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Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta volume II: old texts, new opportunities

P.J. Finglass

Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta is one of the great monuments of modern scholarship on
ancient Greek drama. Published between 1971 and 2004, its five volumes (the last in two
parts) contain the fragments of Greek tragedy (and satyr-play) from classical Greece down to
the Roman period. Its editors, Bruno Snell, Richard Kannicht, and the late Stefan Radt, are
rightly considered giants in our field; other scholars can hope to equal their achievement in
these volumes, but no-one is likely to surpass it.

Three of the volumes are dedicated to one of the ‘big three’ tragedians, Aeschylus
(volume three, edited by Radt in 1985), Sophocles (volume four, also edited by Radt, first in
1977, then updated in 1999), and Euripides (volume five, in two separate parts, edited by
Kannicht in 2004). Each of these books contains not just the fragments and testimonia to each
play, but also the testimonia to each author — extremely useful collections of text on the life
and artistic production of these playwrights, which anyone interested in these authors must
consult whether or not they are concerned with the fragments themselves. Another, the first,
contains fragments by other named authors, together with the testimonia to tragedy as a
genre, including the vital inscriptional evidence which sheds such light on tragedy in
antiquity.

That leaves the second: of the five volumes, I would venture, by some distance the
least studied. The contents of the second volume have had the misfortune to be preserved not
just as fragments, but as anonymous fragments, shorn not just of immediate context but even
of the names of their author, and in such a way that it is not now possible to determine who
wrote the text in question. (That last qualification is vital — many fragments, especially those

preserved on papyrus, do not have a name attached to them, but through study of their style



and vocabulary, or through the overlap with a quotation fragment which has an authorial
ascription, scholars can assign them to their author with certainty or with a high degree of
confidence.) In some cases, it is not even possible to determine which century the text in
question came from. No wonder, one might think, such texts are neglected.

This neglect is particularly manifest in the absence of translations and commentaries
on these texts — a point all the more apparent because recent years have been good, in
publication terms, for most tragic fragments. As well as, indeed stimulated by, Tragicorum
Graecorum fragmenta, there have been Loeb volumes for the fragments of Aeschylus (by
Alan Sommerstein, 2008), Sophocles (by Hugh Lloyd-Jones, 1996, revised 2003), and
Euripides (by Christopher Collard and Martin Cropp, 2008, in two volumes). Aris and Phillip
commentaries on groups of fragmentary plays have also come out, for both Sophocles
(Sommerstein, Fitzpatrick, and Talboy 2006, Sommerstein and Talboy 2012) and Euripides
(Collard, Cropp, and Lee 1995, Collard, Cropp, and Gibert, 2004), offering exemplary
commentaries on a range of dramas. These have recently been added to by a volume
containing commentaries on some minor tragedians, Cropp 2019; more are promised. And
there have been detailed commentaries on some individual fragmentary dramas: Sophocles’
Tereus (Milo 2008), Euripides’ Phaethon (Diggle 1970), Hypsipyle (Cockle 1987), Telephus
(Preiser 2000) Philoctetes (Miiller 2000), Cretans (Cozzoli 2001), Alexandros (Karamanou
2017), Melanippe Wise, and Melanippe Captured (Domouzi 2020), to name just a few. The
fragments of the other named tragedians, which make up volume one of Tragicorum
Graecorum fragmenta, have received much less attention, but Matthew Wright’s monograph

The Lost Plays of Greek Tragedy. Volume I: Neglected Authors (2016) does much to bring



them to the attention of a wider audience. These fragments at least belong to writers with a
name — they may be ‘neglected’, in Wright’s terminology, but at least they are ‘authors’.!

By contrast, the anonymous fragments in 7ragicorum Graecorum fragmenta volume
11 are neglected in a more profound way, never having received a systematic analysis of any
kind. True, some individual texts have received attention. The third-century papyrus P. K&ln
245, which appears as fr. 672a at the back of 7rGF vol. v part 2 (pp. 1142—4) and contains
dialogue from a play about Odysseus in Troy, has been the subject of a monograph (Parca
1991). And the Gyges fragment, P.Oxy. 2382 from the second or third century, now fr. 664 in
TrGF volume 11, has received quite a bit of attention since its publication in 1949, but the date
of the work that it contains remains stubbornly unclear — whether it came before or after
Herodotus’ account of the Lydian king Gyges is still a mystery.? These texts, however, are
the exceptions rather than the rule; and even they have not been integrated into discussions of
tragedy more generally. Most of the texts are completely unknown even to specialists in
Greek tragedy.

