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THE LOST PHOENISSAE:
AN EXPERIMENT IN RECONSTRUCTION
FROM FRAGMENTS

DoNaLD J. MASTRONARDE

One of the most exciting aspects of recent Euripidean studies has been
the intense study of the lost plays, fueled and inspired by papyrological
discoveries over the past 100 years and more, Now students and schol-
ars are assisted by detailed commentaries on the remnants of many dra-
mas, by the discussions of reconstruction and the translations in the Budé
edition {Jouan and Van Looy 1998-2003), in the Aris & Philips edition
(Collard, Cropp, and Lee 1995; Collard, Cropp, and Gibert 2004), and
by the masterly magnum opus of Richard Kannicht (Kannicht 2004)." In
the following essay I want to conduct a thought experiment? in order to
explore two issues: the gaps and uncertainties that remain even when we
have fairly ample fragments of a play, and the advances made possible by
papyrological and other discoveries since the 1890s. For this experiment,
I take Buripides’ Phoenissae, a triad play surviving in over 100 medieval
manuscripts and now represented by a couple dozen papyri, a play pop-
ular with performers and readers in antiquity and well known to erudite
Byzantine writers. Let us suppose, however, that Phoenissae did not sur-.
vive the end of antiquity. If we limit ourselves to indirect and fragmentary
evidence, how would our knowledge of the “lost” Phoenissae look? I con-
sider this question in two stages: first, by pretending to be in the position
of August Nauck (Nauck 1889), that is, before papyrological discover-
ies and before modern collections of iconographic evidence; and, sec-
ond, by taking the position of modern scholars, who can use papyri of
the plays and of hypotheses and have much fuller iconographic evidence.
This exercise also sheds interesting light on the reception and Nachleben
of Phoenissae.

! Qur honoree, with Christopher Collard, has also provided us with a Loeb edition of
the fragments Collard and Cropp 20084 and 2008b.

2 Tor z similar experiment, see Nauck 1871: vi-xiii (Electra, Heracleidae, Heracles);
Kannicht 1997: 76-77; Dover 2000.
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The testimonia to Phoenissae were collected by Jan Maarten Bremer
and redacted by me (Mastronarde and Bremer 1982; also Mastronarde
1988), and a few additions can be made by searching in the Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae database (online version as of May 2006). In conducting
this experiment, 1 have reviewed the testimonia to isolate (1) those that
explicitly refer to Phoenissae and (2) those that are ascribed to Euripi-
des and can plausibly be attributed to Phoenissae because of ancillary
information in the context of quotation. I have eliminated {with a few
exceptions, noted below) items that lack ascription to Euripides or that
are reported as Euripidean but could not confidently be attributed to
Phoenissae. For instance, with the full text in hand, we can now identify
many passages in Hesychius as glosses of forms used in Phoenissae, but
without the surviving text we would not even know these words were
from Euripides, and so they cannot be counted as “fragments” in our
edition of the lost Phoenissae. I have also eliminated the evidence pro-
vided by Tzetzes and Eustathius (both active in the 12th century) and
the scholia recentiora of various authors, as these reflect the survival of
Phoenissae as a whole and its status as a standard text in the “curricu-
lum” of the medieval scholars who took an interest in classical poetry.?
I have admitted the evidence of the Suda, Etymologicum Genuinum, and
Etymologicum Magnum, but ignored various 13th and 14th century lex-
icons. In addition, since we are positing that the play has not survived
in the manuscript tradition, we must also ignore the prefatory material
(hypotheses) transmitted with the play and the entire corpus of scholia
vetera on this play (but testimonia to Phoenissae in scholia vetera of other
plays are allowed).

Limitations of space prevent me from presenting a documented edi-
tion of the fragments within this essay, but a full version of my hypo-
thetical edition of the fragments of the lost Phoenissae is printed in the
appendix to this volume.*

3 Ttis worth noting, however, that Eustathius more often quotes from the play without
naming either the play or Buripides himself, so even if we allowed Eustathius in our
experiment, 1most of the testimonia identified from him would not emerge as “fragments”
for this experiment.

¢ See pp. 481-496 below.

THE LOST PHOENISSAE 65

A first edition of the fragments, representing what scholars would have
known by 1889, already provides extensive knowledge of the play. Test. 1
(from Apollonius Dyscolus) tells us “The Phoenissae of Euripides con-
tains as its subject the Theban war” Diodorus Siculus’ anecdote about the
Athenian general Thrasybulus’ dream before the sea-battle at Arginusae
(Test. 2) confirms that the deaths of the Seven against Thebes occurred
in the play. The struggle for sole power between the sons of Oedipus is
mentioned by Aristotle (Test. 6a) and Epictetus (Test. 6b, 6c; cf. perhaps
ps.-Apollodorus, Test. 10), and the latter also criticizes Polyneices’ false
evalution of exile as a great evil. Pollux (Test. 7) tells us there was a scene
in the play in which Antigone looked out at the attacking army from a
upper-floor room. Over a dozen ancient passages speak of Menoeceus’
voluntary sacrifice to ensure the salvation of Thebes in the battle against
the Argives (Test. 8 from ps.-Apollodorus, with Test. 8a-8k from various
others): although none of these explicitly refer to Euripides or to Phoenis-
sae, it is a probable conjecture that this incident occurred in the play and
that Teiresias informed Creon of the need for this sacrifice. Other aspects
of the content must be inferred or conjectured from the fragments, to
which we will turn next. But we also have in Test. 5 {(Sch. to Aristophanes)
an ancient complaint about Euripidean choruses: “Through these words
too Aristophanes is disparaging Euripides, because he brings on choruses
that either sing material that is not pertinent to the subject-matter of the
plot {instead they narrate some mythical story or other, as in Phoenis-
sae) or fail to passionately take the side of those who have been wronged
(instead they oppose them in the midst of their troubles).”

The dramatis personae attested in fragments are Jocasta, Antigone,
Eteocles, Polyneices, Creon, and Teiresias, and a messenger can also be
assumed. The testimonia suggest that Menoeceus may have appeared,
and Euripides’ treatment of characters like Polyxena in Hecuba and
Heracles’ daughter in Fleracleidae makes it attractive to guess that he too
was a speaking character. There is no secure hint that Oedipus appeared
in the play (Malalas, Test. 8, is too vague, and may not refer to Phoen. at
all). The chorus of Phoenician women can be inferred from the title of
the play, but the reasons for their depiction would have been left to pure
guesswork. Nor is it certain who spoke the prologue-monclogue.

As for the dating of the play, Test. 4 tells us that Phoenissae, like Hyp-
sipyle and Antiope, was performed after Andromeda (412) and before
Frogs (405), and the presence of tetrameters and the frequency of res-



66 DONALD J. MASTRONARDE

olutions® agree with a late date. Scholars fond of guessing at the makeup
of tragic trilogies and tetralogies might have been tempted to suggest
grouping Phoenissae with Euripides’ Oedipus and Antigone, and it can-
not be ruled out that someone might have suggested that the three plays
named in Test. 4 were all from the same year (as some scholars have in
fact done).

Most of the fragments can be arranged in a probable order, and several
scenes take shape. A quotation of the Pythian oracle to Laius, Fr. 1 [=
18-20], clearly belongs to a detailed reporting of the past, suitable only
1o a prologue-speaker. Any character who refers later in the play to the
previous troubles of the family would do so more briefly and allusively.
The speaker is most likely a character from the older generation, but
that leaves us a choice among Jocasta, Creon, Teiresias, or an elderly
servant of the household. No other fragment can be confidently assigned
to the prologue, but one may speculate that mention of the patricide
and the explicit report of Oedipus’ curse on his sons (Frr. 40 [*Oedipus
killed his father”], 41 [= 69a]) also belong to the prologue-speech. The
prologue is one possible source of the address to the sun in Fr. 42 [= 3,
and compate Accius Phoen. fr. I], but not the only possibility. If it belongs
to the prologue, it is probably the first line of the play.

Because of the rare word 81fjpeg we can place Fr. 2 [= 90} in a scene in
which, as Pollux tells us (Test. 2), Antigone views the army. With the full
text of Phoenissae, we know that Euripides’ staging simply used the roof of
the skene and that Pollux is misleading in suggesting Antigone looks out
from a room. One might guess that Antigone is the object of the verb “let
go, allowed” in this line, that one of her parents is the subject, and some
unidentified character the speaker. Antigone could have appeared up
above most easily before the chorus entered, so it is attractive to place this
scene right after the prologue, although it is not impossible to imagine
a daring sequence in which she appeared while the chorus was present
(for instance, after the agén scene) and indeed conversed with them from
the second story. Moreover, we expect in Euripides more than one scene
before the parodos, and if Antigone is not featured in it, it is hard to
think of any other action to put before the parodos. One might conjecture

® Using the methodology of Cropp and Fick 1985, in the first edition of the fragments
1 find 48 resolutions in 533 resolvable feet (9,01 % compared to 6.96 % for the whole play
according to Cropp and Fick 1985: 17), or if the tetrameters are taken into account as
well, 48 resolutions in 563 resolvable feet (8.53 %). Three types of resolution {6.2¢, 2.2¢D,
8.2¢) are also indicative of late style: see Cropp and Fick 1985: 62--65.
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that Fr. 47 {= 198-201} also referred to the appearance of the maiden in
public, but whether it fell in this scene or during a later appearance of
Antigone would be unknown.

The next groups of fragments come from the scenes involving Polyne-
ices’ presence on stage, which clearly must precede the battle narrative
and thus form the probable content of the first episode. There are enough
fragments to allow us to recognize a conversation between Jocasta and
Polyneices in which she interrogates him on his experiences in exile,
and such a dialogue would best have been carried out without the pres-
ence of Eteocles. Therefore, the fragments involving Eteocles as well come
from the following scene (or episode), in which there is a formal debate
with long speeches, certainly by Eteocles and Jocasta and presumably by
Polyneices too, creating a three-part agén logén. It makes sense to place
the entry of the chorus before the entry of Polyneices, but we have no
trace of their song.

Fr. 3 [= 344-348a] gives us some dochmiacs sung by Jocasta (Plutarch
tells us the speaker). Dochmiacs are typical of reunion and recognition
scenes, and on the basis of the parallels we might conjecture that the
scene featured an amoibaion in which Polyneices took part with iambic
lines (as we actually know, this would be an incorrect conjecture, since
Jocastas lyric here is uninterrupted). Frr. 4 [= 357~360] and 5 [= 273]
together look like some of Polyneices’ lines in the early part of the scene,
showing his concern that he may be ambushed. We would have no reason
to conjecture that Fr. 5 actually precedes the entry of Jocasta. Frr. 6--8 give
us a glimpse of a stichomythia on the ills of exile. It is clear enough that
Fr. 6 [= 388-393] comes before Fr. 7 [= 406--407] (with its conclusive “as
it appears”). The order of the two pieces of Fr. 8 [396~-397, 402~405] and
Fr. 9 [= 430-432a] is implied by Plutarch’s presentation of the quotations,
but the relative order of these pieces with Fr. 7 cannot be conjectured
accurately: we actually know that Fr. 7 follows Fr. 8. It is not so certain
that Fr. 10 [= 438-440] belongs here, since there is disapproval of the
value of wealth in Jocasta’s agdn-speech, so it is possible that one of her
sons praised yonuota in the agén.

From the formal agdn (in the same or next episode) we have no certain
lines of Polyneices, who as the complainant must have had the first rhesis,
but by process of elimination it seems likely enough that the famous lines
on the straightforwardness of the just case come from Polyneices’ formal
argument that he has been wronged by his brother (Fr. 11 [= 469~472]).
Polyneices’ speech will have been followed by Eteocles’ reply (for which
we have three fragments, 12—14), and then Jocasta addressed both sons.
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Jocasta’s speech was obviously extremely famous and popular, as it is
quoted extensively and by many sources (Frr. 15-22). Fr. 12 {= 503-506]}
ought to be near the beginning of Eteocles’ speech, as it uses a formula
(“hiding nothing”) that often introduces a narrative or declaration, but
it cannot be the opening lines, since it is linked by ydo to something
preceding it. Fr. 13 {= 524-525] is closely related in sense to Fr. 12, but
we cannot gauge how closely it followed in the text, and it would only
be a lucky guess if someone suggested that it was the conclusive gnome
of the rhesis. Fr. 14 [= 515-517], identified as from Phoenissae, is easily
inferred to come from this debate and only Eteocles makes sense as the
speaker, but its relative ordering with Fr. 13 cannot be safely guessed.
The lines covered by Jocasta’s fragments are 460-461a, 528-530, 531~
540, 546-547, 570, 555b-557, 554, 582. In Fr. 19 we cannot tell whether
the couplet [= 556-557] should be joined directly to the sentence that
ends with xéxtvon feotol [= s55b] or followed after some interval.
'The placement within this rhesis of Jocasta of Fr. 21 [= 582] is not certain,
and one would be unlikely to guess the truth, that the first word of the
line is the end of a quoted speech. It is probable that someone would
have conjectured that at least the first line of the couplet from Strattis’
Phoenissae (Fr. 22) came more or less verbatim from Furipides, but we
would not have any confidence about how the second line related to its
tragic original, nor would we necessarily realize that the exhortation to
both sons might come from a speech other than the rhesis from which
Frr. 15-21 derive.

