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300 TovTIOo [—Vv—
kpaat, [v—v—v] uxouc

aOTd[p vo—vv—F] &cTea koA& KopivBou 15th ant.
plupa & [2uxkmipévac] KAswvéc fjvBov

IAIOY TTEPZIZ

98 (203) Dio Chrys. Or. 2.33 (1 29.12—15 de Budgé)

Zrncyodpou Bt kai MMvddpou émepviicdn, ToU pév ST mpmTiic ‘Opripou
yevécBa Sokel kal iy dAwaw olk &vagicwc émoince Tiic Tpoiac.

99 (S133(8)) POxy. 2803 fr. 1 in tergo

Zm[aydpou
“Ittr[oc

100 (S89 + Sgo + 200) POxy. 2619 frr. 15(8) + 30 + 31 (coniunxit
Barrett) + fr. 15(a) (Pardini) 4 Athen. 10.457a (Fithrer)

® — U — U — I\ — S str. 1-€p. §
Ko D\ e S\ e
s

X— = —vv—X—uv—X
U e 0 e Y e o e A e
5 130
Gsc'x, TU [U]So[vv—x—u_
Topbiv[e] xpuc[vv—x—vv—yuo] i~
peiper [87] &eide[w.
<>
viv 8 &ye pot A<ty>e wédc Tap [& keAMpboU(c) ant.

298 ¢[ Parsons 300 mwovtiov [&upiodov Parsons: wovrioy [EvvociSa West
302 West 303 Barrett, West

99 I Lobel 2 West, post quod Tpwikéc Haslam

100 7 Kazansky 8 Filhrer  &eid¢[v West 9 &ye Kazansky post
West  A<ty>e Fihrer  mwap[& West  kaAMipdou(c) Barrett
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10 Siva[c] Zwdevtoc &vip

8] edc i[6] Tamt Saeic cepv[dc ABavac

pét[pa] Te Kol copiav Tou[—vv—uo—

x—v]oc &vti péya(c

kai] pu[AdT|18oc KAtoe [X—v—
5 eUpu]xdp[o]u Tpolac &Adci[uov &uap v—

x—7]v #6nkev
<—>

()] zcar 8 (Jo, [x— v —x e

OxTIpE Y&Ip alToLy] UISwp el popéovta Atde

koUpa PBaciAjgdcyy o[v—x
20 ].ov[

1. x8ov[

Athen. 10.456f—457a (1 493.2—-8 Kaibel)
avakopifovtoc & auToic [sc. Toic xopoic Tob Sipwvidou] 16 Uswp Svou,
v &kdouv Erre1dv Si& 16 pubooyeicBon Todto Spav éxeivov kai &varye-
Yp&gBar &v Té Tol AmdMAwvoc iepédt Tév Tpwikdy ptbov, dv &1 6
"Ere1oc UBpogopel Toic ATtpeibaic, doc kai Zncixopde pncv [sequuntur
versus xviii-xix supra].

101 (S133(a)) POxy. 2803 fr. 1 coll. i-ii

Jeur
]
]
]
5 Jx
JoTa[ Jrac

]
]
]
]

10

10 West: —[1 Barrett ~ 11-15 Barrett 15 Tpoiac Page post West: Tpwac
m 17 wévor vel mohiof Lobel 18 &ikmipe Page: énxrerpe cod. Athenaei
19 &[yavoic Barrett
101 3 2 Olfwv) T 4 =] xal Ofwv) Tpochiyeto Ap(icTo)vi(koc) 67
Kac|[c&vSpa Barrett
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102a (199) Athen. 13.610c (111 346.14-19 Kaibel)

kol &&v pév Tic cou mUBnTan Tivee fecav ol eic oV Solpeiov imrmwov
gyraTarhelcBévTec, Evodc kai SeuTépou Tcwce Epeic Svopa® kai oUdE TalT
&K TGV ZTNcidpou, cxoAfjt yép, AN &k Tiic Zax&da ToU Apyeiou “lAiou
TTéparBoc” odTtoc y&p TapmdAAouc Tvac kaTéAesey.

102b (199) Eust. Od. 1698.2 (1 432.41—2 Stallbaum)

paci 8¢ Touc eic alTdv (se. TOV BoUpeiov Trrrov) karaPdvrac Tivdc pév,
v kat Znciyopoc, Exatov elva, ETepor 8¢ Sddeka.

103 (588) P.Oxy. 2619 frr. 1(@) + 1(b) + 47 (coniunxerunt Lobel
et Barrett)

] .yql\dcqya. [ ] ant, 4-str. 8

)(-—-vv-—-uu—]

22 A 25,26 antisigmata
1022 Zakdda ToU Casaubon: cakarou codd.: Ayia Tod Hermann
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103 4 8 Page  16-17 edplo[ma | Zevc Page 18 Lobel 19 Lobel
21 pnévopa Lobel: pnh— T8 22 &tpJuve Page: gp[a]civ Barrett post

Lobel

24 Lobel: petéJmwpeme idem 27 N]eomwtdA[ep— Finglass
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35 E\Bete un[8]¢ Adyo[ic e1Bcoped Sooc Tr[vw—x
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exJUvowpe[v &]ek[eA]wc

x]viv 8¢ [—x—v], &ldpech dvée[cac

40 x] neoy[v—vo—=—1p
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———

&c] p&[t]o* o} [5(2) v—ov—uu—] | str.

alp)&lovro [v—vv—
fr[mlov pe [v—vv—x—v—x] [
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—1].ec &vekpdyoy [—x—vv—oo—
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104 (S102) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 13

—vv—uu—] & Emdpoce cepfvor—x cp. 4-Str. 4

-—-\ﬁ-l-—uu——x]

—vo—uu—x]ech, Eydov 8 au

—UU—-UU—]
5 X——X—yu—x—]yov ¢luetw
X—-uu—uv——&—] .

x—wvv—]_gcayy
<L >

33 West: [¢meccupévoc Barrett 34 Lobel g5 West  &mwewc West:
ommwe T8 36 Sexar[fiJov West  fIr[wjov Barrett 37 Barrett
8e]ac West 38 cx] West, cett. Barrett 39 Barrett: p&jviv West
42—4 Barrett 44 pev[Fihrer 457 Lobel

104 1 TIoAAJ&E. .. cepv[av Barrett 7 pecoy West
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—vu—uu—] pdoc &eAjou [ str
X—uu—uu—]
o x—S—ev—x]a. [or alcav [

1.0 1.yl

105 (205) Tabula Iliaca Capitolina (Rome, Capitoline Museum,
Sala delle Colombe inv. 316)

106 (201) 2 Eur. Or. 1287 (1 214.6—9 Schwartz)

apa eic 16 Tijc ‘EAévne kdAAoc PAéyavTec oUk éxpricavTo Toic fipecty; oldv
T1 kol ZTncixopoc Uoypaeet Tept TOY KaTaAeUew aUThy HEAASYTWV.
onci yap &ua Téd ThHy Syiv auTiic i8elv altolc &geivar Touc Aifouc &

T yiiv.
107 (202) Z Eur. Andr. 10 (11 249.7-11 Schwartz)

<ol 3¢> qacv 811 <oUk EueMev> 6 EUprmidne Zd&vBuwr mrpocéxew
epl TV Tpwikdv pubwv (FGrHist 765 F 21), Tolc 8¢ ypncpwTtépolc
kai &§lomictoTépoic’ ncixopov pév yép ictopeiv 811 TeBurikor (s¢. &
Actudvag) kal OV T TTépada cuvTeTaydTa kKUKAIKSY ToinTiy 6Tt Kal
&md ol Tetyouc pigbein (fr. 3 GEF) d fikohoubnkévan Edprmridny.

108a (224) Z Lyc. Alex. 265a (p. 54.3—5 Leone)

Zncixopoc 8¢ xai Eugopiwv (fr. 8o Lightfoot) tév “Extopd qacw
elvar vidv To AméAwvoc kal AAéEavdpoc 6 AlTwAdy Tomic (fr. 12
Magnelli).

108b (224) =T Hom. 7I. 24.258—9gb (v 568.95—2 Erbse)
Zncixopoc AréMwvoc adTév (se. “ExTopa) gnetv, ob vorjcac Thy Utrep-
BoAtiy.

109 (198) Paus. 10.27.2 (11 153.18-19 Rocha—Pereira)

éc 8¢ ‘ExaPnv Ztncixopoc év ‘Aiou TTépadr émoincev &c Aukiav Umod
ATéMwvoc alThv kopchijvan.

10 Lobel  p[Lobel, unde y]&p West
107 suppl. West
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110 (197) Paus. 10.26.1 (111 150.9—20 Rocha—Pereira)

TGV 8¢ yuvakadv TGV petaly Tic Te Aifpac kai Néctopdc eicw
&vwbey ToUTwv alyuédwTor kal adrtan KAupévn Te kai Kpéouca kai
Apictopdyn kai Zevodikn. KAupévny pév oUv Ztnciyopoc év’iou Mépadi
karnpibunkev év Taic aiypoAdToc dcadTwe 8¢ kai ApicTopdyny
émoincev &v Nécroic (fr. 169) Buyatépa piv Tprdpou, Kprtodou 8¢
yuvaika eivar Tob ‘lketdovoc: Zgvodikne 8¢ pvnpovelcavta ok oida
oUTe TToIMT1Y oUTe Sco1 Adywv cuvBéTan. émi 8¢ Tijt Kpeovem Aéyouaw dxe
1) 8edv unTp Kal Agpoditn SovAsiac &rd EMvwv adTiv épplcavtor
elvan y&p 81 kal Alveiou Thy Kpéoucav yuvaikar Aécxewc (fr. 19 GEF)
8¢ kai &n T& Kimrpia (fr. 28 GEF) $186acv EUpudikny yuvaika Alvela.

111 (204) Paus. 10.26.9 (111 152.22—7 Rocha—Pereira)

¢petiic 8¢ T Aaodikmt UtroctédTne Te AlBou kat AouThp1dy EcTiv &l Té
UtroctaTm XoAkoUv: Médouca 8¢ katéyouca Taic xepciv &upoTépaic 16
UtroctaTny émi ToU é8&gouc kadntar év 8¢ Taic Mpidpou BuyaTpacy
&p1furican Tic &v kai TaUTNY KaTd ToU ‘lpepaiou THY Andiv.

112 (S103) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 14

—]oyT apong[x €p. 5-str. 5
—v]1 Tov g Ad)o [X—v—x
—].eva kuSadéo|
xJuv T ExovT, [X—v—X—uv—X
5 §lavd& & ‘EAéva Tp[ré&uoto vude
Ba]ciAfioc dodiy | [v——
<>
Jou & ExehevceT | [v—vo—vo— str.
8] o Tupl Konopev[—
x—]mwphcavtog e[ —x—v—x
o Laueyf— v
x ] o, [—n—

112 1 7q Page: 7t Lobel 2 va Lobel: v& Page 5 & et [iGu— Lobel
—oto Fithrer vuoc Schade 6 Lobel &oldipoc  West 8 Lobel
iw g &u]mwp— West
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113 (S104) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 16

—vv—uy] alya [—vv—uu—x ep. 4—ant. 7
— = —v ]vapytc
—vv—], ETUpwc o [—v—x
—vv &]pidvouc
5 X—yv]ypav TPWTTE[—X—yv—X
x—uvv K]umrpoyevic a[(v)—
x—] &himdpgupov &yv[—

<=
—vv]aupey dydov Adyw [—vv— str.
x—v] 1 &BavdTor
10 x—v]Aov Epmbvav T [—v—x

—vv] wv Tobéw ViKT[—vv—vv—
Xx—wu—] Aomwddav

x—v]v Gpapméyrpoy [—x—v—
—wu—1] popévay Kvaka[vv—vv—

15 X— V—] TA
<—>
—wv— K]opugaic vamaic[(i) Te ant.

X—vv]wv cTUYepdY
x—v]da Taida pidoy  [Xx—w—x
_uu—].g Aéyw p‘r]S[—uu—uu—

0 x—vv]e po we[i[
x—wv]ovTto yévort [x—v—
1L

114 (S105 + S143) POxy. 2619 fr. 18 4+ P.Oxy. 2803 fr. 11 (coni-
unxerunt West et Fiihrer)

<>
—uu—uu—]T’ é'ITIKOUP[VV— ant. 1-ep. 10
x—uu—VV].sap

113 2 Lobel 4 West post Lobel 5 mpomé[puay vel wpodr<i>
e[ Lobel 6 Lobel 11 £ycv Page  vixr[ac Te xad &pat(a) Fithrer
12 &JeA<A>omddav Page: af]yhomddav Diggle 16 «] Lobel  éxpoté-
tauc] Diggle  [() re Daly = 20 wpoAimw Page

114 1 ¢wikoup[oi Lobel ~ 2-3 Aop]|[5av(i)—- Lobel
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x— 22— ou—x—]Aimroica[
—ov—vu—x—v—]paTaka|
5 x—vv—vo—]
X—vv—uv— yai]adyou
—vv—vv—]iTin MY [v—v—
x—v——]
<>
(x)—vv— Aa]vool pep[adT]ec kBopov i[T]r[ouv ep.
10 x—uwv E]yvocidac youdoyoc &yvodc e[—
x—vwv—]op ATéMwy
—vv—v]apav oud’ "ApTtapic 008 Agpodita [
_&_uu—x]
—vv—vv—] Tpw&v w[6]Aw Zeuc
15 —vv—v]aTwv
x—vw—]ou Tp&dac  [x—v—1] pouc
x—vo—]w pep [ —
x—vv—]tocat [——
<=

115 (S107) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 19

ipepTdY TP [V —X ep. 5-tr. 2
B¢ B¢ vy [wv—x—u—x
.wc dyamaf[ve—
8Jucrvupog [X—v—x—yv—Xx
5 X]w8e Tek[—vv— = —
x].xorc [y —vv——
<>
&¢ p&] 0" TéY [B(8) v — o — str.

1.[

6 West g Ac]vool Lobel: pep[aét]ec West et Futhrer: {[w]tfouWest 10
Lobel 11 0087 &’ West: y]&p Barrett 12 flapdvWest 14 [6] West
17 &pepc[ Barrett

115 2 wlotépax Fithrer 3 mwc Barrett 4 Lobel 5 7ic] &8
Finglass 7 Barrett
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116 (S115 + S116) P.Oxy. 2619 fir. 27 4 28 (coniunxit Barrett)

X—vv—uu—]ocac TOA[1]v ant. 6-¢p. 5
—vv—uuv—x— T]éKoc Alaxidav
k]
<—>
1.0 ] mepi&eru  [v—x cp.
5 .o [ e xor& u[

x—vv—uvlevtal ]
—uvv—uw— ZK]audvdpiov afve—x

-—ﬁ—vu—-x]

117 (S118) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 32

x—uv—uu—]'e(pc,o[u— str. 6-ant. 7
—_—Vue——uu—X O]OSé ()éq [VV—
x—o— ]
<
—vv—vv—ov]uet Bapéa [ ant.
; xmwe—e]

x—*—ou— T]potac Kheeyvd[v
—vv—uu (E)é] pcavTec dUkTipe[v—
X—vo—uu—]
x—vu—uv &vBpdmrouc Khéo[c

10 Jve [

118 (S135 + S136) P.Oxy. 2803 fir. 3 + 4 (coniunxit Lobel)

X—vv—uv—x—uv] Aku[v— ep. 2-str. §
x—uu—uu—x]
—vv—uv—x—1] fartac Tap[v—x

——&’—uu-—x]

5 —uv—uu—x]pav ToAufe[

116 1 Lobel  &ict]dcac Fithrer 2 Lobel: —{8av vel —5&v idem 6
Swélevra Diggle 7 Lobel  &[vBepoévra Fiihrer: &[ktév Diggle

17 2 Finglass 6 West  —of-Page:——TI® 7 Lobel g Lobel
¢] vel xar} Finglass

1n8 3 & 5 av  TloAugé[v— Lobel: woAuge[v|dTar— Finglass
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x—v—x—uv—T ToTexg[v—x
X—vv—yuv—] yGp

X—wvw—uv §]pakoica
<>

0 —vv—uu—uxev aff]c dAdx [oic str.
SNV
x—22—uu—]k[ Jorw1 v[—x
—vv—uv—x] aic [v—vo—
ko]

desunt versus aliquot
]
I
] [
] {
] [

119 (S137) POxy. 2803 fr. 5

<

][ str. 1-ant. 4
11
x—¢—uv— fi]pec AxMey[
—vo—uu—x—1]8 &peAecTe[v—
5 x—uv—vv——]
X—vv—uv—]bheac TéA
—vv—uu—x—1]e 8¢ Teixeoc [—

x—v——]
<—>
—vv—uv—uu]yac fBpacuv[— ant.
o x—ev—oe]
x——ou—x] faupaf—x

Jvav [

] [] [ ant. 57

83 &pl[§e Lobel g Lobel oick 10 Lobel  afT]cddy
12 o,y 13 ala 16 Z Oiwv)w[ 19’ Z] xal Od(wv)

119 3 Lobel 4 &9 6 &c &ict]deac nos 7 T 82
pedallp— 12 vaY
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120 (S91) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 2

]a“[ str. 7-ep. 6
x—v——]
<>
—vov—uu—] péya xweap[ev— ant.
Xx—vv—uvla
, Xy ourfe—x
Jev.[
x— ]
Juowe [
—vv—uv—I]y peyoA[— v —ov—
10 X—v——1]
<>
] Mprou{ p.
Jewe [1.[
JLCO
]..avtec o
15 — = —uuv—x]
16w[

121 (S113) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 25

X— e vv—x—uv—]xac [ str./ant. 3-8
— v uu—Xx = Trov] ToTrépoy|
SENVEV
X—uv— v —x—uv—]
5 —vv—yvv—x—uv] kjpa Tohy[
x—o— ]

122 (S138) P.Oxy. 2803 fr. 6

]Ka[ ep. 3—str. 1

Je 11

——uu] ¢ v TpIC

120 3 Lobel 14 Jwcavrec &[ctu Fithrer 16 ig] 6|~ Fihrer
121 2 Lobel 5 moAu[proicBou BaAdecac Barrett
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—vv— o] Epav STA[—X

- —-\Ju—-uu—-].

].v &pret[
].8x [

10T

10 -
123 (S101) P.Oxy. 2619 f1. 12

x—vu—uu—x—v—]c str. 6~ant. 7
—vv—vuu—x—uv] a()fecvan
X ]
<>
—vv—vuv—uuv—]afeca ant.
5 X—wv—vv— ]
X—2 U —x—u]npat
—uu—uu—x—vv—v]]\Ele
kv ]
o X—vu— oo x—u—]

—vv—uu—x—uv—uv]a

124 (Sg97) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 8

Jpwv| str. 6-ant. 6
Joaw [
x—— ]
<—>
].IJS[ ant.
e
Jvicuay|

Jxe [Jo.[
1.0

x—uu—uu—-—]

122 4 £p&v 5 Zinter lineas) oic ec (Betw) wv | w[] c[ 8 2?
123 4 x]abécon Barrett
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125 (S100) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 11

]ps, [ ant. 7-ep. 6
x—o——]
<>
leo [ ep.
s i, [ —
X—vv—uv]peiav]
Jvxerec[
o]

1.0
126 (S111) POxy. 2619 fr. 23

(i str. 7-ant. 4 vel ant. 7-¢p. 4
mépcavTee M|

kaMadama[
avTol KaTag[
5 . Jawvaye [

1.01e8(
127 (Sg4) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 5

] &yopa| str. 7-ant. 5 vel ep. 6-str. 2
Jov [

Juevo[

Jevrec o [

5 Jocyeptin[
Je Adyov [
JocTag[

128 (S109) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 21

] &Bava| ep. 2-6 vel str. 7-ant. 3

] [

126 3 kK&MAa Lobel: k3AAa Page
127 4 supraev, Z o Op[idc Fithrer 7 &v]actée West
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] ed& Mupd[6v—
] [ -
5 ]« [

129 (Sg2) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 3

]..3a[
&]pyohea|

KjoUpaoc|[
Juad[
5 J.wep. [

].ue[
130 (S114) POxy. 2619 fr. 26

Jove [

101 1

].uevoc Bea. |
BAo]cupoic Utr[

5 1
131 (S123) POxy. 2619 fr. 37

Jxav [
Jac EAorc|
Jokprrov[
] ExécTeor vy[
5 Je[Jen [
132 (S139) P.Oxy. 2803 fr. 7
1..[1
] dopevoc
128 3 Lobel
129 2-3 Lobel
130 4 Lobel

131 5 Té]pc[e] Ton Barrett
X32 1 ZOTe 2 O
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Joudé ‘6To

]

] émaccuTepor
]

Joa [ ] xépw
]

133 (S99) POxy. 2619 fr. 10

lxa[
] .over [
] |
1v Axaior [
s 1 1
I

134 (S106) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 17
10

]woAep[
Jren(
]remo [
5 J.awe [
].pov[
Lm[

135 (S108) P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 20

] g
].8ae[
8¢]uebial
] &vdpe[c
5 J.ve[
Jax(

38 o610 34 To|for—Lobel 4 I inter lineas doppip[| dtofot []..
5 Emax 7 x&

133 4 —ol vel —oi|[c|(v) Page

135 3 Lobel 4 Finglass: nol. Lobel

149



ZTHZIXOPOY

136 (S112) POxy. 2619 fr. 24

1.0
Jnénboc [
]poc moAu|
Jeccal

5 1.l
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KEPBEPOZ
165a (206) Pollux 10.152 (11 236.1—2 Bethe)

dpUParroc 8¢ &mi ToU cucwécTou Poavtiou év Avtigdvouc AUTol
¢pddvi (fr. 52 PCG) kai &v EZncixdpou KepPépwi.

165b (206) Synag® 2123 (p. 666 Cunningham), Sz o 3870
(1 350.14—16 Adler)
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166a (207) =BCPEQ Pind. 0. 10.19b (1 316.3-12 Drachmann);
eadem fere sine nomine Stesichori S Pind. 0. 10.21a (1 316.20—
7 Drachmann)
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TRV KePaA&Y oikodopfical, kai aUTd1 Tap1dvTl émePoulebeon HiBEANCE.
cuctdcne oUv avToic péync dpuyddsucev ‘Hpariiic, cupBariopévou
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SACK OF TROY

THE TRADITION!