Some tragic texts are even more unlucky than the ones found in Tragicorum
Graecorum fragmenta volume 11. These are the anonymous tragic fragments published after

that volume appeared in 1981, or which (in a few cases) had been published before that date,

I am most grateful to Drs Anna Lamari and Anna Novokhatko for the kind invitation to a wonderful conference;
and to audiences in Frankfurt and Dublin who heard versions of this paper. For the issues treated in this chapter
see also Finglass forthcoming, a companion piece which takes a different perspective on the subject and
examines different passages.

! See also Zouganeli 2017 and Sims 2018, doctoral theses which contain commentaries on some of these
authors. Wright 2019, the second of two volumes in his study, is devoted to the fragments of Aeschylus,
Sophocles, and Euripides.

2 For recent discussion and bibliography of those earlier pieces see Kotlifiska-Toma 2015: 178-85, Hornblower

2019: 103-6.



but were only subsequently recognised as coming from tragedy or satyr-play. Those which
had appeared by 2004 were then included in the Addenda to Tragicorum Graecorum
fragmenta volume 11, which can be found in Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta volume V part
2, at the very end of the book, after even the index (pp. 111758, ‘Addenda et corrigenda in
vol. 2°). There is a good deal of material here, but who ever looks at it? Anonymous texts
which do not even make it into the volume devoted to those anonymous texts — it hardly
seems very accessible or approachable. Moreover, any papyrus that came out after 2004 does
not appear even there, or indeed in any volume of Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta: for
instance, P.Oxy. 5184, a tragic papyrus that cannot be assigned to any author (which was
published by W. B. Henry in 2014). We could really do with a new edition, which gathers all
this material together and preferably furnishes it with a translation and commentary too —
because most of this material has never received even that rather basic level of scrutiny, and
if it is to reach a wider audience such assistance will be vital. Such a book would become out
of date over time in its turn, as is the fate of most classical editions: but in terms of present
need, the current arrangement is clearly unsatisfactory. One might be forgiven for thinking
that, as far as Greek tragedy was concerned, the editor’s task was done — rather, the to-do list
sometimes seems greater than ever.

As a result the title of this chapter is somewhat misleading, because the texts of
anonymous tragedy are scattered about beyond even that little-consulted volume. Yet what
they have in common is that they are largely unknown, and many must have secrets to reveal.
No secrets are revealed in this chapter, in which I look at three different anonymous tragic
fragments (one a quotation, one written on a potsherd, one from a papyrus), and briefly
discuss certain points that makes them, to my mind, worth studying. But I hope that just by

pointing to the neglect of these fascinating texts I may persuade other scholars, perhaps



especially doctoral students, to take some of them seriously and apply to them the

investigation that they deserve.

L. Tr. Adesp. fr. 110 7rGF
aAN’ oUdt Alas o1oTd, HEAAGVY Bt EQUTOV ATTOOPATTEIY KEKPOYEV
oUK Tv &p’ oudtv i’ EAeubBépou Sdkvov
Yuxmv Spoiws avdpods s aTiuia.
ouyc mémovba kai pe touppopoioat
Rabeta knAis ek PubBcov dvaoTpépel
AUoons Tikpois kévTpolotv Npebiopévov.
But not even Ajax is silent, but when he is about to slaughter himself he cries out ‘So after all
there is no suffering that bites the soul of a free man like dishonour does. That is what I have

suffered and . . . me the deep stain from the depths turns me upside down, as I am incited by

the bitter goads of madness.’

