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auch wenn das erste nicht zur thebanischen Sage gehort und inso-
fern das mepl Tovtov auf das erste Stiicke der Didaskalie (Oivépaog)
nur mittelbar zutrife. Im Gegensatz zu dieser ,Inhalts-Tetralogie
war dann also unserer Phoinissai-Hypothesis zufolge der thebani-
sche Sagenkreis im Falle der Phoinissai nur in einem einzelnen

Stiick behandelt'*).
Halle (Saale)/DDR Wolfgang Luppe

EZECHIELIANA

Adespota fr. 617 Kannicht-Snell (Aesch. fr. 464 N.2)!

xmoLte BvnTdV TOV BedV ol pun ddneL
Suolov €ovt@® cdexLvov xabeotdval.
odx otoBa & adTéV' moTE UtV g moE Paivetal

4 &mhatog 6ouf), ot &’ VOwQ, moTE YVOPOS
xal Oneolv adTog Yivetal ToENPEQT|S,
Avépw vepéhn te xaotoamy, foovri), Pooxi.
Vrneetel & avTd BGlaooa xal TéTeo

8 xal maoa myn xvdatog cuoTiuaT
ToépeL O don xal yata xai TeENMdELOG
PuBoOg Bardoong rdeéwv Vpog péya,
gnav EmPBAEYY yYopyov duua deomdTov.

12 mdvta duvotr yae d6Ea vyiotov Beod

14) Auf eine Behandlung einer Sage als ,Nebenthema‘ verweist Hypoth.
Aischyl. Prom. xeitau 1) puomoia &v magexPdoet tad Zogoxhel év Kohyi-
oL, woed & Edournidy 6hwg ov xeltan.

1) Texts quoted (with elimination of scriptio plena) from R.Kannicht and
B.Snell, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta II Gottingen 1981). They are also
printed by A.M. Denis, Fragmenta Pseudepigraphicorum quae supersunt Graeca
(Leipzig 1970).
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Adespota fr. 618 K.-S. (Soph. fr. 1126 P.)

elg Taig dAnBeiaiowy, eig gotiv Oedg,

9g ovpavov T EtevEe xal yolov paxedv

TOVTOU TE X0QOTOV 0idpa. kévépwv Piag.
4 Bvntol d¢ molhol x0dig TAAVMOUEVOL

tdpuodpeota mnudtov Togapuyiv

Oedv dydlpat’ éx AMBwv 7 yahxréwv

1 xeuootevrTWV 1) Aepavtivav THmovs
8 Buoilag te ToUTOLG %Ol HEVAS TAVNYVQELS

otépovteg oUTwg evoePelv vouilouev

These fragments are linked by several common denomina-
tors?). Both are quoted exclusively by Clement of Alexandria,
Eusebius, Justin Martyr, and other Church Fathers. Although
they are attributed to Aeschylus and Sophocles, and though tie
fact that they are quoted only by Church Fathers is no necessary
sign of inauthenticity®), both present features of late Greek that
prove these attributions false. A.C.Pearson has pointed out that
in the second of these fragments 1 taig dnbeiarow (= tf) dAn0eiq)
and 3 yopomég (‘blue-grey, of the sea’ LS]? definition 4) are late
Greek*). The same can be said about 5 yivetou in the first fragment.
Both passages contain echoes of the Septuagint that establish their
]ewisl}: provenance. In fr. 617, 8 yddatog ovoripata recalls Genesis
1, 10 t& ovomjuato tdv Vddtwv, and Pearson observed that fr.
618,4 xadig mhavapevol is a Jewish phrase (a Greek would have
written something like yvoun) and compares Psalm 94 (95), 10 el
mhavdvtal tf) ®0edig.

How did these fragments come to be attributed to classical
playwrights? Clement, Strom. V p. 717, says that the lines
attributed to Sophocles were quoted by Hecataeus, Against Abra-
mus and the Egyptians. It is variously debated whether this was the
Aegyptiaka of Hecataeus of Abdera (III B. C.) or some other

2) The reader may judge whether the conclusions of this paper apply to
further such dubia quoted by the Fathers: fr. 620-624 K.-S. Note that fr. 620 and
624 may be by the same hand: cf. fr. 620,1 &oton Yo €otar and fr. 624,3 oty yao
goTiv.