The sack of Troy is among the earliest identifiable scenes from
mythology in Greek art. A fragmentary late eighth-century
bronze Boeotian fibula shows the legs of a horse, with wheels
attached;? a similar image appears on a fragmentary relief pithos
from Tenos from the second quarter of the seventh century.3
For a complete image of the horse we turn to another relief
pithos, this time from Mykonos, dated to about 675.4 The horse,
depicted on the neck of the vessel, is equipped with numerous
windows, through which warriors can be spied. Some of these
are handing out pieces of armour through the windows, as if
preparing to leave the animal; fighting is already under way
outside. The rest of the pithos displays the violent scenes of that
bloody night. One panel shows a man gripping a woman by the
wrist and holding a drawn sword above her, another panel a
man swinging a child by the foot as a woman watches.> The for-
mer could be Menelaus confronting Helen, the latter the death
of Astyanax; neither identification is certain. From the earliest
stages of the tradition, the sack is presented both as a great
feat achicved by the matchless cunning employed in the horse,
and as an atrocity featuring indiscriminate violence against the
powerless and innocent.®

! For this topic in art and poetry see Finglass (2015b); for the artistic cvidence
see further Pipili (1997), Anderson (1997) 179—265, Hedreen (2001), Giuliani
(2003) 77-95. Throughout this section, and indeed this book, we use Sack
of Troy to denote Stesichorus’ work, Jliu Persis to denote the homonymous
poem from the Epic Cycle.

* Sadurska (1986) §22 (henceforth in this section, ‘§XXX’* mcans ‘§XXX in
Sadurska (1986)’).

3 §24.

4 §23; see Ervin (1963), Ervin Caskey (1976) 36—7, Anderson (1997) 182-91.

5 Numbers 7 and 17 respectively; numeration from Ervin (1963).

§ For this dual characterisation see Zeitlin (2009) 681.
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The next images of the sack appear on vases from the mid-
sixth century until the mid-fifth century. Some scenes are partic-
ularly common: these include the recovery of Helen,” the death
of Priam (usually accompanied by the killing of Astyanax),®
Ajax’s rape of Cassandra,? the sacrifice of Polyxena,”® and
Aethra’s rescue by her grandchildren.” The horse is occasion-
ally found too. An early sixth-century kotylos displays the horse
with warriors inside.”” Two vases from the mid-sixth century
show an image similar to that on the Mykonos pithos.”® One
from the early fifth century portrays the construction of the
horse;'¢ another shows Athena apparently caressing it, marking
it out as her creation.” In the mid-fifth century, the sack of Troy
was the subject of paintings by Polygnotus in the Stoa Poikile at
Athens and the Cnidian Lesche at Delphi, and of the metopes
on the north side of the Athenian Parthenon.’®

The sack was also the subject of poetry. The author of the
Ihad conspicuously avoids depicting it, in order to make Achilles’
encounter with Priam, not the destruction of Troy, the climax
of the work; the poem does however anticipate the sack, which
Zeus says will take place ‘thanks to the counscls of Athena’ (Afn-
vainc S1& BouAdc).'7 The Odyssey refers three times to the wooden
horse: when Menelaus is talking to Hclen and Telemachus,

7 Anderson (1997) 202-6, Hedreen (2001) 32-63; sec further fr. 106n.

8 Miller (1995) 452-3, Anderson (1997) 192-g, Hedreen (2001) 64-8; see fur-
ther fr. 107n.

9 Andecrson (1997) 199—202, Hedreen (2001) 22—32.

° See Bremmer (2007a) 5965 (supplementing LIMC at 59 n. 26).

' Kron (1981) §§59—72.

? Corinthian kotylos from Gela, ¢. 580-570, in Ingoglia (2000).

'3 Corinthian aryballos from Caere, ¢. 560 (§17); Attic black-figure vase from
Orbetello, 560—550 (§18).

'+ Red-figure cup from Vaulci, c. 490, showing Epeius making the horse (which
looks like a normal animal) as Athena watches (§1).

> Red-figure cup from Chiusi, 470—460 (§2). For Athena helping to build the
horse cf. Hom. Od. 8.493, Eur. Tro. 560~1, Horsfall on Virg, Aen. 2.15.

® Paus. 1.15.2, 10.25~;. For these sec G. Ferrari (2000); for the date of the
Lesche (c. 475—460) see Scott (2010) 325.

7 Hom. II. 15.70-1.

I
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when Odysseus asks the Phaeacian bard Demodocus to sing of
that subject, and when in the Underworld Odysseus relates to
Achilles the bravery of his son Neoptolemus within the horse.®
Made by Epeius with the help of Athena, it contained the lead-
ers of the Greeks, including Menelaus, Odysseus, Diomedes,
and Anticlus. The Trojans dragged it to the agora on their
acropolis after they saw that the Greeks had departed. Then,
sitting around it, they ‘voice much disordered talk’ (&kpita TOAN
&ydpevov, 8.505), which crystallises into three opinions: to force
open the horse with their weapons, to cast it down from a
high point, or to welcome the ‘great image’ (uéy’ &yohua)
as ‘a means of charming the gods’ (8s&v 8eAxTripiov, 8.509).
The last view prevails. At some point before they dispersed,
Helen called out to the horse in the voices of the Greek lead-
ers’ wives; only Odysscus’ resolute action prevented individual
Greeks from responding to her enticements. Odyssseus’ role
in the enterprise was key, responsible as he was for the man-
ning of the horse and the timing of the ambush."” Athena
herself tells Odysseus, on another occasion, that ‘Priam’s city
of the wide ways was captured thanks to your plan’.?® The
poem says very little about the sack itself; the only event of
the grim night that it recounts is the visit of Menelaus and
Odysseus to Deiphobus, presumably to kill him and recover
Helen.

The Homeric poems avoided a full-scale treatment of the
sack; other early epic poets showed no such reticence. The
Little Ihad concluded with the destruction of Troy, effected by
means of the horse, made by Epeius according to Athena’s
plan; the Trojans took down part of their wall to bring it into the
city, presumably aiding the subsequent Greek assault.”” Among
the many episodes of that night and its aftermath recorded

8 Hom. Od. 4.266-89, 8.492—520, 11.523-37. 19 Ibid. 8.494—5, 11.524—5.

2 Ibid. 22.230 ciit & fidw Poulijt Mpidpou woAIc edpudyuia.

' Little Iliad arg. 4—5 GEF, on which see West (2013) 205-6. Proclus’ summary
ends with the Trojans breaching their walls to take the horse inside, probably
because he wanted a smooth transition to his next plot summary, that of the
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in the poem were the killing of Priam, the rescue of Helen,
and the throwing of Astyanax from the battlements.?* The epic
Iliu Persis, as its name suggests, focussed on the sack, and per-
haps began with the construction of the horse. The Trojans
debate what to do with the mysterious object, eventually decid-
ing to bring it within the city. Laocoon, who presumably has
attempted to dissuade them from this course, is consumed by
a pair of serpents along with one of his two sons. This portent
leads Aeneas and his family to depart from Troy for Ida. At
night the Greeks sail in, guided by firebrands held up by Sinon,
and attack the city, aided by the men in the horse. Priam is
killed by Neoptolemus at the altar of Zeus Herkeios; Menelaus
kills Deiphobus and rescues Helen; Ajax drags Cassandra
away from Athena’s statue, incurring the goddess’s enmity,
and is nearly stoned by the Greeks as a result; Odysseus kills
Astyanax; Polyxena is sacrificed at Achilles’ tomb. The whole
poem is not completely dominated by bloodshed: Demophon
and Acamas, the sons of Theseus, rescue their grandmother
Aethra.

Both poems feature a Greek called Sinon, who assists the
deception in different ways. In the Little Iliad, as we learn from
the Tabula Ihaca Capitolina (cf. West (2013) 204—5), Sinon accom-
panics the horse into Troy, hands bound behind his back; this
suggests the story familiar from Virgil, in which he is left behind
by the Greeks to persuade the Trojans to accept the horse. The
Iliu Persis as summarised by Proclus refers merely to his hold-
ing up of firebrands to guide the Greek fleet towards the city,
having entered the city under a false pretext (arg. 2 GEF); this
implies that he did not perform the same function as in the Little
Tliad.

Stesichorus was not the only lyric poet to treat the subject.
His approximate contemporary Sacadas of Argos also did so,

Iliu Persis (see West (2013) 15-16). Fragments cited by other authors make it
clear that the work did include the sack.
2 Ibid. frr. 25, 28, 29.
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if we introduce his name, by a likely emendation, in a passage
of Athenaeus.?3 That testimonium (if that is what it is) tells us
only that Sacadas named many of the Greek warriors inside the
horse. Alcaeus described Ajax’s rape of Cassandra in a poem
of which a substantial fragment is preserved.?* But for a fully
preserved account of the sack we must wait until Virgil’s Aeneid,
half a millennium after Stesichorus.

The sack of Troy saw the destruction of the city, but not the
ending of the race. Already in the Iliad Poseidon prophesies
that Aeneas and his descendants will rule over the Trojans.?
In her Homeric Hymn Aphrodite makes the same prediction to
Anchises concerning their son.?® Aeneas and his family slip
away from Troy in the Iliu Persis after seeing the Trojan priest
Laocoon and his son devoured by serpents. The survival of
Laocoon’s remaining son, who is eatcn alongside his brother in
other accounts, may symbolise the preservation of one branch
of the Trojan royal family, especially as the attack is followed
by Aeneas’ departure.?’ The escape of the Trojan prince is also
found on black- and red-figure Attic vases.?®

From the late sixth century we encounter Trojans escaping
the sack to found cities in thc west. According to Hecataeus,
Capua was established by the Trojan Capys, while Thucydides
relates how Trojan refugees founded Eryx and Segesta.?® The

*3 Athen. 13.610¢ (= Stes. fr. 102), where transmitted cakatou has prompted
the conjcctures Zaké8a Toi (Casaubon (1600) 559.10-14) and Ayix Tol
(C. F. Hermann), of which the former is more convincing (see Dihle (1970)
13-14 n.9). The same name causes problems at Pollux 4.78 (1 224.9—
10 Bethe), where Zaxé&da vépoc is corrupted in two manuscripts into
cakadovdpoc.

* Alcacus fr. 298 Voigt; cf. fr. go6ah. % Hom. /. 20.300-8.

6 Hom. Hym. 5.196—7, with Faulkner’s edition, pp. 3-18, and Fowler, EGM u
§18.6.

* Thus Robert (1881) 192—3.

% See Canciani (1981) §859-87, 88-91 (dated 540490 and 500450 respec-
tively).

* Hecat. FGrHist 1 F 62 (see further Bernstein (2008) 240 n. 111); Thuc. 6.2.3.
Hecataeus shows some familiarity with western Italy (FF 59-63; emphasised
by Wiseman (2004) 68).
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same period secs the first association of Aeneas and Rome,
in Hellanicus and his pupil Damastes of Sigeum.3° In their
account, Aeneas comes from the land of the Molossians to Italy
and founds Rome with Odysseus.3’ He names the city after a
Trojan woman called Rome, who encouraged her companions
to burn their ships after they arrived.

Another work by Hellanicus related a quite different tale:
on escaping from Troy, Aeneas merely crosses the Hellespont
and settles in Pallene.3* Hellanicus states that Aeneas took the
sacred objects of Troy with him on this journey, but we cannot
extrapolate to claim a similar cargo for his Roman voyage. A
late sixth- or early fifth-century Etruscan scarab shows Aeneas
leaving Troy and carrying Anchises, who carrics a chest which
presumably contains the sacred objects.33 Isolated though this
find may be, it provides vital proof that this idca was attested in
Italy at an early period. The earliest literary reference to Trojan
sacred objects at Rome is in Timaeus, in the late fourth or early
third century.3 By the late fourth century Aeneas had acquired
a personal association with Romulus, when Alcimus makes him
Romulus’ father; Romulus in turn fathered Alba, who was the
mother of Rhomus, founder of Rome.35

An even earlier association between Aeneas and Italy may
have left a trace. At the end of our manuscripts of Hesiod’s
Theogony, in a section often thought to derive from the Cata-
logue of Women rather than from Hesiod himself, Aeneas’ birth

3° Hellan. Priestesses of Hera at Argos fr. 84 EGM; Damastes fr. 3 EGM. See further
Horsfall (1g7gb) 376-83 (excessivcly sceptical), Solmsen (1986). Contrast
Arist. fr. 702.1 Gigon, according to whom Rome was founded by Greeks
blown off course when returning from Troy.

3! Thc mention of both Aeneas and Odysseus here ‘looks like a combination
of two separatc traditions existing already’ (Wiseman (2004) 68). Scc also
Fowler, EGM 1 §18.6.

32 Hellan. Troica fr. 31 EGM.

33 See Canciani (1981) §95 (500-475), Texier (1939) 16, Galinsky (1969) 60 with
n. 115 (late sixth).

3¢ Timaeus FGrHist 566 F 59.

35 Alcim. FGrHist 560 F 4. For the development of the Aeneas myth see further
Casali (2010) 44-5.
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is immediately followed by that of Latinus.3® This ‘may be a
mere coincidence; it may on the other hand be an association
suggested by the legend of Aeneas in Italy’.37 The section on Lat-
inus describes how he and Agrius were the sons of Odysseus and
Circe, and ruled over the Tyrrhenians ‘in an undisturbed part
of the holy islands’.3¥ Compare how, according to Eratosthenes,
Hesiod (presumably in the Catalogue or some other sixth-century
poem ascribed to him) placed Odysseus’ travels around Sicily
and Italy39 This again may suggest an awareness of Italy in
early sixth-century poetry and a willingness to incorporate it
into established poetic narratives.

Nothing in the archaeological record conflicts with such a
connexion at the time of the composition of the Catalogue in
the late seventh or early sixth century. Etruscan finds in Greece
are attested from the early eighth century; so too are Greek
finds in Etruria and Latium.#® The earliest attestation of the
name Latinus in Italy occurs in an Etruscan inscription from
¢. 600.4" It first appears in Greek on a stone stele from Sicily,
perhaps Selinus, ¢. 550-500, which marks the tomb of a man
from Rhegium.#* The name Tupcavédc appears on a lecythos
fragment from the Athenian agora, ¢. 500—480.4% Both the Greek
examples may result from a Greck naming his son after the
people with whom he had a xenia-relationship, and thus are

3% Hes. Th. [1008-16]; cf. Solmsen (1986) 97 n. 14.

% West on Hes. T#. 1008.

3 Ibid. 1011-16; puyén viiceov iepdoov (1015).

39 Erat. ap. Strab. 1.2.14; translated as fr. 6 Roller. This information is appar-
ently not included in recent editions of Hesiod’s fragments; other informa-
tion derived from Eratosthencs via the same passage of Strabo is mentioned
in the apparatus to [Hes.] fr. 150.25-6 M—W. See further Debiasi (2008)
7779

# Ridgway (1996) (the earliest Greek letters so far discovered, found on a local
pot at Gabii in Latium, ¢. 775), Jameson and Malkin (1998) 482 with n. 23,
Nikou (2008), Wiseman (2004) 67-8.

4 Amphora from a tomb at Veii, CIE 11/1/5 §6671 mi Tites Latines.

4 Aativo {n}épi | 18 Peyivo &pi; IGDS 1 §24, Jameson and Malkin (1998),
Poccetti (2012) 86.

3 LGPN 1 436.
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indicative of particularly strong and long-lasting ties.#* And the
name AsUkioc on a Samian inscription from ¢. 575-560 might
have a Latin or Etruscan origin.#

STESICHORUS’ VERSION

Stesichorus’ poem begins with an address to the Muse. He asks
her to sing of how Epeius was inspired by Athena to build
the wooden horse. The goddess pitied him, the poet tells us,
as he performed the menial service of a water-carrier for the
Greek kings (fr. 100). A hundred warriors sat inside the horse,
although most of them were not named (fr. 102). The Trojans
debated what to do with the mysterious object. One speaker
urged its destruction, another that it should be taken into the
city. The latter view prevailed, perhaps aided by Zeus taking
away the Trojans’ wits, thanks to their misintepretation of a
bird omen immediately after the second speech (fr. 103), and
(more doubtfully still) by the intervention of the deceiver Sinon
(fr. 104).

The night of the sack was full of incident. The following events
are attested, though not necessarily in this order; sources other
than fr. 105 (the Tabula Iliaca Caprtolina) are specifically indicated.
Ajax rapes Cassandra, Neoptolemus kills Priam, Demophon
and Acamas rescue their grandmother Aethra. The Greeks
attempt to stone Helen, but the rocks fall out of their hands
when they see her beauty (fr. 106). Helen may well encounter
Menelaus and deliver a self-critical speech in his presence (fr.
115); another speech, in which she expresscs her longing for
her daughter Hermione (fr. 113), might also come from such a
meeting.4® The women of Troy are captured, including Hecuba,

# Thus Jameson and Malkin (1998) 482.

4 IG x11/6 §586; thus Barron (2004) 261-5.

4 According to Wachter (2001) 31718, another episodc involving Helen may
have occurred in Stesichorus’ poem. He suggests that the near-killing of
Helen by Aeneas at Virg. Aen. 2.[567-87] was taken from Stesichorus, and
points to a Corinthian column crater from Etruria, ¢. 570550, which shows
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Andromache, Cassandra, Polyxena, Clymene (fr. 110), and prob-
ably Medusa (fr. 111).

Talthybius takes Astyanax from Andromache to be thrown
from the battlements; he may already be dead by the time that
he is thrown (fr. 107), possibly by Neoptolemus (fr. 116, a risky
inference); Polyxena is taken from her mother by Odysseus, who
brings her to Neoptolemus to be sacrificed at Achilles’ tomb,
perhaps prompted by a prophecy from Calchas (in addition
to fr. 105, cf. fir. 119.3 and possibly 118.5). Hecuba is taken
by Apollo to Lycia (fr. 109). After receiving the sacred objects
of Troy, Aeneas escapes from the city carrying his father and
accompanied by his son Ascanius and perhaps by his wife. He
leads a band of Trojans, including Misenus, into exile in the
west.

% %k 3k

Stesichorus’ account is roughly coterminous with the narratives
found on the Mykonos vase and in the Odyssey and Iliu Persis: it
begins with the horse and ends with the sack. All these versions
are so brief or fragmentary that it is difficult to identify how
original Stesichorus’ poem may have been. Moreover, other
epic accounts of the sack were probably in circulation, and
have left no trace. Nevertheless, some possibilities are worth
mentioning,

(1) Epeius’ role in the construction of the horse is mentioned
in the Odyssey, the Little Iliad, and in art. The prominence given
him by Stesichorus is remarkable, however, and the emphasis
on his lowly status and Athena’s pity may well be the poet’s
invention (fr. 10on.). Such emphasis might have had broader
thematic importance: the pity shown by Athena to Epeius could
have contrasted with the pitiless behaviour of the Greeks, par-
ticularly Neoptolemus, at the sack, while Epeius’ ascent from

Aenecas moving towards Helen (Kahil (1988) §192) as evidence that this
story was known in the archaic period. The latter inference is uncertain,
the former highly speculative.
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menial service to the glory of building the horse might have
made an effective contrast with the reversal of fortunes experi-
enced by the Trojan prisoners. But in the absence of the whole,
such considerations can only be speculative. See further Finglass
(2013c¢).

(2) Stesichorus places outside the city the debate about what to
do with the horse, rejecting the version found in the Odyssey and,
probably, in the Jliu Persis, according to which the Trojans first
dragged the horse inside and then made their decision (fr. 103n.).
Stesichorus’ version is more realistic; he may have invented it,
dissatisfied with the logic of the epics, or taken it from another
poem now lost.#7

(3) Stesichorus’ poem contains a detailed account of the Tro-
Jjans’ debate, which includes a possible intervention from Zeus
and an omen (fr. 103n.). Only a comparison with the relevant
scenes from the Little Iliad and Ihiu Persis would allow us to say
how original this is.

(4) In Stesichorus Sinon may have helped to persuade the
Trojans to accept the horse; thus probably the Little Iliad, but
not the Odyssey or the Ilu Persis (fr. 104n.).

(5) Many of the events of the sack in Stesichorus are attested in
both the Little Iliad and the Iliu Persis (the rescue of Aethra by her
grandchildren, the capture of the women of Troy, the killing of
Astyanax), or in only the Little Iliad (Priam’s death at the hands
of Neoptolemus) or the Iliu Persis (Ajax’s rape of Cassandra,
Polyxena’s sacrifice at Achilles’ tomb). Some, however, are not
found in what we have of these epics, or in other early accounts.
These are Hecuba’s translation by Apollo (who may have been
Hector’s father) to Lycia (fr. 109n.); Helen’s near-stoning by the

47 Virgil’s Aencid follows the sequence of events found in Stesichorus. He names
the chief participants in the debate: Thymoetes argucs that the horse should
be taken into the city and located on the citadel, Capys that it should be cast
into the sea or set on fire, or opened up (2.32—9). This does not mean that
Virgil was inspired by Stesichorus; they may have shared an epic source.
Virgil’s names (if they are not his invention) may stem from the Epic Cycle,
or Stesichorus, or both (cf. Page (1973b) 50).
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Greek army (fr. 106n.); and Aeneas’ escape from the city during
the sack, and his voyage to the west with the sacred objects of
Troy (fr. 105n.).

Two of these involve travel to far-off lands. Perhaps Stesi-
chorus wanted to moderate the poem’s relentless foregrounding
of the city of Troy by opening up these vistas. His bringing of
Aeneas to the west, perhaps Sicily or Italy, can be seen alongside
his localisation of the Geryon myth in the vicinity of Tartessus in
southern Spain. If Zeus intervened during the debate over the
horse to bring disaster to the Trojans, Apollo’s rescue of Hecuba
would show that they had not been completely abandoned by
the gods; Aeneas too may well have enjoyed divine support.
Such reversals, or rather mitigations, of cruel fortune wold have
provided a more satisfying ending than the series of atrocities
committed during and after the sack.

Although these three events indicate Stesichorus’ originality,
all are influenced by earlier epic tradition. Hecuba’s removal to
Lycia recalls that of Sarpedon in the Iliad; Helen’s near ston-
ing might have been suggested by Hector’s threat to Paris, her
paramour; and Aeneas’ escape is presupposed by Poseidon in the
Iliad and by Aphrodite in her Homeric Hymn. As usual, Stesicho-
rus does not create something out of nothing, but fashions new
material out of pre-existing traditions and motifs. Just enough
survives of this poem to suggest that it was an original variation
on what was presumably already a familiar, perhaps hackneyed
theme.