This passage comes from the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria (c. 150-215), in which the
bishop discusses how sinful action is the result of deliberate abandonment to one’s passions,
and cites tragic characters who explicitly so abandon themselves. Beginning by citing a
speech delivered by Oedipus’ father Laius, a passage which other evidence indicates comes
from Euripides’ Chrysippus, he goes on to cite a speech delivered by Medea from Euripides’
homonymous play. Finally he gives us the citation from Ajax above. But Clement’s
introduction does not explicitly tell us the drama, or the author, from which the quotation
comes, and unlike the previous two quotations which he gives us, we have no other evidence
which could shed light on the matter; as a result, the actual source of this tragic quotation
eludes us. Perhaps it comes from Aeschylus’ Thracian Women, in which Ajax’s suicide did
not take place on stage as in Sophocles, but was related by a Messenger. But Aeschylus’ was

not the only such play available, and any assumption that the fragment was by him would be



unsafe. Theodectas, one of the great tragic playwrights of the fourth century, wrote an 4jax,
for example, and there will have been other such plays too which today leave no trace.> We
will never know whether this play came from the fifth century, the fourth, or even later; no
linguistic features impose a later date, but this might simply be because the quotation is so
short. The quotation is therefore correctly included among the anonymous fragments of
tragedy.

Yet Clement does at least tell us that this comes from Ajax’s suicide speech. Just that
bit of context makes this fragment so much more useful, and encourages a comparison with
another speech from an Ajax just before he kills himself — from Sophocles’ 4jax. (That
speech contains some anonymous fragments of its own — interpolated passages, probably
from actors wishing to make it even more of a bravura performance piece. I omit them from
the text below, and would refer readers interested in why I believe these passages not to be by

Sophocles to my 2011 commentary.)

AL O HEV OpayEeUs ECTNKEY T TOULITATOS 815
Yévort &v, el Tep kai Aoyilecbar oxoAn,
Scdpov ptv avdpods "Exktopos Eévaov Epol
udAiota ponbévros, exBioTou 6° Spav.
mémmnye 8 év yij moAepia Tij Tpepddi,
o1dnpoPpdTi By dvn venkovrs 820
¢nEa & auTov el mepioTeilas Eycd,
guvovoTaTov TGS avdpi dia Tdyxous Baveiv.
oUTw UEV EUCKEVOUUEY” £K OE TAOVSE ot
OU TTPAITOS, @ ZeU, Kal yap eikds, GPKECOV.

aitnooual 8¢ o’ oU pakpdv yépas AaPeiv. 825

* For tragic treatments of the Ajax myth see Finglass 2011: 33-6.



TéRYoV TV MUY &yyelov, KakTv ATV
Telkpeo pépovTa, TPETOS €35 He BaoTaoT

TEMTAOTA TGOE TeEPL veEoPPAvTw Eigel,

Kai un mpos €xBpcdY Tou kaToTTeEVBElS TT&POS

PL1pB& kuoiv TPSRANTOS oicovols 6 EAcop.

TooaUT& 0°, G Zel, TPOOTPETW: KA & dua

Troutaiov Epuijv x64viov €U pe kowioat,
EUv adopaddoTe kai Taxel TNdNUaTL
mAeup&v Blapprfavta T¢de pacydve.
KaAdd & apwyoUs Tas ael Te Tapbévous
ael 0 Opwoas TavTa Tav BpoTois Tadn,
oepvas Epwis tavimodas, pabeiv éue
TPOs TGV ATpelddv cos SioAAupal TaAas.
T, & Taxelal moivipol 1" Epvies,
YeUecbe, un @eidecbe Tavdriuou oTpaTod.
oU 8, @ TOV aimiv oupavov SippnAaTddv
“HAte, Tatpeav v gurv dtav x0éva
1315, £MOoxV XpUodvwTov Nviav
&yyehov &tas Tas Euas HOPOV T  EUOV
YEPOVTI TTATPI T TE SUCTHVE TPOPED.

1 Tou TdAawa, THvd’ &tav kAU eaTiv,
foel péy av KekuToOv év Tdomn ToAN.

aAN’ oudtv €pyov TalTa Bpnveicbatl patnv:
AAN’ &pkTEov TO TPAEYHA OUV T&XEL TIVi.
@ Péyyos, & Yiis iepov oikeiag méESov
>aAauivos, ¢ TaTpiov toTias Bdbpov,
kAewai T ABfjvai, kai TO oUvTpogov yévos,
kpfivai Te ToTapoi 8’ oide, kai T& Tpooka
Tedia Tpooauddd, XaipeT’, & TPo@ils Euoi:

TolU6’ Uuv Alas ToUTros YotaTov Bpoel,
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T& 8 &AN év ‘Adovu Tols k&Tw pubrcouat. 865

