK10TE K&K kKak®V, Hec. 585 AOmn t1g FAAN S1d80x0G KakGV Kakoig, 608 kakdg &'
6 uf T p&V kakdyv, fr. 166.2 @IAET yap oUTwG €k Kak®V elval kakolg, 296.2 kakdG kak( 8¢ cuvtétnkev NSOV, 1049.4
KAKOV Yap &vdpa xpr| KaKDC Tdoxelv del.

® Finglass (forthcoming).

* TranslationParker (2016), with her note ad loc.; see also Cropp (2000) ad loc.



the verb takes the accusative of the punishment inflicted.” This would fit better the context of the Ino
fragment. See also Call. Lav.Pall. 91 peyd\’ dvt’ dAiywv énpaao. The phrase is also used with the
double accusative of the person punished and of the punishment inflicted: E. Pho. 1651 00k €vvopov
yap trv diknv npdooecdé viv “No: the penalty you exact from him is not lawful”.° The meaning
“exacting punishment” is a metaphorical extension of a financial metaphor.” E. IT 559, quoted above,

shows that Euripides too can use the middle without the accusative of the person punished.

As for supplements, one could consider alternatives. For instance

A& kA, WG Eoike, Tpdooeodat KAAGV.

It is just, it seems, that evil deeds should be committed twice.

This would refer to the double death of the children. Euripides often uses the adjective ‘double’ in
similar contexts: Med. 1185 ditAo0v y&p aOTAL iy éneotpateveto, 1315 dimhodv kakdv (the death of
the two children), Hec. 518 SimA& pe xpiileig dakpua kepdavat, yovat, Hel. 143 o0 SimAd xpfiilw
OTEVELV.

Other alternatives are also possible (e.g. @aVOAwWC, AMAGDC, AIKQG).

i)\ is slightly longer than ka]A&c, and (as Finglass objected during the CHS conference), is

considerably longer than o0] in the previous line. However, o0] is not the only possible supplement.

> Parker notes that in Hdt. 6.158 the verb takes the accusative @pévov “to exact vengeance for murder’; this does fit the IT
passage, nor the present Ino passage.

¢ Text and translation from Kovacs (2002).

7 See LS] s.v. mpdoow VI: “Med., exact for oneself, tpd€acbai Tiva pie06v Pi. 0. 10(11).30; &pydprov, xprijuata, Hdt. 2,126,
Th. 4.65, cf. Ar. Ra. 561, etc.; thv Simhaociav 1. tOv bogevyovta Pl. Lg. 762b, cf. Plb. 5.54.11; 7. Tovg €€dyovTag TpIaKooTAV
D. 20.32; mpdooeoBot xpéog Antipho Fr. 67; @dpoug Tpdooesdat and, £k TV néAewv, Th, 8.5, 37; map’ avT®OV & Oeihov Lys.
17.3, cf. And. 2.11: metaph. of exacting punishment, etc., ueydA’ avt’ dAlywv énpd&ao Call. Lav.Pall. 91:—Pass. pf. and plpf.
in med. sense, €l pev Enenpdyunv todtov thv diknv if I had exacted from him the full amount, D. 29.2.”



One can also consider kai] unv oiwnr] y’ €v dduoig oipwyudtwyv “and indeed there is silence from
laments in the house” (xai] ufv had been suggested by J. Diggle to the editors in Februrary 2024, and
occurred independently to me and to Olson at the CHS conference): in that case the line would
comment on a situation like that of E. Or. 1281-1295, where Electra and the chorus expect to hear
shouts from within, and comment on the surprising silence.

There is an additional consideration to be made: we are not sure that line 6 was part of the same
context as line 5. If so, one can suppose that ka]A®q is an indignant question, picking up a previous
utterance, as in E. HF 557 aidwg;, lon 959 1®g;. See the excellent treatment of the topic in Diggle
(1981) 50-1.

In response to “Was this not done justly?” someone could have answered:

KAJAQG; kdx’, WG Eotke, TpdooeoOat KaASv.

Justly? It is just, it seems, to commit unjust deeds

This would sit well with the resigned tone implied by w¢ £o1ke: see e.g. Hec. 766 avovntd y', w¢ £01Ke,
TOVd' OV eloopdig, HF 502 Bavelv ydp, wg €otk', avaykaiwg £xet, 1357 vov §', w¢ £o1ke, THt TOXNL
dovAevutéov. For a gnome accompanied by wg €oike see Pho. 406 1) tatpig, wg £oike, @idtatov Ppotoig.
Irrespectively of the adverb that one supplies at the beginning of line 6, it seems likely that kdy’
refers to the death of Themisto’s two children.
We should now discuss the identity of the speaker and the sequence of thought. Gehad et al.

(2024) 15 see a reference to lines 3-4, on bigamy:

What the speaker means by “putting a fair face on evil deeds” is that the singer of 3-4
has implicitly invoked general disapproval of bigamy as justification for what s/he did

or suffered. This suggests strongly that the singer is Themisto and the speaker is Ino,



continuing in a sarcastic spirit. The sarcasm of kaAdv at the end of the line is neatly

paired with the paradox of kaA®g kakd at the start.

But line 5 refers to lamentations, and lamentations are uttered for the dead (e.g. A. Ag. 1346, 1366) or
for imminent death (A. Th. 8, Ag. 1384, E. Ba. 1112). The only deaths in the play are those of the
children (whether or not the murder has been actually committed yet, which we do not know for
sure). Lamentations in line 5 are unlikely to refer to bigamy, and line is unlikely to refer to the
question of bigamy:. It is much simpler to suppose that “evils” in line 6 (whether or not it followed
immediately after line 5 in the original text) refer to the killing of the children as well. If that is so, in
this line Themisto immorally and shockingly rejoices in the expectation of the death of Ino’s children
(or Ino offers an indignant comment on Themisto’s immoral action).

Lines 7-9 are a comment, possibly by the chorus, uttered when Themisto, later on, realises that
she has caused the death of her own children (note line 10: discovery of the truth; 11-12: comment on

Themisto’s ill will). See below for a possible reconstruction of the content of lines 13-15.

2. Witnesses: col. i. 9-10

Judptuory yap tagavii Aaurnpovetat. 10

Yes, for what was unclear shines brilliantly [among?] witnesses. (10)

Gehad et al. (2024) 16 suggest supplementing “cvv] or, less likely, év]”, and quote E. EL. 966 and 1039-
40 for the meaning of the verb Aaunpivetat (see below).

“Proofs”, uaptipa, are metaphorically said to “shine” in A. Eum. 797 &AN' €k A10¢ yap Adapumpa
paptipia mapfv. A similar metaphor applies to events that are revealed in S. Trach. 1174 taft' o0v

gne1dn Aaunpd ovpPaivet, tékvov. This helps to explain the meaning of Aaunpovetar.



What is the best supplement for this line? The preposition év, in connection with middle and
passive forms of AaunpOvw, indicates either the object on which the subject of the verb “becomes
manifest”, or, more commonly, the instrument by which one “distinguishes oneself”.® The
instrumental meaning is not appropriate in the present fragment: witness can make what is hidden
“shine” at a trial, but the context here is completely different. The expected meaning is that the
hidden truth “shines” to the witnesses.

The closest parallel, noted in the editio princeps, is E. EL. 1039 €v nuiv 0 Poyog AaunpiOvetat. LSJ s.v.
AaunpUvw A I analyses the verb in E. EL. 1039 as passive “to become manifest or notorious”.” E. EL. 1039 is
not completely similar to the present passage. A stronger support comes from Pl. Smp. 175e 1} ¢ o1

[in reference to co@ia] Aaumpd te kai ToAARV €nidootv £xovoa, 1] ye tapd 600 vEou EvTog oUTw

opOdpa eEEAaUDEY Kal EKQAVIG EYEVETO PNV £V Udptuot TOV EAAAVwY TAfov 1 Tpiopvpiolg “your
wisdom is brilliant ... and shone and became manifest yesterday in front of more than 30.000 Hellenic
witnesses”.