THE FRAGMENTS

The poem is preserved in two papyri (TT5, T18), nine book frag-
ments (only one a direct quotation), and one illustration. One
piece of TI5 overlaps with one of T8 (fr. 114), and one book frag-
ment coincides with T8 (fr. 100.18-19). The name Sack of Troy is
attested by the illustration (fr. 105), Harpocration (fr. 137), and
Pausanias (frr. 10g—10). T has the title Horse (perhaps Wooden
or Trgjan Horse: the relevant line is incomplete), which provides
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evidence for an alternative name.4® The horse was sufficiently
important in the poem, which most likely begins with its con-
struction (fr. 100n.), to justify its employment as a second title.
The title Horse is attested for Hellenistic poems on the sack of
Troy.49 There are also parallels in early lyric for works with two
titles.5®

One fragment of TT® contains parts of two adjacent columns
(fr. 103), which allow us to reconstruct a column length of 26 lines.
But because the scribe’s hand is not consistent in size, we cannot
use this figure in conjunction with the metrical scheme (discussed
below) to work out which line in the metrical scheme stood at
the top of each column of the papyrus. The papyrus contains a
number of small errors,3* but overall its text appears accurate. A
fragment of TI> contains parts of two adjacent columns (fr. 101),
but not enough is preserved to work out how many lines each
column contains, or to assess how accurately its text is preserved.

METRICAL ANALYSIS

The fragments of the Sack of Trop are fewer and worse preserved
than those of the Geryoneis. Its metrical scheme is correspondingly

48 Thus West (1971b) 264. Page (1973b) 64 suggests that Stesichorus first wrote
a work called Horse, and then onc called Sack of Troy. But a putative pocm
on the Trojan horse would presumably have included a detailed account
of the sack; Page’s hypothesis thus requires us to suppose two poems by
Stesichorus on exactly the same subject.

49 Dioscor. 4.P 5.138.1 = 1471 HE, anonymous dithyramb from Teos, late
third/early second century (SEG 57 §1137.4; see Ma (2007) 232—44), and cf.
Alcaeus A.PL(B) 7.3—4 = 567 HE “Irrtou | Epypoarra (perhaps The Exploits of
the Horse; thus Gow and Page).

5° Pind. fr. 70b S-M Karépacic ‘Hpardéouc fi KépPepoc Onpaioic, Bacchyl. 15
AvtnvopiSau | EAévne dmwadrncic, 17 "HiBeot ) Oncedc; see further Nachman-
son (1941) 6, Pearson’s edition of the fragments of Sophocles, pp. xviii-xx,
Zilliacus (1938) 38—9. West (1982b) suggests two other texts which may have
been called either the Sack of Troy or the Horse, but in each case the textual
problems are too severe for them to be of much value (thus Pardini (1995)

69—70 n. 29).
5 See fit. 100.9, 100.15, 100.18, 103.35, 112.1, 112.2, 117.6.
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harder to establish and more open to doubt. Nevertheless, we
can make progress towards reconstructing a scheme, as follows.

The seven lines of frr. 100.9-15 and 103.42—8 respond. The
immediately preceding line (frr. 100.8, 103.41) does not respond:
it is short in the former, long in the latter. Hence one of frr.
100.9 and 103.42 marks the opening of a strophe, the other of an
antistrophe. We can tell from fr. 103.42—3 that the first line of the
strophic pair was long, the second line was short, and the third
may have been long (the relevant ink is faint); fr. 100.15 shows
that line 77 of the strophic pair was long.

The line which follows these seven-line sections is short at fr.
100.16, and of indeterminate length at fr. 103.49. This represents
either line 8 of the strophic pair in both fragments, or line 1 of
the epode in one fragment and line 1 of the antistrophe in the
other. Let us assume the latter. As a consequence, fr. 100.16 is
line 1 either of the epode or of the antistrophe. But it cannot be
line 1 of the antistrophe, since that is a long line. If it is line 1
of the epode, then the preceding line (fr. 100.15) is the seventh
and last line of the antistrophe, and so should correspond with
fr. 100.8, which would be the last line of the strophe. But the
former is long, the latter short. Hence ft. 100.16 cannot be line
1 either of the epode or of the antistrophe, and so the initial
assumption is wrong. Hence frr. 100.16 and 103.49 is the eighth
line of the strophic pair.

A further instance of responsion occurs between frr. 100.18—
19 and 103.33—4. Since these two passages cannot be accom-
modated in the strophic pair, they come from the epode, which
thus extends in fr. 103 from (at least) 33 until 41. Hence fr. 100.17
is either the first line of the epode, or the last of the antistro-
phe. The triad as a whole is eighteen lincs long: the strophe
and antistrophe last for eight or nine lines, thc epode for ten or
nine.

More responsion is apparent between fir. 103.33—41 and
114.9-17. Line ends show that fr. 103.32—41 (either the epode,
or the last line of the antistrophe followed by the epode) cor-
respond to fr. 103.6-15. It follows that fr. 103.16—23 makes up
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the first eight lines of the strophe, and the line ends fit that
pattern: long-short-long in the first three lines, long-short in
lines 7 and 8. The following line, fr. 103.24, is either the first
line of the antistrophe or the last line of the strophe. If it is the
latter, then fr. 103.25 is the first line of the antistrophe. But that
is not possible, since fr. 103.25 is short, whereas the first line of
the antistrophe is long. Hence fr. 103.24 is not the last line of the
strophe, and so must be the first line of the antistrophe, which
lasts until fr. 103.31, the meagre fragments being consistent with
the established pattern of line endings. We now know that the
strophe and antistrophe last for eight lines, the epode for ten;
and frr. 100.17, 103.32, and 114.9 can be identified as the start of
the epode.

Having established the extent of the triad and its constituents,
we can now turn to establishing the metre of the individual
papyrus lines, and the placing of period ends. Below we set out
a metrical scheme based on consideration of the larger papyrus
fragments, and then justify the decisions which establish it.

Strophe/Antistrophe
(1 —oo— e D
(@8 ——vo—on— —D
(3Pt x—vv—vo——— || xD=2e—
(4_)55 —_—UV U e— X e v — v — DxD
(5 =
(67 x—vv—vv——— o — xD—e
(7)58 —U — VU — U — U — U — D-D
(89 ——v——ll ——

5 Fr. 100.9, 103.16, 103.24, 103.42, 114.1.

5% FIr. 100.10, 103.17, 103.25, 103.43, [14.2.

5 Frr. 100.11, 103.18, 103.26, 103.44, 114.3.

5 FrT. 100.12, 103.1, 103.19, 103.27, 103.45, 114-4.

56 Fir. 100.5, 110.13, 103.2, 103.20, 103.28, 103.46, 114.5.
57 Frr. 100.6, 110.14, 103.3, 103.21, 103.29, 103.47, 114.6.
58 FIr. 100.7, 110.15, 103.4, 103.22, 103.30, 103.48, 114.7.
59 Frr. 100.8, 110.16, 103.5, 103.23, 103.31, 103.49, 114.8.
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Epode
()f° (—)—vv—vv—v—vv—vo——  (—)DuD—
(2! —— oo x —DxD
2 U —_U —— —D—
P oo Dob-
(5t —vv—vv—(—) D(—)
(6)f5 —ov— oo — o — D—e—
@ —ve—v— D
8~ ]————— e —e—
@)% ——vv—vv—(w)—(—) — DA —(—)
(10)%0 Jo——lI —

Str./Ant. 1 begins —]vv— (fr. 103.42) and ends vo—ou—
(frr. 103.24, probably 103.16). The fullest version of the line,
fr. 100.9, runs —vv— <v>v—u[, with an unavoidable supple-
ment. Taken together, this makes —vv—ov—uvo—oo— very
probable.

Str./Ant. 2 begins ——vv—vv— (fr. 100.10) and ——v (f. 103.43),
ends v— after a gap of about —vv—vv— (fr. 103.17), and docs
not appear after a similarly sized gap (fr. 103.25). Most probably
fr. 100.10 represents a complete version of this line.

Str./Ant. 3 appears in fr. 100.11 after plausible supplements as
(v)—v[v]—vv——[—v——.It starts ——x in fr. 103.44; and ends
wv—v—— after a gap of about —vv—vv— in fr. 103.18, and
—— after a gap of about —vv—vv— in fr. 103.26. Thesc arc
all consistent with the metre suggested by fr. 100.11, with or with-
out initial anceps. The difference of length of frr. 103.18 and 103.26 is
notable, but within the bounds of acceptable variation. We adopt initial
anceps, since nowhere else in the scheme is D followed by D without
onc.

6 Frr. 100.17, 103.6, 103.32, 114.9.  * Frr. 100.18, 103.7, 103.33, 114.10.
62 Frr. 100.19, 103.8, 103.34, 114.11. % Frr. 100.20, 103.9, 103.35, 114.12.
64 Frr. 100.21, 103.10, 103.36, 114.13. % Frr. 103.11, 103.37, 114.14.

6 Frr. 103.12, 103.38, 114.15. 7 Fir. 103.13, 103.39, 114.16.

58 Frr. 103.14, 103.40, 114.17. 6 Frr. 103.15, 103.41, 114.18.
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Str./Ant. 4 begins — [v]v—vv—— (fr. 100.12), ends —vv[—]v[v]—
(fr. 103.19) after a gap of about —vw—vv—, The line is made up
of —vu—uvu— twice. We cannot be sure that therc was an anceps
between them, but since anceps is found between all other repetitions
of this pattern in this poem, we may assume that one occurs here
too.

Str/Ant. 5, a short line (fir. 103.2, 103.20, 103.28, 114.5), begins
vv—v[v—x (fr. 103.46), and contains v—vv— after an opening the
size of ——v (fr. 100.13). This looks like an anceps (appearing in
fr. 103.46 as vv) followed by —vv—vo—,

Str./Ant. 6 begins (v)—v (fr. 100.6), —]—[v]v—vx (fr. 100.14),
and ——vv—[vv (fr. 103.47), ends vx after a gap the size of
——vu—uuv—u— (fr. 103.3), and ——vx after a gap the size of
—vv—uvv— (ff. 103.21). This suggests x—vv—vo———u—,

Str./Ant. 7 probably reads —v]v—vv—v—u[w—x at fr. 100.15. This
is consistent with beginnings —vv— (fr. 100.7) and Jvv—vx[ (fr.
103.48); the endings —]—vv—uvvx (fr. 103.22) and vv— (fr. 103.4)
indicate that the line as a whole read —vv—vv—v—vv—uvo—,

Str./Ant. 8, a short line (frr. 103.5, 103.23, 114.8), reads ———v——
in fr. 100.8 (which is either the end, or close to the end), and ends
v—— in fr. 100.16 after a gap of about —v; that gap does not seem
big enough for — ——, which is what would have to stand there if the
lineation of fr. 100.8 is correct. Moreover, — — —v—— results in two
adjacent ancipites at the start of a line, when elsewhere on the papyrus
such a pair is always split between papyrus lines (ep. 1-2, 8--g). So this
line probably reads ——v——.

Ep. 1 begins — in fr. 103.32. It ends —vv—vv—— in fr. 103.6 after
a gap of about ——vv—uvy; it contains —vv— in fr. 100.17 after
a gap of about ——vv. In fr. 114.9 it contains v—v after a gap of
about ——vv—, and then v—vv—[— after a further gap of about
two syllables. The line seems to be composed of two —vv—vo—
phrases, concluded by an anceps, and perhaps preceded and/or con-
nected by others. A likely restoration in fr. 114.9 requires a connecting
anceps.
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Ep. 2is firmly established by fr. 100.18; the other instances arc consistent
with this.

Ep. 3is firmly established by fr. 103.34; the other instances are consistent
with this.

Ep. 4 beging —vv—vv———ou— (fr 103.35) and ends
vo—uv—— (fr. 103.9). F. 114.12 reads v]v———vov—vo——|.
The start of the line is cut off at the same point as in fr. 114.10-11; in
those two lines there is cnough space for ——vv—,

Ep. 5is as long as ——vv—vv (fr. 100.21; cf. the preceding line but
one) and —vv—vv— (fr. 103.36; cf. the preceding line), but shorter
than —vv—vv———u (fr. 103.10; cf. the preceding line). It begins
—vwv (fr. 103.36); —vv—vv—(—) is a reasonable guess.

Ep. 6 runs —vo—o(v—)——v—in fr. 103.37. But its ending appears
as —v——in fr. 103.11 and ——v—— in fr. 114.14. One misdivision
is easier to assume than two; misdivision at fr. 103.37 would be especially
easy, since the break occurs in the middle of a five-syllable word.

Ep. 7 appears as — —vv—vv— at fr. 103.38, but this should be
—vv—vv— (cf on ep. 6). The ending w— recurs at fr. 114.15.

Ep. 8 This ends v—— (fr. 103.13), after an opening roughly
the same length as —vv—wuv—— (cf. the relationship between
fr. 103.13 and the surrounding lines). In fr. 103.39 the line contains
— — —v—[—, after a gap roughly commensurate with —vv—uo—
(cf. the relationship between frr. 103.39 and 103.35). Since that
makes fr. 103.39 slightly longer than fr. 103.13, it is likely that

f. 103.39 does not extend further than ———v—[—. In fr. 114.16 we
find ——x after a gap commensurate with —vv—-v (cf. the rela-
tionship between frr. 114.15 and 114.16). So ep. 8 ends ———v——,

but we cannot tell how it began. The two likeliest alternatives for
the complete line are x—v—x—v—x—v—x (Fiihrer (1970) 14) and
(—)—uu—uu—x—v—x (WSB)_

Ep. 9: In fr. 103.14 this ends —— after a gap of between
v—v—x—yv—x— and x—wvv—vv—— (the length of the miss-
ing parts of the two adjacent lines). Another instance, fr.
103.40, begins x]—x, and is about as long as —vv—vv———
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or x—v—x—v—x— (cf. fr. 103.37, 39). This points towards

v () —(—).

Ep. 10: This ends v—— in fr. 103.15 after a gap commensurate with
— —uv—uv, and contains wx after a gap of about ——vv—ovin
fr. 114.18.

Period-end appears after str./ant. g (fr. 114.3). Synapheia
exists between str./ant. 7-8 (frr. 103.22-3, 103.30~1) and ep. 6—
(fr. 103.37-8).

With the above scheme established, it becomes possible to fit
other, shorter fragments within it. The placings listed below are
justified in the relevant notcs in the commentary.

fr. 104: ep. 4-str. 4
fr. 112: ep. 5-str. 5
fr. 113: ep. 4-ant. 7
fr. 115: ep. 5-str. 2
fr. 116: ant. 6—ep. 5
fr. 117: str. 6-ant. 7
fr. 118: ep. 2-str. 5
fr. 119: str. 1—ant. 4
fr. 120: str. 7-ep. 6
fr. 121: str./ant. 3-8
fr. 122: ep. g-str. 1
fr. 123: str. 6-ant. 7
fr. 124: str. 6-ant. 6
fr. 125: ant. 7—ep. 6

Once placed, these fragments allow the following further
inferences.

The first double short of str./ant. § can be contracted, as we
learn from fr. 112.9.

Str./ant. 7 has a long anceps in fr. 113.14.

Ep. 4 has a short anceps at fr. 116.7.

Ep. 5 ends —— (fr. 113.2); its first double short can be con-
tracted (fr. 115.1).
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Ep. 8 begins x]—v— (fr. 112.4), v—vx (fr 115.4),
has ]———x[ after a gap consistent with x—v (fr. 113.5),
]Jvvx after a gap roughly commensurate with ——vo—vo—
(fr. 118.7), and ]Jv— after a gap roughly commensurate with
—-—vv—vv— (fr. 122.6). This is consistent with the line
x—v—x—v—x—uv—x suggested by Fiihrer, and rules out the
alternative (—)—vv—vv—x—vuv—x put forward by Barrett.

If ep. 9 ends with anceps, then it is followed by period-end,
since ep. 10 begins with anceps (see below). That would result
in three successive short periods, which does not seem in Stesi-
chorus’ manner. Hence we should prefer ——vv—vo—vo—
over — —vv—vv—uwv—— or ——vv—vu——, This facil-
itates attractive (but not necessary) supplements in frr. 112.5 and
113.6.

Ep. 10 begins v]w—vv—u (fr. 112.6, securcly supplemented);
it has Jww—vv— after a gap consistent with vv— (fr.
113.7). Taken alongside the earlier data, this suggests a line

It appears that an anceps can be realised as v, —, or vv; in
the scheme below we mark all ancipites as x, however they are
actually attested. The first biceps of D is twice contracted, but
we do not generalise this across the scheme, since it is not clear
whether all bicipites could be so contracted. We avoid signalling
period-end and synapheia except where they are certain; the
scheme set out by Haslam (1974) 24 may nevertheless very well
be right. We thus end up with the following:

Strophe/Antistrophe
(1) —vv—vov—vo—uu— D3
(&) x—vv—on— xD
(3) X—2 o x—u—xl|| x Dxex
(@) —ovmem e DxD
(5) x—vo—ve— xD
(6) x—vv—vo—x—u— xDxe
() —om—x— DxD
8  x—v——I Xg—
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Epode

(1) () —x—sv—uo—xll - (DxDx
(2) X—vo—vo—X— v — o — xDxD
(3) % —x g
(4) —V— U — X — U — U — X DxDx
(5) — v Dx

(6) —_— —U e X —— —— X Dxex
(7)) —wv—ov— D

(8) x—v—x—yv—x—uv—xll XeXexex
(0) x v <DF
(10) X — v —uvu——Ill xD—

COMMENTARY

98
The fragments allow us to glimpse why Dio regarded this poem as ‘not
unworthy of Homer’.

99

This text on the back of a piece of papyrus which contains (among
others) the hundredth line of its poem (fr. 101) is presumably the title of
the work. For titles on the reverse of the papyrus, kat& Tév kpdTagov,
see Luppe (1977), Turner (1987) 13--14 with n. 72, Caroli (2007) 23-8,
Schironi (2010) 70 n. 169g. It should be supplemented Ztn[cixdpov]
rrmr{oc (thus respectively Lobel (1971) 4 and West (1971b) 262-3), per-
haps with Tpwikéc (Haslam (1974) 35) in addition. For the significance
of this title, see pp. 405-6.

100

This fragment, discussed in dctail by Finglass (2013c), consists of four
pieces of papyrus and onc quotation. The first three (P.Oxy. 2619 frr.
15(b), 30, and 31) werc joined by Barrett ap. West (1969) 140 and printed
in SLG as fr. S89. To thesc is added a quotation preserved by Athenacus
10.456g, which matches the metre and context of lines 18-19, and all
but one of the traces; we must assume a scribal error for the one
recalcitrant trace. This connexion was made independently by Fithrer
(1977) 16 nn. 172—3 (who remarks that the idea occurred to him in
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1968, but Lobel persuaded him to abandon it), Barrett teste Kazansky
(1997) 90, and Kazansky (1976). The final piece, POxy. 2619 fr. 15(a),
was placed by A. Pardini ap. Schade, pp. 121—4, 151. With the aid of
R. Coles, Schade noted matching pieces of ink on the back of frr. 15(a)
and (b) (p. 123), which confirm the join. Lobcl (1967c) 44 had previously
associated frr. 15(a) and (4), and unsuccessful attempts to unite them
had been made by Barrett ap. West (1969) 140 and Kazansky (1976). It
is possible that fr. 277 is the first line of the poem (thus Tychsen (1783)
31 n. 1), but this remains a guess. Although it fits the metre, and is
evidently the first line of some poem, the metre in question is not so
distinctive that we could discount its appearance at the start of another
work by Stesichorus.

The invocation takes up the second part of a strophe (6—8), and
presumably the first, unpreserved part as well (1-5). The poet then
asks the Muse how it was that a man was inspired by the gods to put
an end to the war (g—16); the answer comes that Athena gave him the
idea of the wooden horse, since she pitied his never-ending menial
service for Greek kings (17-19).

This fragment almost certainly comes from the opening of the
poem (thus Kazansky (1976)). Stesichorus is fond of beginning poems
with an address to a Muse, in contrast to later lyric pocts such as
Pindar and Bacchylides (fr. 90.8—10n.). Moreover, the content suits a
beginning. The making of the wooden horse fits neatly at the beginning
of a poem called the Sack of Trop. In the Odyssey, when Odysseus asks
Demodocus for the story of the sack, he tells him to ‘sing of the
wooden horse that Epeius made with the help of Athena’ (8.492-3).
The Iliu Persis probably began with this event. Virgil begins deneid 2
with the construction of the horse. The poem’s alternative title T
Horse (perhaps Waoden or Trojan) would suit a poem beginning
with its construction.

The fragment puts great emphasis on Epeius. For a discussion of
this figure and his importance in Stesichorus see Finglass (2013¢) 7-13,
Zachos (2013); also Davics (2011).

6 8¢&, TU [“]80[: ‘Goddess, you. ..’ . For 8e& addressed to the Muse
see fr. 90.8—9gn. For 1 (c¥) in addresses to the Muse cf. fr. 172.1, Hom.
Il. 2761, Sappho fr. 124 Voigt, Pind. 0. 10.3, Pigres 1—2 IEG.

7 mwapbiv[e] xpuc[: ‘golden...maiden’ (suppl. Kazansky (1976)). For
the association of maidenhood and gold with the Muse see fr. go.10n.
The second word may be xpuc[oAUpa (Fithrer) or xpuc[oképa.

7-8 ipcipa [87] &eide[iv. ‘and desires to sing’ (suppl. Fiihrer ap. Schade,
p- 151). The subject cannot be the Musc or the narrator; it could

415



COMMENTARY

be the narrator’s fupédc or similar, as in Alcaeus fr. 308.1—2 Voigt c¢
y&p pot | 8Upoc Upvnv. The verb ipeiper takes the Muses’ song as its
object; the latter is often associated with ipepoc (Alcm. fr. 27 PMGE),
or characterised as ipueptéc (Sol. fr. 13.52 IEG), ipepdec (Bacchyl. fr.
20C.3-5 S-M, Simon. fr. eleg. 22.17 IEG). &eidw is vox propria for the
Muses’ occupation: cf. Hom. Zl. 2.598, Hes. Op. 1, Hom. Hym. 3.518-19,
Theogn. 15-16, Pind. I. 2.6-8, M. 4.2—3, Kranz (1961) 6-7 with n. 5 =
(1967) 2g—30 with n. 5. Homeric hymns often placed this verb at the
end of the first line, a practice imitated by Callimachus (see Harder
on Aet. 1.1, 11 16), and perhaps made use of here by Stesichorus at the
conclusion of this first stanza.