The slaughterman stands where it will be sharpest — if a man has leisure to make calculations
— the gift of Hector, the man most hateful of foreigners to me, and most detestable to see. It
stands fixed in the hostile land of the Troad, newly sharpened on an iron-gnawing whetstone.
I planted it, securing it well all round, so that it should prove most kind to this man in
providing a speedy death. Thus [ am well prepared. After this you, o Zeus, as is fitting, be the
first to help me. I shall ask to obtain no great favour from you. Send a messenger for me,
bearing the grim tidings to Teucer, so that he may be the first to raise me as I lie fallen on this
freshly-dripping sword, and I shall not be noticed beforehand by some enemy and thrown out
as prey to dogs and birds. Such is my supplication of you, o Zeus. At the same time I call on
Hermes of the earth below, escort of souls, to lull me fast to sleep, as with a swift and
spasmless leap I break through my ribs with this sword. And I call as my helpers the perpetual
virgins, the perpetual overseers of all the sufferings of men, the dread, far-striding Erinyes, to
learn how I am destroyed by the Atridae in my wretchedness. Come, o swift and punishing
Erinyes: taste the entire army, do not spare them.And you, who drive your chariot through the
lofty heaven, the Sun, when you catch sight of my ancestral land, check your golden rein and
announce my ruin and my death to my aged father and the wretched woman who nursed me.
Wretched woman, I suppose that when she hears this message, she will raise a great
lamentation in the whole city. But there is no point in vainly lamenting thus: no, the deed
must be begun with speed. O light, o holy ground of my native land of Salamis, o ancestral
foundation of my hearth, and famous Athens, and your race kindred to mine, and springs and
rivers here, and the Trojan plains I address: farewell, you who have nourished me. This is the

last word that Ajax pronounces to you; the rest I shall speak to those below in Hades.

This imposing speech is on quite another scale than the little anonymous fragment. Yet for all

its length, what is relevant here is not what it contains but rather what it does not. In the



words of Karl Reinhardt, the suicide speech of Sophocles’ Ajax offers ‘no lament, reproach,
world-weariness, aversion, no hint of melancholy’.* Sophocles’ Ajax utters plenty of laments
and reproaches earlier in the play; but in his final speech he is focused on making due
preparations for the task in hand and a series of requests to the gods, before he finally says
farewell to both his homeland and the land of Troy and kills himself. Ajax’s passionate
hatred for the army which dishonoured him is still there — but there is no explicit reflecting on
that dishonour in its own right. Earlier in the drama he had told Athena that he had so turned
his hand against Agamemnon and Menelaus, ‘that never again shall they refuse honour to
Ajax’ (cboT’ oUmoT’ AlavB’ old’ aTiudoous’ €T, 98); later he notes how he is perishing
dishonoured by the Argives (&Tipos Apyeioio 8 amdAAuual, 440). But any such
reflection at this later point in the play, or any reference to the Judgment of the Arms or any
other slight which he has received from the army, or any mention of his recent humiliation at
the hands of Athena, who diverted his vengeful purpose away from the sleeping army
towards animals, would only detract from the grandeur of Ajax’s final moments, making
more difficult the transition to the remaining part of the play in which the rehabilitation of
that warrior will be such a prominent theme.

The plays diverge in other ways. The anonymous fragment uses the language of
realisation: the particle &p’ in the first line implies that Ajax in that play has only just
understood (or is presenting himself as having only just understood) the point about
dishonour that goes on to make. But this idea of learning is absent from Sophocles’ speech,
where Ajax knows just as much as he wants to, and acts and gives instructions to heavenly
powers accordingly. A statement of realisation would make him appear less confident and in

control — the time for realisation was earlier, whereas now he is acting on the basis of a

4 Reinhardt 1947: 36 = 1979: 28.



settled view of his place in the world. So too the reference in the fragment to Ajax as a ‘free
man’ and as such particularly bitten by dishonour presupposes a very different figure from
the warrior described by Sophocles. The concern that Sophocles’ Ajax shows for his status
has nothing to do with his membership of any group, let alone one as capacious as that of all
free men, but rather with his belief in his own unique, surpassing excellence: the fragment
suggests someone with a more moderate picture of his position in the world. A further
potential difference lies in the reference to madness in the Ajax (line 5); although the precise
referent is unclear, a strong possibility is that it denotes the attack of madness that Ajax
experiences during his attempt on the army. That episode, which so dominates the first part of
Sophocles’ play, is not mentioned at all by that playwright’s Ajax before he kills himself:
such a humiliating episode is not something that would suit the grander tone of that suicide
speech.