From the confrontation of the brothers, we also have argumentative
trochaic tetrameters attested in Frr. 23-28. The meter is certain in Frr.
25 [= 599], 26 [= 597], and 28 [= 621-622] and highly probably in 24
[= 598a]. The use of tetrameters fits the style of late Euripidean plays,
and the change of rhythm is well suited to the intensified argument that
often follows hostile agon-speeches. We can infer the speakers of Frr. 24~
25 and also suspect that 25 miight be the reply to 24. Since Polyneices
seems to be trying to regain his wealth (Frr. 8, 10), currently usurped by
Eteocles, Fr. 26 is probably spoken by Polyneices. In Fr. 28, the phrase
“will stand before the battlements” is more likely to refer to the defender
than the attacker, so we can conjecture that Polyneices has the first half of
each line. With its antilabe, Fr. 28 presumably comes after the exchange
of full tetrameters, but otherwise there are no secure clues to the relative
order of 23, 24+ 25, 26, and 27.

Another episode presumably preceding the battle will have been the
one in which Creon and Teiresias conversed on stage, where Teiresias
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wore a crown he had received for victory-bringing advice he gave to the
Athenians (Fr. 29 [= 854-855] and Fr. 30 [cf. 856-857]). Fr. 30 would
mistead us into thinking that Creon himself remarked on the crown and
asked for its origin, whereas in the full text Teiresias himself refers to the
crown and explains it. It is likely enough that the subject of their dis-
cussion was the need to sacrifice Menoeceus to save the city (cf. Test.
8, 8a-8k), a motif used by Euripides also in Heracleidae and Erechtheus.
Moreover, the parallel of the daughter of Heracles and the great popu-
larity of Menoeceus™ decision in the philosophical and rhetorical tradi-
tion both suggest that Euripides gave Menoeceus a speaking role, explain-
ing his willingness to kill himself for the city. Several testimonia empha-
size Menoeceus’ self-sacrifice without speaking to Creon’s attitude or his
knowledge or ignorance of his sor's decision. But two testimonia (8¢, 81)
say that the boy did this behind his father’s back or against his father’s will,
and Libanius’ rhetorical exercise (8h) has Menoeceus say that his father
wants him to flee. On the other hand, a couple of late testimonia (see the
end of 8k} suggest Creon’s agency as the one who gives his son for the
sake of the city. Since the fragments themselves are so uninformative, we
would have no way to be confident in embracing the conjecture if any-
one suggested that Libanius’ speech reflected specific motifs of Euripides’
treatment, although this is obvious enough when we have the full text of
Phoenissae.

There are a few remnants of what appears to be a messenger’s report
of the attack and repulse of the Seven, but we do not know the addressee
of this report. It is reasonable to conjecture that Fr. 31 [= 750, “having
set an equal number against the same number of enemies”] comes from
Phoenissae and that Eteocles set seven champions at the gates against
seven Argive attackers; one would also easily assume (wrongly, as we
can see) that the line comes from the messenger-speech. From Fr. 34,
which tells us that Periclymenus son of Poseidon killed Parthenopaeus in
Euripides (cf. 1156~1158), one might speculate that Euripides matched
Aeschylus in naming Theban champions who warded off or killed the
attacking heroes; and from Frr. 34 and 35 [= 1172-1182a, omisso 1179]¢
that the messenger gave a circumstantial treatment of each attacker. We
would not be in a position to guess that Euripides did not name any other

& I am not completely certain that Fr. 35 should be allowed in this “edition” but
if I understand correctly the difficult edition of Lycophron scholia (Scheer 1908), this
extensive quotation is found in a scholion extant in witnesses that are supposed to carry
a tradition older than Tzetzes' work on these scholia.
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Theban defender and that the deaths of only two heroes, Parthenopaeus
and Capaneus, were actually narrated.

Four fragments give us a glimpse of the duel and death of the brothers.
One would guess that Aristophanes’ lines from his Phoenissae {our Fr. 36)
imitate something in Euripides’ Phoenissae. If Aristophanes is taken to be
a sufficiently precise imitator here, the discrepancy between the present-
time reference in Fr. 36 (“Ares has crashed down upon the two sons of
Oedipus, and now they are preparing for/engaging in a contest of one-
to-one wrestling”) and the ex post facto narrative implied by Frr. 38-39
(which quote Polyneices’ dying requests) would suggest that different
speakers (or the same speaker in successive episodes) reported on the
main battle and the duel. This would match the sequence in Test. 8 (ps.-
Apollodorus), which is only uncertainly related to Phoenissae: there, after
the death of Capaneus and a resulting first rout of the Argives, the duel
follows and then a second intense battle of the whole armies. Thus, an
ambitious reconstruction might assign Pr. 36 to the end of a narrative
about the general attack (which could have been addressed to Jocasta)
and the other fragments to a separate narrative in a later episode about
the duel and deaths (addressed to the chorus or an unknown party, since
Jocasta is on the battlefield). That would be close to the truth, but we
would have no suspicion how fully developed the two messenger-scenes
actually are. From Fr. 38 [= 1447-1450, 14504, 1451-1452} and 39 [=
1453] we can infer the presence of Jocasta and Antigone at the site of
the duel, or at least at the death. Their presence is paralleled in the
unfinished Phoenissae of Seneca (lines 427-664), where Jocasta’s frenzied
arrival actually suspends the battle of two full armies. Anyone tempted
to infer more about Buripides original from Seneca would fall into
error, but anyone who recognizes the impracticality of Senecas scenes
for genuine staging would realize that Euripides’ treatment must have
been quite different. Fr. 37 {= 13642 & 1375] tells us that the messenger
also quoted directly portions of prayers made by the brothers before the
duel.

‘The remaining fragments would be classifed as incertae sedis; all but
two of these are explicitly ascribed to the play. These tell us very little
about the play, and so I do not discuss them (or the three doubtful
fragments) further here. :

We can see, then, that if Phoenissae had been a lost play treated by
Nauck in his edition of fragments, scholars would have known even then
quite a lot about the play. In particular, they would have had a good idea
of the sequence of scenes from Polyneices’ entry to his departure, which
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we actually know all fell within the first episode. Also clear would have
been the identities of most of the characters and the probable order of
some main scenes, including the probability of two separate messenger
scenes. On the other hand, scholars would have been likely to make some
false inferences, and our knowledge of other features would be quite
deficient: the relevance of the chorus and the richness of its contributions;
the fact that Antigone sings lyrics in the teichoskopia and the exodos; the
conversation of Eteocles and Creon in the second episode; the precise
treatment of Menoeceus; Creon’s entry at 1308; and the possible contours
of the final scenes following the second messenger’s report.

i

We now move to the era of modern editions of Euripidean fragments,
where we often have additional material from the discoveries of papyri
and from more thorough study of mythological iconography. Phoenissae
in particular, because of its theatrical and textual popularity in antiquity,
gains significant new information between our first and our second
edition of the lost play. There are two dozen papyri from ancient copies of
the play (or of excerpts), and more than a dozen more from anthologies
or authors quoting the play” Not all of these items could have been
identified as deriving from Phoenissae if the full text of the play were lost,
and the discussion below may overstate somewhat the gain in knowledge,
because I am making the generous assumption that the papyri would
have been deciphered more or less as they have been, even though in
several cases a papyrus text is extremely faint or damaged and would not
have yielded so much without the guidance provided by the complete
text,

Favorinus (FI*} is the most extensive of the new papyri providing testi-
monia, but for the most part his de exilio simply confirms what we knew
before, mainly from Plutarchs de exilio. It is evident that in Hellenistic
Stoicism and the tradition of philosophical diatribe it was useful to draw
upon well-known mythological examples as depicted in popular works.
It is essentially Euripides’ Medea who is taken as an example in discus-
sions of reason vs. passion, and it is Euripides’ Polyneices from Phoenissae

m7 The papyri are referred to by the symbols used in Mastronarde 1994; [ have added
I1 (L.uppe 1997 96) and TT% {= P. Oxy. 67.4566) and [1** (Mastronarde 2007). For the
papyri of the play itself the same sigla are used in Diggle 1994: 73-74.
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who becomes a target in philosophical critiques of conventional values
regarding the importance of one’s homeland and the alleged disadvan-
tages of exile. Favorinus provides us with one new line and with fuller
information in two passages we have from elsewhere. .

Several other testimonial papyri (T1¢, IT4, TI%, IT, I1X, IT™) overlap with
passages given in other sources, but I1¢ is important because it allows us
to see that our previous Frr. 15 and 16 are continuous. [T, I1°, [1¢, and
T1f would not even have been recognized as reflecting Phoenissae.

Two fragments of the epitome of Phoenissae are now known.® I18 gives
us the last lines of the summary: after a possible reference to Jocasta’s sui-
cide, we are told that Creon assumed the kingship, then: “and the Argives,
routed in battle, withdrew. And Creon, making rather free use of his good
fortune, did not allow those of the enemy who fell beneath the walls
of Thebes to be buried. And he cast Polyneices out without mourning,
and sent Oedipus into exile from the city, ... not preserving the law of
mankind ... not postponing the payment of ... {nor) pitying the (unfor-
tunate?).” We thus gain some knowledge of Creon’s treatment of Polyne-
ices and Oedipus in the exodos, but the reference to non-burial of the
Argive dead does not correspond to the surviving exodos (nor to the
assumptions made by those who delete all or part of the exodos) and
is presumably a mythographic supplementation of the narrative by the
author of the epitome. IT" would have had to be ascribed to Phoenissae by
conjecture and tells us little, since we can read only isolated words (“Eteo-
cles”; “brother Polyneices”; “exile”; “married”; “persuaded”; “to arrive”;
“of the kingship”; “bring together children”; “lining up for battle”).

There are six so-called Homeric bowls (Hellenistic relief bowls with
mythological scenes impressed from molds, probably produced in Mace-
donia) now associated with Phoenissae. None of them in fact have the
words Euripides or Phoenissae on them, but the labelled characters cor-
respond to those we know to have appeared in the play and fit so well
with what can be reconstructed that it is legitimate to include them as
new testimonia. The vases are catalogued as MB 45-50 in Sinn 1979:
107-109 (illustrated in Tafeln 18-20}. Six scenes are attested, listed here
in the order they might have occurred in the play (whether as staged
or as narrated by a messenger), except that the order of (s) and (6) is
uncertain. (1) Creon supplicating Teiresias, with Manto beside the seer
(all three characters labelled), evidently from the scene in which Teiresias

& Note that my stglum II8 is IT* in Diggle 1094, while my IT" is his Y1b.
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demanded the sacrifice of Creon’s son. We already suspected that Creon
resisted the demand, but not that he supplicated Teiresias. Menoeceus is
not shown in this illustration. (2) A messenger starting to move away,
with jocasta turning back to Antigone, who is emerging from the door
(all three labelled). This scene suggests how Jocasta went to the battle-
field for her suicide and how Antigone was brought back into the action
so that she too could be present at the death of Polyneices. (3) Polyne-
ices and Eteocles in single combat, with personified Thebe next to Eteo-
cles (all three labelled). (4) Eteocles dead, Polyneices dying, Antigone
mourning, and Jocasta stabbing herself (all labelled) with personifica-
tions of the father’s Curses or Erinyes (only ITATPQIAT survives of the
label, above the one remaining demon-figure; probably two similar fig-
ures have been lost). Four additional figures of soldiers, in pairs, repre-
sent the two armies, with the two Thebans racing toward Jocasta as if to
stop her suicide,’® and the whole is framed by labelled personifications
of Thebes and Argos. (5) Antigone supplicating Creon (both labelled).
Together with the hypothesis fragment (I18), this suggests a little of the
ending of the play. (6) Blind Oedipus reaching for something; from the
inscription, one can assume that the bodies of his sons and jocasta were
depicted, and one might guess that Antigone was present too to be the
recipient of Oedipus’ request. We cannot say whether Creon was illus-
trated. Inscription: [OIAIIIIOYEKEAEYEI A[I'E[IN IIPOZ] / [TO]
IITQMA THZ AYTOY MHT[POZ TE] / [KAI] TYNAIKOZ KAl
TON YION.