9 viv & &yz por A<éy>e wide ‘Come now, tell me how. . .” (aye suppl.
West (1969) 141, interpreted as &ye by Kazansky (1976), por Lobel
(1967¢) 44, A<éy>e Fiihrer ap. Schade, p. 151, wéc thus interpreted by
Kazansky). Of the dotted letters g, y, and A are reasonably secure; the
others fit the traces, and no altcrnatives make sense or fit the metre.
This reconstruction supposes an error on the part of the scribe, who
wrote AE for AETE; for other small omissions in a lyric papyrus of this
period see Bacchyl. 15.55, 16.12, 17.74, 17.93, 18.39, 18.48, 19.5. The
scribe’s eye will have jumped from the first epsilon to the second.

vOv in requests to the Muses marks a progression, and emphasises
the immediacy of the song: cf. Hom. . 2.484 etc., Hes. Th. g65-6,
[Hes.] fr. 1.1-2 M-W, Epigoni fr. 1 GEF, Bacchyl. 12.1-4. Pind. 0. 9.5, fr.
52f.54—8 S-M, Crat. fr. 237.1 PCG, Virg. Aen. 7.37. The lliadic examples
are accompanicd by poi, which also appears at Hom. Od. 1.1, Hes. T#.
114, Sol. fr. 13.2 IEG, Hippon. fr. 128.1, Simon. fr. elcg 92, Pind. P
1.58—9, Lyr. Adesp. frr. 935.3, 938(¢) PMG. For &ye in addresses to the
Muse cf. fr. 277, Alem. frr. 14(a).1, 27.1 PMGF, Pind. P 1.58-60, V. 6.28,
PL. Phaedr. 237a (a highly poetic passage: see Norden (1898) 1 110), Cert.
Hom. et Hes. 8, Ap. Rh. 3.1 €1 & &ye viv, Epatd, perhaps Call. Aet. fr.
76b Hardcr, [Stes.] fr. 327.1, Virg. 4en. 7.37, Hor. C. 1.32.3, 3.4.1-2; cf.
Sappho fr. 118.1 Voigt, Hor. C. 1.32.3, 2.11.22. Aéyw is not elsewhere
applied to the Muse, but cf. Pind. fr. 520.32—4 S—~M Moica. . . dapile[i]
| Adyov TepTrvddy Erécov; also Hom. Od. 1.10 gimrt kai fiuiv, Hes. Th. 24—5
pUfov Eerov | Moicau, Soph. 77 499/ 500 kai 8Trwe Kpovidav &méracev
ol Aéyw, Hor. C. 3.4.1-2. As Renehan (1975) 130 says, Aéyew = &dew
is adequately attested for the classical period’, citing Anacr. fr. 402(c).2
PMG yopievta ptv yap &idw, xapievra & olda Aéfou; cf. also West
(1981) 114 = (2011-13) 1 129—30. As in the Anacreon passage, here the
preceding &eideiv may help to ‘colour’ Aéye so that it too rcfers to
song.
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Stesichorus asks his Muse ‘how?’, as at Hom. /. 16.112-13
fcmete. .. | dmmwc 81 wpdTOV TUP EuTrece vnucly Axauddv, Hippon.
fr. 128.1—3 IEG Moica. . . Evvep’ 8o, Lyr. Adesp. fr. 935.1-8 PMG,
Virg. Aen. 1.8 Musa, mihi causas memora, and the alternative proem to the
Iliad cited by Aristoxenus (fr. 91.1 Wehrli) Zcmrete viv por, Mobcan. . . |
e 81 pfjvic e x6Aoc 8 EAe TTnAeicova. Usually the Muses are asked
‘who?” (Hom. Il. 2.761—2, 2.484—7, 11.218—20, 14.508-10, Od. 1.1-2,
Bacchyl. 15.47), but ‘what?’ (Hes. T%. 114, Pind. fr. 52i.65—7 S-M) and
‘from where?’ (Pind. fr. 52f.50-61) are found.

9-10 ap[& xaAApdou(c)] | Siva[c] Zipdevroc by the eddies of the
fair-flowing Simoeis’ (or ‘the fair-flowing eddies. .. " . and 8. suppl.
West (1969) 140, k. suppl. Barrett, ibid. p. 141; diva[r suppl. Barrett ap.
Page (1973b) 51, though as Page notes, the plural gives a better fit). In
post-Homeric poetry the river Simoeis could refer to Troy in general
(cf. Willink on Eur. Or. 809, deleting his Homeric parallels, which
denote a specific location in the Troad). But it is especially relevant
to Epeius, whose daily occupation will have made him all too familiar
with the rivers of Troy (18-19). Cf. Eur. Or. 5-10, where Helen causes
destruction and lamentation Top& ToTapdy. . . &t Téc Sxapdvdpou
Sivac.

For rop& with the accusative specifying location by a river see fr.
9.5n. KaAAipooc (no other adjective seems suitable) is applied to rivers
and their water in cpic (cf. Hom. II. 2.752, Od. 5.441, Hes. Op. 737),
lyric (Anacr. fr. 381(6) PMG, Pind. O. 6.83, Bacchyl. 11.26), and elegy
(Theogn. 1088). The Simoeis, one of the two great rivers of Troy, is
elsewhere given &iven only at [Eur] 14 751-2 (cf. [Eur] Rhes. 826 o0
Tée Zipoevmiddac Taydc), but they are ofien associated with rivers in
epic, lyric, and elsewhere (as arc the related forms Sweic, Babudivng,
&pyopodivnc).

10-12 &viip | [8]edc i[6] Tam Sasic cepv[&e Ab&vac] | pév[pa] Te xai
cogiav ‘a man, by the will of the goddess, revered Athena, having
learned the measures of wisdom’ (suppl. Barrett ap. West (1969) 140-1).
The juxtaposition of &vfip and 6e&c expresses the contrast between
mortal and immortal, and the dependence of one on the other. Bare
&vnp introduces Epeius just as &vdpa does Odysseus at the start of
the Odyssey, whom Epeius is in a sense displacing (see Finglass (2013c¢)
7~10); the translation ‘the man’ might therefore be appropriate. §]eéc
i[6]tom adapts 8eddv i6TnT, found at Hom. . 19.9, Od. 7.214, etc.,
Hom. Hym. 5.166, Alcaeus fr. 309 Voigt, and used with reference to a
singular goddess at /l. 15.41, 18.396. For acic cf. Hom. Hym. 5.483 téxvm
Kai copim Sedanpévoc, 4.509-11, [Hes.] fr. 306 M—W mravToinc coginc
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SedankdTa, Pind. 0. 7.53 daévm 8¢ kai copia peilwy &doroc TeAéel,
Laudes Theonis gymnasiarchi §16.20 Heitsch TaUta 8¢ Moucdwy cogine
Sedanuévoc &vhp; also Hom. Od. 6.233—4 = 23.160-1 (a craftsman)
dv “Heauctoc dédaev kai MaAh&e AbAvn | Téxvnv TavToiny, xapievta
8¢ Epyo TeAeiel, 20.72, 17.518-19 &c Te Bedov EE | &eidm Sedacoc Eme
inepdevta Bpotoict. It might have been prompted here by Epeius’ use
of the word darfjpuova at Hom. 1. 23.671 (cited above in the introduction
to this fragment).

For cepvt) predicated of Athena cf. perhaps fr. 104.1, Bacchyl. 13.195,
Soph. OC 1090, Eur. IT 1492—3. ‘uétpa is loosely used of the rules
and formulae known to the expert’ (West on Hes. Op. 648); cf. Sol.
frr. 13.52 IEG ipepTiic coginc pérpov émictdpevoc, 16.1—2, Theogn. 876
pétpov Exwv copine (same phrase at Arist. fr. 578 Gigon), which suggest
that pét[pa] Te kai copiav represent hendiadys. copia in early poetry
denotcs technical skill (cf. West on Hes. Op. 649), here the skill of a
carpenter (cf. Hom. II. 15.410-12, where also the worker enjoys the
guidance of Athena, patroness of craftsmen). The expression as a
whole is similar to the distich on the Tabula Iliaca Capitolina (fr. 105n.).

13~14 évti péxafc | xai] pu[Aém]idoc vAéoc ‘<winning> glory
<from mecnial labour/craftsmanship> instead of battle and strife’
(suppl. Barrett ap. West (1969) 140-1). For the association of p&yn and
puAoTc see fr. 24.4n.

15-16 eOpu]xdp[o]u Tpoiac &Awcif[pov &uap v—x—]v EOnxev
‘brought about the day of the capture of spacious Troy’ (suppl. Bar-
rett ap. West (1969) 140-1). edpUxopoc (fr. 32.4n.) is applied to Troy by
Sappho fr. 44.12 Voigt, and used of a city in Homer at Od. 24.468,;
Homer calls Troy ebpudyuvia (Il. 2.12 etc.). The papyrus’s Tpwac
is written Tpoiac by Page, SLG, after West (1969) 140—-1 had advo-
cated Tpwiac; the metre would suit disyllabic Tpoia, but we may as
well assume that the poet avoided contraction when it was so easy
to do so. For confusion between these forms see Soph. 4j. 421-6n.
Absent from epic, &Awcipoc ‘pertaining to capture’ recurs at Ibyc. fr.
Si51.14-15 PMGF Tpoliac 8 Uyrmidoio &Adci[po]v | [&u]ap &viovu-
pov, Aesch. Sept. 635 &Adapov Tanddva, Ag 10 dAdcov. .. B&v. In
16 West (1969) 141 suggests e.g. &rep Aakd]v, ‘without the use of armies’;
cf. Pind. V. 3.34 (Peleus) 8¢ kai "lwAkdv eie poévoc &veu ctpaTiac.

(1967¢) 44).
18-19 dixTipe y&|p aUTO V| UL Swp &ei gopiovra Aide | koupa
Baa jg Tajv afv—x ‘Yor the daughter of Zeus pitied him as he
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continuously carried water for the kings’. The placing of the quo-
tation from Athenaeus fits metre (West (1969) 137 identified it as
ep. 2-3, or str./ant. 4—6, before it was joined with the papyrus) and
context (having described how a man effected Troy’s destruction after
learning his craft from Athena, it is reasonable for the narrator to
explain why the goddess selected this individual for her ends; y&p
often introduces a narrative, as illustrated at Soph. 7z gn., Braswell
on Pind. P 4.70(a), Finglass (2005a); in 17, Tévor (if correct) is at home
in the context of Epeius’ laborious service). As for the traces, the sup-
plements at the start of each line suit the spacc available. In 19 the ink
is consistent with ¢ but does not demand it; of the next dotted letter
Lobel (1967c) 44 remarks ‘before « an upright, perhaps the right-hand
upright of v’. In 18, after the gap containing [v], there is some ink
which Lobel calls ‘perhaps the top of a circle or loop’; the papyrus had
two letters between omicron and upsilon, when the text requires only
one. But it is easier to suppose that the scribc has made an error (e.g.
by writing aTolc instead of a¥tév) than that the papyrus has noth-
ing to do with Athcnaeus’ quotation, even though the other traces,
the mctre, and the context all fit the latter. The final word could be
&[yavoic (suppl. Barrett ap. Davies, PMGF), A[tpeidouc, A[8&va (Fithrer
(1977) 16 n. 171), or A[xcuédv (Kazansky (1976)). dikTipe is owed to Page,
PMG for Athenaeus’ dixtepe (see West’s edition of the Iliad, 1 xxxii).

Eust. /l. 1323.56-8 (v 812.12-16 Van der Valk) refers to part of
this quotation: Tév 8¢ elpnpévov *Emeidv G8pogopeiv Toic Atpeidaic
icTopel Zrncixopoc &v Téd1 “OikTepe 8 alTdV Udwp &el popéovTa Atde
koUpoic PaciAecy”. EvBa dpa Td “Aidc koUpoic”, kaf’ & kai A1d¢ koUpn
1) Appoditn év mapabécel, dete kat Efoxny Tva Aidckoupol cuvBéTewc
ol Tijc Afdac kai ToU Aiée. The textual error xoUpoic instead of koUpa
indicates that Eustathius had access only to Athenaeus; if he had had
a complete text of Stesichorus, he would have realiscd that Athena,
not the Dioscuri, featured here. Hence Eustathius does not provide
independent testimony for Stesichorus’ text.

101

We cannot tell how many lines intervene between the two columns
that make up this fragment.

3—4 The scholia cite at least two scholars. In line 4 Theon and Aris-
tonicus can be identified; the former’s name is preceded by ai, as at
fr. 118.19, and so another scholar was probably named in what pre-
ceded. (Thus McNamee (2007) 373—4; her alternative, that on both
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occasions Theon was advocating thc reading kai, seems too much
of a coincidence.) In line 3 Theon’s name almost certainly featured:
although only an epsilon is extant, that epsilon is raised, as in the
other abbreviations of his name. The epsilon is followed by a pi, as at
fr. 118.16 (although there the pi is at the edge of the papyrus and so we
cannot tell whether anything followed it). That letter might stand for
Ptolemy, but the single-letter abbreviation would be remarkable (on
TT7 he is designated TTro*). This is the only reference to Aristonicus; he
is apparently credited with advocating a variant reading, wpoccixeTo
(a poetic word attested elsewhere only at Pind. P, 6.4); hence perhaps
Stesichorus’ text had wotdiyeto (thus MLW)? For all these scholars
see further p. 69.

6 Jxac: perhaps Koc|c&vSpa (thus Barrett); for the spelling of the name
see Fraenkel on Aesch. 4g 1035.

22 The stichometric numeral A here marks the hundredih line; for
such numecrals in general see fr. 25n.

102

Stesichorus, according to Eustathius, placed a hundred warriors in
the Trojan horse, but according to Athenaeus, names few or none of
them. In the Odyssey, the horse contained wévec &pictor (4.272, 8.512;
cf. 11.524 Apyeicv oi &picTor), but the poet names only five (Odysseus,
Menelaus, Diomedes, Neoptolemus, and Anticlus; 4.265-89, 11.523—
32). Proclus’ summary of the Little Iliad presents a similar version, in
which the Grecks temporarily withdraw, eic Tév SoUpetov frrmov Touc
&plctouc EppiBacavtec (arg 5 GEF). According to the manuscripts of
Apollodorus (Epit. 5.14 = fr. 12 GEF), in this pocm fully three thousand
men were packed inside. But numerals are especially prone to cor-
ruption, and the correct figure may be thirteen; thus Severyns (1926)
312--22, espccially 320, arguing that ®HZII (13) became ®HZII (3)
and then ®HZI I (3000). Apollodorus himself prefers a horse contain-
ing fifty warriors; other figures include twenty-two (Triph. 152-83)
and twenty-three (Tzetz. Posthom. 642), while Quint. Smyrn. 12.314~
35 names thirty out of many; see further Hainsworth on Hom. Od.
8.492—3, West (2013) 203—4. Sacadas, according to Athenaeus, named
‘very many’ of the warriors in the horse (on this poet see pp. 22,
398-9). Eustathius states that ‘others’ put twelve in the ambush, and
names them: Menelaus, Diomedes, Philoctetes, Meriones, Neoptole-
mus, Eurypylus, Eurydamas, Phidippus, Leonteus, Meges, Odysseus,
Eumelus. The diverse traditions may reflect different ideas as to
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whether the Greeks inside the horse were a mere advance force
intended to let in the rest, or an army capable of sacking Troy by
itself (thus Timpanaro (1978) 43842, an expanded version of (1957)
161-3).

Despite Eustathius, we have no parallel for Stesichorus’ hundred,
and no instance of a tradition of twelve. Athenaeus is very likely correct
that Stesichorus did not give a name to each of the hundred warriors
inside his horse (thus Severyns (1926) 316 with n. 2), but he may have
included some in an epic-style catalogue (fr. r1on.).

103

This fragment consists of three pieces of papyrus, spread over two
adjacent columns (lines 1-28, 29—49). The first and by far the biggest
piece was joined to the second, which contains parts of lines 31-8, by
Lobel (1967¢) 5. The third, containing parts of lines 30—42, was added
by Barrett ap. West (1969) 135.

The text contains two speeches. One is ongoing at line 7, another
at 33—5; the former is certainly over by 22, and possibly by 11, and
42 marks the conclusion of the latter. In that second, more fully
attested, oration, the speaker rejects a previous proposal to destroy
the horse (35-8). Let us instead, he says, bring it to a tcmple on the
acropolis (33); this implies that the debate is taking place outside the
city, where the Greeks lefi the device. We may guess that the view
which the speaker is rejecting was put forward by the character speak-
ing at linc 7. In the transition from one spcech to the next, Zeus may
have confused the wits of either the Trojans or the second speaker
(16—24n.).

For a comparison of Stesichorus’ treatment of this episode and those
found in other early sourccs, and in Virgil, see p. 404.

1 ].yedocaya, [ perhaps peydhac (suppl. HLS) &ya[- (Fithrer (1977)
19).

4 ]7e.opwes the dotted letter is probably triangular (cf. Lobel (1967c¢)
35—6) and, if so, will probably be delta (thus Page (1973b) 48),
giving ] e 8 dpoc.

6—7 Jvm Bl e ki aixpd | [x—vv—yvo—] wemwoBévec ‘trusting in
strength and the spear’. Perhaps ‘rely on your strength and your spear,

[not on hopes that the Wooden Horse is a token that the war is over]’
(Page (1973b) 50). Jvti may be the end of a third person plural. For Bicu
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Te kai adypdn cf. 2l 3.431 Bimt kad xepci kad Eyyet, 18.341 Bingi Te Soupi
T¢, and, for this phrase being dependent on wewo186Tec, 12.135 Xeipeca
TemoBdTec H15¢ Pingw, 12.153 Acoicy kabUmephe TeTO186TEC 1)5¢ Bing.

7 &N’ &y 81 ‘Come now’, marking a change from the description ofa
problem to the proposal of a solution (cf. n. on fr. 97.218 AN’ &yse). Very
frequent in Homeric speeches, this phrase is attested in lyric (Anacr.
fr. 356b.1 PMG), elegy (T heogn 829), and prose (Pl. Phaedo 116d, Xen.

.Sj:mp 4.34); further examples in FJ/W on Aesch. Suppl. 625. The mark
in the papyrus after 81 is probably stray ink; a stop would make no
sense here (cf. Lobel (1967c) 36).

9 Jovec &yxuroTégor ‘with crooked bows’, probably referring to the
composite bow. Supplements include TTai]ovec (Lobel (1967c¢) 37, com-
paring Hom. ZI. 2.848 and 10.428, where this epithet is used of this
nation), paxnu]ovec (Page (1973b) 50), and danfp]ovec.

11 Siketav ‘they were divided’, presumably referring to the debate
over the horse; the speech is thus likely to be over. Cf. Hom. Od. 8.506
Tpixa 8¢ cqicwv HvSave Poulny, Jhiu Persis arg. 1 GEF 1& Trepi tov imrmov
ol Tp&dec Umdmwrwe Exovtec mepicTavTec BouleUovTar & Ti XpT) TOIEDY,
and especially Virg. Aen. 2.39 scinditur incertum studia in contrania vulgus.
The verb is used of quarrels as early as Hom. Z. 1.6, but is not limited
to epic, or poetry (LSJ9 s.v. Stictnu 11 2).

13 Jpatraav: either —p’ &acw or —pa Tw&aw.

16—24 Perhaps Zeus (16-17) intervenes to ensure an end to the war (18)
by inciting someone (22) to give bad advicc; this individual may have
had a particular reputation for wisdom (24), which may suggest that
Zeus first confused his wits (19) or the wits of the Trojans as a whole.
Divine manipulation of mortal minds is found in epic: cf. Hom. 7L
6.234 Kpovidnc ppévac é§éAeTo Zeuc.

16 ] Téhoc eupio[ma: the epithet (suppl. Page (1973b) 48) frequently
qualifies Zeus in epic (and in lyric at Pind. frr. 52f.134, 52iA.14-15 S—
M), and so his name may have occurred in the next line (thus Page).
TéAoc could be adverbial (‘finally’) or an object (‘Zeus brought things to
their conclusion’). Thanks to the beginning of the poem, the audience
knows that the gods are indeed bringing the war to its end, but not in
the way that the Trojans are hoping for.

18 1r(7)]oAépou [re]Aeutd[ ‘end of the war’ (suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 37).
The phrase occurs in Thucydides (1.13.3 etc); Homer has moAépou

Téoc, TéAoc oAépou (Il 20.101, 16.630). Its occurrence so soon after
TéAoc conveys a strong sense of finality, which is ironic in the context.
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19 Jev mukiv[ac] T @p[é]vac ‘and his/their cunning mind(s)’ (suppl.
Lobel (1967c) 37). The phrase occurs in the context of deception at
Hom. Il. 14.294 Tukwéc gpévac dpeexéAuvyey and Hom. Hym. 5.38,
where it ‘aptly stresses the intelligence that is overcome’ (Janko on the
former; for further parallels see Faulkner on the latter). Other allusions
to intelligence occur in 24 and perhaps 22. At the start of the line, Jev
may represent a verb.

21 ] pnéavopa ‘breaker of men’. The adjective is restricted to Achilles
in Homer and Hesiod (see West on Hes. T%. 1007). Lobel (1967¢)
37 restores lyric vocalism (cf. frr. 19.35, 85.5, the latter corrupted in
some witnesses) for the papyrus’s pn&f—, which shows the introduction
of the form familiar from epic. The word might have featured at fr.

100.13 (suppl.).

22 &rp]Juve péyav gplajciv év ‘he urged on the great. .. in his/their
mind’ (&Tp] suppl. Page (1973b) 48, [«] Barrett, tbid.). Cf. the Homeric
oc gimav dTpuve pévoc kol Bupov éxactou (Il 5.470 etc.), always at
the end of a speech. Stesichorus’ phrase need not have occurred in a
similar location, as long as we avoid restoring éc earlier in the line.
Page (1973b) 50 supplements the remainder &tpJuve péyav gplajciv
&v | [cpeTépaict Bupdy, comparing Hom. II. 12.266 pévoc dtplvovTec,
21.305 péyac Bupdc, 9.462 év ppecl Bupde. We write ppaciv rather than
@peciv because Stesichorus, like Pindar, probably used the older form
(see Braswell on Pind. P 4.219(a)).

24 Jwpeme xai mv[u] T ‘was pre-eminent also for wisdom’ (suppl.
Lobel (1967c) 37, together with peré]mpete: cf. Hom. L. 16.596 8ABwt
Te TAOUTW! Te peTémrpee Mupmidoveca, 7.288—9 péyeboc te Binv Te
| kad TwvuThy). Page (1973b) 48 suggests mwvutai|c(t), but synapheia is
unattested here.