Comparison with the anonymous fragment brings out particular characteristics of the
speech in Sophocles. A tiny quotation, with almost no context, turns out to be illuminating
for the literary and dramatic critic, and meaning can be elicited from the juxtaposition. For
while we do not know when this fragment was written or who wrote it, the one thing that we
can be certain about is that someone wrote it as part of a dramatic treatment of Ajax’s
suicide. Almost nothing of that treatment has survived: but the little that has, while telling us
almost nothing about that vanished play, at least invites us to ponder some of the choices that
Sophocles made in his account of the myth, and to observe some of the points that he was so

careful to avoid. The bishop deserves our thanks for preserving it.

IIL. Tr. Adesp. fr. 701a TrGF
The second text is one of the fragments tucked away at the back of Tragicorum Graecorum

fragmenta volume V part 2 (p. 1148). This text was written on an ostrakon, dated on the basis

10



of its script to the first or second century BC, and discovered at Mons Claudianus, a Roman
quarry in the eastern desert of Egypt administered by the Roman army. It consists of twelve
tragic trimeters. They were published by Cuvigny and Wagner in 1986, and the following
year Eric Handley made a vital contribution to their interpretation; yet apart from their
republication in Kannicht’s edition, and a reference to them by Wolfgang Luppe 1991, no-
one appears to have referred to them since. They read as follows (my translation takes many
phrases from Handley’s article; | am unaware of a continuous translation of the piece in any

language):

oiynoo]v, & mal, kai TO yevvaiov ppdver
Bavel]v yap auTi ékmdAal Tempwpévoy,

B¢Aet]s kopiooal B&vaTtov cos TaTpokTd[vos:
viv yap ot kKAjleo €i 8 €Bng mpds At[d]av

TPOS Kalpdv, dSAryov 1j[v] ue kndevewv, Tékvov:

gv Tals y&p apxais vékuol TAnpoivTal Tagol{s}
OTEQAVOLS, HUPOIOIY, OIKETGV KNdeUpaol

B0 ydp EoT1 vEapd T Kakd, OUMPAEYel

8Tav & &mooTi, ev OAlyw xpov<w> T Tip
eUneTABeTOV TiBnow eis &AAov TpdTov

TOV volv TOV €0BAOV kai palpai]vel Ty pA[dya.

ur) yap ogl Jew BéAcwo

Be silent, child, and ponder what is noble! For it being long fated for her to die, you wish to bring
death back as if you were the killer of your father. For now I ?appeal to you? ? call you? If you had
gone to Hades at the due time, it would have been right for me to grieve little for you, my child. For at

the first, funerals for the dead are full of garlands, myrrh, and the mourning of household members;

11



the more recent the sad event is, the more it conflagrates.” When the event is distant, in a short time
the fire makes the mind that is good easily transferable to another mode, and diminishes the flame. . . .

Fornot...Iwish...

Handley seems to have rightly identified this as from a speech delivered by Pheres to his son
Admetus; they have come into conflict, as in Euripides’ Alcestis, because the aged Pheres is
unwilling to give up his own life to preserve that of his son, leaving Admetus’ young wife
Alcestis to undertake the sacrifice herself. Yet this text seems to have been passed over in
discussions of the Alcestis myth, whether in studies of Euripides’ Alcestis; or of the Alcestis
rehearsal papyrus (P.Oxy. 4546), which contains a section of stichomythia but only offers the
lines spoken by one character, omitting the ones spoken by the other, and thus apparently
used by an actor to learn his part; or of the Barcelona Alcestis, a mythological poem of at
least 124 Latin hexameters published not long before our ostrakon. This reflects in part the
status of the ostrakon as a new text, which for more than two decades was not available in
any edition, and would be familiar only to readers who happened to have looked at either of
the two relevant volumes of the Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik. But even after it
was published in an edition, it had the bad fortune to appear in an appendix to a book on a
quite different topic. When we add that the text is anonymous, that there is no prospect of
ever discovering the name of that author, and that the Greek in the short piece is difficult to
understand, it is perhaps not hard to see why the scholarly world appears to have passed it by.