The phrase cUv pdptuotv “in front of witnesses”, suggested in the editio princeps, is certainly
possible: see e.g. E. HF 1076 cUv udptuoty 0eoic Oel u' amaAAd€ar o€0ev.

There is yet another possibility: one can read the simple dative udaptvoiv, and have it preceded by
the article toig (or by some other monosyllable, such as oxég, probably too long). The simple dative
with AaunpOvw/Aaunpiovouat generally indicates what makes one “distinguished” (EL 966 kai urv
8x016 ye Kai otoAfjt Aaunpuvetat, Hdt. 1.41.3 aroAaumnpuvéat Toiot €pyotat, 6.70.3 GAAQ te

Aaxedarpoviolot cuyva €pyotoi te Kal yvaunot anolaunpuvOeic, Th. 6.16). In the Ino fragment, the

¥ See LSJ s.v. Aaumptvw A I1: “distinguish oneself in or by . . 8oa . . xopnyiaic i #AAw tw -Ovouat Th. 6.16; uetpakiwy -
vvouévwv év dpuacty Ar. Eq. 556; A. &v oig o0 Sei Arist. EN 1122a33.” These forms are analysed as middle by LS].

? Similarly Cropp (1998) “and then the censure of it reflects on us” and Cropp (2013) “and then the censure of it makes us

notorious”).



dative should be interpreted as similar to the dative following @aivw: II. 1.198 oilw @atvouévr, Od.
12.334 €1 tig pot1 6800V erivelg, LS s.v. aivw A b, B a, and passim. We have several similar sentences
where @aivw is used in reference to revealing something that is hidden: E. Hipp. 594 t& kpumntd yap
Téenve, S. OR 1228-30 oiuat yap oUt' &v "Iotpov olte ddotv av | vipor kabapud trivde Thv otéynv,

Soa | 1229 kevBet, tar §' adtik' £1¢ TO RS @avel kakd. The theme of tdgavd, “obscure truths”, that

come to light is found in other passages of Euripides: E. fr. 574 tekpaipdpecda toig mapodot tdgavi,
fr. 811 tapavi] tekunpiototv eikdtwg dAioketat, Hipp. 346 00 HAVTIG €1l TAQAVT] yvOVaL 6a@®g. For
the position of ydp see E. fr. 287.1 toig mpdypactv ydp ovxi Bupododat xpedv, 1018 6 voi¢ ydp fucdv
£0TLV €V £kdoTw Bedc. For the asyndeton after oxég see Hipp. 1353 ox£G, Amelpnkog o' dvanadow,
Hec. 963 oX£G TUYXAVW Yap €V U€cOLG OpTitkng Epotg.

The length of the supplement remains uncertain. The supplement at the beginning of line 12 is
relatively certain (Bov]Aevetar), and suggests that three letters are lost. The supplement toig
includes a narrow letter (iota); the space occupied by fou in col. ii 20 (BovAetar)is equivalent to that
occupied by toig (in ppotoic) at the end of col. ii 32.

One additional point: there must have been a discontinuity between lines 7-9 and line 10. Lines 7-
9 are in a lyric metre (presumably by the chorus). Line 10 begins with a sentence introduced by ydp.
No iambic trimeter delivered by a character after a lyric section in the extant plays of Euripides
begins with a sentence introduced by ydp." In most cases, the first line is in asyndeton; in other
cases, it begins with forward-looking sequences such as kal... urjv. In general, characters ignore what

is said in the previous choral section. I was able to find only one instance of ydp in an iambic trimeter

'OE. HF 137 &AM eloop® yap tévie is uttered by the chorus, and in any case presents GAA' (cf. HF 442, &AN' é60pG ydp
T0U0d¢, uttered by the chorus, in anapaests, after the first stasimon). E. Tro. 259 00 yap péy' adtijt factAik@v Aéktpwv
Tuxelv; is in a lyric dialogue between two characters, and again presents a different combination of particles.



in the mouth of a character after a lyric choral utterance in an epirrhematic dialogue: E. IT 646." Line
10 however is a comment on the action (or inaction) that takes place offstage (see e.g. E. Hipp. 776-89,
EL 746-60); it is the sort of comment that characters make after a choral song, introducing the action
of the episode, with no reference to the sung section. In any case, the content of line 10 (what is
secret is revealed) contradicts the content of lines 7-9 (the divinity acts secretly); it does not
“explain” the previous lines (which would be the normal function of ydp). Line 10 might have come

not too far away from lines 7-9, but I find it unlikely that it came immediately after them.

3. The tomb: col. i 13-15

The editors print and translate as follows

1. yap 8otig {@v €50€’ eivan kakdg
Joutov ivat und’ &g ne......e1v

Jov ka®’ abtod touPov aie......0du01¢.

For ... who(ever) had (or “has”) a reputation for being evil while alive ... to be ... and

not to ... at his own tomb, a source of shame (?) for the house. (15)

The text is very fragmentary and suggestions for this passage are likely to remain tentative. The
editors suggest reading i]koc ydp at the beginning of line 13, and totJoGtov at the beginning of line
14. The following note will discuss some alternative possibilities. The precise meaning of kakdg in

line 13 will also be discussed at the end; for the moment, it will be simply transliterated as kakos.

" See Or. 167 for a completely lyric dialogue and Hel. 112 for a dialogue between two characters.



At the beginning of line 13, I see traces of a triangular letter, such as delta or lambda, followed by

the remains of alpha or omicron, and then the sigma read by the editors. For the sequence alpha

sigma in line 13

compare the same sequence in i 6 (mpaccecOat)

Line 13 could be a complete sentence, such as [td]Aag yap Sotig {Bv £80& eivan kakdg. This would
however make the syntax of line 14 difficult or even impossible to reconstruct. I suggest reading
[a0]8a<1>¢ yap Sotig {@v £80& eivan kakdg in line 13.

In line 14 vtov is preceded by a dot in mid-position:

The editors read ov. Omicron is possible but so is alpha: compare mave in i 32

»

10



The traces are very faint; if the scribe wrote alpha, the ligature between alpha and hypsilon has
disappeared.
Given the mention of a tomb in line 15, one can think that line 14 mentions other ritual acts

connected with burial:

[a0]8a<1>¢ yap Sotig (v #80& eivat kakdg

[&xA]avTov eivar;

you say/order that the person who had a reputation for being kakos while not alive is

not mourned?*’

For similar phrases see e.g. E. Hec. 30 &kAavtog &tagog, Pho. 1634 £&v §' dkAavtov, dtagov, oiwvoig
Bopdv, fr. 787.2 &hovutog v pdpayr orjmetat vékug, Od. 4.493-4 008¢ o€ enut | v dxAavtov £oecban,

gnel K’ €0 mdvta modna, I 22.386 dkAavtog &bantog. Of course it is also possible to read

[a0]8a<1>¢ yap Sotig (v #80& eivan kakdg

totJoOtov givat;

you say that the person who had a reputation for being kakos while not alive is kakos?

The second part of the sequence, starting in line 14, probably requires an imperative (note the
negation und’). One can accept the suggestion by the editors ajcx0vnv déuoig in line 15 and supply

€[a Ma[Bleiv or &a AJa[x]elv in line 14. One possibility is:

' If we print tot]odtov in line 14 we would then have a sentence such as “you claim that the person who had a reputation
for being evil while alive is s0”.

11



unde ofiy’ &o AJo[Bletv

[a0t]ov Ka® abTod TOUPoV, aicxUvny dduoig.

Do not even let him get a sign next to his own tomb, (which would be) a disgrace to

the household

An alternative would be ofjy’ £[3¢]. For ofjy’ see LS] s.v. A 3 “sign by which a grave is known,
mound, cairn, barrow”. The “sign’5 (ofjua) would be different from the simple tumb (toupog) of line
15 (LSJ s.v. TOUPog A 2). One must however admit that often ofjua and toupoc designate the mound.
This is a weakness of this proposed reconstruction.”