2% ].omrrol[: two possibilities are N]eomTdA[ep— (suppl. Finglass) and
otJAomrtéA[ep— (Schade, p. 180). If the former is right, the narrator’s
perspective may shift to consider the Greeks inside the horse (HLS),
where Neoptolemus, according to Odysseus’ account in the Odyssey to
Achilles, showed particular courage (11.523—32). A brief reference to
the Greeks would increase the tension at this fateful moment.

32 TovS[, ].8a.uv A [: the dotted letter before the delta could be
epsilon or sigma. The dotted alpha could just as well be lambda,
but next to the delta only alpha is suitable. West (1969) 138 suggests
k for the letter before upsilon, but as he notes, the letter ‘would be
anomalous’. After upsilon editors since Lobel have printed undotted
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kappa, but the letter seems rather to be a nu; the join between the first
and second strokes seems too high for a kappa in this hand. Since —vA-
is an unusual combination, word-break is likely after nu. But this still
leaves us frustratingly far from a plausible interpretation.

33 Tpoc vaov éc &xp[émo]A[i]lv crmedSovrec ‘rushing to the tem-
ple on the acropolis’ (suppl. West (1969) 138; Barrett (ibid.) suggests
¢meccupéveoc for the last word in the line). Contrast Hom. Od. 8.504
adTol yép pw (se. Trmov) Tpdec éc dxpdmoAw Epicavto, where the
placing of the horsc on the acropolis precedes the debate, as also prob-
ably in the Jliu Persis (thus Tsagalis ap. Finglass (2015b)); cf. Apollod.
Ep. 5.16 elAkov 1oV oV kad Tap Toic Mpiduou BaciAeiote crricavTec
éPouletiovTo Ti Xpt) Trotelv. In Virgil the horse is set up on the arx of
the city (den. 2.32—3, 245); on the Tabula it is found towards the top
of the city, outsidc a temple. The temple in Stesichorus is presumably
Athena’s (cf. 37-9). In the Iliu Persis (arg. 1 GEF) the Trojans decide
to dedicate the horse to Athena, presumably in (or near) her temple,
which is its location in Triphiodorus (467-8, 489); cf. Eur. Tro. 525-6
TO8 iepdv &vayeTe §davov | “Ihidd1 Aoyevel kdpau. In one tradition the
horse bore an explicit dedication to that goddess (cf. Apollod. Ep. 5.15,
Robert (1921- 6) 11/1 1230 n. 1).

34 Tpiec Trohdec T émrik[ou]pot “Trojans and their numerous allies’
(suppl. Lobel (1967c) 37); cf. Hom. II. 6.227, 18.229 Tpdec KAertoi T
gmrikoupo, 6.111, 9.233, 11.504.

35-8 iAfere pn[8]¢ Adyo[ic w]abboued® Swwe w[vw—x] | Tovs-
wal Jonl 1. | dyvév &lyedlua [v—].. aord xeve[ex]dveo-
ue[v &Jax[eri]we ‘come, and do not obey the arguments to destroy
shamefully herc this. .., a holy imagc [offered to the goddess]’. 35
begins EAfete (Lobel ap. West (1971b) 262), not Akete (Barrett ap. West
(1969) 138); then [8], [ic 7] suppl. West (1969) 138, meoc for papyrus
omrwec coni. West, bid., [yod] suppl. Barrett, ibid., [cx] West (1971b) 262,
&]eix[eAi]we Barrett. The above translation incorporates the plausible
supplement 8¢]&c before abTel owed to West (1969) 138; the sense of
the genitive would be ‘not a statue owned by the god, but a special
offering made to a god’ (thus Day (2010) 126 n. 193; cf. his n. and CEG
I 302.1 Qoi]Po pév ey’ &yar[pa AJat[oi]da kaA[6]v, from the Ptoion
sanctuary in Boeotia, ¢. 540).

At the end of 35 we might have an adjective qualifying the horse,
such as Tr[epiprixe] | Tov (if synapheia is allowed) or T[epipetpov (though
word order might then be problematic, depending on the word that
follows). If there is word-break at the start of 36, then T6v8e is preferable
to Tov; the article is rare in Stesichorus, and ‘the famous’ horse would be
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inappropriate in this context. At the end of 36 {1r[w]ov Barrett ap. West
(1969) 138 is very likely, although the traces are evanescent. Metrically
sound restorations of the intervening gap include kat[aict]ov (Barrett)
and xa@[&pci]ov (West), but both are too big for the space (so rightly
Page (1973b) 48). An alternative, dexat[fijov (West, a hapax), gives
unusual sense (‘the tithe horse’) which may neverthless suit the context
(the speaker thereby emphasises that the horse is an offering to the
gods). (Page’s claim that the fragmentary letter before nu contains
the upper half of an upright, and so cannot be omicron, involves an
impermissible deduction, since the right side of omicron in this hand
in isolation would often look like the upper part of an upright stroke;
the only other possibility that fits metre and context would be iota,
but a word ending —1v does not seem likely here.) Exempli gratia we
might therefore restore mepiprixe] Tov Sexa[Tht]ov iw[m]ov, ‘the great
tithe horse’.

Adyo[ic may imply deceptive arguments (see West on Hes. T#. 229,
adding Soph. Phil. 55, Eur. frr. 661.8 and perhaps 650 7rGF). In the
Odyssey the Trojans who wish to prescrve the horse call it a péy’ &yopa
and 8ev BeAxThpiov (8.509); such language implies that damaging it
would be sacrilege. el is opposed to &c &xp[dmo]A[1]v (33); cf. Triph.
296—9 (Sinon) &i piv yé&p pw &&te pévetv adToU Evi xwpm, | Tpoiny
BécpaTdv écmiv EAelv TOAw Eyyoc Axoudv: | el 8¢ mv &yvov &yopa
Aapmt vnoicwy Abrvn, | pedfovtar TpoguydvTec dvnvicTolc ¢ &éfhoic.
The adverb &eikehicxe probably means ‘shamefully, disgracefully for
the recipicnt of the treatment’, as in Hom. Il. 22.395 &siéa. . . Epya
(sce Griffin (1977) 45 n. 36 = Cairns (2001) 377 n. 43); kaTaicxUve has
a similar sense (see Griffin (1980) 85 n. g).

39 x]viv 8¢ [—x—v], &{cbpech’ dvac[cac letusrespect. . . of the Lady’
(suppl. Barrett ap. Page, SLG). At the start West (1969) 138 suggests u&]viv
(for this used of divine anger see Soph. 4j. 654-6n.), which we might
expand to give exempl gratia p&]viv 8¢ [To1 Bapeia]v ‘let us respect the
grim anger of the Lady’ (other particles, such as viv or pav, might be
possible; Papeia]y iam West); for Papic in this context scc Soph. 4.
41n. The reference to the goddess’s anger may provide an ominous
close to the speech.

42 &c] ga[7]o ‘thus he spoke’ (suppl. Barrett ap. West (1969) 138—9).
For the coincidence of end of speech and triad see fr. 15.5-6n.

42-3 7ol [8(¢) v—vv—vv—] [| @[p]l&lovro ‘But they took coun-
sel’ (suppl. Barrett ap. West (1969) 138—9). pp&lopcn appears in the
same context at Triph. 258, referring to the Trojans’ ongoing debate,
at which point Sinon appears. Barrett prefers ‘they...considered
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<how to bring> the great horse <into the city>’, but we might
first have expected a statement expressing the victory of the second
speaker.

44 iw[w]ov pe [: pév (suppl. Fihrer (1970) 12) fits the traces (see the
description given by Lobel (1967c) 36) better than uéya[v (Barrett ap.
West (1969) 138—9). )

45-8 o [].. puAdog[op—x—vv—uvu—] | mukwal[i]c mrep[Uyeca
v—] | xipxov Tavucim[Tepov —x—v— | —] ec &vexpéyoy [ ‘leaf-
bearing . . . with thick-feathered wings.. . . along-winged hawk. . . they
cried out’ (suppl. Lobel (1967c) 37). The sense is unclear; two possibil-
ities are as follows. (i) West (1969) 139 identifies a portent, such as
those that occur when the horse enters Troy at Quint. Smyrn. 12.512—
13 (screeching birds) and Triph. 326—7 (Zeus’s trumpet prophesying
conflict). He points also to Quint. 12.117—20, where (as reported by
Calchas) a hawk catches a dove by hiding in a bush and pretending to
have departed. Supplementing Tp]é&ec in 48, West suggests that the
Trojans see a hawk darting out of a bush and cry out. If the hawk went
on to attack another bird, the omen would apply still more closely
to the Trojans’ situation. The portent suits this moment in the story:
when the Trojans have to decide which course to follow, they observe
an omen which they proceed to ignore or misinterpret. Virgil chooses
this point for the intervention of the serpents, themselves a misinter-
preted portent. (ii) Barrett ap. West identifies a simile, reading & &[
&) 1d in 45 and y&]pec (‘starlings’) in 48, and comparing Triph. 2479
oi & &te TexvhevToc iBov dépac aidAov irrou, | Badpacav &upiyudévrec,
&t fixnevTec i86vrec | aleTdv dAknfievTa TepikAalouct kohotoi. But such
a comparison, emphasising the massive size of the single horse in com-
parison to the numerous Trojans, would more naturally occur at the
discovery of the horse, which is where Triphiodorus places it. Stesi-
chorus would be referring simply to the noise of the Trojans as they
debate what course to take, which is perhaps not significant enough
a detail to dignify with a simile. Moreover, Barrett’s supplement at
the start of 45 is unsafe. The final dotted letter, as Lobel (1967c) 36
observes, ‘looks most like 8 or p, though anomalous for eithér’; omi-
cron can probably be ruled out. If the letter is rho, d¢ [y]&p is just
possible.

If puAAop[op— does not refer 1o a bush, it may denote garlands
placed by the Trojans on the horse (cf. Quint. Smyrn. 12.433-6, Triph.
316-17). Tukiv& Trrepd recurs at Hom. Od. 5.53. Tavuciwrepoc is used
of a variety of birds, including the ipn§ at Hes. Op. 212, a bird often
associated with the xipkoc. Elsewhere &vaxkpélw is not used of animal
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noise until later Greek, but kp&l{w denotes human and animal noise
from at least the fifth century (Soph. 4j. 1236—7n.), and so it would be
unsafe to presume that this word must have had a human subject.

104

The pattern of long and short lines fits only ep. g—str. 4 (thus West
(1969) 137)-

¢ycv in line g indicates a speech, perhaps delivered by the swearer
of the false oath in line 1. Pointing to lines 1, 8, and 10, West (1969)
139 tentatively suggests that Sinon is the speaker, comparing Virg. Aen.
2.154—8 os, aetern: ignes, et non violabile vestrum | lestor numen’, ait, ‘vos arae
ensesque nefand, | quos fugt, vittaeque deum, quas hostia gessi: | fas mihi Graiorum
sacrata resolvere tura, | fas odisse viros atque omnia ferre sub auras’. If West is
right, Sinon plays a part similar to that probably found in the Litle
lliad and in Virgil (the deceiver who persuades the Trojans to accept
the horse), and different from that found in the Zliu Persis (the man who
signals to the Greek fleet that the horse is inside and they can attack);
see further pp. 398, 404. It is possible that the whole fragment comes
from a speech by somebody who has realised Sinon’s treachery too
late.

1].8 évdpoce cep[[v ‘swore a false oath by. ..’ Barrett ap. Page, SLG
suggests MaAA]&3’ . . . cepv[&v (for this combination see fr. 100.10-12n.).
The dotted alpha is consistent with the plate and with the description of
the traces offered by Lobel (1967¢) 42; the relevant part of the papyrus
is now lost.

3 Jec®, éycw 8 au ‘you...,butl...’

5 eipewv ‘to be’. This infinitive and others in —pew are attested in
Epicharmus and the pseudepicharmeia (see Kassel and Austin on fr.
97.8 PCG) and in Dorian inscriptions from Rhodes (/G xn/1 155.100—-
1, second c. BC and 923.9, third c. AD or carlier) and Gela (SEG §45
1359.3, early fifth c.; cf. Willi (2008) 47 n. 82). Their appearance in
Epicharmus may show the influence either of the thematic infinitive
in —ew (Willi, pp. 136-7) or of the Rhodian dialect (since Gelon had
transferred part of the Rhodian colony at Gela to Syracuse, according
to Hdt. 7.156.2; the Rhodian form will itsclf have been influenced by

thematic —&w).

7 x—ww—], ecayu: the end of the epode must coincide with word-
end, so presumably pecayt; thus West (1969) 139, although he doubts
the mu. According to Page (1973b) 53—4, mu is inconsistent with the
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traces; if so, we must assume corruption or some unknown word ending

in —ecayv.

8 @doc &ehiou ‘the light of the sun’; cf. epic and elegiac &oc fiehion
(e.g Hom. L. 1.605, Theogn. 569, Faulkner on Hom. Hym. 5.105).

10 Ja, [x]aT’ aicav ‘in due measure’ (suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 42), a phrase
found in Homer (Il 3.59 etc.) and lyric (perhaps fr. 97.273, Ibyc. fr.
S166.8 PMGF, Pind. P 4.107, Bacchyl. 10.32; cf. fr. 191.8—9 wap’ ai[cav).
The dotted letter may be rho, in which case y]ép (suppl. West (1969)
139) is likely.

105

The Tabula Iliaca Capitolina is a calcite tablet 25 centimetres high,
30 wide, and 1.5 thick. It was discovered about ten miles south-east of
Rome, in a villa not far from Bovillae (cf. Horsfall (1979a) 32), and first
published in Fabretti (1683) 315-84. Its iconography suggests a date
from the last quarter of the first century Bc (thus Sadurska (1964) 37),
so possibly after the publication of the Aeneid in 19 Bc (Horsfall (19792)
32, 38—40). About three-quartcrs of the original piece remain. Squire
(2010) 68, (2011) 12—13 (and plates I--IV) provides images, and Horsfall
(1979a) 36 a schematic diagram that clarifies the layout. But the best
photographs can now be found online; and since an internet search for
Tabula Iliaca Capitolina will reveal several high-quality pictures, we do
not include one here. Squire (2011) 132-3 reproduces a line drawing by
Fedor Ivanovich, first published in Tischbein (1821) as a plate between
pages 12 and 13. This rendering has led more than one scholar astray,
and should be used with extreme caution. A better one by L. Schulz
can be found in Jahn and Michaclis (1873), table 1* and in Squire (2011)
36-7.

The centre of the tablct portrays cvents from the sack of Troy:
warriors emerging from the horsc near the top, a figure being
slain at an altar in the middle, a group of Trojans led by Aeneas
emerging from the central gate, and underneath that, outside the
city, a group of mourning Trojan women, a row of Greek ships, and
Acneas and his men embarking on a ship. Just below the main gate is
the inscription "IAiov Tépcic katé& ETncixopov, and then, in bigger let-
ters, Tpwikoc (perhaps se. kUkhoc, or Tivag: see Squire (2011) 253). The
text is then interrupted by the row of ships; under thcm we read "IAiéc
xat& “Ounpov, then Aiiotic katd Apxtivov TOv Mikficiov, followed by
e Mikp& Agyopévn katd Aécxny TMuppaiov.
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Hlustrations of all these texts appear around the central section
depicting the sack; brief inscriptions identify characters and occasion-
ally give other details. At the bottom of the tablet are two horizontal
strips, the uppermost depicting the Aethiopis, the one underneath the
Little Iliad. To the viewer’s right is an inscribed column which sum-
marises the content of books 7 to 24 of the Jliad (although books 13 to
15 have been omitted). Further to the right are twelve panels on which
appear the events of the last twelve books; book thirteen is at the bot-
tom, book twenty-four at the top. The strip above the depiction of
the sack is taken up with the first book, which is thus given special
prominence. Above the strip depicting the Aethiopis, and below the text
naming the inspiration for the images, an elegiac couplet identifies
the author of the tablet: Téxvnv Tiv Gco8]cpnov p&be T&§iv Ounpou
| 8ppax Bacic whenc pétpov Exmic copiac (suppl. Mancuso (1911) 730).
The language of this couplet, while traditional, appears to allude to
an expression found at the start of Stesichorus’ poem (fr. 100.11-12;
thus Lehnus (1972) 54—5, Horsfall, on p. 589 of his commentary on
Aeneid 2, Squire (2011) 106-8). It would be a remarkable coincidence if
both Stesichorus and Theodorus used the same expression, and both
n such a prominent fashion.

The tablet thus purports to illustrate the events of Homer’s Jliad,
Arctinus’ Aethiopis, Lesches’ Little Iliad, and Stesichorus’ Sack of Trop.
Its depiction of the first threc works corresponds closely with what we
have of them. In the case of the Jliad, only the most trivial divergences
can be observed. The most notable occurs in the illustration of Iliad
18, where Hephaestus has three assistants (Cyclopes?) to aid him as he
forges Achilles’ shield, whereas in the poem he labours alone. Other
differences include the portrayal of Agamemnon with drawn sword
during his quarrel with Achilles (cf. Valenzuela Montencgro (2004) 38),
whereas in the Jliad he never even reaches for his weapon. Such devia-
tions are slight, and in accordance with well-established iconographical
formulae, which arise out of the particular demands of plastic art (see
Briining (1894) 145—64; also Touchefeu-Meynier (1992) §§32—41, Simon
and Bauchhenss (1997) §§56—64, and Valenzuela Montenegro (2004)
66—9, 386 on Hephaestus with the Cyclopes). The illustrations of the
Epic Cycle are similarly accurate, corresponding exactly to what is
known of these pocms from the extensive plot summaries provided
by Proclus and from the other fragments, right down to the order of
events. Getting the [liad right was not hard; accurately illustrating the
Epic Cycle required specialised knowledge of much more recherché
pocms.
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There are thus three reasons to begin with a presumption that the
tablet accurately illustrates the events of Stesichorus’ poem: first, the
merc fact that the inscriber claims that it docs; second, the allusion
in the couplet on the tablet to the text of the opening of Stesichorus’
poem; and third, the accuracy of the portrayals of the other poems
which the tablet is meant to illustrate. A fourth, speculative reason is
advanced by Mancuso (1912) 185-6: namely, that the sculptor chose
to illustrate Stesichorus’ poem instcad of the epic Jliu Persis (the latter
option being the expected onc, since all the other poems depicted on
the Tabula are epic, not lyric) precisely because he offered the first
trace of the association between Aeneas and Italy. We should therefore
disbelieve the tablet only if the events that it portrays are manifestly
incompatible with the written sources of Stesichorus’ poem, or if we
can say with confidence that they are unlikely to have been included
in the poem on some other ground. Before we can do this, we must
describe the tablet’s portrayal of the sack. In what follows we record
every named figure that appears in the picture, and every probable
portrayal of significant events from that night and its aftermath. We
do not attempt to list every instance of a Greek slaying a Trojan, or
indeed to convey the careful artistry that the piece displays.

The picture of the sack is divided into two parts, inside and outside
the city walls. Within those walls, three main sections can be identified.
The uppermost contains the wooden horse (labelled), its flank open
and a ladder propped against it. Near by is a temple; its front columns
are grasped by an individual who in turn is grasped by a warrior,
labelled Aiafc. This represcnts Ajax’s rape of Cassandra, and the
temple will be Athena’s; this would be an especially suitable location
for the horse.

The middle section shows the death of Priam. On the central altar
sits the king with a full beard, long garment, and Phrygian cap. Neop-
tolemus leaps upon him from the left, holding a sword in his right
hand, and placing his right foot on Priam’s thigh. His left hand, which
bears his shield, is grasping at the old man’s head to drag him from
the altar. To Neoptolemus’ left a dying warrior lies on the ground. On
Priam’s right a woman, apparently clothed, sits clinging to him with
both hands; this must be Hecuba. To her right is a warrior endeav-
ouring to pull her from the altar by her head.

To the viewer’s right is a temple of Aphrodite (labelled), on the
left of which stands a warrior. His right hand holds a sword, his left
a shield and the hair of a woman who seems to be trying to escape,
and may even be attempting to ward him off with her left hand. The
garment she is wearing seems to have slipped down in the course of

430



SACK OF TROY: FR. 105

the struggle and so covers only her legs, and those only partially. Her
back is turned towards us. It is difficult to say who this pair can be
if not Menelaus and Helen. Balancing this on the left of the central
section is another temple, with an altar outside; a woman is kneeling
here with arms outstretched, as a warrior stands above her, holding
her hair and poising his sword for the death stab. No identification
for this scene springs to mind. It may reflect an episode in Stesichorus
otherwise unfamiliar to us (thus Jahn and Michaelis (1873) 35), or it
could simply be a general image of violence chosen to balance the
encounter of Menelaus and Helen on the opposite side.

The lowermost section is right up against the walls and gate of the
city. On the right stands a woman labelled ]pa, with two warriors
one on either side, one identified as An[. The trio must be Aethra,
Demophon, and Acamas. Aethra’s head sinks as if in exhaustion, and
her arms rest on her grandchildren. On the left, Aeneas (labelled)
takes a casket with both hands from a man clad in a long robe and
cap (similar to Priam’s), who is fleeing from a warrior behind him.
The casket doubtless contains the sacred objects of Troy, and the man
giving it to Aeneas could be the priest in charge of their cult. One pos-
sibility is Panthus (cf. Paulcke (1897) 70), who brings them to Aeneas in
Virgil (4en. 2.318—35, with Horsfall on 320). Paulcke claims to see the
letters Jev next to this figure (on the basis of which he suggests Ucale-
gon or Pammon), but such an inscription cannot be read today; if it
ever could.

Between these two sections stands the central gate of Troy. Here
Aeneas is led forth by Hermes (both labelled), bearing upon his left
shoulder his father Anchises (labelled), who in turn carries the casket
in his left arm. With his right hand, Aeneas leads the tiny Ascanius
(labelled), who is apparently naked. Behind him is a barely discernible
figure generally reckoned to be Aeneas’ wife.

The area outside the city can be divided into four sections. At
the top left a rectangular structure with adjoining steps all round is
labelled “Extopoc Tégoc; on the far left is a further label, TaA8Up10c Kai
Tpwi&dec. Next to this stands the Greek herald; then, at the front of
the structure, sit Andromache, Cassandra, and Helenus (all labelled).
Andromache is probably holding Astyanax in her lap; Cassandra is
gripping her head in her hands. The perpendicular side of the build-
ing, facing towards the right, portrays Hecuba, Polyxena (a small
woman, held by Hecuba), Andromache (without Astyanax this time),
and Helenus, in conversation with Odysseus, who is standing near by
(all labelled). Perhaps Talthybius has come to take Astyanax away to be
killed (hence the reaction of Cassandra), as in Euripides’ Troades. Then
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Odysseus arrives afterwards (hence Andromache’s presence, without
her son) to fetch Polyxena for sacrifice. But why Helenus should feature
in both scenes is a mystery. The finished stone structure of Hector’s
tomb diverges from the Iliadic account, where the Trojans merely
heap great stones over the trench that receives his ashes (24.788-801).