While many questions about this piece remain unanswered, there is nevertheless
much of interest here. First, the fragment is quite possibly an extract from a larger play, not
as a self-contained unit. For while we can infer the myth from the speech, it requires more

thought to unwravel than we would expect if it were intended as a self-contained speech, as if

3 Or, emending to 8Tep with Handley, ‘the sad event burns like the pyre inside the person for whom it is
recent’.
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it were some rhetorical exercise depicting Pheres addressing his son.® If this is true, it is a
testimony to another Alcestis play, or at least to an episode from that myth turned into
dramatic verse, which has left no other trace: an addition to the reception history of this myth.
Second, certain linguistic usages mean that this play is post-classical (e.g. é&kmaAat and
evpeTaBeTov are found no earlier than Imperial Greek, and the instances of hiatus — if not
signs of textual corruption, a possibility raised by Handley — also imply a post-classical text);
so if this is from a play of some kind, it is testimony to the continuing productivity of tragic
drama as a genre during the Roman period. Third, just as the 4jax fragment came to life when
set it alongside a comparable passage from a play that survived complete, so too this
fragment permits a productive comparison with another drama on the same subject which has
survived in full. In particular, the tone that we find here is quite different from anything in

Euripides’ play. There Pheres begins

TiKed KAKOIGl 60101 OUYKAUVWV, TEKVOV* 615
€0OATs Yap, oUuBels AV TePED, KAl 0OPPOVOS

YUvaikos NUEPTNKas. AAA& TaUTa Uv

Pépev avdaykn kaimep dvta duopopa.

Béxou 8¢ kdbopov TOVBE Kai kaTa xBovods

iTe. TO TaUTns odua Tid&cbal xpecov, 620
HTIS Ye This ofjs TpoUBave Yuxiis, TéKvov,

kai 1’ ouk &mraid’ 6nkev oud’ elace cou

oTepevTa yripa mevBipw kaTagpbiver,

Tdoais 8 £6nkev eukAeéoTepov Biov

yuvai§iv, épyov TA&oa yevvaiov TOSE. 625

¢ Similarly, Luppe 1991: 90 argues that lines 1-3 are taken from some wider context and are not simply an
amateur’s metrical composition. Luppe seems not to know Handley’s piece, however, since he does not discuss

the possibility that the text comes from a version of an Alcestis myth.
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I come to share in your trouble, my son. For you have lost, as no one will deny, a noble and
virtuous wife. Yet you must bear these things though they are hard to bear. Now take this
finery, and let it be buried with her. We must show honour to her corpse seeing that she died
to save your life, my son, and did not leave me childless or let me waste away in a stricken
old age bereft of you. She has given the lives of all women a fairer repute by daring to do this

noble deed.”

After Admetus angrily rejects his consolation, however, Pheres’ tone changes. In the words
of Andreas Markantonatos, ‘Pheres, fuming with indignation, tears away all Admetus’
protective screens and leaves him with his self-respect in tatters’;® the same scholar refers
additionally to his ‘unashamed cynicism, brazen self-centredness, and lack of moral fibre’.?
Neither this new emotional register, not his original one, however, matches what we find on
the ostrakon. There we encounter a Pheres who actively consoles his son in a more direct way
than we find in Euripides. The speech is not the opening to their encounter, if the
supplemented word ‘be silent’ is correct — Pheres is taking control of the exchange, but not in
the angry and contemptuous way that he does in Euripides. He still address him ‘my child’;
he urges him to consider what is noble; he seems to appeal to the consoling power of time. It
implies a different kind of relationship between the two men compared to anything in the
classical tragedy. The process of the thought is still difficult, though it is not clear whether
this is the result of textual corruption (i.e. the writer of the ostrakon, for whatever reason, has

slightly garbled some earlier, better version of this text) or because the text was always like

7 Translation from Kovacs 1994, slightly adapted.
8 Markantonatos 2013: 113.

 Markantonatos 2013: 19.
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this (which implies a carelessly written text, perhaps never intended for performance at all).
While much here is still uncertain, the contents and the provenance of this tragic text are so
strikingly unusual that it should scarcely be ignored by anyone concerned with the Alcestis

myth.

