EURIPIDES, HERACLES 185-6

Ap. TdL 10D ALOg Pty Zevg dpuvEtw néoer 170
wouddg 10 & eig &, ‘Hodxhers, Epol pélel
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Tiyoou mhevgois mTAy’ Evapuooog BéAn
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Dorény Enedddv, @ xaxiote Baothéwv,
200D tiv’ 4vdo’ doiatov yxgiveiav Gv:
7 ob maida TOV Eudv, dv o @ijig elvan doxnelv;
Alpguv T’ Eowtdv 1j o’ Edoey’ *ABavtida, 185
ovx &v (0’) Emawéoelev: ov yaQ &0’ dmov
209GV TL dpdoag uaotue’ &v Aaporg méreav.

Anacolutha may well be ‘the stuff of natural speech’), but one may feel a
certain reluctance to adduce the phenomenon as a justification of the text of L
(vv.185-6) in so carefully structured a piece as Amphitryon’s cleverly wrought
reply to Lykos (vv. 170{£.)?). I wish to argue that, with a minimum of alteration to
the tgxt, sense and syntax can be restored and the thrust of the argument main-
tained.

Amphitryon begins his rebuttal (170-1) with a casual comment on Lykos’
accusation about Herakles’ parentage (v. 149): Zeus can deal with that himself. His
concern (&pol péheL) is to remove the unspeakable slur on Herakles’ character, viz.
that Herakles is a coward (171 ff.). This he does in some dozen lines of argumenta-
tion, which begin with divine witnesses (oVv pdotvowv deoig, 176) to Herakles’
bravery and end with Lykos’ own country implicitly called as witness (u&otveo,

1) So Barrett on Hipp. 23, cited by Bond in his commentary on Heracles
(Oxford, 1981) at v. 185f.

2) I do not dispute the fact that many examples of anacoluthon of similar
form can be cited (see, for example, J. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides
[Oxford, 1981] 107). My point is that Ampiitryon here chooses his words much
too carefully to allow us to suspect him guilty of inadvertently going astray in his
argument.
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187) to Lykos’ own lack of brave exploits (269A6v tt)®). Thus not only is the charge
of cowardice against Herakles refuted, but the suggestion is insinuated that it s
Lykos himself who should rather be branded as a coward.

At v.185 L offers the ‘hanging’ nominative gowt@v, though clearly the
subject of &raivéoeev (186) must be Dirphys. No doubt the error stems from the
preceding nominative participle éeA3¢v (182) and perhaps also from the loss of
oé, which is required for both metre and sense, in 186%). Altering the participle to
the accusative®), however, would remove any need to postulate an anacoluthon: so

Alopuv T gpwtdvd 1 o’ Edoey’ *ABavtida,
and reading o0x Gv of ¥’ aivéoeiev®) will restore the necessary emphasis: ‘and if
you were to ask Abantian Dirphys, which reared you (sc. whom it would select as
the &vdQ’ dpLotov), it would not mention’) you at any rate; for never could you get
your own country to testify to some brave deed of yours’.

Although the speech is essentially a defence of his son Herakles, Amphitryon
lets no opportunity pass to hit at Lykos’ cowardice. Thus, apart from the lines
consideredP above, Lyios is twice addressed as xanég — 182, & néxiote Booihéwy,
and 208, adtdg (v %0KGG — in contexts which clearly allude at least as much to his
deihia as to his general baseness and ignobility as an upstart incomer from Euboea.
Indeed, in the latter case, where Amphitryon has been forced to concede that it is
wise (00g6v, 207) of Lykos to wish to get rid of Herakles’ sons, he specifically —
and ironically — attributes this desire to cowardice (dethiag, 210) rather than the
eVAGPera which Lykos has pleaded above (166). Likewise, in the very last line of
his speech, Amphitryon drives home his point, viz. that the charge of cowardice
should be transferred from Herakles to Lykos, by wishful thinking about how he
would have dealt with Lykos had he but the strength, Got’ *Athaviindv wégav
QevyeLy Swv &v dethion Todpdv ddou (234-5).

We see then that the aged Amphitryon does not lose his way through an
unfortunate choice of witnesses. On the contrary, he neatly (and unobtrusively)
appends to his citation of evidence in favour of Herakles ‘evidence’ which, if
solicited, would show Lykos as a coward in the eyes of his own countrymen. This
is clever pleading, not senile bumbling which has left its speaker at a loss for words.
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3) For the language cf. Theokritos 16.14-15: &’ Egypoowv ... éodhoig
aiveiodou.

4) The same omission of the pronoun occurs at v. 1254 (also after o0 8v), as
well as at Hel. 1045 (see Kannicht ad loc.).

5) Since arriving at this solution, I have discovered that this emendation was
first suggested by Reiske in the eighteenth century.

6) With Wilamowitz. L has o0x &v émawvéoeiev with v’ suprascript.

7) This translation of aiveiv seems demanded here (despite the strictures of
Fraenkel on Agam. 1482 [q.v.] or Cunningham on Herodas 4.47). However, even
if one insists upon the translation ‘commend’, that will not greatly alter the sense of
the passage.





