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Preface

This study grew out of the constructive criticism offered by Richard Tarrant of the
first draft of a single footnote of my dissertation Studies in Euripides’ Phoinissai (Uni-
versity of Toronto 1974; Canadian Theses on Microfiche, no. 26070). After devoting time
sporadically to preliminary research during 1975 and 1976, I eventually produced a
manuscript during the 1976/77 academic year, aided in part by a quarter of sabbatical
leave granted by the University of California at Berkeley. During July 1978 the manu-
script received its final revision, during which 1 was able to take some account, at least in
the footnotes, of the excellent books of David Bain and Oliver Taplin, which were un-
available to me during the original writing. I am pleased to find that we are in overall
agreement in general principles as well as in a number of specific cases. There is natur-
ally some degree of overlap between portions of my work and their books, but it seems to
me a healthy sign that studies of a composite technical/literary nature are now receiving
so much attention from students of Greek drama.

I wish to acknowledge here a general debt to my teachers T. C. W. Stinton and D. J.
Conacher and a more particular debt to four San Francisco Bay Area colleagues, T. G.
Rosenmeyer, M. McCall, M. Gagarin, and M. Griffith, as well as to O. Taplin, R.
Hamilton, and a third, anonymous referee for their comments on my manuscript. In
whatever places clarity or cogency is lacking in my presentation, the fault rests with me.
Finally, I wish to thank the University of California Press for undertaking to produce a
work containing so much Greek.

Berkeley
August 1978
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INTRODUCTION

[lokaste] scheint die Fragen uberhaupt nicht gehort zu haben, vielleicht
mit ithren eigenen Gedanken beschdftigt? So etwas kommt im Alltags-
leben zuweilen vor, auf der tragischen Biihne Athens ist es unerhort.

[quaero] ecquid in tragoedia Attica fiat non diserte monitum, ecquid
diserte monitum non fiat.

If someone should object that this could be conversational realism, the
answer is “Not in Euripidean stichomythia.”

in many places in Euripidean dialogue a logically irregular sequence of
thought is truer psychologically, and dramatically more effective, than
a regular one. No question of principle is more important for an editor
of Euripides, and more difficult of solution, than the question how far
these logical irregularities are to be admitted.'

Greek tragedy makes many demands upon its modern students in their quest for an
adequate and apposite comprehension of the genre and of the individual works. Among
these demands is the requirement that the modern critic free himself of preconceptions
about theatrical technique which derive from familiarity with later forms of drama and
that he face squarely the peculiar tension present in Greek tragedy between its mimetic
function and its generic decorum. The quotations which head this chapter reflect schol-
arly controversies in which recognition of the formality and restraint of speech and
action on the Greek tragic stage is in conflict with a willingness to see in tragic dialogue
something close to the naturalistic disorder of spontaneous conversation, with its repeti-
tions, dead-ends, misunderstandings, and unheralded transitions. It is easy enough for
the formalist to declare “there is no parallel for this feature” or to ask “where is there
any parallel for that feature?”; but critics who assume informality sometimes are not
satisfied with an ex cathedra statement and proceed to postulate, with or without alleg-
ing parallels, mental processes and movements or gestures that support their interpre-
tation of the text.

1. The quotations are from Fraenkel, Zu den Phoen. 21 (on Phoin. 376-378); Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea 243 (on
Hel. 892-893); Dale on Hel. 83-88; Denniston on E.El. 1107-1108.

1



2 INTRODUCTION

The present study was undertaken in the hope of clarifying, in at least some areas, the
limits which the dramatists imposed upon themselves in their imitations of dialogue-
communication and accompanying action and the limits within which the modern critic
may legitimately postulate deviations from the most straightforward continuity of speech
and action. Can a question be ignored or left unanswered, as conservative critics usually
assume Phoin. 376-378 to be ignored (or at least unanswered) by lokaste? Can a person
with some authority give an order that fails to prompt any action and is never revoked, as
some interpreters believe about Theonoe’s lines at Hel. 892-893? Or do the strictures
against such techniques proclaimed by Fraenkel and Wilamowitz retain their strength
after consideration of all extant evidence? Indeed, can we ever believe that a truly signif-
icant gesture or movement took place which is not verbally marked in our texts? There is
a long and continuing tradition of scholars who believe we cannot, with good reason.” It
is of course logically impossible to have any evidence one way or another about some-
thing that is unmarked in the surviving texts; but when we observe the multitude of pas-
sages in which the words uttered by actors serve as stage-directions for the accompanying
actions, it is reasonable to put forward the hypothesis that important actions are indeed
never unmarked and to test that hypothesis against as many examples as possible.