3) Pace Bentley, Epist. ad Millerium p. 12. Pearson made a good case that
Soph. fr. 1127 P. (fr. 619 K.-S.) is satyric and authentic. Cf. further D.F. Sutton,
Sophocles’ Inachus (Meisenheim am Glan 1979) 82-84.

4) The Fragments of Sophocles (Cambridge U. K. 1918) IIT 173f.
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Jewish polemicist’®). Pearson writes that the quoted fragment was
“the work of a forger, whose object it was to represent the Jews as
the original possessors of all true wisdom, and as the instructors of
other nations. For such a purpose the utility of fabricated quota-
tions is obvious... There is not the slightest doubt that these
verses are an impudent forgery, being probably . .. the work of an
Alexandrian Jew.“

Fr. 617 1s sufficiently similar to fr. 618 that we may presume
that these lines were also attributed to Aeschylus by Hecataeus or"
some other polemicist inspired by a similar motive.

Although Pearson is doubtless correct in describing the pro-
cess whereby these fragments came to be ascribed to Aeschylus
and Sophocles, it does not necessarily follow that they were origi-
nally written for the purpose of being palmed off as classical pas-
sages, or that they ought to be dismissed scornfully as “impudent
forgeries“. There is nothing in either fragment that is self-evident-
ly fraudulent, such as an attempt to imitate the style (or at any rate
the obvious mannerisms) of their purported authors. An alterna-
tive hypothesis may be proposed.

We know of one Alexandrian Jewish poet, who in a tragedy
entitled Exagoge attempted to translate the fundamentals of the
Jewish faith into the language of Attic tragedy®). Then too, Eu-
stathius writing on line 984 of Dionysius Periegetes writes of 6
yodpog 10 dedpa Tig Swadvyng, oinar 6 Aauaoxnvdg, which is taken
by some scholars to refer to Nicolaus of Damascus, by others to
John of Damascus’). Other Jewish tragedies by these authors or
others may also have existed. It is possible, therefore, that our
fragments may have been written by Ezechiel or similar Alexan-
drian Jewish tragedians, and that they were subsequently torn
out of their contexts and passed off as classical by unscrupulous
polemicists precisely because they presented Jewish thought in
an approximation to the language of Attic tragedy.

5) Besides the assessment of Pearson, cf. F.Susemihl, Gesch. d. gr. Lit. d.
Alex. (Leipzig 1891) I 312 n.16 and A.M. Denis, Introduction aux Pseudépigra-
phes grecs d’ Ancien Testament (Leiden 1970) 223-238.

6) For this work cf. Denis, Introduction 273-275, Bruno Snell, Szenen aus
griechischen Dramen (Berlin 1971) 170-193, and Howard Jacobson, The Exagoge
of Ezechiel (Cambridge U. K. 1983) who provides a full bibliography, to which
should be added P. Fernaro, La voce fuori scena: Saggi sull” Exagogé di Ezechiele
(Turin 1982). Jacobson’s text is the best available; for a text with apparatus criticus
cf. Bruno Snell, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta I (Gottingen 21986) 288 ff.

7) Cf. Jacobson, ib. 4.
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In the case of fr. 617 there is a strong argument for ascription
to the Exagoge or some other tragedy by this same poet. Line 8
finds an exceptionally close parallel at Exagoge 134 anyai te maoo
x0d4Twv ovoriuata. mogengeors (apparently used as little more
than a synonym for the usual mpooeupeprc) appears in tragic con-
texts only in this fragment, at Exagoge 261, and at Isidorus 211 F
1, 2 Snell. The hallmark of Ezechiel’s style is use of iambic resolu-
tion with a freedom equal to that of late Euripidean tragedy, a
remarkable and evidently unique contrast with the usual tendency
of postclassical tragic poets to avoid or at least minimize resolu-
tion. 11 &rdwv EmPréyy presents a word-division following the sec-
ond element of a tribrachic resolution. This is a practice rare in
Aeschylus and Sophocles, but employed with mounting frequency
by Euripides®). Among postclassical tragedians, Ezechiel seems
al}c’me In 1mitating it, as at Exagoge 178 tetoag émhduyn (-eL mss.)
Oexddt.