The precise reconstruction will remain uncertain. One can however make hypotheses on who the
kakos person is. The editors suggest that one should “identify a dead person of whom it might be said
that he had a reputation for being evil while alive” (Gehad et al. (2024) 17). However, kakdg also
means “ill-born”. Note that the extract that immediately follows (16-18) is about nobility: ti y&p
aioxovng | mAéov &vBpdmoig é[kUpnoe uéplog | Toic yevvaioiot mdp[o10ev (supplements by J. Diggle)
“for what greater share of disgrace has befallen noble people before now?”. Nobility was a prominent

theme in the play; it is mentioned in four of 25 extant fragments (frr. 404, 405, 413, 414)."

" . Diggle offered a different reconstruction of these lines at the CHS conference.

" E. fr. 404 16 T e0yevic | oAV §idworv EAnS dog &pEovat yi¢ “Their high birth gives great hope that they will rule the
land”; fr. 405 v edyévelav, kav duop@og 1 Yduog, | Tiudot toAAol mposAaPeiv Tékvwv xdprv, | té T d&iwua ud@ov A ta
Xpruata “Many men value acquiring a wife of high birth, even if she is not handsome, for the children’s sake, and
reputation more than money”; fr. 413 énictapo 8¢ Tdv0’ 8o’ e0yevh xpedv, | orydv 6 Smov 8el kai Aéyerv v’ do@alés, |
Opav 0’ & Oel e koY Opdv & un mpémet. | < > | yaotpdg kpateiv 8¢ kal yap év kakoiotv Qv | EAevbéporory éumenaidevpat
tpémoig. “know all that one well-born should, to keep silent where necessary and to speak where safe, and to see what is
necessary and not to see what is unfitting . . . and to control appetite; for though I am in the midst of troubles, I have
been schooled in freeborn ways”; fr. 414 @e1ddued’ dvp&v edyeviv, pedwuebda, | kakolg § dmontiwuey, Womep Giot
“Let us spare well-born men, yes, spare them—but spurn bad ones as they deserve” (text and translation Collard and
Cropp (2008a))

12



One can suppose that Themisto accused Ino’s children of being “ignoble” (perhaps because she
considered the marriage not a valid one?). Line 13 of the papyrus fragment could be a reference to
Ino’s children. A speaker is addressing Themisto: she thought that the child, when he was alive, had
the reputation of being “not noble”? Well, she should have him buried without a sign by his grave.
This could be ironical: the dead child is in fact Themisto’s. If that is so, the singular is generalizing.

One must stress that this is only one of many possible reconstructions of the context.

4. Justice and injustice: col. i 19

In col. i 19-20, someone says (19-20)

@e0] @b T Vikav Tavd[iy’] we kaAov yépag

ta uln Sikaia § w¢ anavtayxol Kakdv:

Well! How fine a prize it is to prevail in a just cause, and how everywhere evil to do so

in an unjust one.

Gehad et al. (2024) 18 suggest that this passage too is spoken by Ino. This statement is the opposite of
that of line 6. Note the presence of ¢eG] @e0. In Euripides’ usage, this interjection, when followed by

a general statement, may indicate that the speaker realises that the general truth that follows sadly

13



applies to his/her situation.” In other cases, it indicates astonishment or admiration.'® The speaker
of lines 19-20 thinks that some actions committed in the play were unjust. The speaker can be the
chorus (as in Hipp. 431-2, Hec. 1238-9, Suppl. 463-4), Ino or Themisto (for characters uttering such
gnomai see Alc. 727, Med. 330, Andr. 184-5)." If it is Ino, she repents her “unjust victory”, when she
caused the death of Themisto’s children: she must interpret the death of her own child as a divine
punishment for what she did to Themisto. Alternatively, the lines could have been spoken by
Themisto when she realised what she caused the death of her own children. She had considered that
a “victory”, but now realised that it was “a complete disaster” to (try to) win an unjust victory. That

is however less likely, and probably less in character.

5. A new supplement: col. i 30

The editors read and translate:

Kai] unv 6t EABeiv doel[e]g @dog

" See e.g. E. Alc. 727 e @b 10 yiipag 6¢ avondefac mAéwv (spoken by Admetus), Med. 330 eb @eb, PpoTois EpwTeC (S
kakOv péya (spoken by Medea), Andr. 184-5: @ed @el- (extra metrum, unlike the present passage) | kaxdv ye Ovnroic to
véov v Te TO1 véwt | TO un dikatov Sotig dvBpwmwv Exel (spoken by Andromache), Suppl. 463-4 @eb @b kakoioy G Stav
Safuwv 818@1 | kahdg, OPpilovs' kg dei mpd€ovteg €D (spoken by the chorus). For a single @ed see Hipp. 925 @b, Xpiiv
Bpotoiot T@V @ilwv Tekpripiov etc. (spoken by Theseus), Hec. 864 @eb (extra metrum) | o0k €ot1 Ovntdv Sotig ot
£\evBepog (spoken by Hecuba), 956 @eb (extra metrum) | o0k £otiv 008&V mioTdV, oUT' d0éia (spoken by Polymestor), EL
367 @ebr (extra metrum) | oOk £ot' dxp1Peg o0dEV €ig edavdpiav (spoken by Orestes), Ion 1312 @b+ (extra metrum) |
de1vév ye BvnToic Tovg véuoug ¢ ov kaA®g (spoken by Ton), Or. 1155 @eb- (extra metrum) | oOk €otiv 008EV kpeicoov A
¢ihog cagric, (spoken by Orestes).

' For e @ed ‘ah!’, expressing admiration (not sadness) see E. Hipp. 431-2 Qe @eb, T0 6@@POV (¢ AmavTaxod KaAdv | kai
d6&av £0OANV £v Bpotoig kapmiletar Battezzato (2018) on Hec. 1238, referring to LSJ s.v. ii and Hcld. 552. See also Biraud
(2010) 109-11, Nordgren (2015) 238-40. These (and those listed in the previous note) are the only instances of @0 or @eb
¢e0 followed by a gnome in the complete plays of Euripides (it is difficult or impossible to establish the tone and the
speakers of gnomic passages preserved in fragments).

' See the previous notes for the texts.
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Inpog fikeic kai Beoi¢ otu[yo]ouevog

Indeed when you ought ... to have come into the light, (30)

you have come, ... and hateful to the gods (31)

They comment (Gehad et al. (2024) 19 that the line is two syllables short, and we are not sure
whether the very faint traces of ink visible to the right of @d&og supplied them, or James Diggle’s
elegant (ufnot’) (after EAOeiv) is to be preferred. Either way, fikeig in the next line (see n.)
recommends the division &@eA[e]c rather than GgeA’ [¢]c, which means that ¢dog must be terminal
accusative (as at Alc. 456-7 Suvaipav 8¢ oe méupa | edog ¢ 'Aida (lyr.)), even though use of the
preposition is far more common in this phrase.”

The supplement (urimot’) is indeed elegant, but preceding and following lines clearly preserve
traces of ink in the spaces corresponding to the right of ¢dog. It is much simpler to suppose that the
end of the line has been effaced. The terminal accusative is rare, and unparalleled in trimeters; it is

strange in such a common phrase. One could supply a third-person subject,

Kal] unv 6t’ EABeiv el [€]c @dog [rdbo¢]

“but when what happened ought to have come into the light”.

This is one of several possible supplements; Finglass, in a forthcoming paper, offers a different and

very promising line of approach.

' See Finglass (forthcoming).
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6. Traces: col. i 34

In col. i 34 the editors print

]....pev vnmiov & ap .udtag

In fact at the beginning of the line one can read more traces: ]..owyev is fairly sure. For the iota before

my, one can compare the iota in 4vOpwmoig in col i. 17 and the one in TIOAYIAOY in col. i 38.

7. Other possible supplements: col. i 35-37

The editors read and translate

] Tl poxOeit’ 00dev £186teg mép[a
1. Ou@v 8AProg yevroetat

]...¢ eotat dvotuxng Gtav Toxn(L)

... why do you toil, although you know nothing further, (35) [neither which one?] of
you will be fortunate, [nor whether someone?] will be unfortunate when it may

happen?