The unanswered question and the ignored or disobeyed command provided a starting-
point for this investigation, but such problems could not be dealt with adequately by any
simple listing of examples. It is necessary at every point to ask how an apparent abnor-
mality is presented and how and whether it is exploited for dramatic effect. Our study
thus becomes a more general one of contact and discontinuity. By contact is meant the
alert relationship of one individual to his surroundings as a whole or to another indi-
vidual. Contact may involve only the senses (hearing of an undifferentiated noise, or
seeing), but in its fullest form it involves full communication—awareness, attention, and
comprehension. Phenomena which have been discussed in terms of the monologue or the
“aside,” in terms of abstraction or preoccupation, can usefully be subsumed under the
investigation of contact. The different types and degrees of contact are extremely impor-
tant in assessing what is and what is not dramatically effective on the one hand or dra-
matically awkward or suspicious on the other. The conservative critic of Phoin. 376-378
must be asked what sort of contact he imagines there to be between Polyneikes and
Iokaste in the disputed passage: if lokaste is distraught and out of contact, her failure to
answer would have one meaning; but if she is fully aware of the question addressed to
her, her lack of response would have quite a different meaning. Likewise, in regard to
Hel. 892-893 it is proper to bring up the question who is supposed to receive and execute
Theonoe’s order, since upon the nature of her contact with those around her depend the
urgency of the command and, consequently, the oddity of non-execution. In the words of
the text the most obvious manifestation of full contact is what I call continuity of speech
and/or action: this involves both straightforward correspondence between speech and
action and straightforward linking of the words of speaker B with the immediately pre-
ceding words of speaker A.

Discontinuity is the term I have adopted, for convenience, to cover the opposite of
contact and continuity. I use it to refer both to an actual lack of contact and the con-
comitant failure in communication between persons on stage, such as are caused by

2. The view that the action is explicit in the words of Greek tragedy is at least as old as d’Aubignac, Le Pratique du Thédtre

(1657) Livre 1, Chapitre 8. Cf. also Wilamowitz’s edition of Aischylos, xxiv; Sandbach on Menander, Dysk. 611-613; Taplin,
Stagecraft, Chapter 1.



INTRODUCTION 3

some violent alteration of the state of awareness which a character has of his surround-
ings, and to any departure from the simplest logical progression in the give-and-take of
dialogue. This double use of the term is, I think, justified by the usefulness of consider-
ing together a wide range of disputed phenomena, including not only unanswered ques-
tions and ignored commands, but also the possibility that persons on the tragic stage
literally misunderstand each other, the propriety of repetitions or round-about answers,
the frequency, nature, and impact of interruptions, incomplete utterances, and preg-
nant pauses. Modern theater permits extensive use of almost humorously disjointed
discourse, as the dramatist’s perception of the futility of life is mirrored in the futility of
attempted communication or the lack of correspondence between stated intention and
actual behavior. In Greek tragedy, however, the major and minor discontinuities raise
the question of how much flexibility and disorder was permitted in what was, at heart, a
formal and decorous genre.

This study is conceived as a contribution to a long tradition of technical studies of the
“grammar” of conventions.® In general my results weigh heavily on the side of such
scholars as Wilamowitz and Fraenkel who seek to interpret and emend the tragic
texts by establishing a “grammar” based on the economy and (deceptively) simple
decorum of the tragedians’ artistry. I have constantly borne in mind (and found con-
firmed again and again) the general principle, recently well presented by Taplin’s writ-
ings,! that the Greek dramatists almost always are economical in their demands upon
the audience’s interest—they neither squander the audience’s attention and comprehen-
sion on non-essentials nor allow essentials to lack the full attention and unambiguous
comprehension they deserve. If a question is unanswered, or the answer postponed, or
an order disobeyed or tardily obeyed, we must ask whether the delay or discontinuity is
noticed and whether it has some dramatic point. If a discontinuity is obvious to the
audience, yet has no conceivable dramatic point, we know enough about the artistry of
Aischylos, Sophokles, and Euripides to be suspicious that something is amiss. On the
other hand, it will also be clear at many points in this study that such “technical gram-
mar” is not stifling or monotonous, but flexible and adaptable to the dramatic needs of
each play, and that it should not be applied too rigidly to justify transpositions and
deletions.