A Roman clay lamp of the 1st century cg (LIMC s.v. Eteokles 43) is
inscribed PHOENISSA (sic) and POLYN and shows Polyneices dead,
Eteocles sinking down, and Jocasta between them stabbing herself. This
seems to confirm the relevance to Phoenissae of the Homeric bowls just
discussed.!

The fragments of the play itself are considerably expanded in the
second edition. In the prologue, an expanded version of Fr. 1 now covers
the first 38 lines of the play [= 3-40] in an almost entirely readable

¥ The door is the palace-door (skene-door), not the gate of the city as stated by
1. Krauskopf, LIMC s.v. Iokaste 8.

19 So correctly Robert 1908: 191, whereas Sinn 1979: 108 describes them as putting
the two Argives to flight.

Y Other art works of Etruscan and Roman origin show family members, including
Oedipus, present at the duel or death of Eteocles and Polyneices. Their relationship
to Phoenissae is more uncertain, but they shed light on Senecss treatment. These are
discussed in the appendix edition of the fragments.



74 DONALD J. MASTRONARDE

form. Twenty-four further lines of the prologue [= 46-69] survive from
a combination of three papyri (Fr. 1a), but we would not know the extent
of the gap between Fr. 1 and Pr. 1a, and in most lines of Fr. 1a only a
word or two survives. In Antigones viewing scene, a new Fr. 2a gives
us scraps of an amoibaion, so that we learn that Antigone sang lyrics as
she gazed at the Argive army and was in dialogue with an unidentified
character speaking trimeters. In the scene involving Polyneices and his
mother before Eteocles arrives for the agdn, Fr. 3 is now also expanded,
giving us more of Jocasta’s lyric greeting of her son [= 337~351], but
also traces of the dialogue before Jocasta appears, in which Polyneices
introduces himself to the chorus [= 280-298, 307-310]. The former Fr. 43
is subsumed and we can now see that the two trimeters in that fragment
were separated by an intervening line. A new Fr. 5a [= 363] apparently
belongs to this scene as well. Fr. 6 now also has an expanded form,
covering 364-377 (only 368-375 produce sense, but we gain some new
evidence of Polyneices’ nostalgia) and, after a gap of unknown length,
379-393 (387 omitted, only 384-393 produce sense).

From the agén itself we gain a trace of the end of Polyneices” speech, a
choral couplet, and then the beginning of Eteocles’ speech in an expanded
Fr. 12 [= 494-512, with 499-500 and 503-506 fully readable thanks to
the secondary tradition]. For Jocasta’s speech the gains are greater: we
can now join Frr. 15-16 as continuous [= 528~540], and Frr. 18-20 are
subsumed in a larger passage covering 552-575 (line beginnings only,
except for full lines already known from the secondary tradition, 554~
557, 570). In the trochaic tetrameters that follow the formal speeches, we
acquire some meagre scraps before and after 597 in an expanded Fr. 26
[= 591-597, 601-604, 615-618].

We gain our first glimpse of a scene between Eteocles and Creon, with
the beginning of the scene in Fr. 28a [= 690-703, 719-739, all partial
lines] and its end followed by a chorus in Fr. 28b [= 768-789, 792-806,
minimal remains of most lines]. Enough survives for us to see that Eteo-
cles is sending an attendant to fetch Creon when Creon himself arrives,
and that there is some discussion of military arrangements. At the end of
the scene we see Eteocles forbid the burial of Polyneices (an unexpected
feature, not suggested by the fragment of the epitome) and depart with a
prayer to Eulabeia. The Menoeceus scene is still poorly documented, but
we now have a few words in a few short passages in Fr. 28d [= 846-851,
861-867, minimal remains] (is the “child” addressed Menoeceus him-
self or Teiresias’ daughter?) and Fr. 30a [= 898-900, 931-934, minimal
remains] (where mention of Dirce and the form oguyévra suggest we
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have Teiresias’ prophecy). The gnomic passage that was formerly Fr. 46
[= 1015~1018} can now be placed at the beginning of the new Fr. 30b
[= 1015-1047, 1064~1071], so that we know the lines are the end of the
episode; but we still know too little about the scene to be sure who spoke
them, for even if we assume that Creon opposed the sacrifice, we don't
know whether he opposed it all the way to the end of the scene or whether
Teiresias was still present at the end of the scene to speak these lines.
Fr. 30b also gives us a good deal of the following stasimon on the mur-
derous attacks of the Sphinx on the Thebans (almost the entire strophe
can be restored, but little survives after the opening clause of the anti-
strophe, with “in time wretched Oedipus arrived”). The cries of the first
messenger summoning someone {Jocasta, as we can see from Fr. 30¢)
from the house follow this stasimon.

The papyri bring major gains for the first messenger scene. Fr. 30c {=
1079-1095] shows Jocasta asking whether Polyneices is still alive and say-
ing that “the old man in the house” (our first trace of Oedipus in the frag-
ments) will be glad to hear of the safety of the city. And then the messen-
ger’s rhesis begins. The old Frr. 32 and 33 are now recognized as parts of
an expanded fragment covering 1097-1107 and 1113-1137 (but 1113~
1125 have only a few letters each extant). This passage includes much of
the catalogue of the Argive heroes (1104-1140), marked as spurious in
most modern editions, but without the fuller context there is no reason
to believe that anyone would have challenged the authorship of the lines
in their fragmentary state. The second messenger scene gains nothing
from the papyri, although the Homeric bowls and the fragmentary epit-
ome are suggestive. The Strassburg papyrus of Euripidean lyrics, how-
ever, [Fr. 39a = 1499-1581, 1710-1736] gives us a whole new perspective
on the ending of the play, as we have (even if in a corrupt and partially
damaged form that could not be restored with great confidence) much of
Antigones lyric mourning for her dead kin and textual proof of Oedipus
as a speaking character present on stage. Whereas the artistic evidence
and Seneca might have led us to wonder whether Oedipus was taken to
the battlefield to view the corpses, this papyrus assures us that the bodies
were on stage with Antigone when Oedipus was called out of the house.
We can just barely make out that in the final lines of this papyrus text
Antigone and Oedipus are moving off hand-in-hand, and if we combine
that with the epitome’s report of Oedipus’ exile, we can conclude, despite
the absence of any word about exile or Creon in what survives, that this
lyric duet of departure was in a separate scene after an intervening dia-
logue scene involving Creon and his orders.
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I embarked on this experiment in the expectation that the lost Phoenissae
would prove to be quite elusive and that the exercise would support
scepticism about how much we can accurately deduce about lost plays
from the fragments and testimonia we have. In fact, however, we now
have a fairly complete outline of the incidents in the play and some
passages of impressive length, and even with just the first edition of
fragments scholars would have known a great deal. The reason for this
result is the popularity of the play in antiquity, which generated so many
testimonia, quotations, and ancient copies capable of surviving as our
papyri. It would be fascinating to test whether the other triad plays,
Hecuba and Orestes, would fare as well in such an experiment, and a
further control would be to study some select plays in the same way.
It remains true, however, that even with all this evidence for the lost
Phoenissae, we would not be able to appreciate the varied stylistic artistry,
the niceties of tone, the ironies of repetition and correspondence, the
development of thematic and verbal motifs, the dynamics of multiple
tensions and resolutions, and other important qualities that we value in
a complete drama.
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EURIPIDES LOST PHOENISSAE:
THE FRAGMENTS

DoNaLD ]. MASTRONARDE

In these two editions, item numbers preceded by one asterisk {*) are
explicitly ascribed to Euripides but only conjecturally assigned to Phoe-
nissae; items preceded by two asterisks (**) lack any explicit indication
of the author or of the work. For testimonia with many sources, only
the most important are given here. For omitted sources, see the Teubner
edition.

First Edition (showing how the evidence for the “lost” play would have
looked at the time of August NaucK’s second edition of tragic fragments
published in 1389}

TESTIMONIA

1. Apoll. Dysc. de constructione 93 {GrammGr 2:2.78, 31f]

As examples of using the names of literary works without or with the
article, the grammarian gives modtov 'Ahxoiov, Potvicoal Eboenidov
(“first book of Alcaeus, Phoenissae of Euripides”) versus ol ®oivicoar
Evoutidou megifyovol tov OnPoindv ndhepov, 1o modtov Akxaiov
dvéyvopey (“The Phoenissae of Euripides contains as its subject the
Theban war. We read the first book of Alcaeus”™).

2. Diod. Sic. 13.97.6 (preliminaries of the sea-battle at Arginusae)

“The Athenian general Thrasybulus, who was in command for that day,
had had a dream of the following sort during the night: he dreamed
that he and the other six generals were performing Buripides’ Phoenissae
before a full theater audience in Athens; and he dreamed that, with their
opponents petforming The Supplicant Women, his side won a Cadmean
victory, and that all the generals died, in imitation of the fate of those who
attacked Thebes”
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3. Plut. Mor. 348F~349A (a Spartan’s criticism of Athenian expenditures
on recreation, specifically the theater)

“If the total cost of each of the plays is reckoned up, it will be apparent
that the demos has expended more on Bacchae, Phoenissae, Oedipuses,
Antigone, and the sufferings of Medea and Electra than they spent waging
war against the Persians over leadership and freedom.”

4. Sch. Aristoph. Ran. 53 (on an allusion to Andromeda)

“Why didn't he mention instead one of the beautiful plays produced just
a little earlier [sc. than Frogs in 405], Hypsipyle, Phoenissae, Antiope? The
Andromeda was seven years earlier [sc. in 412]”

5. Sch. Aristoph. Acharn. 443 (incorrectly detecting an allusion in
Dikaiopolis’ insulting reference to the Acharnian choreuts whom he
waitts to bamboozle)

“Through these words too Aristophanes is disparaging Euripides, be-
cause he brings on choruses that either sing material that is not pertinent
to the subject-matter of the plot (instead they narrate some mythical story
or other, as in Phoenissae) or fail to passionately take the side of those
who have been wronged (instead they oppose them in the midst of their
troubles)”

6a. Aristotle EN 1167a32-34 (discussing homonoia and its absence)
But whenever one person wants himself [sc. to rule exclusively], like the
characters in Phoenissae, people engage in civil strife”

** 6b. Epictetus Diss. 4.5.29
“Nothing other than this is what caused Eteocles and Polyneices [to
behave as they did]: the belief about tyranny, the belief about exile,

namely that the latter is the worst of ills, and the former is the greatest
of goods”

** 6¢. Epictetus Enchir. 31.4 (cf. Simplicius, comm. in Enchir. p. 92)
This is what made Polyneices and Eteocles enemies to each other: beliey-
ing that tyranny is good”

**6d(?). Paus. 10.5.3 (there are memorials of Oedipus’ misfortunes all
over Greece: Cithaeron, Corinth, Phocis ...)

“And for the Thebans to an even greater degree there is notoriety from
the marriages of Oedipus and the injustice of Eteocles”
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7. Pollux 4.129

“The distegia is sometimes a second-story room [dufjgeg dwpdniov] ina
royal palace, such as the one from which in Phoenissae Antigone views
the army”

*8. ps.-Apollodor. Bibl. 3.73-75

“Now this Teiresias, when the Thebans sought an oracle from him, told
them they would be victorious if Menoeceus son of Creon offered him-
self as a sacrificial victim to Ares. After hearing this Menoeceus son
of Creon slaughtered himself in front of the gates. When the battle
occurred, the Cadmeans were chased together up to the walls, and Capa-
neus grabbed a ladder and climbed the walls using it, and Zeus struck
him with a thunderbolt. (74) After this happened, there was a rout of
the Argives. And since many were being destroyed, once both armies
decided this was best, Eteocles and Polyneices fought in single combat
for the kingship, and they killed each other. And when an intense bat-
tle again arose, the sons of Astacus put on the best display of valor. For
Ismarus killed Hippomedon, Leades killed Eteoclus, and Amphidicas
killed Pathenopaeus. (75) But according to Euripides, Periclymenus son
of Poseidon killed Parthenopaeus. And Melanippus, the remaining son
of Astacus, wounded Tydeus in the belly”

** 8a. Plut. Pelopidas 21.3 (on human sacrifice for victory in war, some cite old
examples of Macaria daughter of Heracles and Menoeceus son of Creon)

**8b, Epictetus Diss. 3.20.5~6 (Menoeceus benefitted in no small way from
dying, by preserving his patriotism and nobility and avoiding cowardice and
baseness)

**8c. ps.-Apollod. Bibl. 3.73 (Teiresias prophesied to the Thebans on the need
for sacrifice; Menoeceus heard it and sacrificed himself)

**8d. Ammonius de impropriis 24 (grammatical observation noting difference
between “Ajax or Menoeceus killed himself” and “Eteocles and Polyneices
killed each other”)