They report possible supplements (Gehad et al. (2024) 19): “At left, a vocative or adverb, e.g. uGpo]t
(Cropp), uatn]v (Diggle). At right, either o0d¢v €iddtec mép[a “not at all knowing further ...” (cf. IT 91)
or o0dgv £1ddtec mép[ag “not at all knowing the endpoint” (Diggle, comparing e.g. Alc. 890). It is
unclear whether the direct question is complete with this line or continues through the next two
(see next n.).”

One could suggest Ppoto]i or Ovnro]i at the beginning.

Note that this is probably echoed by Athenaeus fr. 225 in Lloyd-Jones and Parsons (1983), an

epigram on Epicurus:
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&vBpwmot, poxOeite ta xeipova, kol d1x k€SO
&nAnotol VElkéwV ApXETE KAl TOAEUWV-
TaG PUo10g §' 0 TAoUTog Spov tiva Batodv Emioyel,

al O¢ keval Kpioleg Tav Anépavtov 0ddv.

Athenaeus’ &vOpwrot (225.1) supports my proposed supplement ppotoi/Bvnroi (i 35), just as poxBeite
(225.1) echoes poxBeit’ (i. 35), képdog and mAoltog (225.1 and 3) echo 8APiog (i 36), dmAnotot and Gpov
(225.2 and 3) echo nép[a or nép[ag (i. 35). This parallel makes it more likely that the sentence

continued in line 36.

8. The tomb, again: col. i 39

i.39 Jog 6 touPoc 1] xdpig & dvweeAng

The tomb is [magnificent?], but its splendor is useless

Gehad et al. (2024) 23 ad loc. write: “6APiog is not attested as a descriptor of a tomb in classical Greek
[...] Another possibility is tiut]og (Diggle), as tombs can receive honor (e.g. Alc. 997-8).”

An additional possibility is &€ioc “worthy” (of the status of the deceased).” One can read &€t]og 6
topPog 1) xdpig & dvweeAic: “the tomb is worthy, but the favour is useless”.” The roots of &€log,
touPog and xdpig are found in succession in E. Hec. 319-20: touPov 8¢ fPovAoiunv &v &€oduevov | tov

gUOV 0paoBat d1a pakpo yap 1) xdpig “but I would like to see my tomb honoured: that is gratitude

" See LS s.v. &€10¢ 1 3 “abs., worthy, goodly, &&1a Sdpa I1. 9.261; &. Gyvog a goodly price, Od. 15.429; 50gv ké tor &1ov dAgor it
would bring thee a good price, 20.383; @épovteg & T1 €kaotog &€lov eixe X. Cyr. 3.3.2.”

?® For this meaning of xdp1g see the contribution by James Diggle in the volume from the CHS conference.
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that endures” (tr. Kovacs (1995)). (or “but I would like to see my tomb considered worthy of honour,

because this is a favour that lasts a long time”).

9. Earth and nature: col. ii 26-28

The preliminary draft edition of col ii 26-28 read EKTHE and placed a full stop at the end of line 26.
The infinitives Bi&vot kal Bavelv in line 26 lacked a subject. I proposed to read ék yfig in line 25 and
to remove the full stop at the end of line 26. The editors accepted this suggestion. Gehad et al. (2024)

thus print and translate:

g0 & 1660’ 80’ €k yiic €€akovtilel @UoIg
Ol kai Prdovar kat Oavelv: td dvta yap

XpOvw(1) te @uet Kal pebiotatal TdAv.

Know well: whatever nature shoots up from the earth must live and die, for in time all

things grow and change back

Polyidus is arguing that Minos should accept death as part of the natural cycle. The idea is found in
e.g. A. Cho. 127-8 kai yaiav a0thv, fj T& mévta tiktetan | OpéPacd ' addig TVSe kOua Aaupdver. For
uebiotatat ‘to die’ see LSJ s.v. B 13 “u. Piov die, Id. Alc. 21 (also . alone, J. A] 17.4.2, Plu. 2.1104c; £kv
W commit suicide, Vett. Val.94.9.” Here ndAwv, in the absence of Biov, suggests the meaning “to die”.
The presence of i@vat kai Oaveiv in the previous line also helps the comprehension.

Gehad et al. (2024) 22, in their apparatus to line 28 write “@Ue1, with tar added above €1 (i.e.
@Uetan) ko’ € [ Jw i.e. ka®’ €[€]w added above ueb (see comm.)”. The (Gehad et al. (2024) 27) point
out that there are “a few poetic examples of intransitive @oetv (LS] s.v. A.II, to which add Alc. fr.
10.5), including Glaukos’ famous likeness at Hom. I1. 6.146-9, likely to lie somewhere in the

background of the present passage.” In their commentary (Gehad et al. (2024) 27) they note that “The
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first variant, @Uetat for @Ue1, may involve uncertainty about the quantity of the stem vowel, the
correct voice of the verb, or both. In the present tense, the quantity of the upsilon (always before a
vowel) fluctuates (LS] is misleading); here it must be short in @Uetat, long in @ve1”. This would lead
to reading xpdvw(1) te @Vetan Kol yediotatar mdAwv, with resolution of the third element. This
solution is certainly possible.

In several tragic cases the hypsilon is short (A. Th. 535 Gpag @uovong, TapeLg dvtéAhovoa Opi,
622 YépovTa TOV VOOV, odpka & nfdoav @Uel, E. fr. 377.2 naidag qutedely: 6¢ yap &v Xpnotog ¢un),
following the epic and elegiac practice (e.g. Il. 6.148 TnAeBdwoa QUL €apoc &' mryilyvetat Kpn,
Thgn.1164 ¢v péoowt otndéwv év ouvetoig @vetal). The only certain instances of present/imperfect
of ¢Uw with a long hypsilon in tragedy are the middle form in Sophocles fr. 88.4 €neita & o0deig
£x0p0og olte @uetal, and the active transitive form in TrGF Adespoton 454.2 "ABavta @vet di1ddoyxov
tupavvidog. Forms with a long vowel are securely attested in archaic and classical lyric (e.g. Thgn.
537 oUte yap €k okiAANG pOda @uetar 000" DaKIVOOC). The reading et in col. ii 28, if correct, would
be another instance of a long hypsilon, comparable to TrGF Adespoton 454.2.

If the reading Vet in line 28 is correct, it may help interpreting another tragic passage. Lloyd-

Jones (1996) prints and translates S. fr. 910 Radt as follows:

X®pog yap adTdg £6Tiv AVOPWDTIOL PPEVRDV
OToUL TO TEPTIVOV Kal TO TNUATVOV QEPEL

dakpuppoel YoV Kai T& XapTd TUYX&vVwVY

Delightful things and painful things occupy the same place in a man’s mind, for he

weeps even when something pleasant happens to him.

Schol. BDEGQ on Pindar, Pythians 4, 217

19



1 até¢ Bamberger: o0téc codd.
2 tepnvov] tépmov Cobet @épet LL-J.: @Uet codd.

3 xapta Conington: kai ta codd.

In fact Lloyd-Jones does not really translate his conjecture @épet, which does not sit well with &nov.
If we read 8mov we should translate x@pog yap a0tdg éotiv dvOpdmov @pev@v | Smov T TepmvoV Kal
70 TIuaivov @épet as “The place where (someone? God?) produces delightful and painful thoughts is
the same in a man’s mind.” With @épe1, one would need to introduce the further change Sonep
instead of 8mou: x®pog ydp avtds éotiv &vBpWToL PPev@V | Somep TO TePTVOV Kai TO TNUATVOV QEpEL
“The place that in fact (Gonep) produces delightful and painful thoughts is the same in a man’s
mind.” Radt (1999) lists other conjectures, and considers @Ue1 corrupt. The new Euripides fragment
offers a parallel for intransitive @oet. If one reads @vet in line 2, the text xOpog yap avtdg €0ty
&vBpwTov PpevRV | 8mou T TEpTVOV Kal TO Tuaivov @Uel can be translated as: “The place where
delightful and painful thoughts grow is the same in a man’s mind” (i.e., more idiomatically, “there is
a single place in a man’s mind where delightful and painful thoughts grow”).