3. For more thorough bibliographies than that which I give see the recent books of Bain, Griffith, and Taplin. Here I wish
to mention some studies especially relevant to contact, discontinuity, and dialogue-techniques in general. Wilamowitz’s
Analecta Euripidea contains sections on antilabe and unfulfilled orders. Leo’s Monolog provided a pioneering study of speeches
made out of contact, still important even though its usefulness is diminished somewhat by the author’s preoccupation with
judging the realism or lack of realism of monologues. Wolfgang Schadewaldt’s Monolog und Selbstgesprdch represented a
significant advance on Leo’s work because Schadewaldt made use of the concept of Kontakt and was interested in explaining
the wider implication for Geistesgeschichte of the three dramatists’ portrayals of self-expression. Eduard Fraenkel was perhaps
the most important promoter of research into the “grammar” of dialogue- and stage-conventions, both in his own work and in
the work of his students. (Although Fraenkel’s work will be cited in the coming pages more often for disagreement than for
agreement, | wish to record here how much I have learned and continue to learn from his writings.) In a useful and provocative
article “Responsione strofica e distribuzione delle battute in Euripide,” Hermes 89 (1961) 298-321, one of Fraenkel’s students,
Vincenzo di Benedetto, touches upon such problems as intervention, interruption, incomplete syntax, and aposiopesis. Among
the numerous works on stichomythia mention should be made of A. Gross’ Die Stichomythie and E.-R. Schwinge’s Venwen-
dung des Stichomythie (Schwinge’s interest in stichomythia is so different from mine in this study that I have refrained from
constant citation of or argument with his interpretations) and especially of the recent work of Seidensticker (both the chapter in
Jens, Bauformen, and the excellent material in Gesprdchsverdichtung). S. Ireland has produced an interesting article (Hermes
102 [1974] 509-524) on the relationship between the syntactic form and the dramatic force of the contact between speakers in
Aischylean stichomythia.

4. Both Silences and Stagecraft, although it was the method of the former which was most helpful as I worked on this
monograph (see Preface).



4 INTRODUCTION

Two self-imposed limitations of this study deserve to be mentioned. First, there is no
attempt to compare the dialogue-techniques of tragedy to those of Old or New Comedy.
There is a marked difference between tragedy and Aristophanic comedy in the integrity
of the dramatic illusion and in the formality of syntax, meter, style, and logic. In comedy
it is interesting to examine the shifting relationship of the actor/character to the
audience; in tragedy that relationship, it seems to me, is seldom important, but the
relationship of contact (or the lack thereof) between a tragic character and other charac-
ters or the chorus or the imaginary locus created by the dramatist’s words is frequently
indicative of social and psychological forces important to the dramatic impact and
meaning of a tragedy. Comparisons with New Comedy, on the other hand, would reveal
more about New Comedy than about tragedy, which has been the object of study from
the conception of this research. The second limitation is that I do not discuss (for its own
sake, at any rate) the sort of discontinuity between speeches which occurs when two
characters are unable to “communicate” in a deeper sense—when they are isolated from
one another by the divergence of their basic assumptions about what is of value in
human life. Such isolation is a fundamental ingredient of many tragic situations, and it
is especially forcefully represented in the best of Euripides’ agon-scenes. We shall see
that such an intellectual and ethical breakdown in communication is sometimes under-
lined or reinforced by the sorts of emotional and mechanical breakdown which are the
interest of this study. The former type of breakdown is better studied (and has been well
studied) in interpretative essays on the individual plays.

The texts investigated include all the extant complete plays in the tragic corpus and
whatever fragmentary passages possess enough continuously readable text to be of inter-
est. In my research I went straight to the texts: the OCT’s of Page, Pearson, and Murray,
with secondary attention to the recent Teubner editions of Euripidean plays and (mid-
way through my research) to Dawe’s edition of the Sophoklean triad, and with selective
consultation of a variety of commentaries. I did not rely on any previous lists of pas-
sages,” although I have checked myself at various points against the compilations of
earlier scholars. As new problems presented themselves after the initial culling of exam-
ples, I was forced back to the texts in a less systematic way. Although I hope not to have
omitted any important peculiarity or potential parallel from my discussions, it is possible
that there are minor omissions that would not seriously affect the points I attempt to
make.® A study of this kind inevitably becomes ensnared in problems of punctuation,
distribution, and attribution of speeches and in textual cruces, many of which affect
substantially one’s view of the level and nature of potential discontinuities. (Indeed in
the course of this work I comment on 50 problems of punctuation, refer to 70 emenda-
tions which, often for reasons related to my study of various conventions and techniques,
I endorse or reject, and discuss in some detail the interpretation of 70 passages: cf. Index
Locorum.) I have tried everywhere to work first with unproblematic passages and to
move from them to more doubtful instances; and I normally make clear to the reader my
preferences among proposed solutions and try to point out, where necessary, the impli-
cations of other views for the generalizations I make. It was of course impossible to treat
all disputed passages with equal thoroughness of argument and doxographic reference.