**8e. Luctan de saltat. 43 (destruction of Menoeceus as one part of story of
Seven against Thebes)

** 8 Paus. 0.25 (Menoeceus willingly sacrificed himself when Polyneices
attacked Thebes)

**8g. Philostratos Imag. 1.4 (MENOIKEYZ) (in response to Teir’s prophecy,
Men. dies “without his father’s knowledge” [Aaddov tov naréeal)

**8h. Liban. progymnasmata 11.22
“What would Menoeceus say when he wants to sacrifice himself on behalf of the
victory of his fatherland?” “1. The seer revealed the starting-point for decision
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and proclaimed in what way it is necessary for the city to be saved or, on the
contrary, go to ruin. My father is totally governed by natural feelings and wants
his son to be kept alive, and he gives me the password for flight, condemning
our country to destruction and enslavement. 2. But I could never become a
betrayer of my own country, nor so cowardly and ignoble in the face of death
that I fail to give to my fatherland victory and the ability to remain always
in the same dignified stature in the future. 3. Death is common to all, and it
is unavoidable that all men, once born, die, but what is characteristic of men
with the right ideas is to accept one’s death with oné’s dignity intact. Now then,
if I should be persuaded by my father and take advantage of flight, the city
will be captured, its walls will fall, there will be much slaughter of the men
in their prime, the children and women will be enslaved, and the great name
of Thebes will not have its glory in Greece. 4. My life would be deserving of
reproach, if I should not choose to die for Greece. But if I should submit to the
sacrifice and apply the blow to myself, then the camp of the enemy wili fall,
those who have attacked us will pay the penalty, and our city will be famed
far and wide for its victory monuments, having its freedom in full measure,
taking pride in its victory. Everyone will credit this result to me, and Menoeceus
will be often mentioned in praise and encomia, having honors like those for
a god. 5. One must not, then, behave like a coward. How many have fallen in
the line of battle! How many have received the blow while waging war! I too
myself must become one of these and win repute that is greater than theirs.
For there is no encomium for them once they have died for their fatherland,
but for me is reserved the whole sum of glory and I will have honors worthy
of a god and remembrance in all minds for having died on behalf of my own
country”

** 81, ps.-Nonnus, schol. mythologica 4.9 (“having heard this oracle and wishing
to free his city from the siege, Menoecens gave himself for slaughter without
his father Creon's consent” I8y ot matpdc adrod Kedovroc])

**8j. Sch. vet. Soph. Ant. 1303 {some identify Megareus with “the Menoeceus
who sacrificed himself™)

**8k. Cf. pseudo-Justin Martyr, quaestiones et responsiones 491C; Greg. Naz.
vol. 35, p. 592, 9 and carm. moralia col. 729, s; Simplic. comm. in Epict. Enchir.
27, 23; Olympiod. in Pl Phaedonem 1.8; Theodoretus, graec. affect. cur. 7.43;
both Aeneas Theophrastus 68, 12 and Sch. Ael. Arist. 119, 5 write as if Creon
willingly sacrificed his son for the city.

*9(?). Joannes Malalas, Chronographia p. 53 (at the end of a version of
the early history of Thebes and incidents ranging from Laius down to
the Seven)

“All these incidents just recorded the learned Palaephatus set out in true
form. For the learned Euripides set out in poetic manner a drama about
Oedipus and Jocasta and the Sphinx. For Africanus the chronographer
set out the history of the kings of Thebes”
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This could refer to the content of the choral ode Phoen. 1019-1054
as well as the prologue, but the phrasing suggests a whole play on the
subject, and so the sentence is generally accepted as a testimonium to
Euripides’ Oedipus (test. il in Kannicht).

**10(?). ps.-Apollodor. Bibl. 3.57

“Eteocles and Polyneices came to an agreement with each other about the
kingship, and they determined that one of the two would rule for a year
at a time. Now, some say that Polyneices ruled first and surrendered the
kingship to Eteocles after a year, and some say that Eteocles ruled first
and refused to surrender the kingship”

** 11, Accius, Phoenissae frr. I-XIII (TrRF pp. 244-247 Ribbeck)
Fr. I seems to overlap with our Fr. 42 (address to sun); other fragments
could be conjectured to be spoken by Eteocles (VII}, Polyneices (VIII),
Teiresias (X), and one is apparently addressed to Oedipus (XII).

DRAMATIS PERSONAE attested in fragments: Jocasta, Antigone, Eteocles,
Polyneices, Creon, Teiresias; suggested by testimonia: Menoeceus, (2)
Oedipus (uncertain because we can’t say how closely Accius’ Phoenissae
followed the details of Eur’s play; the reference of Malalas, Test. 9, is more
likely to be the tragedy Oedipus).

Tre caorus of Phoenician women can be inferred from title of the play.
Prologue-speaker: uncertain.

Dare: after 412 (Test. 4). The plays performed in the same tetralogy can
only be guessed at: scholars might have conjectured that Oedipus and
Antigone could have formed a trilogy with Phoenissae, and some might
have proposed that the three plays mentioned together in Test. 4 were all
from the same year.

P1ays OF THE SAME NAME are known for the early tragedian Phrynichus
(similar in plot to Aeschylus’ Persians: TrGF 3 F 8~12, with 3 T 5, 10d),
and for the comic poets Strattis (fr. 46-53 = PCG VII.644-648} and
Aristophanes (fr. 570-576 = PCG IIL:2.292~296); also tragedies of Accius
and Seneca, and an Atellan farce by Novius. For other tragic treatments
of the attack of the Seven against Thebes, see Aeschylus’ Septerm and TrGF
adesp. 458, 665 (many think the latter is an exercise in imitation, not a
real play).
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FRAGMENTA

Prologue
Fr.1 [= 18-20]
Origen Cels. 2.20; (18 only) Stob. 4.22d.92, Ef. Gen. a 527; alii

Wi Gretps moddwy dhona Souedvory Big
el yop tenvioels moid’ dmontevel o O g,
sl wdg oog olrog PAoeton St aipdtmy.

Antigone views the army from a second-story room
Fr. 2 [= 90] Et. Magnum 274, 25
pedfne pehddpav & Sifjpec Eoyxazov

Polyneices and his mother

(a) im’_tial greetings

Fr. 3 [= 344~348a] Plut. de exilio 606F; Sch. Ap. Rhod. 4.808-809; Et.
Magn. 285, 28

gy 8¢ olre ool uEds dvipa i
voupov &v ydpolg,

(g mOETEL U TOL LaKaoic.
Gvupdvaro 8" Toprvog dxndedd
hovrpopdoou yhdég

*Fr. 4 [= 357-360] Stob. 3.39.22
UATEQ, PROVAV 1 10U PROVDY Spindumy
gy Doolg &g Gvdoag: GM dvorynaiws £xel
aozptdog Epdy dnavrog: by & dhhog Méyel,
Aoyouau yaiger, TOv 8¢ voiv Exelo’ Exer

Fr. 5 [= 273} Sch. Aristoph. Aves 348

néoeloe nei 1o Sedoo, pf d6hog Tig fi.

(b) the ills of exile

Fr. 6 [= 388-393] Stob. 3.40.9; Musonius, 391-392; Stob. 3.13.11, Stob,

3.39.17; Plut. Mor. 599E; cf. Cicero ad Att. 2.25.1 [393a]

(10} 1l 1o orépsodon rarpidog; f naxdy péve;
{TTO.) péyiorov- gy & Eotl peifov A Aoy,
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(I0.) 1ig & Tedmog adtoT; t guydow 1d duotuyis;
(I1O.) Bv pév péyiotov: otm Exel megenaiay.

{I0.) dovhou 168 eliwag, uh Aéyewv & g goovel.
(IO T whv xpotoltviwy dpadiov gépew yoswmv.
[

Fr. 7 [= 406~407] Stobaeus 3.39.3

(10.) 9 marepis, dg Eowte, plhrarov footols
{ITQ.) 008 dvopdoa divar &v dbg oty gihov,

*Fr. 8§ [= 396-397, 402~405] Plut de exilic 606C~E
(I0.) al & Ehnideg Poorovol guyddag, bg Mvos.
(TTIO.) noholg Bremovoat ¥ Spuaowy, ughhova, 84,

RAAAA®

{10.} @iloL 62 noredg xad Eévol @ olx HpEhouy;
{TTO.) &l mpdooe té pliwv 8 oddév, Hv 11 dvoruydic.
{10.} 098 nhyéverd o foev elg thpog néye;
(TTIO.) uostdv 10 w1 Eygiv- 10 yévog

{8} olw £fooms ue.

*Br. 9 [= 430~432a] Plut. de exilio 606F

(g abodg [sc. Polyneices] petd pungdv dpoloyel)
sohhol (88 Acvadrv nal Munnvalov drgot
TAQELOL, AURQGY Rdolv dvaynraiov & Euol
Mddvies.

Fr. 10 [= 438-440] Stobaeus 4.31a.2 {cf. Plut. Mor. 4978, with dviod-
mowv ebpionety @ihovug in second line)

méhen pdv oty duvnléy, &M Suwg Eod-
Td yofpat dvBQmmowst TdTaTY,
Stapiv e mhelotny t@v &v dvipdmos £yt

The formal agon

(&) Polyneices

Fr. 11 [= 469-472] Stobaeus 3.11.1, alii
amhotic & podog g dhndeiog Egu,
%oh mowmihory det Thvduy SopmverpdToy

EyeL yao aded wowedv- & 8 Gdutog Myog
voodv &v aiTdh paoudnrmy detton cophv.
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{b} Eteocles

Fr. 12 [= 503-506] Stobaeus 4.6.3; Plut. Mor. 481A
Evad vag oUdév, pitee, dmoxgdos So®,
dotgwv av EAbow ollépog mpds dviolde
wot yig Eveple duvardg Bv Spdoon 1dde,
v Dedv peviotny Hot’ Exew Tugavvida.

Fr. 13 {= 524~525] Stobaeus 4.6.4 (cf. Plut. Mor. 18D, Mor. 125D-E);
translated into Latin in Cicero, de officiis 3.82, who says that Julius
Caesar loved to quote the Greek couplet

glmeg yao ddwelv xom, Tvgovvidog méoL
nadhotov ddunely, Tdhha & elosfeiv youdv.,

Fr. 14 [= 515-517] Orion, Antholog. 1.8; cf. Plut. Pyrrh. 14, alii

xom 8 adtov ody dmhowon Thg Sahhoyde, [dahovde Orion]
pfiteg, moweiotor iy yag EEagel Adyog
6 nol oldngog mohenioy dodosiey dv.

(¢) Jocasta to her sons

(1) to Eteocles

Fr. 15 [= 528-530] Stobaeus 4.50a.1; Sch. in Dionysii Thracis Artem
Grammaticam, GrammGr 1:3.166, 4-6 (identifying speaker); Sext. Emp.
adv. math. 1.62

-G éuvov, oy dmoavio T yHoo namd,
"Eteonhesg, moooeomv- AN Npmewgla
#yel L dTEon TAMV VEWLY COQUMTEQOV.

*Fr. 16 [= 531~540] Dio Chrys. Orat. 17.8-9; cf. Plut. Mor. 481A, et al.

18 1iig noniotng daupdvey Egleoom

sheoveglag, wol; ufy ot v &duog N Bede.
mohhote 8 &g ofxovg xal dhag eddaipavog
gtofihie (RGERMY) &x” dhédom 1OV yowudvaw
&’ 1) o padvel. Totto wdhhotov BooTals,
iooTnTa Ty 2ol ikoug sivan plholg

TOMELS TE TOMECL TUUUGYOVE € TUULANOG
ouvdely: 1o ydp loov vouov dviparow Egu,
16 mhéown & el moléov natiortarol '
Tobhagoov, Exdodc F Nudpag vaTdoyetol.
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Fr. 17 [= 546-547] Theodoret. Graec. affect. cur. 4.40; Oenom. apud
Euseb. praep. evang. 6.7.30; 546 Isidor. Pelus. ep. 4.58

b fihog pév viE te dovhedel Bootolg,
oi 8 obn dvéEel duudtwv Exew loov;
(iii} to Polyneices
*Fr. 18 [= 570] Qenom. apud Euseb. praep. evang. 6.7.29

&otveta & RAdeg nal o mogtMowy mateoy

(iv) uncertain which brother addressed

Fr. 19 [= 555-557] Plut. Mor. 116A; cf. Stobaeus 4.31d.104, 4.31d.98

dhg prawy Edoutdng, wo xefuore ol
Yoo wéntryvros Poorol,

$ANAA

¢ Ty Sedv & Exovieg Emuehovpeta.
Srov 82 yoflod, alt’ dpugobvral makwy.