Let us go back to the Philadelphia papyrus, and to the variants for line 28. In the photo, I can only
discern a smudge of ink where tau is read above @Uet. The editors had access to the original, and I
will take their reading for correct. If we are to interpret the variant as implying @Uetat, as suggested
in the editio princeps, we need to interpret ta1 as replacing the iota of @Ue1 (not simply as an addition).
One would need to eliminate the iota of @ve1.

Alternatively, one can suppose that tat is a phonetic error for tg, and that it points to reading
XpOvw(1) @oet te Kal pebiotatar tdAv. One would need to eliminate the te present after xpovw(1). If
so, Vet would have a short first syllable, as often; xpévw(1) would also be more naturally placed in

reference to both verbs.
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As for the second group of letters written above line 28, the editors read it as ka6’ € [ Jw, which
they interpret as kaf’ £€[€]w (sic). They suggest that £[€]w might refer to a what is written on the
other side of the papyrus, but admit that it is not easy to connect it to any specific point in that text
(Gehad et al. (2024) 27); B. McGing, at the CHS conference, could not find any element of the text on
the recto which could be connected with the Euripides passage. Moreover, the theta in kaf’ is
unexplained; it cannot derive from katd, since £[€]w has a smooth breathing.

It is difficult to read these letters, since part of the papyrus reporting the previous line (letters 1
of Oaveiv) is dislodged and covers the crucial space between the third letter and the final omega.
Moreover, the superscript writing is less regular and predictable in spacing. Perhaps only five, not
six letters, were written. I would read the first letter as chi or kappa, the second letter as alpha or
epsilon, the third as iota (or, less likely, rho), then a one-letter lacuna, and finally omega. I suggest
that we should read ka[p]@(1) (less likely xpd[v]w(t)). In combination with te, this would give

another variant, i.e. the addition of ka1p®1 in mid-line in stead of xpdvwr at line beginning:

A TAVTA Yap

@UgL Te Kal kap@dt pebiotatat dAwv (or, less likely, @vet te kai xpdvwt pebiotatal naAv)

... for all things grow and change back at the appropriate moment

The resulting line is not metrically acceptable in Euripides, because it lacks the required caesura
after element 5 or 7.* It is also possible that kaip&1 was simply misplaced and was originally meant
as a variant for xpdvw(1) at line beginning. However, this hypothesis explains the second group of
letters written above the line as a variant, which is consistent with what happens with tat1 earlier in

the line (whatever the interpretation of tat) and of « i 4 (see also below, on ii 29).

*! see Diggle (1994) 82-4, 473-4 n. 151, 475-6 1. 158, with further references.
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10. Old and young: col. ii 29-30

The editors read and translate:

€&Mi'¢” & €kaotog yi(y)vetar véog T avrp

vI€lpwv te kai OV 00 8ig¢ GAN dmag uévov. 30

Each man becomes young and old in turn, living not twice, but just once.
The text is problematic

1. Itis not true that each man becomes young and old in turn. In fact, the play is about the

death of a son who dies very young, and a father who cannot accept the son’s death.
2. The sequence yi(y)vetat véog T dvnp | Y[€]pwv te kai {®vV is problematic:

a. it places on the same level two nouns (a young man and an old man) and a participle.

It does not make sense to coordinate véog and y[¢]pwv with {Gv.

b. the text gives the sequence €kaotog yi{y)vetatl {®v, a very strange periphrastic
construction
C. the editors omit kat in their translation. The presence of te makes impossible to

analyse kal as “also, especially.”

The Greek naturally translates as “each person becomes a young man and an old one and living
not twice.” One would have and expected the verb “to live” to be coordinated with yi{y)vetau.
Reading {fj1 gives perfect syntax (“... and old in turn, and lives not twice...”) but impossible metre

(hiatus A1 00). In alternative, we would need to get rid of the final kaf (as in the translation).
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3. €&fi'¢” does not mean ‘in turn’ but ‘in the prescribed order’. But the point here in the play
is not that one should be born old and become young again (Plato, Politicus 268d-274e), or
that one should become young again after reaching old age (as in E. HF 637-670), but that

one should not return to life again after death.

4, The space at the beginning of line 29 is too small: if we read £¢f, the letter xi corresponds
to two or three letters in the lines above and below (28 XPONQ [the space corresponds to
part of N as well], 30 TEPQN).

These problems do not admit of a simple solution. Either Euripides stretched his use of language
here, or we must accept the possibility of a corruption. Corruptions do occur in the Philadelphia
Euripdies papyrus: the papyrus omits a line from the original text in col. i 20, and two syllables in col.
i 1.

Problems 3 and 4 can be solved by offering longer supplements. See e.g.

é[k t]R'¢” & Exaotog yi{y)vetal véog T’ avrip

or

€[k y]ii'¢” & Ekaotog yi{y)vetat véog T avrp

in both case in reference to the “earth” of line 26. The second suggestion occurred independently to
Rebecca Limmle, Limmle, in the CHS conference, rightly compares E. fr. 839. The idea would be very
philosophical and abstract. The text would be translated as: “Each man is born from the earth, young
and old”. This is still not very satisfactory. Something like O[&]A'A g1 8¢ kai maic yi(y)vetor véog T
avhp “(the offspring) flourishes and becomes a boy and young man” would offer much better sense.
The traces might be compatible with 0[&]\'A’e1. However, the letters KAZTOZ are clearly read in the

papyrus; Kol Taic is a conjecture.
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As for line 30, different solutions can be advanced. In the published image one can read traces
above N in line 30 (unless the signs are simply shadows where the papyrus is broken). If so, one could
read: y[.]1.wv '¢" te xai {@Gv 00 dig AN dnag uévov. I would interpret the second line as y[e]lywy with
sigma above, indicating correction: this would lead to yeywg¢ te kai {Gv o0 di¢ GAN” drnag udvov “born
and living not twice, but only once”. The signs above the line are however very uncertain; it is not
possible to be certain unless one sees the original. Moreover, one could consider whether the initial
letter could be read as part of theta, reading Q[a]vdv te kai {@V 00 di¢ GAN dnag uévov (with
hysteron proteron). This seems unlikely from a palaeographic point of view: gamma is much more
probable.

The simplest alternative is to imagine that a line was lost:

yi{y)vetar véog T dvrp
Y[S']pogv TE<—X— v—X— v—>

YEYWG Te> kai Qv o0 8i¢ AN dma udvov. (or <... | Bavav te> kai {@v...)

becomes a young man and an old one <and arrives at the end of his life, having been

born and living> not twice but only once (or: “dying and living not twice...”)

The similarity of line beginnings easily explains the omission.

11.  Divine laws: col. ii 43-50

The editors read and translate

e

& un yap oty Gotig Svra PovAetat

Beivan kakilwv &G av o0 yYévort’ avrip;
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00 8T &mong e1, {Av 66 00 A(1)G, WG €y 45
(éx tiig Tekovong & HABE TO Pebdog T6de)

0G ToUG TeBEVTAG GvaTpEmelg TAALY VOUOUG

kal Euvtapdooeig Oéout’ auadiog Umo.

el yap Tupavvig f ToAUxpuoot ddpot

duvdoel TOv EkAmovTa QEyyog NAiov 50

How would that man not become (or “be”) worse, who wants to make things be that
are not? No indeed: You are childless, you who deny, as I do, that he lives (45) - this
falsehood came from his mother - you who are foolishly trying to overturn the
established laws and throw the rules into confusion. For if, through their power,
tyranny and gilded palaces [sc. “are able to resurrect”] the one who has left the light

of the sun, (50)

As announced in Gehad et al. (2024) 34, I offer a different reconstruction of line 45. As the editors
note, the text of line 45, as reconstructed above, violates Porson’s law.” The law requires that the
final cretic wg éyw be preceded by a light, not a long syllable. In the text printed above we have the
long syllable @n(1)c. Moreover, the editors also note a syntactic difficulty: “the translation [...] ‘you
who deny ... that he lives’ would normally require that the accusative subject a0tév be expressed. As
it stands, the Greek ought to mean ‘you who deny that you live.”””’ But how can a speaking character

in a play deny that (s)he lives? Another difficulty is in line 46: “what falsehood came from the boy’s

*2 On Porson’s law, see Devine and Stephens (1984), Battezzato (2009).
> Gehad et al. (2024) 29, ad loc.
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mother Pasiphae must be a matter for conjecture.”” There is a further objection: why is being
‘childless’ (45) linked to the fact that the character addressed by the speaker subverts divine laws

(47-8)? An alternative possibility is to read

00 ST dmang 1. Znvog ov erow ¢ &YW 45
(éx tiig Tekovong & AABE TO Peddog T6de)
0G ToUG TeBEVTAG AvaTpEnelg TaALY VOUOL

kal Euvtapdooeig Oéout’ Guabiog Umo.