II1. Tr. Adesp. fr. 665 TrGF
The last of my examples is a piece of anonymous tragedy that has seen an unusual level of
engagement compared to many of these texts, but which could still do with being better

known. Here it is, with a translation from Denys Page’s Loeb edition:

<TTOAYNEIKH>>
OUK avTep® oot T[rjude v Wlu]xmv &mag
oof, IAT&TN TekoUoa, Tap(e]6éunv poA[cov:

aiTéd" map’ auTi TO Eipos pUAac(o]é ot

<IOKAZTH>
uaAloTa: AéEov “Eupevd unTpos kpioel ™
<T10.> T UV pavels Tovnpods oudt Cijv B¢ 5
AAN’, ETedkAe<i>s, TioTeuoOV, OU pavrjcopat
ot 8’ eeAéyEw TavToT NdIKNKSTA.
<ETEOKAHZ>
‘EteokAéns {81} 8ous okfimTpa ouyydvewl ¢[épet]v
Bel\os apa PpoTols, eitré pot, vouiletar;
<MMO.> oU yap oUk v £didous ur| oTpaTous &yovTi po[r: 10
<ET.> TS un BéAew cdv ¢oTi, TO 8¢ BoUval TUXNS:
<MMO.> guol TTPOOATITELS GOV OV Bpdis Tas aitias:

oU @Epetv y&p Nuds ToAepiou<s> nlv]&ykaoas:
el Yap éuép[t]Ces TO Bi&dnu’ &tep naxns,

Tig A {Gv} Qvaykn ToU PEPEIV OTPATEUW EUE; 15
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<> make OT . POUV YEVTioOHal.
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ouvav|
Tmyc‘xp[ 25
Trpooqgg:p[
O TapeBéunv cot, [UiTep
<l0.> oUd’ el KUkAwtos eixov [
Wuxnv &BeAktov [
Ti y&p Tupavvels, Ti Ai[ 30
nNAikov £’ Uuiv [
<?ET.> kAnBeis oUvaipos ouk €x|
TO piijua ToUTo Siapepo|

<?TT0.> aBeApov Svta el pe [ Juo[

<Polynices>: I will not contradict you. Dearest mother, by coming here I have entrusted my life to
you once for all. I beg you, guard my sword beside you.

<Jocasta>: Gladly.—Repeat: “I will abide by my mother’s judgement.”

<Polynices>: I swear, if | prove a villain, I would not even want to live. But I shall not prove so—
believe me, Eteocles: though I shall convict you of wrong at every time.

<Eteocles.> Shall Eteocles give up his sceptre for his brother to bear, —tell me— and be thought a
coward by the world?

<Polynices>: Yes, for you would not have offered it, if I had not brought armies here!

<Eteocles.> Not to wish is in your power: granting your will, in Fortune’s.
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<Polynices>: You fasten blame on me for what you are doing. It was you who forced me

to come as an enemy. If you were for dividing the crown without a battle, what need

had I to bring an army?
<Polynices>: It is for all alike. Cease then to give me orders.
<Eteocles.> To others you may be king, but not to your brother.
<?>....Ishallbe....
<Polynices>: Mother, he took no heed of my gentle spirit, so I must speak henceforth [in anger]. It
was he who drove me without honour from the land and the land of Argos provided me with
comrades in arms, and | have come myself with a greater army . . . therefore . . . which I entrusted to
you...
<Jocasta>: Not even if [ had the implacable soul of Cyclops. . . . For why are you monarch, why . . .
<Eteocles.> Despite the name of brother, [you are] not . . . this utterance . . . different

<Polynices>: Though I am his brother, [ must. . .

Here we have what is clearly a scene from a drama, which must be from after the fifth
century on the basis of its language, and which corresponds to a scene from Euripides’
Phoenissae of 408. But this is no unthinking adaptation of Euripides’ play. In the words of
Edith Hall, ‘the author of the derivative version has made efforts to make the relationship
between Jocasta and her sons more intense and perhaps more believable’.!® Polynices here
hands over his sword to his mother — ‘a spectacular innovation’, according to Page, who goes
on to note: ‘A new and striking element: Jocasta bids Polynices swear that after the ensuing
debate he will abide by her verdict.”!! In Euripides Polynices swears oaths to Jocasta to
guarantee the truth of what he is saying, but there is nothing here or elsewhere in tragedy to

match the oath that Polynices swears in this fragment. Hall points to the ‘maternal authority’ (p.

10 Hall 2007: 280.

! Page 1942: 174.
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280) that these shifts create, and the (p. 280) ‘snappy, vituperative stichomythia, a more
informal way to open their debate scene than the symbouleutic orations with which the
equivalent dialogue commences in the Euripidean Phoenician Women.’'?