Fr. 20 [= 554] Stobaeus 4.322.4; Clemens Alex. strom. 6.2.24.7
el Té " donoDvl ixavd Tolg ye omgpoot.
Fr. 21 [= 582] Priscian Institut. 1.11 & 2.12 (GrLat 1L.10, 14, 1152, 5)

amohdpecda. dho rond oreudels, TERVOV

{v) to both
**Fr, 22 [= 460-461a} Athen. 4.51

xorrdt Ty 1edrndos 1o noppdlonood Toxdomyy, fiug &v taig
grmyooponévaty Powlooug ool

noparvéoo 82 sepdv 1 Bovhopat copdv-

Srav osiiy SYTE, Wi TayEly wigov.

After the agon-speeches: sharp exchanges of Et. and. Pol. in trochaic
tetrameters

*Fy. 23 [cf. 637] Quintilian 5.10.31

nam et illud apud Euripiden frigidum sane, quod nomen Polynicis ut argu-
mentum morum frater incessit,

Fr. 24 [= 598a] Apoll. Dysc. de conjunct. [GrammGr 2:1:1.230, 3]
(BT w@ta obv wohholow fhdeg (...} 3
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Fr. 25 [= 599] Stobaeus 4.13.19
(ITOQ.) dopahig yog ot duslvov f Toaote otpatnidmg.
Fr. 26 [= 597] Stobaeus 4.31¢.75
{T1O.)? eloogd- dethdv &' & mhoTrog xol QUdpuov Radv.
Fr. 27 [= 600a] Et. Magnum 527, 49.
HOUTOG €L,
**Fr. 28 [= 621-622] Epictetus 2.22.13
(I10.) mo mote orrioy med mogywv; (ET.) dgtiw T owtdg tdd’ #;

(I10.) dvurrdEopan xtevidv oe. (ET.) %yt 1008’ Egug Eysl.

Teiresias and Creon {and Menoeceus)

Fr. 29 [= 854-~855] Sch. Ael. Arist. 118, 10

néuuel yap Mv Tig mohepog Edpdimou dogac,
ot nohhvinovg Kengomidag &8 dvd

*Pr. 30 [cf. 856~857] [Plato] Alcib. 11 151b
tHhomeg &€ nal & Kodwv Edouridy nenolyror tov Tewpeoiov iSov Exovia té otépn

nal drotoog &md 1BV moheplov drooxds adrdv elnpévon S iy Téyvny

The battle narrative
*Fr. 31 [= 750] Et. Magnum 477, 15 Gaisford
 foovg oo mohepiow aviideis.
*Fr. 32 [= 1099] Sch. vet. Soph. Ant. 106
redmoomy eloopduey Agyelny otpazov,

Fr. 33 [= 1135-1136] Scholia in Lucianum 1.8.

("Abdpoaotorg)
Enardv Exidvols domid’ Eundnedv yoogd
“Ydoug

*Fr. 34 [cf. 1156-1158] ps.-Apollod. Bibl. 3.75

g 6¢ Edpunidng gnat, Tagdevomeiov 6 Ioosddvog moig Hepmibusvos dmd-
HTEWVE
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Fr. 35 [= 1172-1182a, omisso 1179] Schol. in Lycophronem 436 [cf.
Scholia in Lycophronem 433 line 13]

Komoveig 8¢ mi slmoy’ dv dg dnaivero;
Hareoiyevos yao ®hluarog ngooaufdoers
Exarv ExmpeL, xok Toodvd Exdumaosey,

und dv td oepvoy aig viv slgyadsiv Aldg
TO U1) o1 %oT ARQWV LEQYARWY ELETY IOALY,
wol Tahd du yogeue wol meTodrevog
Gvelpy’ O adthv donid’ eiMEag Sénag,
i & dmegBaivovea yelow Tewdov

Bérher xegouvide Zels viv- Bntimnoe 82
iziy

Duel and death of sons of Oedipus
**Fr. 36 Aristoph. Phoen. fr. 570 K-A (Athenaeus 4.41)

&t &8 &oyodov fiv 10 mepl Tovg wovoudyoug nal ‘Apotopdvng oy &v
Dowisowg otitwg
¢ Oldlmtov bt wolde, duntdyw wopuw,
"Aong watéorenls, £ T novopdyon ading
drylve vty Eodow.
Fr. 37 [= 1364a &1375] Diod. Sic. 10.9.8 (quoting an anonymous
Pythagorean)
»ol oo yvoln dv g Emotioug toig £v toiy Evpuiidov Powioooug otiyow, &v
oig of megl Tov Horvveluny elovia tolg dsolg, dv i doyn
Bréag ¢ "Aoyos,
£mg
elg otégv’ adehgpot 11iod’ dn’ didvng Pakeiv.
oftoL yip doxotvieg favtols elyeoto té néhlota tals dhnlelals xatopv-
T

**Fr. 38 [= 1447-1450, 14504, 1451-1452] Teles apud Stob. 3.40.8

Bapov 88w’ @ tenooa, xal ov, oyyove,

&v yH maToda. ol woMv Fupovuévyy -
TOQNYOQELTOV, (g TOTOVHE yoilv TOyw

xPovde murpdos, xel Sopovg drdleoa.

ok

®ob yiig gidng Sydolot xougpdfival nohov.

EEEE LS

ouvdppooov 8¢ pov BAEgapa 11 of xeol,
ufjtee.
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*Fr. 39 [= 1453} Lucian pro lapsu 2 (Polyneices on the point of death)

nod yaiget, §0m vao pe megfdiheal ondroc,

Fragmenta incertae sedis

Fr. 40 Scholia in Aristoph. Ran. 1185

damontevelv TOv Totéoa: Reod 1 Etguwidov &v Gowlocas slonpéva nepi O18(-
xodog ral Aoloy-

Perhaps from the prologue narrative.
**Fr. 41 [= 68a] Plut. vitae 388A = Pyrrhus 9
Ted owdnow ddpa Suehayelv (v -)

Perhaps from the prologue narrative. This line is quoted as tragic, but not
specifically Euripidean, so it could be treated as an adespoton; but since it
is a trimeter form of Oedipus’ curse on his sons, the temptation to assign
it to Phoenissae would be strong.

Fr. 42 {= 3] Stob. 1.25.6, alii
“Hhwe Foois insmowowy sthiocwoy ghdya,

An address to the sun might come from the prologue, but could also
form the opening words of another entering character or introduce an
invocation of the sun as witness to a statement.

*Fr. 43 {= 283, 285] Schol. Odyss. 12.181

pERhov 8¢ mepmawv p” Oldimov whewvig vovog,
Ev T’ Ergotodrevoay Agyelol Koy

This fragment is easily assigned to the play because it mentions the son
of Oedipus and the moment when the Argives brought an army against
Thebes. One wonders whether anyone would have identified the “me” of
these lines as the chorus; the lack of a destination makes the fragment
even less helpful.

Fr. 44 [cf. 1062] Herod. de prosod. cathol. [GrammGr 3:1.232, 8], cf.
idem de prosod. Iliac. {GrammGr 3:2.41, 32]; sch. liad. 3.354a

MBdforov elpe noTelpYGow
Apparently from a lyric passage; “you accomplished a garment made by

casting stones” seems highly artificial (and obscure of reference), so some
might have declared the fragment corrupt. But if taken at face value, the
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line would imply stoning (cf. IL 3.57 hdivov €oco yredve) of someone
either within the play or in a mythical story narrated within the play.

Fr. 45 [= 1025] Herod. mept nad@v [GrammGr 3:2.362, 711, cf. 3:2.688,
42]
YOACTOL T OPositowg

Clearly from lyric; someone might have conjectured that the words refer
to the Sphinx.

Fr. 46 [= 1015-1018] Stobaeus 4.1.1

ti yoo Aafov Exootog 6 T dlivontd Tig
yonotov duthdol todto kelg nowvdv gégol
matgidy, womdy (Gv) ol ohews Ehaoadvay
meadpeval t howrdy ebtuyolsv dv.

Gnomic; unclear whether from the agdn or another scene, where, for
instance, it could have been spoken by Creon or Teiresias. It is unlikely
that anyone would have challenged Euripidean authorship, though we
now know that most recent editors bracket these lines at the end of
Menoeceus’ speech.

Fr. 47 [= 198-201] Stobaeus 4.22g.198
@rhdpoyov 8 yofina tmhewdrv Egu.
ouods & dgoguds Av MiPoa thv Adyov,

mheiovg Emeiogdpouo fidovi) 88 tig
yuvouEi pndév oyt Mnhag Ayeuv.

Gnomic: it would have been mysterious how these fit into the play,
although it would not have been impossible to guess the lines have
something to do with Antigone’s appearance in the play, since she is an
unmarried girl, and Euripides regularly makes explicit the transgression
of public appearance of such girls.

Fr. 48 [= 1320-1321] Stobaeus 4.57.9

Toig yoo tedvedo xoh tov ob tedvnxdta
Tpdg Sddvea yloviov edoefelv Dedv.

Gnomic: from the content we might have guessed at a burial debate after
Polyneices’ death, and it is improbable that anyone would have guessed
that this is Creon speaking of the funeral rites of Menoeceus.
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Fr. 49 {= 821b] Et. Magnum 626, 38

Bvadoc
AasBavetal xed £l ToD whdoug, dg Edguridng &v dowigomg. "Bo bt tiv
néswy MEswv, dg Ty, sal Efhog, nal do6kog.

Fr. 50 [= 1408b] Schol. Eur. Or. 1082
Spuhig yovdg
Fr. 51 [= 1209] Sch. Eur. Or. 1633
o td howwdv- delin’ el yap edtuyels
Fr. 52 [= 28b] Sch. Il 22.221
inmofoundiot
Fr. 53 [= 86b~87] Sch. Dion. Thrac. GrammGr 1:3.289, 20-21

{x} el gopde négunag, obx &iv Pootdv
1oV attdv del dvotuyf] nateotdvar,

This is readily identified as an address to a god (probably Zeus, but
daipwy is another possibility) akin to nouthetetic prayers. We cannot be
sure where in the play it comes, but one might conjecture that Jocasta is
the most likely speaker.

Fragmenta dubia
*Frag. Dub. 1 [= 24b] Sch. Ap. Rhod. 1.1265-1272b
nol Kebaipwvog AMrag
If from Phoen., this could be from the prologue or some other reference
to Oedipus’ life, even in a lyric passage.
**Frag. Dub. 2 [cf. 130] Et. gen. s.v. fjutoiol
ﬁ;fégs,o:; ol dvBpwmor &md 10T nodg Auégay Tiv: Ev dnopwipat, owvia-
Gwv
This might be taken to imply that the word was in the text of Phoen. itself,
but the inference is uncertain, and with the full play before us we see that
deplwv is an inferior reading at line 130.
**Fr. Dub. 3 [= 1688] Plut. Mor. 72C
6 & Oldinovg ot o & wheiv’ olviypome
This is quoted just before Eur. Her. 1250, so could reasonably be guessed

to be Euripidean, and then his Phoen., Oedipus, and Antigone(?) would
be the logical possibilities.
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Second Edition (showing how the “lost” play would appear to scholars
of today) -

Sigla used for papyri: IT! through I1?? as listed in Mastronarde CCTC
1994 or Diggle QCT 1994; add IT% (= P. Oxv. 67.4566) and IT** (P. Tebt.
Suppl. 1245, ZPE 160 (2007) 29-31, with a few letters of lines 261-267;
but this could not be recognized as from Phoenissae); testimonial papyri
I1* through TI* as listed in Mastronarde CCTC 1994; add IT® (Luppe
Archiv 1997: 96); note that the siglum IT* in Diggle OCT 1994 is our 18,
while Diggle’s ITY is IT". Note also I have not attempted to show all details
of the papyri as in a complete critical edition, but am rather presenting
the most interpretable portions in a simplified form. For the readings
of the papyri, in addition to the original publications, see J.M. Bremer
in Mnemosyne 36 {1983) 293-305 and .M. Bremer and K.A. Worp in
Mnemosyne 39 (1986) 240-260.

TESTIMONIA

Test. 1~11 as in first edition above.