Not at all: you are childless. I deny that you are the son of Zeus (this falsehood came
from your mother), you who are foolishly trying to overturn the established laws and

throw the rules into confusion.

This proposal solves several problems:

a. Metre: we now have a single word in positions 9-10 (¢ricw ¢’ £yw). There is no word end after
position nine. Porson’s law is not violated.

b. Syntax: we do not need to supply a0tév with {fjv. By reading Znvdg the problems disappear.

c. Meaning: it is now clear what the mother’s lie is. The mother is Pasiphae; the speaker accuses
her of having lied. The implication is that Minos is not really the son of Zeus. Parallels from
Euripides will be listed below

d. Meaning: the link between being childless and the idea of overthrowing divine laws is now
clear. The speaker claims that Minos’ request that the seer revive Glaucus goes against

natural laws.

?* Gehad et al. (2024) 29, ad loc.
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The rearrangement suggested above requires no change to the papyrus text. It also clearly indicates
that the sentence is addressed to Minos. Minos is never explicitly mentioned in the papyrus, nor are
there other expressions that are unequivocally linked to Minos (even if the plot of the play requires
Minos to be one of the characters involved in the dialogue). Moreover, this is the only line which
proves that Minos was onstage. The speaker is presumably Polyidus, as in several preceding lines.

The resulting text conforms stylistically to Euripides’ usage. For the future @rjow see e.g. E. Alc.
238-9 oUmote @riow yduov edgpaiverv | mAéov f| Aumeiv. This passage, along with Alc. 626-8 kév “A1dov
8601 | €0 oot yévoito. grui totoUToug yduoug | Adetv Bpotoioy, offers a parallel for the asyndeton
associated with the change of topic and the presence of gfiow/@nui. For the gen. “son of” with a verb
of saying, and the omission of the verb of “being”, see e.g. E. Hel. 284 t® 100 A10¢ 8¢ Aeyouévw
Aookbépw (“the Dioscuroi, said (to be children) of Zeus”), Pi. P. 3.67 tiva Aatoida kekAnuévov T
natépog (“someone called (the son) of Lato’s son [Apollo] or of (his) father [Zeus]”), Theoc. 24.104
‘Apyeiov kekAnuévog Augitpvwvog (Heracles, “called (son) of the Argive Amphytruon”), KG I 374-5.

In Homer, Zeus himself claims to be the father of Minos (Il. 14.322 1} Téke pot Mivwv). The
statement is often repeated in Homer (e.g. Il. 13.449-50, Od. 11.568) and later authors, including
Euripides (fr. 472).

Polyidus finds it outrageous that Minos, the son of Zeus, could ask him to subvert the laws of
nature (46-50), and implies that such an obviously immoral request cannot really come from a son of
Zeus. He suggests that Europe had Minos from a mortal, and covered her sexual misconduct by
claiming that she had a son from Zeus. In Euripides’ Bacchae, Cadmus accepts the idea that Semele
lied about having had intercourse with Zeus (E. Ba. 333-6): kei uf) yap £otrv 6 8¢ 00T0G, (G GV PHIG,

| Tapd ool AeyéoBw- kal katapeddov kaAdg | wg ot TepéAng, Tva Sokft O£V Tekelv | fuiv Te Tiun
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Tavti Td1 Yével mpoofit. In the present passage, however, the statement is obviously provocative and
exaggerated. Polyidus paradoxically denies a well-known fact.”

According to Polyidus, the immoral actions of Minos belie his genealogy, just as, according to
Andromache, Helen’s actions prove that she is not the daughter of Zeus, but of an avenging Demon,

of Envy, Murder and Death, and all other evils nurtured by Earth (E. Tro. 767-70):

& Tuvddperov €pvog, obmot' &l A6,
TOAAGV 8¢ tatépwv enui o' Ekmepukévat,
"AAGGTOPOG UEV TIPDTOV, gita O¢ POSVOU

dovou te Oavatov 0' Soa Te Yi| TPEPEL KaKd.
Similarly, Iphigenia claims that Achilles is Hades, not the son of Peleus (E. IT 369-71):

“A18n¢ Ax1IAAeLC v dp', o0y O TINAéwg,
Gv pot mpoteivag mdotv v apudtwy 8Xo1g

£G alpatnpov yauov endpbucvoag dS6Awi)*

The same Iphigenia, a few lines later, claims that Artemis cannot be the daughter of Leto, if she

requires human sacrifices (E. IT 385-6):

oUK £00' 6mwg £tekev &v 1) A10¢ dauap

Antw tocavtnv duadiav.

% For the rhetoric, compare also E. HF 1340-6 and the passages discussed by Stinton (1976) = Stinton (1990) 236-64.
?® Note the relative clause §v..., as in the papyrus, line 46 5 ...
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These statements are variations on the famous Iliad passage where Patroclus accuses Achilles of

being the son of rocks and the sea, not of Peleus and Thetis (Il. 16.33-5):

viAeég, o0k &pa ool ye mathp v inndta MnAede,
00d¢ @£T1g uNTNP: YAaUKTY| O€ o€ Tikte BdAaooa

nétpal T AAIParot, 6t tot véog €otiv ANV,

John Gibert suggested, as an alternative possibility, reading o0 8fita maic €1 Znvédg, 00 ericw o &yd.
This is a very intelligent and interesting proposal, which I however consider less likely. It is
linguistically possible, but stylistically less satisfactory. First of all, the instances o0 &fjt(«) are never
accompanied by a finite verb in Euripides; the verb is always to be supplied from the context. In
Euripides, o0 8fjt(«) is generally a complete sentence in itself (17 instances),” and when other words
accompany the phrase, they are adjectives, pronouns or adverbial clauses.” Secondly, it is difficult to
see what the preceding question could be. Minos is unlikely to have asked Polyidus whether he was
really the son of Zeus.

Gibert’s main argument in favour of his suggestion is that the change of topic from &moug i to
Znvdg o0 @riow o &y is abrupt and difficult. In fact, &moc i in line 45 introduces the topic that will
be developed in lines 49-50 £i y&p Tupavvic f| toAUxpucot déuot | Suvdoer Tov ExkMimdvta @éyyog
fAlov, namely the possibility that rich and powerful people could purchase a second life for their
children (or for themselves, or for other family members, lovers, etc.). Polyidus first states that

Minos has lost his child, then scolds him for his desire to overthrow the law of nature, and then goes

7 Cycl. 198, 704, Alc. 61, 555, Med. 1378, Hcld. 61, 507, Hipp. 334, 1062, 1398, 1449, Andr. 88, 442, 367, 756, Hel. 1228, Pho. 1661.

%8 Alc. 389 00 810’ £kood y', Med. 1048 o0 ST’ Eywye, Hipp. 324 o0 §i0’ ékolod ', Andr. 408 o0 8fjta ToDUOD Y olivek’
&OAiov Biov.
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back to the topic of giving life again to dead people. If we eliminate &moc ei from line 45, we lack the
content that explains lines 47-8.