These lines so markedly resemble the style of the Exagoge
that ascription to the same author, if not necessarily to the same
play, is highly attractive. They present a lofty and deeply felt
statement of monotheism, expressed with vigor and ability, and
are entirely worthy of Ezechiel, a poet of no little accomplish-
ment. There is nothing fraudulent about them, and Ezechiel does
nothing to disguise his own style or imitate that of someone else.
There can be no equal certainty about fr. 618 or about the frag-
ments itemized in n.2 above, as they do not exhibit free use of
resolution or other traits of Ezechiel’s style. But it seems probable
enough that these fragments have suffered a fate similar to that of
fr. 617: written by Jews for a wholly honorable purpose, they have
been feloniously appropriated but they are scarcely impudent for-
geries.

The following suggestions for improving the text of the Exago-

e presuppose that Ezechiel had an excellent grasp of the Greek
fan uage and the rules of iambic versification (the lg.tter is obscur-
ed by the fact that editors unaccountably print his text in scriptio
plena), and therefore that the irregularities noted below arise from
textual corruption rather than from Ezechiel’s own incompetence.

8) J. Descroix, Le Trimetre Iambique (Paris 1931) 164-169.
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28 ToUTOV, YOVaL,
TdpeEVE

TRogevm is supposed to take its object in the genitive: read Tovtov.

48 idav dvdpag dvo,
udiiota & aToVg OVYYEVELS, TOQOUUEVOUCT

matovpévoug Diibner, xaxovuévoug Stephanus

nohawpévoug may be closer to the mark in view of Exodus 2,13 &to
dvdpag ‘Efpaiovs draminxtilopévoug.

112 (sc. &M’ EQme xal ofpanve)
Smwg ov AoV TOV Euov EEGyoLs x0ovag.

Optative with a primary tense in a final clause is rare and often
emended away by editors (cf. Goodwin, Moods and Tenses
§ 322). &Edyng is probably better here.

136 Emevta TéEov oig nomvaiov Taow

In postclassical poetry (as in earlier prose) 6g is sometimes encoun-
tered as a demonstrative pronoun; but, to judge by LS]’ éc A, this
demonstrative usage is t{))und in apposition answering to a pre-
vious article; besides Moschus 3,76, Bion 1,81, and AP 6,187, cf.
lines 43 (in Diibner’s emendation), 45, and 240 of the present text.
As this is not the case in the present line, we should better read
101G,

174 tdpoevixd dravoiyovia uqtag UnNTéomy.

As a close student of Euripidean iambics, Ezechiel may have been
aware that Porson’s Law is sometimes violated by Euripides (cf.
IT 580 with Platnauer’s note ad loc.). The ‘law of the final cretic’ is
violated here and at 163 (ha@®' yuvi) te mOQd yuvourdg AMjpetar).
Hence Ezechiel may well have written what stands in our text.
(Other evident violations of the Law at lines 62, 131, 233, and 240
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occur either after elision or a monosyllabic word and so are miti-
gated).

177 xal QuhoyOMqTm uéxol

TETEOG EmAAupeL denAdL.

Here péxoL = uéyor &v (for instances of this, cf. LS]® uéxou III. 1).
The subjunctive gmlduyy is therefore called for.

201 &x deEudv &t mdvtag Alyvrtiov oTEATOU.
It is debated whether synizesis of iota before a vowel, after a long
sKllable, is allowed in tragedy (Snell, Szenen 107 with n.5). Here
the problem may be side-stepped by reading Aiyontov.

226 onueio xai tépato EEgpnoato

te0(4)ar’ Mras

Mras’ emendation restores the meter but epic distractions are scar-
cely at home in tragedy. Read tepdoty (cf. 91, 94, 220).
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