The tomb is balanced on the right by a square column with a
stepped base labelled AxiAAéwxc cfjpa. Before this Polyxena kneels,
naked to the waist, hands bound; Neoptolemus holds her head
back to stab her in the throat. On the other side of the pillar sits
Odysseus, his head propped in his right hand in what might be a
pensive pose; next to him stands Calchas. All these characters are
labelled.

At the bottom left, reaching over into the middle, is a line of twelve
ships labelled vatctaBpov Axcudv. In the middle at the bottom is a
square pillar labelled Zeryaiov. The picture at the bottom right has
the remarkable superscription Aiveiac cUv Toic idioic &raipewv gic Ty
‘Ecmrepiav. A ship stands ready to depart, with oars in position and sails
raised. The shields ranked in order at its side suggest that the ship has
its full complement of sailors. Next to the vessel we read &wéwAouc
Aiviiou. On the plank that strctches from land to the vessel stands
Aeneas; in his right hand is his son Ascanius, and in his left his father,
who, as he steps on board, hands his casket to a man standing inside
the vesscl; the figures are labelled Ayyicne kai T& igpd. Behind them
is a figure holding a trumpet in his left hand and his head in his right;
he is labelled Micnvoc.

While we accept the tablet’s authority as a source for the rccon-
struction of Stesichorus’ poem (so also Debiasi (2004) 16177, Scafoglio
(2005), Finglass (2014b)), the artist’s primary duty was to produce an
effective work of art, not to reproduce faithfully the details of the poem.
When considering any individual scene on the tablet, we must con-
sider the possibility that it has been altered to suit artistic rather than
literary aims. To give one example, we cannot say that in Stesichorus
Cassandra was clinging to the columns outside Athena’s temple, as
she is on the tablet, rather than to the statue of Athena, as in the Iliou
Persis. The picture on the tablet could easily be the artist’s invention,
a replacement of the interior scene found in Stesichorus, which would
have been harder to portray. Nevertheless, overall there is a basic simi-
larity between poem and artefact: ‘the fliupersis of Stesichorus, however
garbled and contaminated, gave reason for its use as a caption for the
carved relief’ (Gruen (1992) 14).

Some scholars argue that the tablet cannot illustrate Stesichorus’
poem, for the following reasons:
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(1) Menelaus’ encounter with Helen presupposes the account known
from the Little Iliad and Ibycus, in which her nakedness prevents him
from killing her. In Stesichorus, by contrast (fr. 106), the impact of her
beauty was felt by the whole army, who as a consequence held back
from stoning her (cf. Schmidt (1917) 66—7).

(2) Hecuba is sitting alongside the other captives, when in Stesicho-
rus (fr. 109) she is transported to Lycia by Apollo (cf. Schmidt (1917%)
68—9).

(3) Aeneas’ escape from Troy to the west is dubious, for several rca-
sons (cf. Schmidt (1917) 86—9r). (i) The general prominence given to
Aeneas’ departure ‘must reflect the importance of the Aeneas-legend
as dynastic propaganda at the time the Tabula was produced’ (Horsfall
(1979b) 375). (11) Stesichorus would not have used the term Ectrepia to
denote Italy or the west (thus Fabretti (1683) 381). (iif) The inclusion
of the sacred objects of Troy (the penates) is an anachronism unique
in Greek art (Horsfall (197gb) 376). (iv) Misenus and his trumpet are
out of place here (thus Schmidt (1917) 73~ 4): ‘this is the Misenus of the
Roman antiquarian tradition’ (Horsfall (1979b) 376, referring to Virg,
Aen. 6.164—5; thus Fabretti (1683) 381). (v) Dionysius of Halicarnas-
sus cites many sources for the Aeneas legend (Hellanicus, Sophocles,
Menecrates of Xanthus, Cephalon of Gergis, Hegesippus, Ariaethus,
Agathyllus of Arcadia, Homer; 1.48-64), but fails to mention Stesicho-
rus, despite his familiarity with that poct (he knew his Stesichorus well,
as the rhetorical works bear witness’, according to Horsfall (197gb) 376),
and his interest in establishing as early a date as possible for Aeneas’
travels (thus Horsfall (1979a) 43 with n. 128).

We respond to these points as follows:

(1) This is the most serious charge against the tablet — that it dircctly
contradicts Stesichorus’ account. We cannot escape the contradic-
tion by supposing (as Welcker (182gb) 236 ~ (1849—64) 11 193 does)
that Stesichorus included both near-lynchings, by Menelaus and by
the army, in his poem. The Euripidean scholium which quotes our
fragment explicitly differentiates Stesichorus’ treatment from those of
the Little Iliad and Ibycus, and thereby implies that Stesichorus did
not dcscribe Menelaus’ encounter with Helen. Nevertheless, we can-
not deduce from the discrepancy that the tablet has no significant
relationship to Stesichorus’ work. The poet’s version could not have
been represented easily on the tablet without taking up a dispropor-
tionate amount of space (cf. Welcker (182gb) 236 = (1849—64) 11 193),
and yet the climactic encounter could hardly have been omitted from
a depiction of the sack of Troy. Working in a medium with such limita-
tions, the artist substituted the story known to him from the Little Iliad
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for Stesichorus’ account. In this case, the particular demands of plastic
art trumped the desire to provide a faithful presentation of the poem.
The same process occurred in the sculptor’s treatment of scenes from
the Iliad, as shown above; we do not conclude on that basis that the
sculptor had no knowledge of the Jliad, and so it would be illicit to make
the same deduction in the case of Stesichorus (so rightly Valenzuela
Montenegro (2004) 383).

(2) Hecuba’s presence on the tablet does not contradict Stesicho-
rus’ poem, since the relevant fragment does not tell us at what stage
Apollo translated Hecuba to Lycia. Her removal after the death of her
daughter Polyxena would have the poetic benefit of allowing her to
sink to her lowest point before her rescue by the god.

(3) (i) If we accept that the tablet reflects the contents of Stesicho-
rus’ poem, we may nevertheless believe that the prominence given to
Aeneas is the result of contemporary concerns (thus Mancuso (1911)
721). That said, the beginning of Aeneas’ voyage would have been a
most effective conclusion, and Stesichorus could have highlighted it to
achieve variety amid the misery of the sack. It may be that Stesichorus’
pocm (and not the epic Iliu Persis) was chosen to illustrate the Tabula
precisely because he included Aeneas’ journey to the west (thus Jahn
and Michaelis (1873) 37-8 with n. 247).

(i1) Other instances of the noun ‘Ecmepia are indeed post-Hellenistic;
Hesperiais first attested in Latin at Enn. Ann. 20 Skutsch, perhaps (as Sk.
suggested) taken from Naevius. But the designation ‘people of the west’
is as old as Homer: at Od. 8.28—9 Alcinous declares that Odysseus has
arrived fi¢ wpdc folwv 7 tcmrepiwv &vBpwwy. The adjective Ectréproc
accompanies x8cov at Ap. Rh. 3.311 and Agathyllus fr. 15.3 SH. A
further possible instance is at [Hes.] fr. 150.6 M-W ‘Ecme[pi]nv (in a
context where many places are named, but this is by no means a certain
supplement). See further Malkin (1998) 192—3. Stesichorus might not
have used the noun, though even this is not certain; but he could
easily have used the corresponding adjective as part of an expression
simplified by the sculptor of the tablet into ‘Hesperia’.

The ‘west’ in question might be Sicily or Italy (thus Niebuhr (1811
12) I 129), but could even be as specific as Latium. After all, Aeneas’
associations with Italy and Rome are attested by a scarab as early as
the late sixth or early fifth century. They may be carlier than that, if the
Jjuxtaposition of his birth with that of Latinus in a probable fragment of
the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women is meaningful. Moreover, Stesichorus
may well have referred to Evander’s migration from Arcadia to Latium
in the Geryoneis (fr. 21n.). On the other hand, if Stesichorus had specified
Italy or Latium, we might have expected the caption to mention it;
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‘this vagueness supports its authenticity; a forger would have had free
rein’ (Malkin (1998) 192). If Stesichorus simply mentioned ‘Hesperia’,
the question arises what he meant by this word. We might not be able
to solve this problem even if we had the whole poem.

(iii) Aeneas’ rescuing of the sacred objects is attested on a late sixth-
or carly fifth-century Etruscan scarab (see p. 400 with n. 33 above),
which suggests that an Italian connexion was felt even then. Hellanicus
too refers to his retrieving them, although in the context of his settling
at Pallene, not Rome. These early attestations of the myth in different
media and environments suggest that the story was an established part
of some variants by the sixth century.

(iv) The Tabula’s portrayal of the sack contains many differences
from Virgil (thus Valenzuela Montenegro (2004) 387—91); so, for exam-
ple, the Tabula presents Hermes/Mercury guiding Aeneas and his
family, when in Virgil the god makes no such appearance. (Hermes
assists Aeneas in Marcellus of Side’s Epitaph for Regilla, lines 23—:
see Davies and Pomeroy (2012) for an edition.) And if the Tabula was
mainly influenced by Virgil, we may ask (with Heurgon (1969) 25-6)
why it specifies Hesperia (an obscure name for Aeneas’ destination)
rather than Rome or Italy. There is no reason to assume that the 7ab-
ula’s depiction of Misenus is owed to Virgil, or indeed to the Roman
antiquarian tradition, in which he featured as either helmsman or a
trumpeter; the latter version was used by ‘Caesar’ in the first book
of the Libri Pontificales (thus [Aurel. Vict.] Origo gentis Romanae 9.6; the
Caesar in question may be thc L. Caesar who at 15.4 is said to have
narrated Ascanius’ actions in Latium ‘in his first book’). If Misenus
was associated with the Punto di Miseno in the archaic period, Stesi-
chorus the westerner may well have been familiar with that landmark
(thus Sadurska (1964) 33, Heurgon (1969) 26). Misenus was also said to
have been a companion of Odysseus (Strab. 1.2.18), whose legend was
so intertwined with that of Aeneas that they were made co-founders
of Rome (Hellan. Priestesses of Hera at Argos fr. 84 EGM, Damastes fr.
3 EGM; cf. Solmsen (1986), Debiasi (2008) 70 with n. 209). Strabo’s
testimony suggests that Misenus was involved in voyages from Troy in
the Greek tradition well before Virgil, and so there is no reason why
Stesichorus should not have featured him as a character.

(v) The argument from silence can be countered in two ways. First,
Dionysius is erratic in his citations of Hellanicus (for which see above,
PP- 399—400). He begins his investigation of the Aeneas legend by
citing at length Hellanicus’ Trotka, in which Aeneas’ travels involve
merely a short trip across the Hellespont. Only much later (1.72.2)
does he cite Hellanicus’ other work, On the Priestesses of Argos, in which
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Hellanicus describes how Acneas journeys to Italy and founds Rome.
Earlier on, he argues against the view that Aeneas never came to
Italy (1.53.4); Hellanicus’ evidence would have been useful here, yet
Dionysius fails to adduce it. This odd way of handling what to us seems
a key testimonium suggests that Dionysius cannot be relied on to treat
literary evidence in the most logical manner. We are therefore reluctant
to conclude that he could not have known a passage in Stesichorus
stating that Aeneas travelled to the west. If he did know such a passage,
he might have ignored it on the ground that Stesichorus did not bring
Aeneas to Italy, let alone to Latium (thus Gruen (1992) 14), although it
can only be a guess that Stesichorus did not mention either of those
places.

Dionysius refers to Stesichorus only three times. He associates him
with Pindar in the use of grand periods (Comp. Verb. 19), with Alcaeus as
the best lyric poets at blending different sorts of vocabulary (ibid. 24),
and praises the grandeur of his plots and the portrayal of his characters
(De tmit. epit. 2.7 Aujac). He never quotes his work, however (with the
exception of fr. g1a.1, cited in his First Letter lo Amaeus 3.1, which he
probably knew from its Platonic citation) or refers to it in a way that
suggests detailed knowledge (so rightly Valenzuela Montenegro (2004)
392). It does not follow that he had not read Stesichorus, but he might
not have been particularly familiar with his poetry.

106

According to the scholia to Euripides’ Orestes, Stesichorus described
how the pcople about to stone Helen were diverted from that purpose
by the sight of her beauty. The scholia on the same line refer to an
emendation of the linc of Euripides by Aristophanes of Byzantium (fr.
389 Slater); his note on the line might have been the source for the
knowledge of Stesichorus shown in the scholium (thus Wilamowitz, in
his first edition of Euripides’ Heracles, 1 p. 151 with n. 58). The frag-
ment is not attributed to the Sack of Trop, and the people engaging
in the stoning are not said to be the Greek army at Troy; but both
hypotheses are very probable. According to Wachter (2001) 316, ‘the
scholiast is explaining a scene from the Oresteia, when the characters
in question were long since back home in Greece, and he mentions
neither Menelaos nor Troy’; but it is hard to imagine Menelaus being
powerless to defend his spouse on his return home. The attempt on
Helen’s life back in Greece in Euripides’ Orestes seems like an innova-
tion by that poet, not an echo of a Stesichorean version. According
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to Heurgon (1969) 25, the fragment came from the Palinode, but that
would imply quite a lengthy description of the sack of Troy in a work
that we may imagine was mainly set in Egypt.

The Odyssey does not describe the moment when Menelaus recovers
Helen at the sack. Proclus’ summary of the cyclic fliu Persis says only
MevéAaoc 8¢ &veupcov ‘EAévn &l Téc vadc katéyel, Anipopov povelcac
(arg. 2 GEF). In the Little Iliad (fr. 28 GEF) Menelaus was about to put
Helen to the sword when a glimpse of her breasts diverted his ardour.
This account occurs in Ibycus (fr. 296 PMGF), Euripides (dndr. 627-31;
cf. Or. 1287), and Aristophanes (Lys. 155-6). In art the first probable
appearance of the scene is found on the Mykonos pithos which also
features the earliest depiction of the Trojan horse; Menelaus draws his
sword as he approaches Helen (Kahil (1988) §225). The same image
is found on a Spartan relief from ¢. 580 (§230), the Chest of Cypselus
(§226), a temple metope from Selinus from ¢. 520 (§231), and Attic
black-figure vases from ¢. 560-510 (§§210—24); Helen removes her head
covering or veil as if to assuage Menelaus’ anger with beauty; the more
explicit disrobing found in literary texts is missing. Other vases show
Menelaus in pursuit of Helen (c. 550—450; §§235—51) or seizing her by
her garment or elbow (c. 550—480; §§291—313). See further Hedreen
(1996), Dipla (1997).

Stesichorus’ version is not explicitly attested elsewhere. There may
be an echo in Euripides’ Troades, where Menelaus brusquely tells Helen
Baive Aeucthpwy TéAac | Tdvoue T Axocuddv &rdSoc Ev cpikpdd pokpouc |
Bavolc’, Iv° eidijic uf) kaToucyUvew éué (1039—41), a fate which the audi-
ence knows she will somehow escape. In Orestes Electra describes how
Helen returns to Greece at night, in case she is stoned by the parents
of warriors killed at Troy (56—60).

Presumably the version in the Little Iliad was more popular because
it is more piquant for Helen’s own husband to come close to killing
her. If that account focusses on the intimate passion of a husband for
his wife overcoming even a justified desire for revenge, Stesichorus sets
the event against a wider, more public background. Helen is hated not
(merely) by her husband, but by the entire army, who have suffered
on her behalf, and who are thus keen to stone her (paradoxically,
since they have fought so long to secure her recovery); equally, her
beauty affects not a single man, but a mass of troops. The picture
of a lone woman at the mercy of a whole army would be powerfully
exploited in Attic tragedy (Iphigenia at Aesch. Ag 192—-247, Polyxena
at Eur. Hec. 518-82). Other stonings, rcal or threatened, associated
with the Trojan War include those of Paris (threatened by Hector at
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Hom. II. 3.56—7) and the lesser Ajax (lliu FPersis arg. 3 GEF, Alcaeus
fr. 298.1-4 Voigt); Stesichorus has as it were transferred this motif
to the recovery of Helen. Plutarch’s account of the courtesan Lais
provides a melancholy contrast with Stesichorus’ poem: her beauty
did not prevent her from being stoned to death (in the temple of
Aphrodite, appropriately enough), but rather inspired her killers with
jealousy (Am. 768a). For stoning in antiquity more generally see Soph.
4j. 253/ 4—256n. '

107

In the Jliad, during her lament over Hector’s body, Andromache imag-
ines the likely fate of her son Astyanax: either he will follow her into
slavery, or one of the Greeks will throw him over the walls of Troy,
in anger for a relative killed by Hector (24.732-8, a passagc which, as
Burgess (2010) argues, probably indicates that Homer and his audience
knew the story of the boy’s fate). Andromache’s fears beccome reality
in the Little Iliad, where Neoptolemus throws him from the wall (fr.
29 GEF, cf. fr. 18 with West (2013) 216), and in the Il Persis, in which
he mects the same fate (fr. 3) at the hands of Odysseus (arg. 4). The killer
goes unnamed in Eur. Andr. 8-11. The earliest possible appearance of
Astyanax’s death in art occurs on a relief pithos from Mykonos, dated
to 675-650; Astyanax (if it is he) is being thrown from the battlements
(Touchefeu (1984) §27). His death features on Attic black- and red-
figurc pottery from c. 560 until 450 (§§7—24), always in connexion with
the death of Priam. A warrior, usually unidentified (though named
Neoptolemus on §18), is about to throw a child, who may be alive or
already dead, towards Priam as the latter is killed. This type is quite
distinct from the version known from literary accounts; the difference
will reflect the particular challenges of depicting this scene in visual
art, not the influence of an unknown literary version. For Astyanax in
epic, tragedy, and art scc further Kern (1918); for near-eastern parallels
for his killing, S. Morris (1995).

The scholium which contains this fragment is not clearly expresscd,
and the phrase Toic 8¢ xpncpwTéporc kai &flomictotépoic implies a
preceding negative; the supplements at the start of the citation are
owed to West, GEF. Euripides is said to have followed the version in
the Iliu Persis, in which Astyanax is thrown from the wall. In Stesichorus,
whom Euripides by implication did not follow, Astyanax is simply said
to have died; yet Astyanax’s death features, at least by implication, in
the version shared by Euripides and the Cycle. Perhaps Stesichorus
Jjust mentioned that Astyanax died, without giving details (so MLW).
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Or Astyanax might already be dead in Stesichorus when he is tossed
from the battlements. The. Tabula shows Talthybius taking the child
from Andromache, although it is not clear whether the baby is still
alive at this point.

108

The scholia to Lycophron and to the Jliad state that Stesichorus makes
Hector the son of Apollo. In the Sack of Troy Apollo takes Hecuba to
Lycia; this suits an account in which Hector is the fruit of their union
(fr. 109n.), and so our fragment probably comes from this poem (thus
Kleine p. 80).

In the Iliad Apollo frequently shows himself an especially fond
guardian of Hector, and this may have promptecd Stesichorus, or an ear-
lier poet, to make him Hector’s father. Alternatively, that very tradition
influenced Homer. Apollo rescues Hector from defeat in the duel with
Ajax (7.271-2), encourages him after his temporary worsting in battle
(15.236—62), leads Achilles astray to protect him (21.599—22.20), gives
him speed to flee from Achilles (22.202—4), preserves his corpse from
corruption (23.188—91, 24.18—21), and promotes its ransom (24.31-54).
A later tradition makes Apollo the father of Hector’s brother Troilus
(Z Lyc. Alex. 307a = p. 61.7-9 Leone, Apollod. Bibl. 3.12.5). Apollo
also fathered Ileus on a local nymph during his building of the walls
of Troy for Laomedon ([Hes.] fr. 235 M—W). More generally, Priam in
his grief refers hyperbolically to “Extop& 8, 8¢ 8e6c Ecke pet” &vdpéew,
oUdt emiker | &vdpde ye BvnTol Trdic Eupevan, dAAG Beoio (24.258—9);
and Hector himself, in a moment of exubcrant triumph, exclaims ai
Y&p éydov oUtw ye Ade Téic atyidyoto | einy fipaTa wavTa, Tékot 8¢ pe
wéTVia “Hpn, | Tiolpny & dc TieT Abnvain kai ATrdAAwy, | dc viv fuépn
de kaxov péper Apyeioia (13.825--8).

The scholia to Lycophron add that Hector is said to be Apollo’s
son in Euphorion (fr. 8o Lightfoot) and Alcxander Aetolus (fr. r2 Mag-
nelli); Lycophron too follows this account (A/ex. 265). A further Home-
ric scholium attributes the story (on the authority of Porphyry) to
these three Hellenistic poets, and also to Ibycus (fr. 295 PMGEF),
with no mention of Stesichorus. This may well result from confu-
sion over the authorship of the Sack of Troy; Porphyry, or his source,
would have attributed it to Ibycus, and thus named him instead of
Stesichorus alongside the Hellenistic writers (thus Cingano (1990)
199—200).

For other instances where Euphorion and Stesichorus are men-
tioned as joint sources for a mythical detail see fr. 86n.
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109

Pausanias states that Stesichorus had Hecuba translated to Lycia by
Apollo in his Sack of Trop. According to the regular account, Hecuba is
transformed into a bitch after the sack of her city (cf. Eur. Hec. 1259~
74, Robert (1921-6) 11/1 1279—80, Forbes Irving (1990) 207-10, Buxton
(2009) 57—9). Stesichorus’ unique version was probably inspired by
Hom. II. 16.666-83, where Apollo, at Zeus’s command, removes the
corpse of Zeus’s son from the battlefield, washes, anoints, and dresses
him, and has him placed by Sleep and Death ‘in the rich people of
broad Lycia’ (¢v Aukinc e¥peinc miont dAuw1, 16.673 = 683) for burial
by his family. Sarpedon had a prior connexion to Lycia, his homeland.
Whether Stesichorus invented an association between Hecuba and
Lycia to explain her conveyance, we cannot say.

The fragment may be connected with fr. 108, which states that
Stesichorus made Hector the son of Apollo (thus Schmidt (1917) 6g).
Such a detail would motivate the god’s involvement: he did not want
his former bedmate to end her days as a dog. For similar divine rescues
of mortals from death or suffering see Heinze (1915) 58—9 n. 2 = (1993)
62—-3 n. g5 (citing the cases of Laodice from later accounts).