Several testimonial papyri (IT¢, IT4, IE, TT, I1%, TT™) all overlap with pas-
sages given in other sources, so do not add to our knowledge (exceptas to
the widespread knowledge of certain lines); but II¢ is important because
it allows us to see that our previous Frr. 15 and 16 are continuous. IT%,
TP, I1¢, and ITf would not have been recognized as reflecting Phoenissae.
Three others are of some significance:

1a. fragments of the epitome

I1¢ is the more substantial and certain fragment:

Plolivicoos v doyniy
filihe [Boaliic fnmown]v ethioo[wv] eihoyla

in 8¢ tmod]eowgl
il I Ba
Iv( Jv ane]
Jewvog sic

Jynul
AL

desunt aliquot lineae

1.8 ltol
Jhewe] fuev[
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aywov] Iul

Tega

ave[. hon|

soidag favt] loelw]eop[alevi]o]
tobTng &del]woc] Kodwv mapeh|

v Baoeiov] ol 88 °Alodvelor tijL udyn L ]ole]
giévreg dmeymolmoalav] Kloléwv 8¢ moagon-
otaotiaepov] i Toiml yeduevog

Tog o Ty Kadueiov t@v mokepiov
nec{o]vifafs gl ta]phy otu [£]dwrey: Tloiu-
vebeny & dundevtov Eglod {ehiye]v- Oldinod[al
B¢ puydda ofic n{ohews] drdotethe[v]

2’ dfv o]t purdE[ag to]v dvDodray vo-
[uo]v Jv oty houmoypou-

aug[ Jmagal vl dvorulyelg
Ehenoag

Hh

- "Elteoxddic w[ca. 6]wv v &v H[nBag
Tiv adehgplOv TTohulvenunv ans[
Jowou @uyalca. 6-7]¢ maporye[y
- Jg Bynuevica. 6-7]oax].]pa.[
wJoun] el
Levolxn]

Tovidawv ov|

- Jrov Exewos|
Imogoyevéotaly
t]fi¢ tugavvidiog
& ]uvo ovvaryoy|
ma]potagopevi

Jug & Tiig|

1b. Favorinus, de exilio = [1°

Favorinus for the most part simply confirms what we knew before (Frr. 7,
8,15-16), mainly from Plutarch’s de exilio. But this papyrus gives one new
trimeter (Fr. 5a); allows us to fill out line 40 in the expanded Fr. 1 since
Favorinus’ traces overlap with an unascribed line quoted in Diogenes
Laertius and Stobaeus; and gives us more of linés 367-370 in Fr. 6.
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NEW EVIDENCE FROM WORKS OF ART

A. Six Homeric bowls {2nd cent. BCE, probably made in Macedonia),
catalogued as MB 45-50 in Sinn 1979, with illustrations on his Tafeln
18~20,

These do not in fact have the words Euripides or Phoenissae on them, but
the Jabelled characters correspond to those we know to have appeared
in the play and fit so well with what can be reconstructed that it is
legitimate to include them as new testimonia. Moreover, the illustration
on one seems closely related to the Roman lamp (B), which does have
PHOENISSA inscribed.

The scenes attested are:

1. [MB 452 Sinn] Creon supplicating Teiresias, with Manto beside the
seer (all three characters labelled), evidently from the scene in which
Teiresias demanded the sacrifice of Creon’s son. We already knew
that Creon resisted the demand, but not that he supplicated Teiresias.
Menoeceus is not shown in this illustration,

2. [MB 4sb, 47 Sinn] Polyneices and Eteocles in single combat, with
personified Thebe next to Eteocles (all three labelled).

3. [MB 45¢, 46 Sinn] A messenger starting to move away, with Jocasta
turning back to Antigone, who is emerging from the door {(all three
labelled). This scene suggests how Jocasta went to the battlefield for
her suicide and how Antigone was brought back onto the scene so that
she can later mourn the corpses.

4. [MB 45d Sinn] Antigone supplicating Creon (both labelled). Together
with T8, this suggests a little of the ending of the play.

5. [MB 48a, 48b, 49 Sinn] Eteocles dead, Polyneices dying, Antigone
mourning, and Jocasta stabbing herself (all labelled) with personifi-
cations of the father’s Curses or Erinyes (only ITATPQIAI survives
of the label, above the one remaining demon-figure; it is postulated
that two similar figures have been lost). Four additional figures of sol-
diers, in pairs, represent the two armies, with the two Thebans racing
toward Jocasta as if to stop her suicide (so correctly Robert, whereas
Sinn describes them as putting the Argives to flight), and the whole is
framed by labelled personifications of Thebes and Argos.

6. [MB 50 Sinn] Blind Oedipus reaching for something; from the inscrip-
tion, one can assume that the bodies of his sons and Jocasta were
depicted, and one might guess that Antigone was present too to be
the recipient of Qedipus’ request. We cannot say whether Creon was
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illustrated. Inscription: [OIAIIIOYS KEAEYEI A[TIE[IN [TPOZ]
/ [TOJIITQMA THE AYTOY MHT[POZTE]/ [KAI] I'YNAIKOS
KAITON YIQN.

B. Roman clay lamp (1st half of 1st century Cg) with inscribed PHOE-
NISSA (sic) and POLYN (LIMC s.v. Eteokles 43)

This shows in a circular relief the brothers on either side in different stages
of collapse and Jocasta between them stabbing herself. PHOENISSA
could be a mistake for PHOENISSAE, or it could be taken to be the name
of the woman, if the artist who inscribed it copied a traditional picture
but no longer knew this was Jocasta. But in either case, the illustration
must at an earlier point have claimed to reflect Phoenissae.

C. Other Etruscan and Roman art-works (LIMC s.vv. Antigone s,
Eteokles 20-28, lokaste 8)

These are of less certain relevance to reconstructing the play. The duel and
mutual fratricide of the brothers is depicted on a number of Etruscan
burial urns, sometimes with one or two women present or trying to
intervene, occasionally with Oedipus present too or the suicide of Jocasta.
A remarkable terracotta pediment group (LIMC s.v. Eteokles 26) from a
temple in the Etruscan site of Telamon/Talamone (2nd cent. BCE) shows
both brothers shumping in death, with the one on the left supported by
a woman (perhaps Jocasta), and between them a kneeling Oedipus with
arms upraised, mourning. A Roman sarcophagus (LIMC s.v. Antigone
5) depicts Jocasta, Antigone, and Oedipus present as the two brothers
start to attack each other. Seneca’s placement of Antigone, Oedipus, and
Jocasta all on the battlefield before the duel seems to be related to the
form of the story popular in Ftruria and Rome; the idea of the family’s
intervention looks, to us who have Phoenissae in full, as if it is post-
Euripidean, but some scholars have suggested that such an incident
already goes back to an archaic Thebaid.

FRAGMENTA

Prologue

Fr. 1 [expanded, =3-40, from IT'6 with IT, 1Y, and 18-20 from testi-
monia, 21 from TArist. Ach. 263b, 32 from ZTheoc. 6.2-3d, 34-35 from
Strabo 16.38; also incorporates Fr. 52 [inmoBouxdior] and Fr. dub.1 [=
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24b]; and IT* gives a full text of 40, which was known without ascription
from Diog. Laert. 6.55 and Stob 3.17.15; line 3 also in I19]

LOK. "Hue, Souls innowowv gihocwv ghdya,
a¢ dvotuyf O1Pouct i 1o fuéoan
afnt]ivi’ Eplfinag, Kadpog fivia ﬁ?vf}a’yﬁv ‘ 5
vl Exdantdv Golvicoav Evarliay )}(ﬂ()’\f(i- ‘
8cl waido yhuog Kingudog ‘Agpoviay ot
Holbdmgov &xE ... v .. 1ol 68 AdPdas|ov
(plvon Aéyouaory, éx 8¢ 1oBds Adiov. '
gy 8¢ mwate pév 1) Conon Mevoutag, 10
Kgémv v" &[be]hpie ......... [ Ju ﬂ
nohoto & Tondotny pe- tol1o yog notho (e}
Etevo. yopuel 8& AGde |- Erel & dmoug
fiv yodvia Méxtoa Ty Exov &v ddpaow,
Ehbdv owrd PoiPov EEautel ¥ Spo 15
roldwv &g olnovg dgodvav xowvwviay.
& & glmev- "Q @nPorowy edinmoig [dvak,
un oneigs aoidwy dhoxo doyrdvey [Seéow'
el Yo Tenvioels naid), drontevel o 6 @i,
#al g 0d¢ obrog Prioetan 8t aipatog. 20
& & Adoviy Sotg E¢ 1¢ Poanysiov mecmv
Emewgey fulv moddo, wot onfstjoog [Sgécp?g
yvoug Tepmhdrnpe 1ot dejod e m‘q}v epdrty,
rewsdy &g “Hoog xat Kubapdvog Mmag
Sidwor Povndhlowoy Ext]etvar Podgog , 25
opuedv o dned #]évitela dwnsipag uéowv.
Gitev viv ‘Blkde dvopaEev Otdimouv.
TokiPov 8¢ vev Aafiovigs lnnofoundhol
pEpovd’ &g olxovg glg e Ssomolvng yoag
Fhmpeav. § 82 tov Eudv ddlvav mdvov 3o
woreois Hoypeito nadl) mdow J'Eﬁir,ﬁ"ﬁi: TEXETV.
#om 8¢ nugodls yévuowy é‘%avé@ovueyeg
moc ohpde 1 yvous 1 tivog padbyv rdoa
Eorelye Tolg @ioaveag Expadelv ﬁ%ékm’v
1pog ddua Doifor, Adudg § odudg néog 35
tov Extetévia [roida pootedo]v i [2-3]v
&l pipée el nol BEuvamerov mdda .
&c Tulbtov g Goxidolc opotic 6dot.
wal viv xehetes Afot]ov toolmhdang:
*Q Eéve, tugdvvols Ennodov petiotaco. 40

With this fragment so restored, it becomes obvious that Accius Phoen.
fr. I reflects this opening pretty closely:

Sol, qui micantem candido curru atque equis
flammam citatis fervido ardore explicas,
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quianam tam adverso augurio et inimico omine
Thebis radiatum lumen ostentum tuum?

entryFr. 1a [new = 46-69, from TT6, ITT!%, ITV7]

Zeplvg Gof

Ketav & &

Boug ool

TovTmL E[

povaag &[uds mlalg Oldirovg x - - -
&dev vh[oavvog T]H0d[e yiig nodilotarals

50

K== ke Thic[Se - laveLyBovos, [verse omitted in IT1'7]

youel 8¢ [-Jexobofv - x]mg tédhoc
o0’ 1 ten[olon - v - x - |uévn,
Tixtlw v - x - <] ddo pév Gooevac,
"Breo[shéa x - ] [Tohvvelnov / [~ -,
#0ag [+ - x]g Ty pév Towvn [~ -
dvoufaoe, - x -lev Avaydvi Eyo.
patf- « - x - «] umodiey ydpw([v
6 mé(vytlv - x Oidimolug madiuara
&8¢ Ol - x - «Jv [Blufdirel pdvov
Xomow % - o)y [al]udEag wdoac.

%~ v - x -] E[u]év owdeta,
==X - = JRnev e -

X = w =X - - x-ludtolv.

X = v = x - v]figToyl- - -

X-vex-w-x- ]3¢
X mw - x - e - x -16g[o]ug

Antigone views the army from a second-story room

Fr. 2 [= 9o] unchanged from first edition

Fr. 2a [= 106~118 and 128-140 from IT%]

(©e.) o, Elvapov, magBév'{ov}- &g noupdv tdene-

wvotpevog yag Tuyxdvel [lehaoyindy
otedreupe yoelbovow dAhihov Adyo(u)c.

(Av.) [. Indtvia ol Aarots Exndra, natdyohxov
2-3]v bmhoig mediov dotpdsrr{a}{eh.

(@¢.) ol ydie 1 [ca. 5]¢ HAde Mohvvelxn[c ¥ ova,
TOAOIG [ca. 6-7]ig, nvplow mh[ca. 7-8)v.

{Av.) Goo whhat

[ca. 11]x07 ... EuPl2~3]haivorg G|

[ca. 14]iyeoc wopnaot|o

[ca. 18]y ah]

55

60

65

110

115
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(Av) | ] ' )

yeyovota ynyevedhav ngoobuoiog dotegw-

7OC &V YRopoIoLy, OUYL MQOOTOAOG QUEQLDL

yEvvar(L). ) ' )
(®¢e.) 1ov & E{viEopeifov(t’) oy 6ea s Algxng Hdwe;
{Av.)? hoyaydg dhhog dhhog Te Teuy|

TOOTOU ’ )
tig olndg 2oy (@) maig pév Oifxh(v) [ewg] Epv
Tudenc, "Agnc & Alrowhdg &v Ix - ] Eyst.

{Av.) ofitog 6 thig TTohvvein|
adtoraoyviize{ty vopgoag o[
b dnd.howopuyo. |

ca. s]plz]ouyde rowotv]

ca. 15]8¢|

Polyneices and his mother

(a) initial greetings

481

130

135

140

Fr. 3 [expanded = 280-298, 307-310, 337-351 from IT" fr. 1, col. i—ii
and T8, with 344-348a from Plut. de exilio 606F; Sch. Ap. Rhod. 4.808-

809; Et. Magn. 285, 28, and subsumes Fr. 43 = 283 + 285]

(Xo. Blo[¢lpoacd pe,
16mv Sopdg
Jv#4d’ dngotiviov.
péhhav 8¢ mépmew w Oldimov whewds yovog
lio. ¥ & Eoydelals,
gy 1@d Eneorpdtevoay AQyelol TOMY.
o & ELM A [vB]ag
oy Onpaio(g] ylovic.
{TToh.) 10i8imovs & Adiov,
Imais Mevouémg:
TMoluvein]ny ue Onfatog hedc.
{Xo.} Joag mooomiztm o), dvok,
v oéPovoa -
moltod{syov.
e mpddeouog,
uaTeQ;

quot versis desint incertum

Jégog, .