This brings us to the question of coherence in the passage. As mentioned, o0 fjt(«) (ii 45) is
generally an answer to a command or a question. The phrase o0 dfjt(«x) at 45 either expresses denial
(Denniston (1954) 275: “giving the lie to a positive statement”: e.g. E. Hcld. 61), or refusal (Denniston
(1954) 275: “refusing to obey a command”: e.g. E. Med. 1378, Hipp. 334,) or offers a “negative answer to
a question which either definitely expects a positive answer, or recognizes with reluctance or
surprise that a negative answer may be given” ((Denniston (1954) 275; e.g. S. EL 403).

The lines that precede o0 dfjt(a) (ii 45) in the papyrus, however, do not provide an appropriate

context. This is the text of lines 43-4, as translated in the editio princeps:

& un yap oty Gotig Svra PovAetat

Beivat, Kakiwv TG &v oV yévort’ avhp;

How would that man not become (or “be”) worse, who wants to make things be that

are not?

The question is easily interpreted as a criticism of Minos, “who wants to make things be that are
not”, i.e. to revive his dead son. The question requires a positive answer. However, we find a negative
answer at 45. Moreover, the character that delivers lines 47-50 (which condemn Minos’ request to
resuscitate Glaucus) certainly agrees with a negative assessment of Minos; it would have been
illogical for him/her to answer the question of lines 43-4 with the emphatic “no” we find in line 45.

Both lines 43-4 and 45-50 were probably spoken by Polyidus. It is conceivable, but less likely, that 43-
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4 were spoken by the chorus; such direct criticism of rules can be found in the mouths of seers,” but
is not common in the mouth of a chorus leader.”

Line 45 must then have been preceded by a different question or request in the original complete
text of the play.

It is easy to suppose that ii 45 was an answer to a request by Minos such as “you must resurrect
my son; I, a king, and the son of Zeus, cannot be and will not remain childless.” Hyginus reports
exactly such a request in his account of the myth of Minos and Polyidus, an account which is
generally considered to be a summary of our play (a hypothesis confirmed by the rest of the
Philadelphia papyrus).’! In Hyginus Fab. 136.5 Minos orders Polyidus corpore invento nunc spiritum
restitue “you have found the body: now restore his life’s breath” (tr. Collard and Cropp (2008b)).

A forked paragraphos separates lines 44 from line 45. This sign must have had some specific
meaning (see below, section 12). The break in content and linguistic continuity between 44 and 45
strengthens the case that a forked paragraphos indicates the end of an extract.”

Let us return to the meaning of lines 43-4. What is the meaning of “worse”? As mentioned above,
the emphasis is on “wanting” something that cannot be achieved, and only Minos wants something
of the sort. The editors suggest “Perhaps the meaning is simply “very bad”, or perhaps the thought is
that a man who wants to resurrect the dead will be emboldened to go on to do even worse things.”

(Gehad et al. (2024) 29 ad loc.). One could consider “worse” as referring (or at least alluding) to

* See e.g. Tiresias in Sophocles’ Oedipus the King: see Battezzato (2020).

*% But see e.g. A. Ag. 1612-71, with Fraenkel (1950) and Medda (2017) ad loc., and E. Hel. 1627-41, with Kannicht (1969) and
Allan (2008) ad loc.

*! See e.g. Kannicht (2004) 624, Collard and Cropp (2008b) 89-90, 223-233.

2 As argued also by e.g. Meccariello in the conference at the CHS, June 13-14, 2024, with different explanations and

suggestions.
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nobility in the moral and also social meaning: “how would that man not be less noble...”. Polyidus is
accusing Minos of acting like a man from a lower class since he, like men of low birth, wants to
change reality. If so, lines 43-4 introduce the theme of the nobility of Minos which is developed in

lines 45-6. The same theme appears in another fragment from the same play (fr. 644):

0TV KakOG TIG €V TOAEL Tpaoot] KaADG,
VOOETV TiBNo1 TAC dueVOVWVY Qpévag,

napddetyy' ExOvwy TtV Kak@Vv E€ovoiav.

When a bad man does well in a city, he corrupts the minds of his betters, who have as

their example the power given to bad men.”

Fr. 644 probably alludes to Minos, a “bad” man who has power in the city. It might even have been
from the same context as lines 43-50. The theme, however, could have been developed over different

scenes.”

** Here and below, previously known fragments of Euripides are quoted from the edition and translation of Collard and
Cropp (2008a) and Collard and Cropp (2008b), unless otherwise specified.

** A similar argument could be made about a fragment in col. i. A strong thematic connection links col. i 3-4 (maAatot
véuot fpot@v | SidvudAektpov ol céPovotv fdovdv), from Ino, with another fragment of Ino (fr. 402), also on the laws
about marriage and bigamy (véuot yovaik®@v o kaA&¢ kelvrar mépt | xpfv ydp tOV edtuxodvl’ 8w mAeiotag éxey |
fyvvaikag, efnep <> Tpo@n déuoig mapfiv}, | wg TV kakny uév EEPate Swudtwy, | 5 ThHv & oboav E6OARNV 18éwg
godeto. | vOv & el plav PAénovot, kiviuvov péyav | pintovieg od yap T@V TpéTwV TEIpOUEVOL | VOUQAC ¢ 0TkOUg
gpuatiCovral Ppotol “Laws are not well made concerning wives: the prosperous man should be having as many as
possible {if his house could maintain them}, so he could throw the bad one out of his home and be pleased at keeping the
one who actually is good. Now, however, they look to one wife, and risk much on the throw; for people take wives into
their houses like ballast, with no experience of their ways”). We do not know whether fr. 402 was from the same scene as
col. i 3-4 (and omitted in the selection made in the Philadelphia papyrus), or from a different part of the play (or whether
it was anthologised in the lost column written before our col. i).
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12.  Selection and order

As often mentioned above, I consider the text to be an anthology of gnomic passages from Ino and
Polyidus. In this section, I will argue that the Philadelphia papyrus was copied directly from a
complete text of these two plays. Someone marked passages to be copied in the complete text, and
the copyist who wrote the Philadelphia papyrus copied also several notations that are typical of
complete plays (and unusual in anthologies). If this is so, it would prove that copies of the entire

plays were available in Philadelphia (or elsewhere in Egypt) at the time when the play was written.

Several features of the papyrus suggest that it is an anthology. The main ones are:

1. Most passages in the papyrus are gnomic (only col. i 1-2 and 5 are not, but they can be
usefully quoted in different rhetorical contexts). Several lines were already known from
the gnomologic tradition. An oblique stroke marks lines ii 19-20, 23-25 and 37-38, which

are (part of) passages anthologised in the gnomologic tradition (see below).”

2. We find several sudden changes of topic (e.g. col. i 10-15; col. ii 23-26; note also the
sequences of asyndeta in col. ii 10-12). For instance, at ii 25, end of sentence coincides
with the end of a fragment transmitted in the gnomologic tradition (fr. 641) and we find a
change of topic in the next line. Note that the forked paragraphoi transmitted after lines 8,
10, 12, 14, 20, 21, 22, 33, 40, 42, 44 in col. ii always coincide with a change of topic.
Moreover, col. i 10 cannot come immediately after the preceding lines 7-9 (see above,
section 3). This situation is best explained by the hypothesis that we have a series of
different extracts, separated by lines that are now missing. The forked paragraphoi

indicate the end of a quotation.

%% See below, note 38.
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3. The metrical sequence of col. i 1-19 is unparalleled in a continuous section of a Greek
tragedy. We have six trimeters (1-6), three lyric lines without responsion (7-9), six
trimeters (10-15), three anapaestic lines (16-18), and a sequence of several trimeters. As
the editors note, “We have not found a parallel for such a short system of recitative
anapaests within a play” (Gehad et al. (2024) 17. This seems a strong argument against the
hypothesis that we have two continuous extracts from a text. It is much simpler to
suppose that we have a series of extracts from different sections of the same play.