I did not set out to establish chronological relationships (the approximate relative

5. For the danger of doing so see my note 3 to Chapter 4.

6. I have been saved from some omissions by the vigilance of the readers mentioned in the Preface and by having the books
of Bain and Taplin at hand during final revision.
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chronology which I assume for the tragedies of each author is, however, reflected in the
order of the abbreviated titles at the end of the introduction). Nor was I seeking criteria
for judging authenticity nor sharp distinctions between the techniques of the various
playwrights, although certain tendencies have emerged in the discussions, and far more
interesting and problematic passages come from Euripides than from Aischylos and
Sophokles (and this is not merely because the Euripidean corpus is larger). I discuss PV
along with the plays of Aischylos, but never apply Aischylos’ name to it;” Rhesos I believe
to be non-Euripidean; on rare occasions I cite passages from Kyklops (nothing in the
dialogue-technique makes it significantly different from tragedy).

At the outset of my investigation (Chapter 1) I present a classification of questions
according to their rhetorical force because one principal test of contact and continuity is
the way in which a question is or is not followed up. The terminology proposed provides
a useful shorthand and also serves to direct the critic’s focus to important issues of
dramatic interpretation. Chapter 2 is concerned with establishment of contact by char-
acters entering the scene of dramatic action and the withdrawal from contact of a char-
acter departing from that scene. Certain refinements are made upon the technical obser-
vations of Leo and others, and emphasis is laid upon the connection between the spatial
symbolism of the theater (parodos, door, skene/orchestra division) and contact. Of
particular importance is the point made there about the imperfect contact of a person
emerging through the door or turning away from those speaking in order to depart.
Chapters 3 and 4 address a variety of problems related to continuity of dialogue, espe-
cially in stichomythia: in the former delayed and gradual or piecemeal answers to ques-
tions are studied; in the latter I examine suspension of syntax in stichomythia and its
implications for contact and discontinuity as well as interrupted and incomplete utter-
ances. These chapters try to establish how often (in fact, how rarely), and to what effect,
the tragedians put in abeyance strict syntactic decorum and imitate the disordered
brokenness of real conversation. Chapter 5, in turn, looks at emotional and psycholog-
ical breaks in contact or continuity and covers the most important (and often most diffi-
cult) cases of discontinuity. In Chapter 6 the correspondence of words to action is
explored with respect to some problems of address and command; disobeyed and tardily
obeyed commands are thoroughly treated. Finally, Chapter 7 applies some of the results
of the earlier chapters to a series of problems, ending with two passages in Phoin. which
inspired this research. Whether or not the interpretations advanced there are accepted,
it is hoped that the documentation of dialogue-techniques and contact-phenomena
provided by the rest of the study will justify the effort.

In referring to the tragedies I have used abbreviations which I find convenient and
which should be readily recognizable to students of Greek tragedy: namely, for Aischylos
Pe., Se., A.Su., Ag., Choe., Eum., PV; for Sophokles Ai., Ant., Trach., OT, S.EI,
Phil., OK, for Euripides Alk., Med., Hkld., Hipp., Andr., Hek., E.Su., E.El., Tro.,
HF, IT, Hel., Ion, Phoin., Or., Ba., IA, Kykl., Rhes. Only in the case of the titles Su.
and El. do I bother to include A., S., or E. to indicate the author. In a few Greek quota-
tions where attribution is in doubt a paragraphos alone is used to indicate change of
speaker. Full bibliographic information about the editions, books, and articles referred
to in short form in the footnotes will be found in the Bibliography.

7. See now the books of Griffith and Taplin.
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THE RHETORIC OF QUESTIONS:
A PROPOSED TERMINOLOGY

As an act of speech, the posing of a question seems to involve automatically a listener
or sounding-board (das Gegeniiber, as the Germans sometimes call it) with whom the
questioner intends to make contact or believes he already has contact. In fact, however,
the sounding-board may be the self, or the gods, or the physical environment; and even
when the sounding-board is another person present in the vicinity, there can be various
degrees of contact. In studying instances of incomplete or imperfect contact or of out-
right discontinuity, it will be useful to have a terminology that represents the point of the
act of questioning and the attitude of the questioner with more precision than is offered
by the traditional dichotomy between “rhetorical question” and “true (non-rhetorical)
question,” for there are different kinds of questions which are not intended to elicit a
verbal answer, there are responses other than verbal which a question may be intended
to (and may fail to) elicit, and some ostensibly “rhetorical” questions do receive answers
in certain contexts, so that the criterion implied by the usual definition of a rhetorical
question is of limited value.