Can we date this text? Denys Page called it ‘part of an original Greek Tragedy written
in (or not much later than) the 4th century B.C.’, noting that there are no linguistic
borrowings from Phoenissae, ‘not even a linguistic coincidence worthy of the name’ . . . ‘it is
not a schoolmaster’s or schoolboy’s exercise; it is a piece of an ancient Tragedy, based on
one of Eur<ipides>’ most popular plays, but going beyond its model in content, and avoiding
imitation of it in style’.!* There may be an implication here, though, that a later poet would
have leant on Euripides much more, when in fact independence of phraseology is perfectly
possible in a poet from centuries after Euripides’ day. According to Hall, the piece ‘deploys
new vocabulary in order to enliven the language, for example the term merizein to diadema,
“to share the tiara” . . ., in the sense of “to split up the Theban kingdom”. The author could
have been a contemporary of Xenophon, who refers to the Persian king’s tiara as to diadema
in his Cyropaedia (e.g. 8.3.13), a work usually dated to c. 380 BC.”!* For Vayos Liapis on the
other hand, ‘The above fragment has all the trappings of a school exercise, a rather maladroit
remaniement-cum-condensation of the agon between the sons of Oedipus in Eur. Phoen.
446637 . . . This anonymous piece is likely to be a rhetorical exercise in éthopoiia, or

impersonation, whereby the apprentice orator stages a forensic dispute between the warring

12 Cf. Stesichorus fr. 97 F., which also shows the Theban queen mediates between Eteocles and Polynices (cf.
Swift 2015: 132-43). My edition makes no reference to Tr. Adesp. fr. 665 TrGF, despite the possibilities for
productive comparison.

13 Page 1942: 173, 178-9.

14 Hall 2007: 280—1. Cf. the discussion in Page 1942: 177, which concludes ‘There are stranger things in our

scanty fragments of 4%-century Tragedy.’
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sons of Oedipus’.!> Advocating a later date for the piece on linguistic grounds, Liapis cites a
discussion by Raffaella Cribiore which refers to it as ‘an éthopoiia centered on Polyneikes . . .
The student — or, less likely, the teacher — who engaged in this exercise and ended it abruptly,
leaving a large unwritten space, introduced the bold innovation of Polyneikes handing his
sword to his mother. This mini-agon, with its concentration of so much into so little and its
numerous errors due to phonetic spelling, was not a felicitous attempt to vie with
Euripides.’ !¢

Liapis makes a strong linguistic case that the text is post-classical and probably from
the imperial period, indeed perhaps contemporary with the third-century papyrus on which it
is written. Yet that should not lead us to condemn the piece. A significant achievement in
recent scholarship is the understanding that tragedy remained a significant and productive
genre long after the deaths of Sophocles and Euripides towards the end of the fifth century
BC: that in the fourth century, in the Hellenistic period, and under the Roman empire, Greek
tragedy remained an important genre that continued to see significant new works.!” In this
light a whole scene written by an anonymous hand centuries after the composition of the
classic play which it reworks is of considerable interest: for it offers a glimpse of a period of
the genre that is now almost completely lost. Debate on this substantial fragment up until
now has been based on a polarity between ‘early/good’ and ‘late/bad’, with the quality of the
piece a function of its date; but such a schematic approach is itself well out of date. Even if
this is a school exercise rather than an extract from a longer drama, that hardly rules out the

possibility of creative engagement with the works of the past. This text has lost its author and

15 Liapis 2014: 360, 363.
16 Cribiore 2001a: 230. For papyri in the context of education more generally see Cribiore 2009.
17 For fourth-century tragedy see Csapo et al. 2014; for Hellenistic tragedy see Kotlifiska-Toma 2015 with Coo

2017 (a detailed review); for the long durée of tragedy from c. 400 BC to AD 400 see Liapis and Petridis 2019.
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its context, and is probably a late example of a genre that would not have much longer to run
— but it is none the worse for that, demonstrating as it does the continuing vitality of the
genre, which centuries after Euripides was still striving after mythological innovation even in
a work destined perhaps for page rather than for stage. Here too, then, is one more way that
appreciation of anonymous fragments can give us a better appreciation of Greek tragedy as a

whole.
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