110

Pausanias states that one of the prisoners of war in Stesichorus’ Sack
of Trgy was called Clymene. According to our manuscripts of the fliad,
‘ox-cyed Clymene’ and Aethra daughter of Pittheus werc maidservants
to Helen (. 3.143—4), but the line containing their names is most
likely an early Attic interpolation (scc Krieter-Spiro’s n., and cf. Hom.
1l 1.[265], West (1999a) 186—7). Stesichorus may have known the line
(and perhaps included Clymene alongside Aethra, whose presence is
confirmed by fr. 105; thus Seeliger (1886) 38, Grossardt (2012) 35-6),
but that is not a necessary deduction from his mention of Clymene
here (so rightly Dihle (1970) 32—3 n. 42). He may have shared another
epic source with the Athenians, who needed another female name to
set alongside that of Aethra.

kaTnpibunkev suggests a catalogue of prisoncrs of war; for other
catalogues in Stesichorus cf. fir. 102, 183.

IIX

According to Pausanias, Stesichorus names Medusa as one of Priam’s
daughters; such a detail is probably from the Sack of Troy, perhaps in
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a list of prisoners of war. Medusa appears in Polygnotus’ depiction of
the sack of Troy painted in the Cnidian Lesche at Delphi between
458 and 447, and in Apollod. Bibl. 3.12.5 and Hyg. Fab. 9o.6. There is
no trace of her in earlier poetry outside Stesichorus, but our evidence
is too scanty to allow the conclusion that these later accounts used
Stesichorus as a sourcc (so rightly Robert (1893) 65).

II2

No line beginnings or ends are preserved, but small, very probable sup-
plements at the start of lines 5, 6, and 8 give parallel word-beginnings,
and thus most likely the left edge of a column of text. Line 5 could
be str./ant. 2, 3, 5, 6, ep. 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, or 10. Line 6 could be str./ant.
2,3, 5, 6, ep. 1, 2, 3, 9, or 10. This narrows the possibilities for lines
5-6 down to str./ant. 2—3, 5-6, ep. 1 -2, 2—3, g—10. We can eliminate
str./ant. 2—3 (becausc linc 4 will not fit str./ant. 1), str./ant. 5-6 and ep.
2-3 (because line 8 will not fit str./ant. 8 or ep. 5), and ep. 1-2 (because
line 7 will not fit ep. 3). This leaves ep. g—10; therefore the fragment as
a whole covers ep. 5 str. 5.

Tovde (2, if correctly restored) may suggest speech, but if so, it is not
clear where the speech ends. .Jon 8 éxéAeuceT[ (7) suggests narrative;
and if 5-6 were part of the speech, there would be no room for a
phrase meaning ‘thus s/he spoke’.

1 —2=]ovT apoac[x: perhaps lopaic(wv), attested for Stesichorus at
fr. 8.4, but the dotted letter is more likely alpha (Page (1973b) 54)
than iota (Lobel (1967c) 43). If it is alpha, either the letter itself is a
mistake, or ¥’ or T’ (e.g.) has dropped out.

2 Tov ¢ Adxo [: ‘ambush/stratagem’. In the Odyssey the horse is referred
to as a kofhov Adxov (4.277, 8.515) and Tukwov Adyov (11.525). The
dotted letter after Tov is more probably alpha (Lobel) than delta (Page
(1973b) 54). If it is alpha, the passage is corrupt. If it is a miswritten
delta, T6v8e Adyov (thus Barrett ap. Page (1973b) 54) suggests direct
speech, which is unwclcome (see introduction above); whereas Tév 5¢
A6xov (Page) would introduce a rare definite article.

3 xudaléo[ ‘noble’, a hapax derived from xT8oc (cf. 8&pcoc, Bapcanéoc)
and presumably equivalent to kud&Apoc (epic, Alcaeus fr. 129.6 Voigt);
adjectives in —&Awoc result from contamination of others in —aAéoc
and —poc (Risch (1974) 105). The words are metrically equivalent too:
Stesichorus freely discards the epic form.
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4 xJuv ¥ #xovr,_[: perhaps Bap]uv (MLW). The end of the line is
restored wv[ by Barrett ap. West (1969) 139, ¢ . [by Lobel (1967c) 43.

5—6 §lavéx & ‘EAéva Tlp[idpuoo vuéc Pa]adfjoc &ody, [v——
‘golden-haired Helen, daughter-in-law of Priam the king’ (§-, —1éu~,
Ba— suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 43, —oto Fiihrer (1970) 12 n. 11, vudc Schade,
p- 197). Helen is §avf& at Sappho fr. 23.5 Voigt, Ibyc. fr. S151.5 PMGF
(‘an epithet that suggests heroic beauty’: Wilkinson). At the end of line
5 we need a word describing the relationship of Helen to Priam; only
vudc (attested in epic, and used of Helen herself at Hom. /.. 3.49; see
further Faulkner on Hom. Hym. 5.136) will do, which leads us to prefer
TIp[1&poto to Tp[1dueo (the latter suppl. West (1969) 140). In 6 &oidiuoc
(‘much-sung’; West) may well be right; cf. Hom. Ii. 6.357-8 (Helen to
Paris) olcwv #m Zebc Bijke xakdv pdpov, dc xai driccw | &vBpdmoict
TeAcpED doidipor Eccopévorciv. A verb will have stood at the end of 6;
this is most unlikely to have been &fev, since 7 does not look like the
start of a speech.

8-9 8aJiwn Tupi xaopgv[— | x—]wpiicavrac ‘burning with destruc-
tive blaze . . . setting on fire’ (suppl. Lobel (1967c) 43). In epic the com-
mon phrasc 81jiov wp (II. 9.347 ctc.) occurs with (2vi)wipmpnm at Hom.
Il. 2.414-15 and 8.181—2; TUp alone features with (¢wi/ép)mipTpn
at 7.429, 432, 9.242, Soph. Ant. 200-1, Eur. Her. 1151, Ar. Lys. 269,
with kaiopen at Il. 8.521, 21.361, 375—6 and commonly in poetry and
prose. The final syllable of mpfjcavtac is short because of the following
epsilon; it therefore fits in the metrical line x— =~ —vo—2 ¢ — —
after a gap representing x—. That gap might have been filled by éwi]—,
which is small enough to fit while nevertheless providing the requi-
site two syllables (¢u]— tam West (1969) 140). évirp— always has a long
second syllable in epic. '

113

The line pattern of longs and shorts fits only ep. 4—ant. 7.

Adyw (8, 19) and moBéw (11) point to a speech (thus West (1969)
141); so perhaps do yévort’ (21) and Tpohimrw (20, if correctly restored).
‘Epbvav. . . mobéw (10-11) suggests Helen as the speaker (cf. Hom.
Od. 4.261—4, where Helen laments the & with which Aphrodite
afflicted her, &te i’ fiyaye keice @iAnc &md waTpidoc aine, | Taid& T Euty
vocgiccopévny Badapév Te woaw te, and Triph. 493—4, where Athena
asks her o08¢ 8Uyatpa | ‘Eppdvny wobéeic;). The passage may even be
from Helen’s climactic encounter with Menelaus. Perhaps Spapméy:-
pov (13) was applied (self-pityingly and tendentiously) by Helen to
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herself. Page (1973b) 56 mentions but rejects this idea, preferring to
develop a suggestion by Lobel (1967¢c) 46: namely, that this passage
should be connected with Hesych. ¢ 5957 (11 196 Latte) ‘Eppdvn’ kai
) AnpiTne kol fi kdpn v Supakoucaic, and that it depicts Demeter
lamenting her lost daughter Persephone. But such a story would be
unexpected in this mythical context.

1~-3 The dramatic language (‘immediately. .. clear(ly) (suppl. Lobel
(1967¢) 46) . . . truly’) suggests a highly wrought moment: perhaps some
revelation or realisation is taking place?

4 &]mdvouc ‘mules’ is owed to MLW; Lobel (1967c) 46 had written
fijmévouc. The dotted letter is ‘the top of an upright’ (16id. 45) and,
while consistent with mu, does not demand it; but no other plausible
restoration is at hand.

5 wpwTre[: either mpwmé[puc (‘two years ago’; this and not mwpo—
happens to be the correct Attic form, as is metrically guaranteed
at Pherecr. fr. 196 PCG, and prescribed by Apoll. Dysc. De Adverbiis
1/1 166.24—6 Schneider and Uhlig, but what form was preferred by
Stesichorus we cannot tell) or wpdo<i1> e[; both are put forward by
Lobel (1967c¢) 46.

6 kJumrpoyevic a[: suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 46. This title of Aphrodite,
attested from Hesiod onwards (see Braswell on Pind. P 4.216(b)), could
be an adjective as well as a noun (cf. Theogn. 1386, Hom. Hym. 10.1),
and so the following word could be A[ppodita (despite Lobel).

7 &rrépgupov ‘of sea-purple’; uscd of woollen garments in Homer
(Od. 6.53 = 306, 13.108), of a bird in Alcman (fr. 26.4 PMGF). The adjec-
tive is the wrong case to describe Aphrodite (line 6), but might qualify
one of her attributes. She is said to be Topgupén at Anacr. fr. 357.3
PMG, cf. Bion 1.3—4, Anon. A.P, x2.112.2 = 3711 HE, Diirbeck (1977)
135~7. Himerius (Or. 62.2) uses the adjective to qualify the Nereids,
whom Sappho (fr. 5.1 Voigt, a safe supplement) invokes in the com-
pany of Aphrodite. A different approach notes the connexion of the
town of Hermione (line 10) in the Argolid with purple cloth; but its pro-
poser acknowledges that line 10 more probably denotes the daughter
of Helen (Lobel (1967c) 46).

&yv[: either &yvév or &yvéav ‘holy’ (as West (1969) 141 implies). The
word follows &irépeupov just as iapdc follows the same word in Alcm.
fr. 26.4 PMGF.

911 &BavaToi[x—v]Aov ‘Eppidvav T [—v—x—vv] wv mrobféw:

perhaps &Bavéroifcwv eike]dov (suppl. Page, SLG; cf. id. (1973b) 56),
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maybe with &]ydv (ibid. p. 55) giving ‘Tlong for . . . Hermione, who re-
sembled the immortals’

11 vOkT[: perhaps vixT[ac Te kai &pora (suppl. Fﬁhrer (1971b) 253; cf.
Hom. 1l. 18.340, 24.745) or &uap (Page (1973b) 55; cf. 5.490, Od. 2.345,
Leumann (1950) 100), emphasising the perpetual nature of the emotion
(cf. Soph. El. 86—93).

12 ] Aomédav: there are two possibilities. (i) &]JeA<A>omédav ‘with
wind-swift foot’ (suppl. Page (1973b) 55), for which cf. Ibyc. fr. S223(a).21
PMGF, Hell. Adesp. fr. 953.3 SH, Opp. Cyn. 1.413, 3.184, Quint. Smyrn.
10.189; also &eMdémoc, predicated of Iris in Homer, and of horses
elsewhere (see Faulkner on Hom. Hym. 5.217). (i) oi]yAomwdSav ‘with
radiant foot’ (Diggle (1970) 5, comparing Pind. O. 13.36 ofyAa o8&V).

13 UgapTraywpov: this adjective (hapax) is derived from UpapTélew
‘snatch secretly’ (attested in Aristophanes); the simplex &pméypoc is
found in Callimachus. The secret snatching is presumably connected
with Helen.

14 xvaxa[: probably feminine of kvaxédc ‘tawny’ (thus Page (1973b) 56),
attested at Thespis 7rGF 1 F 4.2, Soph. fr. 314.367 TrGF; cf. Hesych. k
3083 (11 492 Latte) xvakédc: yopde imrmoc.

16 —vv— x]opugaia varrac[(i) T ‘in the peaks and glens’ (x] suppl.
Lobel (1967c) 46, cett. Daly (1969) 238); cf. Ar. 4u. 739-40 vémauci ¢ kod
kopugaic, Lyr. Adesp. fr. 935.6 PMG kat dpea kai vémac. The gap
at the start of the line might contain &xpotéTaic ‘highest’ (JD). Less
natural is the articulation x]Jopugaicwv (Lobel (1967¢) 46) after which
we would have &mraic or &manc[—; the former would presumably refer,
by hyperbole, to Helen missing her daughter Hermione, but the sense
is strained.

18 8« TraiSa gidov: if the adjective goes with the noun, then the
phrase is not referring to Hermione; impersonal gidov (e.g ‘may it be
dear to the gods that’, as at fr. 15.25) would allow Taida to refer to
Hermione (thus Lerza (1981) 27-8), but it is more likely that the word
qualifies the adjacent noun.

20 Jw, po, ww[i][: meoiwe (suppl. Page (1973b) 55) is consistent with
the traces.

21 yévorr' [: the dotted letter seems incompatible with omicron
(cf. Lobel (1967c) 46), and so the verb must be elided.
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114

This fragment is made up of two pieces from different papyri: P.Oxy.
2619 fr. 18 (which contains parts of lines 1—15) and P.Oxy. 2803 fr. 11
(lines 4-18). The connexion was madc by Fiihrer (1971a) and West
(1971b) 263—4. POxy. 2619 fr. 18 comes from the top of a column. Its
first line was either ant. 1 (the topmost text, which we print as line 1 of
the fragment) or str. 8 (which is too short to reach the preserved part
of the papyrus).

The fragment refers to the Greeks leaving the horse (g). However,
this is most unlikely to have been the moment in the poem when the
ambush began; Stesichorus will hardly have dismissed such a crucial
turning-point in a single line (so rightly Barrett ap. Page (1973b) 65 n. 1).
Perhaps the fragment refers back to a description of that event (‘When
the Greeks. . .°); it would then presumably have come from a speech
delivered by a Trojan.

1]7" émxoup[: cither émwixoup[or (suppl. Lobel (1967c) 47) or émi
koup[ (West (1971b) 263, with refcrence to Cassandra). In the preced-
ing gap, perhaps ToAéec] (suppl. Fiihrer ap. Schade, p. 155; cf. Lobel);
AcapBavidan would fit at the start of the line, but is perhaps unlikely
given the likely content of the following lines.

2 ] Sap: word-break is most unlikely after these letters; the only possi-
bility (attested in epic, but not lyric) would be £i8ap, but the preceding
trace does not seem compatible with iota. Words containing Sap any-
where arc not common; Aap| [Sav(i)- (suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 47) would be
highly appropriate, but would require synapheia at a place where other
lines have word end. It seems likely that the papyrus has misdivided
the words (thus Barrett ap. Page (1973¢) 57, Haslam (1974) 26 n. g1,
Fiihrer (1977) 14 n. 143); hence we do not take this passage as evidence
for synapheia in str./ant. 2—3.

3 JAirroica[: a female is leaving, possibly more than onc; she could
be Cassandra, after her failure to persuade the Trojans of the threat
posed by the horse (cf. Quint. Smyrn. 12.580—5; thus West (1971b) 263),
Helen, after her failure to lure out the hiding Greeks, or a pro-Trojan
goddess abandoning the city (cf. perhaps 11—12 and Aesch. Sept. 21718
BzoUc | Touc Tiic dholcnc TéAeoc EKAeiTrav Adyoc).

4 Juataxa[: perhaps a neuter plural noun followed by xai, or by
Ka[c|c&vSp— (the latter Fiihrer (1971b) 253).

6 yaJadyou[ ‘who carries the earth’ (suppl. West (1971b) 263; <*weki—
‘convey’); that is, Poseidon (cf. 10, Hom. Z. 13.83, Od. 3.55, Pind. 0,
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1.25-6, Aesch. S¢pt. 310, Soph. OC 1072—3, Mylonopoulos (2003) 379).
Elsewhere the epithet is applied to Zeus (Aesch. Suppl. 816) and Artemis
(Soph. OR 160-1) in the sense of roAoUyoc (see EJ/W on the former
passage, Beck (1982)).

=7 witvn ‘he/she/it was falling’. The scribe writes witva supra lineam,
perhaps influenced by witva at Hom. Il 21.7, or as a hyperdorism
(cf. Willi (2008) 59); if we assume that the former is a contracted
imperfect of miTvéw or an Aeolicism (cf. Chantraine (1942—53) 1 301),
the corresponding Doric form will end in eta. The dotted letter in
mu_[ is a vertical stroke; TUp ‘fire’ (thus West (1971b) 263) is possible, as
would be Tup[at- ‘furthest’, ‘utmost’.

9 Ac]vooi pep[adt]ec éxb6pov i[rr]w[ou ‘the Danaans eagerly leapt
from the horse’. Aa] is owed to Lobel (1971) 10. In pep[adT]ec (suppl.
West (1971b) 263, Fuhrer (1971a) 266 n. 12) the papyrus traces are
perhaps more suggestive of alpha than epsilon, but they are too faint
to be surc; an alpha would have to be emended. In i[w][ou (thus
West, ibid.) part of the iota is visible, but almost none of the pi; the
context makes this word very probable.

10 ‘E]vvociSac yodoxoc &yvéc e[ ‘the holy, earth-shaking, earth-
holding. ..’ (suppl. Lobel (1971) 10). Poseidon is given many epithets,
in contrast to the divinities at 11-12, who apparently have none. His
title *EvvociBac is clsewhere found only in Pindar; the usual form is
*Evvoctyaioc (see Braswell on Pind. P 4.33(e)), which accompanies
yaudoyoc (6n.) at Hom. Il 9.183 etc., Od. 11.241, [Hes.] fr. 253.2 M-
W. &yvéc is applied to male deities at Pind. O. 7.60 (Helios), P 9.64
(Apollo), Aesch. Suppl. 653 (Zeus).

11-12 Jap AméAAwv | [—owv—c]apav 008’ "ApTapic ol Agpodita
[ ‘[nor] Apollo...nor Artemis, nor Aphrodite. . .holy. ..’ (ApTauc
is the West Greek form: cf. Page’s edition of Alcman’s Partheneion,
P- 140). These deities are all supporters of the Trojans; perhaps the
poet remarked that they were unable to assist their protégés (thus
Fiihrer (1g971a) 266 with n. 13, citing c¢.g. Hom. Zl. 5.53 &\’ o0 of Té7e
ye xpaicy’ ApTtepic loxéaipa), or that they did not stay in the city
now that its capture is at hand (3n.). This may have evoked sympathy
for the defeated Trojans (HLS). In 11 we might supplement ou8’] &p’
(West (1971b) 263) or y]&p Barrett (ap. Page (1973b) 59); if the latter
is right, some action by Poseidon is apparently cited as the cause for
another (ncgative) action by the other three divinities. Then in 12
flapév qualifying e.g. wéAw or “lhiov (thus West (1971b) 264) is very
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plausible, but not the only possibility (e.g. Ai]apév could also have
qualified Troy).

14 ] Tewdv w[6]Aw Zevc ‘Zeus. . . the city of the Trojans’ (suppl. West
(1971b) 264). The missing verb might mean ‘destroyed’. Before Zetc
the papyrus reads Aw (West, p. 263), not vn (Lobel (1967¢) 47). The
right stroke of the lambda intersects with the bottom of the iota, as at
fr. 113.7, the only other place on this papyrus where these two letters
adjoin clearly; similar intersections are found when alpha is followed
by iota. The slight curve in the right stroke is reminiscent of part of
lambda rather than the cross-stroke of nu. The third letter, nu, has a
cross-stroke which ends higher than usual, as in frr. 103.3, 130.3. If it
were an eta, however, such a slanting cross-bar would be unparalleled.

16 Jou Tpdac [x—v—] pouc: West (1971b) 263 identifies the dotted
letters as iota and epsilon, but the evidence is tenuous. The word
ending —pouc may have been an adjective accompanying Tpé&ac.

17 Jw uep [ possibilities include wéA]w fuepd[eccav ‘lovely city’ (suppl.
West (1971b) 263; cf. Tyrt. fr. 4.4 IEG, Hom. Hym. 3.180, [Hes.] fr.
432.62 M-W) and &puepc[ (Barrett ap. Page, SLG; the verb &pépdw
‘deprive, bereave’ is attested in epic and lyric).

115

Line 1 does not fit str./ant. 8, and, if the sequence x—vv— could not
be realised as ————, would not fit str./ant. 2, 3, 5, 6, ep. 2, 3, 9,
or 10. Lines 2 and 3 do not fit str./ant. 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, ep. 2, 3, 8, 9, or 10;
line 4 does not fit str./ant. 1, 4, 7, 8, ep. 4, 5, 6, or 7. As a consequence,
the only place where line 1 could fit is cp. 5.

A speech begins in 2. It probably ends in 6; if so, it is certainly spoken
by a woman (Barrett ap. West (1969) 141; cf. 7n.). The speaker may be
Helen, thc addressee Menelaus (West, bid.; cf. 1., 3—4n.). The short-
ness of the speech may suggest urgency and/or a dialogue between
two characters in which several such speeches were exchanged.

I ipepTév ‘desired, lovely’ would suit, but does not demand, a reference
to Helen (though of course it would not qualify her directly, on grounds
of gender); she is the object of ipepoc at Hom. . 3.446, [Hes.] fr.
199.2 M—W. (Cf. however the possible supplement at fr. 114.17, in which
Troy itself is ipepdecca.) The intensely subjective adjective provides an
emotional end to a speech.

2 The dotted letter will be gamma or pi with a retouched cross-stroke
(thus Lobel (1967c) 48). If it was the latter, r[oTépa (suppl. Fiihrer (1971b)
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253—4) is superior to T[otéeim— (Barrett ap. West (1969) 141), because
it provides word-end after —vv—vv—, as in all preserved instances
from this poem. ’

3—4 .wc &yamal[vv— | §Juccwvupoc [ ‘love. .. of ill repute’ (suppl.
Lobel (1967c) 48). wéc (suppl. Barrett ap. Page, SLG) is likely, and not
too small for the spacc (cf. the large line-initial 7 at fr. 100.7). Slings
(1994) 105 suggests e.g. TT&dc &yamdl[sa, & | Slucdvupoc [wavTecaw
&vBpamorciv eip; (‘How can you love me, I who am of ill repute
among all people?’).