Jv Bgeypa Boortedly,
yowra yobtag shon]
|8égay Eudy.

quot versus desint incertum

280

260

295

306b
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ot 8, @ t[énvov,] ol vdpowg fdn xhide
Luyévi[a) maudomotdv Gdoviy
Eévolow &v 8buoig Eyswy,

Eévov B¢ x[fd0g] dugémsv,
dhaolt]a walrol .. ]6e ActoyTe
{1y Adhayev(el,

YLy s{ca. 6] dawv.

éym & obte coL ugdg Avijpa gig
vomy.ov gv yaumg

wg ngm& uaTol pomoglo
Gvupgvato 8 Topnvog Exndertn
hovtgopdooy yuddc,

v 88 OnPofiloy méhy tiotyaog
oldg Eoodor viupaog.

Shot]to 148’ eite oidafp]og

ca. 7 elz]e maeifo] 6 3] auf

“Fr. 4 [= 357-360] unchanged from first edition
Pr. 5 [= 273] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 5a [new =363, from [I?

dore Eupron yeloa Eyxerv 81 doteng

(b} the ills of exile

(v, you]owow &)

{(Jewveyewv v1)
340

345-346

350

Fr. 6 [expanded = 364-377, 379-392 from I1'3 fr. 2-3, also 367-370 in
scraps in II*, with 388-393 from Stob. 3.40.9; Musonius, 391-392; Stob.
3.13.11, Stob. 3.39.17; Plut. Mor. s99E; ¢f. Cicero ad Att. 2. 25.1 [393al;
all of 393 in IT 368 in whole from unascribed quotation in Plut. Mor.

526F]

ca. 6]modo|
ca. 5lad [tle na
ca. 41 notedi
ca. 41L0g£E6wV[ By JBed[v
yuuvaod B ofow dvetpdgny Alguns ¢ Bdwg-
ol dwalilolc oc:r:}skm‘}ang Egvnv (Gl
}mv & Solo]wiv &luu’ & #xav 6axgug[goov
] & yép Bhy[ovg] dhyog ad, ot 8]
...] Buodire[g xal] mémhovg wleda-
.;..]qav- olpofy Tdv] duiv Evd [xoxdv,
g 8lewov Ex[Boal, uiteg, olx[elwv pilwv.
.. 8Jueh[t]tio]ug [Exolvow tég S [Aoyde.
;tg[]éaﬁvg )
3

365

370

cf. Alc. 427

375
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qutot versus desint incertum
Oi18in!
Joe| 380
Iylca. 6-7]egal3iel
Juzaica. sloswv T Td[v
ca. 7)oopaui]. v oty ddoo |
ca. 6]& o {1 - Sl mddou & EMrvda.

{Fo.) [ca. 8], pméev svﬁaég M| 385
ca. 5 [30 ke, toditT Bpol, pfi(teg, v - 387 om.
{10.) tit0 magam‘}m :mtgtbog, 1) mandy PEYQS

{TI10.) p,syw'mv egyw & ot pm@ov A Koyw {v.l. pardov)

{10 ug i) t@onog attol; T cpvyaaw 10 E‘mm:uxeg,

{TTO.} v uév ueywtov ot EyeL amgg"qmow

{10Q.} dothov 68 cmag, uh Aéyewy & g (poervel.

{IO.) 1dg iV nooTotvrwy duatiog pégew YOEMV. 393

Fr. 7 [= 406-407] unchanged from first edition (but 406 also in )

*Fr. 8 [306-397, 402-405] unchanged from first edition (but 403 also in
I
*Fr. 9 [= 430-431] unchanged from first edition

Fr. 10 [= 438-440] unchanged from first edition
'The formal agon

(a) Polyneices {see now also Fr. 12}
Fr. 11 [= 469-472] unchanged from first edition (but 469 also in IT™)
(b) (i) end of Pol’s speech and beginning of Eteocles’

Fr. 12 [expanded = 493-512 from I[1'? with 503-506 from Stobaeus
4.6.3; Plut. Mor. 481A, and now also 499-500 from Galen VIII 636
Kithn, with ascription also given by I1¥]

&rootepod]

wal Tabd dx|

Adyav &dooi[ 495
wod Tofot gavhotg

Xo, uoi el uf) |

retodyualed

(Ex.) el maoL Tadtov xahov Epu copov § dua,

obu v &v duegpihextog dviodmows Egi: 500
viy [

af
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&y Yoo 008y, ufireg, dmongipag o
dotpowv &v oy filov modg dvtohdc (vl aitépoc)
wai yiig Evegde, Suvardg dv dpdom Tade, 505

v Bedv pevicev Hot’ Fxewv Tvoavvida.
ot obv 1[0

AL mags]

avavdolo yldo

tobhacoov gf 510
EMrévro ouf

Ty

(b) (ii) elsewhere in Eteocles’ speech
Fr. 13 [= 524~525] unchanged from first edition

Fr. 14 [= 515~517] unchanged from first edition (but the passage is also
in 11K
{¢) Jocasta to her sons

(i) to Eteocles

Fr. 15-16 [= 528-540, text unchanged, but IT¢ now proves the lines
continuous; add I1' as source of ends of 533-534; $31~536 in 1%, and
536 in IT for second part; 529-530 also known from an inscription
BCH 49 {1925) 88 no. 15

Fr. 16a [new = 543-548 ends only, from 1112, overlap with Fr. 17 not
detectable]

Jte pivg
Ix@pevov. 545
I,

]
Jen

Fr. 17 {= 546-547] unchanged from first edition

(iif) end of address to Eteocles, beginning of address to Polyneices

Fr. 18-20 [expanded =552-575 from IT'5, 565-569 from IT!2 and

previous Fr. 18 = 570, Fr. 19 = 555-557, Fr. 20 [= 554]

Jaohhd poy [

Bothey, Ti 8[

grtel Td v donotvl buovd Tolg ye odgppooat.

otitoL 1é yonuot’ ida véxtrvras footol, 555
10 1AV Bedv & Exovieg Empshodpeda
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Hrov 8t oo obt dgogodviol ndhiv-

6 8" Bhfog ol BéPaliog

Gy) fiv o Egopfa

sfd]t[eloo Tupavivelv 560
goelc Tepavvelv; i

*Aloyeia v Evyn 85[pv

Slym{} depaodey doftu

Slym{y d8 morhds aixua et

Blict{e) modg dvdodv mokepiwv] 565
§lamavnodg of a]hotgog v Ll

v]evioetar ON[Bows]r prhdtu]

goli pgv Tade [oddid o 8¢, TTo[Abverneg v -

& paclels "Adoafatols xaiolulog

&atdvera & Hhbeg xal ot mogdowy moALy. 570
ptlo’ &v En{ug 8l

np)og Tedv, 1ol

nd]g dob wotdeiE

®o]i oo yednpieg

©1]Bag mugtoals 575

(iv) uncertain which brother addressed
Fr. 21 [= 582} unchanged from first edition

(v) to both

**Fr, 22 {= 460~-461a] unchanged from first edition

After the agon-speeches: sharp exchanges of Et. and. Pol. in trochaic
tetrameters

*Fr. 23 [cf. 637] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 24 [= 598] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 25 [= 599] unchanged from first edition

Fr. 26 [expanded 591~597 plus 601604, 615-618 from IT*%, with
previous Fr. 26 = 597 from Stobaeus 4.31¢.75]

o]tvzaf
Jayeioa vo[
wlopil[oly tayionlv
18” drpwtog Hong eig]
Blohiov tradtov ot du| 595
lw Péfrpev- elg ygoas { ,
(ITo.} eloogdy dewhov & O mhoTtog nal GhdpuLov UKoV,

quot versus desint incertum
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{Tlo.) Jowed onfin[ton
W By yag tOV(
1Eyov Té [
{Ez.) [ dmakihdooou B |
Juoi swatpf

quiot versus desint incertum

]dyoug |
. JBévou]
{Et) [ d]od” Sl mot[é.
{ITo.) [@ nootyivitar.
{Bt) | I¢ dvantaheic Exthiot
{ITo.y | J&hhé tob e xoipe
o) [ Juv oy, Ténvov,

Fr. 27 [= 600] unchanged from first edition

**Fr. 28 [= 621-622] unchanged from first edition

new scene: Bteocles and Creon

603

615

618

Fr. 28a [new, =690-703 and 719-739, from IT'%; perhaps recognizable
as beginning of scene if traces above 690 are recognized as preceding

lyric lines in eisthesis]

(Bt} yehpe, o wok xomtel
Kodolvt'], ddehwo(v] unitode
Aeyov tad), be olxeio ol
BEh modg attov of

moiv &6 pldylnv e »]

®aitol fea. 7]v |

Oo® ya[o] atrrov mode &
Ko. | oA, Janado]
“Ereduhesg|

eplca. 4]ag 1[ca. 4]Hov(

xoi [ca. 3] Ey[o] o Exon(yElov
nohlca. 6]ugov &vi

@5 & [ca. 6] ouv[]yal

- [Jovoo[ca. 61af

quiot versus desint incertum

690

700

720
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|Gy, 725
jmot whgov,

Invigplale.

IrtpooBdiw ddgu;

Ivixfioal £det. ,

Jageivi 730
[ naide.

JAoyeiov otgoatdv;

Jotoivy mEQE,

] swoOhev;

ologoc. 735
loogwté[olo;

v, g fimoua’ &y ..

10 yéo od[évog] Bood.

Jooxnewv]

Fr. 28b [new, =768-7809, 792-806, from I1'°, end of same scene as 28a]

Joov
lirov,
|Kgéov 770
jeTas,
uplpny
Jgog ..o
e, Koéov:
ca. 3}ep0 oo [ca. 6][Todvv(e)noug véxuv 775
ca. 21mote tag(ca. 6~7]8e GnPoiall) ydovi,
ca. 3]oxery 8&[ca. ylvea, wiv pihowg Tg 1L
ca. 3)¢gete tefca. 6lomhd ¢ aupiuoto
ca. 4)¢ Gyd{v]a wov mooneinevov §opdg (780) [781 omitted]
ca. 4]Edha[Pet]on, xonowwtdrmn Fed,

ca. 4]evy[ons]ofe Tvde daodo o,

{Xo.)

ca. 4] poytos "Aong, i o aluom

ca. 4]vdTon nfca. 8~g]piov maod

ca. 7-8]taly 785
ca. 7-8lakhupogot[ca. 6lvoioi ve

ca. 6]0pog

ca. 7-Blov dumnelca. 5]hwTod rotd

ca. 7-8]Topel

ca. 7-8Joug ¢[ca. 10]n[

quot versus desint incertum
1Bovarv
]
]
] 795
]

VOTAOY
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TELYE

&
AEVLOLY 800

Adneote
FLOVOTQOPOYV

meotedevia

PpauPeegpog

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
j
]
}
fmoooy 805
lovouder

Fr. 28¢ {new =829-833 from IT1*?, assuming it can be recognized as lyric
by line-length and possible Doric participle ending]

Jazo

] 830
Iva

]

]

VOLOL

Teiresias and Creon (and Menoeceus)
Fr. 28d [new = 846-851 and 861-867 from IT'3]

Jadtod, téxvov.

1pTov quhet

xolugplopota.

olmovdn, Kotov;

1Eax od¥évog 850
IBardv 680D,

quot versus desint incertum {3[

el

&u(

Tt 8f

Te. "Exefond 865

xl
Al

Fr. 29 [= 854-855] unchanged from first edition
*Fr. 30 [cf. 856-857] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 30a [new = 898-900 and 931-934 from I1'?|

liav.
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I Tdyo.
o Béhan; 900

quot versus desint incertum

Sl tovde 9 i 931
gvéveto Algn|

agayévia gov|

Kddpov moh

End of episode, choral ode, and arrival of messenger for next episode

Fr. 30b [expanded, 1015-1018 from old Fr. 46, 1017-1047, 1064~1071
from T12 and I, incorporating previous Fr. 45 {= 1025]; not enough of
1067 survives here to allow us to recognize that the full line is quoted in
Et. Gen. . 593]

Ei yap Aafdv Exaorog 8 T dhvarto Tig 1015
yonotov Suihbol toito xelg xowdy pégol

roteidy, xosdv [G]v ol okeg Ehacobdvav
mELpdpevol TO houmdy ebtuyoley dv.