On the other hand, we have several signs that suggest that our papyrus was copied from a complete

text:

1. The scribe noted orthographic (col. i 4) and textual variant readings (col. ii 30).” In col. i 4
HAONAN the scribe wrote A over the first eta to indicate the reading adovav. The reading
&dovav serves no purpose in an anthology: the reading ndovav is more easily
understandable, as it is close to the common form ndovnv. The scribe must have derived
the variant from the model he was copying. The same applies to the other variants.
Variant readings are found in complete texts of classical authors who were edited and

studied by Hellenistic scholars (e.g. tragedy, Pindar).”’

2. Accents (e.g. the accent on €0 in col. ii 16), breathings and occasionally a sign indicating

vowel length (over the iota of kakiwv in col. ii l. 44): see Gehad et al. (2024) 2-3.

36 . . . .
See above, section 10, for a discussion of these variants.

*7 McNamee (2007) 37-48 (who also lists papyri that attribute variant readings to specific scholars, a feature that is of
course absent from the Philadelphia Euripides papyrus). On interlinear notes see esp. McNamee (2007) 16 and n. 35. For a
survey of the papyri of Euripides, see Carrara (2009); for notations and variants in the Euripides papyri, see Bastianini et
al. (2023). For an example of a correction in an edition of Euripides, see Kannicht (2004) 766 on E. fr. 754b, line 6. For
glossae (not variants) in an anthology of Euripides, see Funghi and Martinelli (2017) 116-8 (lines 7bis and 9bis in P.Berol.
inv. 21144 [third century AD])
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Meccariello, at the CHS conference, convincingly suggested that the interlinear signs at
ii.26, ii.30, and 1i.50, and possibly i.26 may be acute accents. The accents are used to help
distinguish similar words: in ii 26 the accent on omicron in the sequence 6cek helps
readers understand that they should interpret it as 60’ €k, and not as 6¢ ék. The same
probably applies to the makron on the iota of kakiwv: it is possible that this is simply an
erudite remark on the original length of the vowel® but it could also be a way to signal
that one should read the sequence as kakiwv and not as k&k’ iwv. These are typical
features of ancient editions which received philological attention. Personal texts of course
also annotate accents and breathings, often heavily, to help learners understand the

text.”

Lyric and anapaestic sections (respectively col. i 7-9 and 16-18) are written colometrically
and with eisthesis, as in tragic papyri (and medieval manuscripts).* Anthologies simply
write lyric passages as prose, not only in the Hellenistic era," but down to the time of

Stobaeus;" anthologies even write iambic trimeters as prose.” Eisthesis is a clear sign that

*® Gehad et al. (2024) 29 write “There is a macron above the iota of kakiwv. All is in order with the quantity; the point

may be to signal awareness that prosody later changed and/or that comedy was freer than tragedy” and refer to Diggle

(1981) 29-30.

** McNamee (2007) 25-6.

“ 0n colometry in papyri derived from Alexandrian editions, see esp. Prauscello (2006) 7-183. On eisthesis in papyri of

Greek tragedy see Savignago (2008).

! See e.g. Pordomingo (2013) 20-1; most of the anthologies listed by Pordomingo were probably based on editions which

lacked colometry in the lyric sections.

*? See e.g. E. fr. 61b in Kannicht (2004).

* See e.g. PSI 1476 (second century AD) in the edition by Bastianini (2017).
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the scribe is reproducing an accurate edition of the complete play, ultimately derived

from an Alexandrian edition.

4, Normal (not forked) paragraphoi indicate change of speaker, as in ancient dramatic papyri
(and medieval manuscripts). See esp. col. ii 7, 16, 17, and Gehad et al. (2024) 3 (“We are
confident that the apdypagog here indicates speaker change”).* Changes of speakers are

rare in anthologies.”

5. A special mark (a diagonal line) highlights the only three gnomic passages of column ii
that are part of the gnomologic tradition (ii 19-20 = E. fr. 425; ii 23-25 = fr. 641; ii 37-40 = fr.
979). The practice of marking gnomic passages is attested in the medieval manuscript
tradition; such marks were probably present in texts of the Imperial age, as the
Philadelphia papyrus confirms (see the paper given by D.J. Mastronarde at the CHS
conference: passages marked as gnomikon or oraion)."® Since the left margin of column i has
not been preserved, we do not know whether similar marks were used for the sections of

col. i that survive in the gnomologic tradition.

“ Meccariello, at the CHS conference, also concurred in this convincing opinion.
* As shown by Mastronarde, at the CHS conference, in a survey of medieval gnomologia.

*® See also McNamee (2007) 20 and 23 (and 23 n. 38), and the passages listed in the index on p. 562 on Gpaioc. Note the
similar stroke in P.Berol. inv. 9773, col. 2, lines 2 and 5: see Schubart and Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1907) 129, McNamee
(1992) 17-8 (in general), Piccione (2017) 78. Gehad et al. (2024) 3: “The diagonal line as such is unusual. [...] in our papyrus
it corresponds to the three book fragments that we have identified in the column. In the first two instances (ii.19-20 and
ii.23-25) the line corresponds to the first line of the book fragment, while in the third (ii.37-40) it begins at the bottom of
the fragment’s first line and seems to correspond more to its second line. This could either be carelessness or an
indication that the version in which the scribe knew the quotation was shorter.” The sign was probably slightly
misplaced in the third instance.
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In conclusion: we find several features that are typical of complete texts, and unusual in anthologies.
We even find signs that indicate gnomic passages that made it into the gnomologic tradition. This
text can thus be explained as an extract copied by a professional scribe from a complete text. The
person who ordered this copy from a scribe marked passages to be copied in the original text of both
plays; the scribe copied what he saw, including features such as colometry, eisthesis, variant readings,
and marginal marks (paragraphoi, the diagonal line marking gnomic passages). The scribe used the
forked paragraphos to indicate the end of an extract. The passages from Polyidus seem to come from a
scene that included a large number of gnomic statements; the passages from Ino are shorter, and
they may come from more distant sections, perhaps simply because the gnomic passages were found
in scattered passages. It is possible that the person who ordered the copy was especially interested in
the content of the scene between Minos and Polyidus from Polyidus.

The editors state that the papyrus “was discovered in one of the several pit graves of the third
century CE [...] The papyri were found in a clump in the northeast corner of the tomb (figure 2); the
fill above contained fragments of painted plaster that likely came from the destruction of the nearby
painted structure.” As Basem Gehad explained at the CHS conference, the papyrus was found close to
the first burial (i.e., the burial of a child), but not on the body. It was found together with other texts,
including a list of seed loans for temple trees. The papyri might have been part of the material that
simply happened to be in the area, and were used to fill the burial. However, one can also consider
the symbolic significance of seeds for plants in a temple: they suggest the possibility of birth and
rebirth. Birth and rebirth is also the theme of the Polyidus scene that was extracted.

Moreover, one should note that the Euripides papyrus was cut at right-hand side, to the right of
col. ii. The last sentence of col. ii is thus made incomplete. The left margin of the papyrus is irregular,
as if it had been torn. Someone might have selected specifically these two columns, first tearing the

papyrus (left margin), and then (after seeing the imperfect result on the left-hand side) cutting it.
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That would mean that someone selected only some passages from Polyidus as significant. These
passages deal with death; they can be seen as a series of consolatory topoi: everything that lives must
die; this is simply the law of nature; wealth does not make a difference.

Was it simply chance? Or did someone intend these words to accompany the dead child - and to
indicate the feeling of her parents? We will never know for sure. This is of course not the first nor
the last instance where someone is buried with a text that has a religious or personal meaning; the
Derveni papyrus is another case in point.”” As with the Derveni papyrus, we “gained fragments of a
papyrus whose decipherment and interpretation will continue to fill generations of scholars not only
with frustration but also with joy”.* But we can, in any case, read the consolation provided by
Polyidus to Minos. He, unlike the author of the Derveni papyrus, does not offer hopes about life after
death. In Euripides’ play, Polyidus was (ironically) able to resurrect Glaucus, just after saying that no
one can live twice. But someone, perhaps not ironically, cut off that part of the papyrus. They were

sceptical of the resurrection.
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