5 X]w8e Tex[: word end might fall before or after omega (giving e.g.
Tic] o8¢ Tex[ or &ug)w 5¢ Tex[), and is likely after epsilon (] &8¢ Te k[
puts Te in third place). If réc is right in g, Tic] &8¢ would be the second
of two questions, as at Aesch. 4g 478-82, Soph. Phil. 1160, and Eur.
Phoen. 594; if Slings’s supplement for 3—4 is correct, a further question
would suit the emotionally heightened tone. Tek| might indicate a
reference to Helen’s daughter Hermione (téx[oc); the overall sense,
‘Who could have abandoned her child in the way that I did?’, would
continue the self-loathing.

6 x] xoc [: it is hard to make anything of the dotted letter, if indeed
anything has survived before the chi. &A]éxoic (suppl. Kazansky (1997)
100) seems too short (thus MLW).

7 ¢ p&] 7o' Tév [8(¢) “Thus she spoke; and [someone answered] her]|,
saying)’ (suppl. WSB; cf. fr. 103.42).

116

This fragment is made up of two pieces of papyrus (P.Oxy. 2619 frr.
27 and 28), joined by WSB. The latter contains lines 1-3 and parts
of 4—5, the former lines 6-8 and parts of 4—5. The end of line 1 will
fit only str./ant. 6; the line pattern of longs and shorts found on the
fragment as a whole will fit only ant. 6—ep. 4. The topmost piece of
text on the papyrus (line 1 of our text) is the first or second line of its
column, since otherwisc the end of the lengthy ant. 4 would be visible
above wo. Hence the space under line 8 is the result of the short line
ep. 5, not the bottom of a column.

Itis just possible that this fragment comes from Neoptolemus’ killing
of Astyanax, though the identification is far from certain (2n., 4n., 6—

7m.).
1 Jocac wéA[i]v: suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 51, (1971) 7. Perhaps &ict]dcac
‘having destroyed’ (suppl. Fiihrer (1977) 19 n. 192); cf. fr. 119.6.
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2 T]éxoc Alaxidav [: suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 51; the reference will be to
Neoptolemus or (less probably) Achilles. If Neoptolemus is meant,
the form of the designation could draw attention to his status as the
inheritor of Achilles’ prowess. The latter word (as Lobel notes) could
be AloaxiSav (acc. sing) or Alakidav (gen. plur.). The former in epic
always denotes Achilles or Peleus; the latter case is attested in lyric but
not in epic.

4 Trepi &etv ‘around the city’. In epic this phrase usually denotes fight-
ing around the city of Troy (Hom. .. 6.256, Od. 3.107). The exiguous
traces are not consistent with Actugy[axt— (so rightly Page, SLG).

5 xat& @u[: perhaps ¢U[Aa (suppl. HLS, comparing Hom. 1. 2.362,
0d. 15.409).

67 x—vo—uov]evra[ ] | [—vv—vv— Ex]apavdpiov afve—x:
suppl. Lobel (1967c) 50. Diggle (1990) supplements Zié]evta (cit-
ing Hom. Il. 5.774, 12.21—2, where the two rivers are mentioned
together) and &[krév (citing Eur. Tro. 374, Hel. 609--10). Fiihrer
(1977) 19 prefers &[vBepdevra, comparing Hom. . 2.467 &v Aepédn
2xopavdpion &vBepdevti. Scamandrius is said to be Astyanax’s real
name in the Jliad (6.399—403). We might supply A[ctudvaxta, which
would make Zx]au&v8piov an cpithet for him based on the Homeric
passage.

117

The only section of the metrical scheme which fits the line lengths is
str. 6-ant. 7. The first line of text has space above it; this represents
either the top of a column or the short line str. 5.

The fragment may come from a speech, in which someonc declares
that it was not casy to sack Troy (2), and that the soldiers who sacked
Troy (6—7) have won immortal glory among men (g); or this might be
a prediction, saying the same thing in the future tense.

2 0]Ust péa ‘nor easily’ (suppl. Finglass); cf. Hom. Il 12.58 oU xev
péa, 12.381 oUBE ké mv péa, 20.101 ob ke pdda péa. Of other possible
supplements, the adverb coheres less well with ceide or £05¢; metre
excludes TU &¢.

4 Poapéa [: the neuter plural seems inevitable, as the feminine stem
would require Bapeia. In Homer Bopéa occurs only in the combination
Paptéa ctevéy— (eight times), but ¢[ cannot be verified (thus Lobel
(1967¢) 52); if it were correct, str./ant. 1-2 would be in synaphcia.
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6—7 T]poiac kAeewod[v | —vv—vu (i) mé] pcavrec tUxTipe[v— ‘sack-
ing the famous, well founded...of Troy’, or perhaps ... of well
founded Troy’ (6 is supplemented by West (1969) 141, with Page,
SLG writing T]po— for the papyrus’s T]pw—; 7 by Lobel (1967¢) 52).
Cf. Hom. Il 21.433 "iov ékmrépcavtec éUxTipevov mroAicBpov, [Hes.]
fr. 212(b).7 M-W “TlawAk[dv 2uk]Tipévny dAdwagev, Bacchyl. 11.122
mépcav WOAw eUkTévav. The gap at the start of 7 presumably con-
tained a noun governing T]poiac and qualified by kAesvvév (perhaps
by éuxTipg[vov too, as Lobel suggests, although 2uxmipé[vne is possible).
Possible nouns include wédov (cf. Eur. Andr. 11, 58, [Eur.] Rhes. 432-3),
p&Bpov (Eur. I4 [1263]), S&medov (ibid. [755-6]), €doc (Bacchyl. 9.46);
one might restore exempli gratia T)poiac Khesyvd[v | waumhdnv S&redov
mé]pcavrec EUkTipé[vne ‘having completely sacked the famous plain of
well founded Troy’. Of other nouns, wroAieBpov (often qualified by
g¢uxripevov in epic) and x8éva (Eur. Tro. 816) are less likely on metrical
gounds.

Aeolic kheevvde occurs first at Alem. fr. 10(6).12 PMGF, and then in
other lyric, but not in epic or Lesbian poetry (see Braswell on Pind. P
4.280(b)). ‘

9 &JvBpcdtrouc kAdo[c ‘glory [among] men’ (suppl. Lobel (1967¢c) 52).
There may be a link with fr. 100.14, where Epeius is said to have won
glory by bringing about the sack through his craftsmanship (thus HLS):
here, it appears, the glory is more widely shared (cf. Simon. fr. eleg.
11.13--15 IEG). Before the noun we probably need to supply a prepo-
sition, probably 2w’ (cf. Hom. Od. 24.94 wévTac & &vBpddmouc Khéoc
EcceTon Ay, 1.299, 14.403, 19.334, Il [10.212-13], 24.202), though
we cannot rule out kat’ (cf. Theogn. 23 w&vrac 8¢ kat’ &vBpddmTouc
dvopacToc).

118

This fragment consists of two pieces of papyrus, one containing lines
1-14, the other lines ‘15’ -‘19’, joined by Lobel (1971) 6 on the basis of
shared horizontal fibres. Line g is a long line ending v——, and so
could be str./ant. 3, ep. 1, 4, 6, 8, or 10. It is followed by a long line
with —wv—uv— at or towards its end; this leaves str./ant. 3, ep. 1, 8,
and 10. The next three lines are short-long-long; this leaves str./ant.
3 and ep. 10. Only the latter fits the preceding pattern of longs and
shorts; hence the fragment covers ep. 2—str. 4 (thus West (1971b) 264;
or str. 5, if the space at the bottom represents a short line rather than
the end of a column). Fiihrer (1971b) 251 objects that line 7 does not fit

450



SACK OF TROY: FRR. 117-119

ep. 8, and that the resulting synapheia between ep. 9 and 10 (lines 8—9)
is undesirable; but the double short could have occurred in the anceps
before the final epitrite, and we do not know enough about synapheia
in this poem to rule it out for that reason.

1 J:Aku[: the traces appear to rule out % and ¢]i (Lobel (1971) 6), but &
would fit; hence e.g. \xu[cov.

3 ] faAéac Twop[: thereisa gap on the papyrus between the epsilon and
alpha (big enough to contain another letter), which must have been
empty; the only conceivable letter that could have filled the gap is rho,
but 8cAe[p]&c or —&c would produce a long second alpha, contrary to
the short mark above the letter. For a —8aAfjc compound with the short
alpha demanded by the mark over that letter cf. Pind. fr. 52f.181 S-M
e0]8adéoc, Bacchyl. 13.69 TavBoAéwy (thus Lobel (1971) 6; scansion
with long alpha is possible in the Bacchylides passage). After wa the
traces are consistent with eta or rho (cf. Lobel (1971) 6); only the latter
yields possible words.

5 oAuge[: either moAue[virTaToc, suggesting a context of feasting
and hospitality, or TToAué[va (suppl. Lobel (1971) 6), whose sacrifice
could motivate the reference to fipac AxiMeuc (fr. 119.3; thus West
(1971b) 264).

8 ].vap: ‘&p|&e or the like implied’ (Lobel (1971) 6).

9 8] paxoica (suppl. Lobel (1971) 6) implies a female looking at some-
thing,

10 «[i]c &Aéx[orc could be a reference to Priam’s wives (thus Lobel
(1971) 6).

12 Jx[, Jora v[: the comma after the second iota presumably indicates
word-break at a point where serious ambiguity was possiblec.

16, 19: for the scholia ©4(wv) [ and kai O¢(wv) see fr. 101.3—4n.

119

Line three contains ——v——, probably towards its end. This fits
str./ant. 3, 8, ep. 6, and 8, but of these, only str. 3 fits the pattern of long
and short lines. The resulting scheme, str. 1—ant. 4 (thus West (1971b)
264), fits the text of each line, with the possible exception of line g.
There, 6pacuv is followed by a small extent of blank papyrus. If this
marks the end of a line, the final syllable has been erroneously written
at the start of line 10; but it may be that the gap between letters was
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larger than usual, or that the ink has been dislodged. The space under
line 12 could be ant. 5 (a short line), or the bottom of a column.

tive (as Lobel suggcsts) or vocative. For fipec accompanying a proper
name see fr. 93.3n. It is not found with Achilles elsewherc; see fr. 118.5n.
for a possible explanation of its appearance.

4 apehecTe[: either &oeAe imperative, &peAe for &oeile, or &@eAec
for &geiec (thus Lobel (1g71) 7); the first two might be followed
by cte[pav— (JD, citing Eur. Tro. 784 mwipywv... ctepdvac, Hee. 910
ctepdvav. .. mUpywv). The papyrus’s accent rules out &gpeAéc and
&oehécTe[p—.

6 Jdcac wdAw: perhaps &ict]dcac (cf. Lobel (1971) 7, who suspected
that a verb of destroying stood here; fr. 116.1n.). The participle is singu-
lar; if Achilles is still the referent, his achievements are hyperbolically
described as causing the destruction of Troy (cf. Hom. /. 22.410-11).

7 Je 8% weixzoc “of the wall’; might some part of the barrier be damaged
or broken through, as at Hom. ZI. 12.291 Teixeoc Zppnifavro wiAac
kai pokpdv dxfia? ‘From the wall’ would require a preposition in the
vicinity, which scems impossible.

9 Jvac 8pacuv|: possibly another singular participle, possibly from a
verb meaning ‘kill’ (thus Lobel (1971) 7). There is a slight gap between
the nu and the edge of the papyrus; if this is the last letter of the line, we
have a case of incorrect word-division, since one more (long) syllable
is requircd. 8pacuv could be 8paciv, Bpacy v—, or the future stem of
fpacve (which has a short upsilon in the future, long in the present).

11 ], faupa[—x will be either 8adpa, 8abpa[t—, or 8aupd[ca—; metre
excludes 8aupa([{-, the traces é8aupalc—.

120
The pattern of long and short lines fits the metrical scheme only at
str. 7—ep. 6.

3 ] méya xweap [:v— ‘greatly angry .ruppl Lobel (1967¢) 38, notmg
that while xccé&pevoc is attested in eplc, it is not qualified by ué¢y«; epic
does frequently contain the phrase péy’ éx87cac, however.

5 —]ux Tout[v—x: no other division appears possible; the second
word is probably ToTT|o.
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12 Je 1re [ the first dotted letter will be iota or sigma, although the
dots are too faint to verify this (so Lobel (1967c) 38).

14 ]..avrec a[s perhaps &ict]docavree (Fithrer (1977) 19, comparing fr.
116.1, where see n.; cf. Lobel (1967¢) 38 Jw might be acceptable’).

16 ]6u[: ip)6w[— Fithrer, bid.

12X

The pattern of long and short lines fits only str./ant. 3-8. wov] Towdpoy[
and JxUpa TroAy[ suggest a reference to sea travel. This could be the
Greeks’ return from Tenedos, Aeneas’ intended voyage to the west,
the original voyage to Troy of the Greeks, or of Paris and Helen, or
something quite different.

2 Trov] Tomdpov| ‘sea-going’ (suppl. Lobel (1967¢) 50).

5~6 ] xUpa woAy[x—v—— ‘wave. .. much’. Barrett (ap. Page, SLG)
suggests TToAy[|pAoicBou Badccac, a variant on the epic/elegiac kipa
moAugAoicPoto Baddecenc (cf. Hom. JI. 2.209, Cypnia fr. 10.8 GEF, Hom.
Hym. 6.4, Archil. fr. 13.3 IEG). oly[gpAoicPolo mévtou would be
another possibility. An adjective oAU describing xUpa seems less likely.

122

Line 3 ends with two long syllables, and is followed by a longer linc,
then a much shorter one; this fits str./ant. 3, ep. 1, 3, 5, and 10. Line
7 is shorter than line 8; this leaves only ep. 1, 3, and 5 as possibilities.
Ifline g is ep. 1, then lines 5, 7, and g are ep. 3, 5, and 7, and ep. 3 is
shorter than lines 7 and g, which is unlikely. If line g is ep. 3 (thus West
(1971b) 264), then lines 5 and 7 are ep. 5 and 7; line 5 must then contain
—wvv—uu—x before the line appcars on the papyrus, wherceas line
7 will have only —wv—u. It is better to take line g as ep. 5, and thus
the fragment as ep. 3-str. 1 (thus Barrett ap. Page (1973b) 63). Fiihrer
objects that this leads to ep. 5 being longer than ep. g, but as the
difference between them may be no more than one syllable (less if a
contracted biceps is involved), this on its own is not surprising.

123

The line pattern of longs and shorts fits only str. 6-ant. 7. The blank
space above line 1 could be str. 5 (a short line) or the top of a column.
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2 « ()9ecvaus between alpha and theta we probably have An or v (thus
Lobel (1967c¢) 41), and hence dAnbéci(v) or &vbeci(v) followed by (v)ou—
in synapheia. But the papyrus fragment is lost, and nejther reading
can be confirmed from the plate provided by Lobel.

4 Jabecau: perhaps kjaBécan (suppl. Barrett ap. Page, SLG), though Jafec
ai— (Fihrer (1971b) 251 n. 3) would be possible if synaphcia was possible
here.

7 ) Aetau: the preceding letter is probably epsilon or upsilon (thus
Lobel (1967¢) 41), which suggests one of k] éAetai, w]éAeTon, and p]eAetdn
(cf. Schade, p. 193).

124
The pattern of longs and shorts fits only str. 6-ant. 6.

125

The line pattern long-short-long-long-long-long-(slightly shorter)long-
long fits only ant. 7-ep. 6 (as proposed by Page (1973b) 53).

126

From the paragraphos after line 2 we deduce that the fragment represents
str. 7-ant. 4, ant. 7—€p. 4, or ep. g—str. 4. Line 2 does not fit the metre
of ep. 10, and so we can rule out the last option. Thc other two remain
equally plausible.

3 xaAAadama[: possibilities include xéAAa (Lobel (1967¢) 49, citing
Alcm. fr. 35 PMGF) and x&\ha (Page (1973b) 58).

127

Line 2 is surrounded by longer lines; it could be str./ant. 2, 5, 8, ep.
3, 5, 7, and 9. Of these, str./ant. 2, 5, ep. g are ruled out by the metre
and position of line 5; ep. 3, 5 by the length of line 4. The following
possibilities remain: str./ant. 8 and ep. 7. We can eliminate ant. 8
because it places linc 5 in ep. 3, where it would require a preceding
gap of x—vv—o, when line 2 would need a gap of only x—v—.
Hence the fragment could fall in two places in the metrical scheme: str.
7-ant. 5 (as noted by Steinriick (2006) 552) and ep. 6-str. 2. Whichever
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is right, the blank space beneath line 7 indicates column-end, not a
further, short line.

The fragment might come from an assembly; thus West (1969) 139,
noting lines 1 (‘meeting-place’), 5 (‘gathered’), 6 (‘word/speech’), and
7 (n.). This could be the Trojan assembly convened to decide about
the horse, or a Greek assembly after the sack to discuss, among other
things, the fate of Ajax.

4 Jevreco [ Jevrec du[@c suppl. Fuhrer (1977) 19, comparing frr. 97.204,
103.4.

7 Jactac[: West (1969) 139 supplements &v]actéc ‘having stood up’
(perhaps of a speaker in an assembly), but e.g. ctéc[ic is also possible.

128

Depending on what we supplement in line 8, this could be ep. 2—-6
(West (1969) 137) or str. 7—ant. g (Fihrer (1977) 13 n. 131).
1 ] &Bava[: either ‘Athena’ or (supplementing [T-) ‘immortal’.

3 ] 1red& Mupuis[év—: this could be supplemented —6vecai (‘amid the
Myrmidons’, suppl. Lobel (1967c) 48; cf. petd Mupmdéveccv at Hom.
I 16.15 etc., Od. 11.495), —6vev (suppl. Fihrer ap. Schade, p. 210), or
—bvac (Fihrer, ibid.).

129
2-3 &lpyatea[...| x]ovpwec[: ‘woeful...lightly’ (suppl. Lobcl
(1967¢) 38).

5 ].7ep [: perhaps mwep[ (Lobel (1967c¢) 38). The previous dotted letter
might have been sigma, but was not epsilon.

130

4 PAo]cupoic Urr[ ‘under hairy/fierce’ (suppl. Lobel (1967c) 50); attested
in epic, in lyric at Aesch. Eum. 168, but not exclusively poetic (Plato
uses it). The letter after upsilon could be pi or gamma (thus Lobel);
Umd seems very likely, especially given Hom. I 15.608 BAocupfjictv
U dgpuciv. That passage comes from a description of Hector’s battle
rage, and in particular of his fiery eyes; a similar picture is possible
here.
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13X
3 Joxprrov[: Bacchyl. 7.17 has veoxpitou; no other word, apart from
names, seems to be attested with the letters —okpito—. Word-break
before kappa is possible.

5 ).c[.].. [ mé]pc[e]Ton ‘he/she/it will sack’ (suppl. Barrett ap. Page,
SLG).

132

Line 5, a long line ending v—vv—, could come from str./ant. 1, 4,
7, or ep. 2. Since two lines later we need a line ending v—, probably
wv—, we can rule out str./ant. 1 and ep. 2. But the two remaining
possibilities, str./ant. 4 and 7, both have the wrong pattern of line
lengths in lines 3—4 (long-short, where the metrical scheme has short-
long). The fragment therefore does not fit the metrical scheme. We
may presume a transcription error, such as the loss of a line.

On the right hand of the fragment opposite line five are some marks
which apparently begin two lines in the next column of the papyrus.

3 6to: perhaps 6 (thus Page, SLG p. 169, s.v. 6, 1}, 16) followed by
To|[§ot— (suppl. Lobel (1971) 8; cf. £ Tofot [), with 6 meaning ‘the
famous, well known’, and thus referring to the famous archer Apollo,
who may be mentioned togethcr with Athena (cf. = éppip[omaTpn,
used of Athena by Homer, Hesiod, and Solon).

5 émwaccUTepor ‘one after another’; found in Homer and Hesiod, the
adjective appears elsewhere in lyric only at Bacchyl. fr. dub. 60.30 S—
M.

133
The line pattern long-long-short-long could be accommodated if the
fragment started with str./ant. 3, 6, cp. 1, 10. The pattern of line 4,
v——, will not fit if the fragment starts with str./ant. g or str. 6. Hence
the possibilities are ant. 6—ep. 1, ep. 1—4, ep. 10-str. 3. If the blank space
after line 4 represents a short line rather than the end of a column,
only the first two are possible.

2 ] .avan @[: word division before phi is inevitable; Lobel (1967c)
41 suggests nu for the dotted lctter before alpha.

4 Axaio[: either Axatoi or Aycoi|ci(v) (thus Page, SLG), depending
on whether synapheia is possible.
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I35

3 8¢JuebAa| ‘foundations’ (suppl. Lobel (1967c) 48). The word is found
in epic (Hom. 1. 14.493, 17.47, Hes. Th. 816), lyric (Pind. P 4.16, 4.180,
Bacchyl. fr. 20B.27 S-M), and elegy (Sol. fr. 4.14 IEG). In Homer
it describes parts of the body (thc ‘foundations’ of the eye, or the
stomach), as it might here too if ] Sope[ in 2 were a part of Sopeic.
Equally, it could refer to the foundations of Troy itself (cf. Virg. Aen.
2.624~5 visum. .. | ... ex imo verti Neptunia Troia).

4 ] &v8pz[c ‘men’; despite Lobel (1967¢) 48, this restoration seems safe.

137
Harpocration says that Stesichorus used ka@aipéw to mean ‘kill’;
abbreviated statements to the same effect, probably taken from our
fragment, appear in Phot. Lex. x 27 (11 345 Theodoridis) and Su k 48
(1 6.23—4 Adler). This usage is common enough in poetry and prose
(cf. LSJ s.v. 11 1 and 2, two categorics which could be merged, and
Pearson on Soph. fr. 205).

"IMov TTépaidt is owed to MLW, after Dindorf’s *IAtomrépcidi (1 166.1)
and Bekker’s Ihorepcidi (p. 104.17); the manuscripts have fAiou repcidi.
West’s option is preferable because no form such as’lhiéepcic is known
to exist.

143
3 Jxepou[: perhaps xepou[Ax— ‘horn’, describing a bow, but other
words are possible (e.g. yAukepo0).

144

3 ]:u-rpox[ perhaps &GTpoyoc ‘well wheeled’, which is used to describe
a chariot nine times in epic and once in lyric; less likely is éTpdyxonoc
‘well rolled’, attested at Hes. Op. 599 and 806, of a threshing-floor.

152
I Jepon Pra]s wOA]epan Biaft Te ‘by war and by force’ suppl. Fiihrer
(1977) 19, comparing fr. 103.6.
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153

1 ]xorc oA[: this division seems more probable than Jxot coA[.

156

3 Jw[: no word ends —w, so the small gap between the upsilon and
the papyrus edge must represent an unusually large space between one
letter and the next.
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