{Xo.) [E)Bag [EBluc & [ree]potoaa, Idg Moysuua

[v]eoz[¢]gov v Eixildvag, 1020
[Kaibus[ijov dlp]moyd,

[mlohigogog moktoTovog

[najEomdpdevos,

Sduwov tégas,

gotrdow mt(e]gols

yohaiol T duooitowg 1025
Apraimlv 8 xlot g

[1]dmav véoug medaipova-

dhvpov [&]ugt potioay,

dhoutvay t[ca. 41y,

Bpepscica. 9-11)mortoidy 1030
povie polca. 5-7.. ] edv

Se 168 v 6 [molokos.

dhel{deluon ¢ patéowy,

tdhe{datuol de moplévary

Eorévalav olroig 1035
inifov Pod,

inifuolv] uéhog

dihog &hhov ErwtdTute (v.l. ezotol)
Sradoyalc Gvi mrdhev.
Boovrdt 82 orevaypdg
&ydf) 17 R Bpowog, 1040
dmore mohsog dgaviosiey {(vl. amoze[..Jhswe)

& mregoioca magdévog Ty dv[dodv.
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¥oovun & ERa IMulicug]
Otdimovg & thdpavy
EnPaioy tavée yav
1T dopévolg, maf
ool [Jag[

duovy..[

desunt vv. xvii

ooun[

obfe/

{ ]
Avy. i, 1]

Lol

) wa A addhg
e, af

(&

1045

1065

1070

Messenger scene with Jocasta, reporting attack of the Seven

Fr. 30¢ [new, =1079~1095 from IT° and I1'2, with an overlap with
Photius nugyngouuevoy; overlap at 1083-1086 places the two papyri

relative to each other)

{Ay.) Eotd[o ca. 5-6]otor xodx v () aotal. mé]Mic.
{To yAL[D ca. 4]mgdg wivduvov Agy[- - vlode
(Ay.)éop[v ca. 3 a)bgy- BN S {nalKadpell - «Ing
{ - Ix{o}eio[owv . Jréoty Tod Muxmvaliov So]ode,
(Io.}8v slnfé ... .Jedv, £{i) w [Todvveinoug mégu

{ - toloBo [ca.4]Aer pow nal 168, &l hevoos pafole

Ay. T oofoluv]mels elg 168’ futoac téuvav.

To. ebdafu]ovoing. ndg vag Agysiov §éo[v

aurdi[v] dneotioo{o)ls muoyneodusvoy

AEEov, vé{ilgovia Tu@hdVY dg nartd oTéyag

Enbotioa téoyw, Tijode yiig osonudvnc.

{Ay.) Enel Kgéovrog molg 6 yitg Omspdavidv

mieywy &’ dxpav (o)tdg pekdvde[tov £l goc

Acupdin Suijxe, [t]fude yijL owto(ov,

hdyovus Evalpay Emtd wol hoyayétac

nohog £ &[nt]d, pohanag Agyelov dofpdc,

1080

1085

(eMbwoa IT%)
1090

(Mwoyoug T1%)
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g @ {1} vogoivil teryénv el dopdg

&y B Bhlyou. megyduwy § &’ dob{bywv

Aevnaomy eloopduey ‘Agyelwv otoatdy

Teupnooov ExMrdvio wol Tdgeov xéhag 1100
Soduwo Buvippory dote Kadueiav ylovdg, (Kadpueiog sl.)
mondy 62 wod odhmyyeg Exehadovv duot

Eusibev £ 18 tardov Hpdv mdoa.

wod Q@MT PV eootiye Nniotaug mihoig

Aoyov murvoiow domiow negoudtd 1105
& tiig wuovayot Toagfevonaiog Exvovog {-matov dyyovou T1H)
...... Eywv oixelov &v péow {1y oduer

desunt aliquot versus

Qyvy]

Eor{e)uyl

o[ 1115
Té [

préinlovio, ]

f.] Yoregovi

foulo]hoyo|

Tudie 1120
xel

[

ol

ag|

én( 1125
b uwg oTedpryEw Eviolev wurhovuley -

moemoy Bt adtdy, {wotov) Oote paiveodon don[elv.

& & odx Ehacoov "Ageog & udymv goovay

Kamaveng mpoofive Aoyov &n Hiéxrooug wi[harg:  (sooorme IT' a.c.)
atdneovartov & donidog winhog Enfiv 1130
yivag & duog yryyeviig Ghry oy

pEpuv noyxhoiow EEavaondoos Padpwy,

Bredvoua(v) utv ola meloeton wd[Ms.

T0ig  £BdSpaug "Adpaotog .. miha low] v,

Exardy Eyidvoug domid Enmdnodv yoowf, 1135
Bdpav Eywv Aarolow gv fpayistiolthow (vl B8gag)
Agveiov ol £x &8 tesxéav péolov

Jou[... Juwtag udv| frong 1095

*Fr. 31 [= 750] textually unchanged from first edition, but one might
now speculate that it comes from an earlier scene (such as the new
Eteocles-Creon scene), since there is no overlap with new Fr. 30¢]

Fr. 32~33 [expanded = 1097-1107, 1113-1137 from I1* and TI'2, with
prev. Fr. 32 =109¢9 Fr. 33 = 1135-1136a]

*Fr. 34 [cf. 1156~1158] unchanged from first edition

Fr. 35 [= 1172~1182a, omisso 1179] unchanged from first edition
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Duel and death of sons of Oedipus
**Fr, 36 unchanged from first edition
Fr. 37 [= 1364a &1375} unchanged from first edition

Pr. 38 [= 1447-1450, 14504, 1451-1452] unchanged from first
edition

*Pr. 39 [= 1453] unchanged from first edition

new scene: Antigone and Oedipus mourning in lyrics

Fr. 30a [new = 1499-1581 and 1710-1736 from IT% using only WG307,
because impossible to add scraps of WG305 confidently]

18dm[p]vol Sdnguan]..]dduog, o dduog, dvaxaiéona

o otyyova, potépa xal téxva, ydopata Eoeiviog, & dopov Oldumdda
| g dvoloe Ote duokiver[.]. Buverov uéhog EFyve Spuyyde dowdod

TP
]OL’:Eii “EAas 1 fapbogog f t@[v] npondgorie edyeverdy regog

ETho—
v toadvde dluarog ev.apepiov toudde dyeo povegd povepd—
Tl tic 80° Sovig dpuog § EhdTag dxgorduow & meTdhowg pouva
lomua gpoic dyeor cuvandol. ] voy aldypacwy & totoede moorhaio-—
ldtwovon ov &el yodvov &v Aeopévoiow darpbowg.—etva spdrov
tayuov &md yaltag Baho; pateds Euds #v Sudtpow ydhaxtog mopd

po{tloto|
[houey’ téamelopota dSioodv; HToTOTOTOTOL, Aite dobg ddpoug, oh[
Jate, deikov, Oldurddo—oboov aldva uéheo péleog Hv o dw[
Jaow ooio ohav Eleg paxedmovy Loav.—udleig, @ %. [
[Bvorivoiot Seuviows loadwvi—ti 1), (6] ma[olBéve] .. 1]
I g heyxfon oxotiwv gx Bolduwmy olrlt]o[
Jvésuv Elvispdev § ravoy 8v. - [ca. 12]—&y|
oo t[élxva Aedooe plaog[ca. 6]hoyolg] mapd Bartpowg modo odv|
&ty poyde, mazelo] potl..] - ... o1 éudiv madéwy mdga vip o]
oo puyod solow polgon @ds Euzov, Tade po, térvoy, abida - |
Joa[...JAN dd0varo Méyw- o0¢ dhdotwg Elgpect Boifwv sai 1t

Jrego. [ ]—e&tL T0dE naTaoTévels T ~ [
[ Iv Gehiov pdog Supaltlog ody(
f ]
Jawogo[

[orvo[v] Evodhovica. 9]Aitovt]
Jov ooy pdviov Gv Ehaye "Aong wn(
gldoyav[o]v elom sagrde Erepe dye
le ouviyayey, & mdtca. 6)égowoy dy pehatgolg bedg 8¢ tdde|
l& xelpo pihoy wét[ca. 8lmopninay Exwy g Hote vi 1710ff
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Jupt ... 0. og &M [ca. 6 ylevopeda yevopeda &b . [
] - [ Jrou Bvfca. 5itidnu tvog; Pontoo mod péow, 1]
Jridein|[ca. olioyiv—io id, dvorvyelolt]
1—i [ca. 11]&yd EAdg—ti thig ovyol(
I .0 v nakhivivov odgovov(
oo dw vdde ¢ Erdpeve péL]
[ ]

Fragmenta incertae sedis

Several of these are now placed in context, and one additional papyrus
fragment joins this category.

Fr. 40 unchanged from first edition

If this statement (that Oedipus killed his father) was found in the pro-
logue narrative, then it fell between our Fr. 1 and Fr. 1a.

**Br. 41 [= 68a] unchanged from first edition (we cannot place it in new
Fr. 1a because only line-end survives in papyrus while last word of line
is missing from the quotation).

Fr. 42 [= 3] now first line of Fr. 1

*Fr. 43 [= 283, 285] now part of Fr. 3, and known to be non-consecutive
lines

Fr. 44 [cf. 1062] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 45 [= 1025] now part of Fr. 30b

Fr. 46 [= 1015~1018] now part of Fr. 30b (still not enough context
available to raise doubts about authenticity)

Fr. 47 [= 198-201] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 48 [= 1320~1321] unchanged from first edition
Fr. 49 [= 821b} unchanged from first edition

Fr. 50 {= 1408b] unchanged from first edition

Er. 51 [= 1209] unchanged from first edition

Perhaps with a clearer notion that the first messenger reports to Jocasta
and that she subsequently goes to the battlefield, one might conjecture
that “Leave the rest aside. Up to this point in time you are fortunate” is
addressed to Jocasta before she learns of the duel of her sons.
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Fr. 52 [= 28b] now part of Fr. 1
Fr. 53 {= 86-87] unchanged from first edition

Fr. 54 [= new, 646-656 from the Rylands Library part of I1%, identified
by the editor as from the same roll as POxy 224, although the exact
basis of this identification is not stated]

votig €]

Adgnag x|

nod Boru]

Boduov gf

udne diol, 650

wooOV Hv|

ExTOg su|

¥hompopo|

HOL ROTOOM]

{Bldoye[wo]v x| 655
[..]of

Clearly a lyric passage.

Fragmenta dubia

One of these is now placed and no longer dubious; three additional
fragments from papyri join this category.

*Frag. Dub. 1{= 24b] now part of Fr. 1

**Frag. Dub. 2 [cf. 130] no change from first edition

i Dub. 3 {= 1688] no change from first edition

**Fr. dub. 4 [new; =171-184, 220-226, 625-635, from IT¢]

The papyrus scrap with 625-635 was found separately, but these papyri
are known to be by the same scribe and may be from the same roll, in
which case they are probably from the same play. There is no decisive
indication that we are dealing with Phoenissae, but we may note that fr. a
has the ends of trimeters alternating with lyric lines (possible dochmiac),
and that a servant is addressing a “mistress”; moreover, if peto@v is
understood to be a participle and hybris against the city is involved,
one could conjecture that Kapaneus and Thebes are at issue and that
the mistress addressed is Antigone. In that case, the chariot driving and
something or scmebody séphron might refer to Ampharaus. In fr. b, the
mention of Thebes could reinforce these hints, and the farewell could be
guessed to be that of Polyneices at the end of the agén-scene. But we could
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not ascertain whether these are the line-ends of trimeters or tetrameters,
since the left margin is lost,

a.
g =wfo]dev
Hlviootgogel Beflog
10 déano{)v &de
Ing priaipoton doal
Dliyotep Asiion 175
yoldoeov wimhow giyyog
Iwoi cdgeova
Yav {e}iiiver
18 EpuPoile wéher
i 180
leig TenpaipsToL
wéuo{e} teiyn perpdv
hog BaptBoopoy
Fpde aialo
navl..Jo

quot versus desint incertum

vopoo] 220
Bwdaz|

vdwo|

Bevio| 225
o

b.
Jgipog 625
ua]otigoua
Jowaw ydovég

ot ydovig 630
a yaigerte

J¢ dudc motle]

a}Emorda ot Heolig

nBled]olg piiovdg 635

**Fr dub. 5 [new, =244-250, from [12]

The combination of “seven-gated” and “Phoenician” suggests this may be
from Phoenissae, although other plays on a Theban theme could not be
ruled.

nowd del..]n[

g]mrdmugyog af 245

$lovvwoaaod L[
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- Jvov oupof

. kjepaopdgolv
Jreomp|

ca, 5-6]mto]

**Fr. dub 6 [new, = 1327-1337, from 11

This can be guessed to accompany the arrival of a messenger (“I see”

b4

“face;” “will announce”), and the presence of “concerning life” and Oedi-
pus after a dative plural ending makes it tempting to think we have the
arrival of the news of the death of the brothers.
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