The terminology presented here is based on a process of transformation of the inter-
rogative sentence into a declarative or imperatival form which brings to the surface the
attitude and intent of the utterance.' The classification is useful in two ways: it provides
a framework which forces us to be quite clear about what is going on rhetorically in a
given passage (as we shall see, failure to be clear about this has often hindered both
textual criticism and dramatic interpretation); and it brings to light many typical rhe-
torical patterns or typical situations and allows us to separate the normal and the
unproblematic from the abnormal and the problematic. The terminology is designed to
describe especially those cases in which a question is not followed in an obvious way by a
verbal answer; but in such a complicated process as verbal communication it is not sur-
prising that diverse intents may be combined in one utterance, so that a strictly rhetor-
ical intent is occasionally combined with the information-seeking intent of a “true ques-
tion.” To meet this complication, I have established a limited number of standard pat-

1. The classificatory technique which I have evolved owes something to my (limited) knowledge of transformational gram-
mar and something also to the analytic technique for moral utterances (“phrastic” vs. “neustic”) developed by R. M. Hare in
The Language of Morals (Oxford 1952). Philosophers (even of the modern school of “linguistic philosophy”) seem to deal with
questions only from the point of view of formal logic: cf. C. L. Hamblin, “Questions” in Encyclopedia of Philosophy ed. Paul
Edwards, vol. 7 (New York 1967) 49-53; Mary and Arthur Prior, “Erotetic Logic,” Philosophical Review 64 (1955) 43-59;
David Harrah, “A Logic of Questions and Answers,” Philosophy of Science 28 (1961) 40-46. Richard Hamilton brings to my

attention A. W. M. Whorter, “The Deliberative Type of Question as a Rhetorical and Dramatic Device in Greek Tragedy,”
TAPA 63 (1932) xlv-xlvi, an abstract which sketches a classification but offers no examples or discussion.
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terns, but recognize hybrids or combinations of them. Where hybrids occur, the impor-
tant point is to determine the main intent(s) of the utterance. The terminology is there-
fore a tool, a useful shorthand, and not a mechanical substitute for interpreting the
dramatic text.

1. “TRUE” OR INFORMATION-SEEKING QUESTIONS

The process of transformation applied here is easily illustrated in the case of the most
straightforward kind of question, that which seeks information. The intent of a direct
information-seeking question may be brought out by substituting for it the correspond-
ing indirect question preceded by the imperative “tell me (us).” In a normal situation
the answerer immediately does tell:

Pe. 727-728
Ao. xod 11 0 mpdEocty adtolg ®8’ émiotevdlets;
Bo. vawtikdg otpatdg koknbeic nelov dhece otpotdv.

In fact, for the sake of variety, liveliness, or emphasis the “true” question is at times
expressed in the indirect form dependent on an imperative or its equivalent:

Pe. 717
fose A A . . . .
Tig 8 éudv éxeloe naldwv EotpatnAatel, pdoov.

Pe. 230-231
kelvo &8’ éxpobelv Oéro,
® ilor mod g ABAvac paciy i8pdcbar xBovédc;®

2. “RHETORICAL” QUESTIONS

(a) ASSENT-SEEKING QUESTIONS

(1) rhetorical transform questions

When we turn to questions other than information-seeking ones, the simplest trans-
formation involves those of the following sort:

Se. 673
ti¢ 8AAog paddov évdikmrepoc;

OT 895-896
el yop ol to10dde npdéerg tion,
11 8€1 pe yopeberv;

Alk. 942-943
v’ & mpocendyv, 10D 8¢ npocspnBeig Vro,
tepnviic Toyo’ Gv e16680v;

2. The anticipatory demonstrative xeivo indicates that a colon should separate prefatory remark from actual question, but
Page and Murray both have a comma (Wilamowitz has the correct colon).
3. Murray is wrong to print Lenting’s ¢£680v. Cf. Dale ad loc.
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In each case the question is equivalent to a declaration with a negative (or a zero-quanti-
fier and relative clause) substituted for the interrogative: “who?” becomes “no one” or
“there is no one who,” “what need?” becomes “there is no need,” etc. A question of this
sort containing a negative is equivalent to a declarative with a universal quantifier (“who
... not?” becomes “everyone”):

S.El. 975-976
g yép mot’ dotdv | Eévav Nudg 1dbv
1010168° €naivolg oyl deiboetan;

The point of the interrogative form is to elicit the silent agreement or assent of the
addressee and/or to emphasize, and involve the listener in accepting, the self-evident
truth of the proposition. In a context of self-persuasion, the addressee may be the ques-
tioner himself. The simple rhetorical effect of this sort of question is perhaps what comes
most readily to mind when one thinks of the traditional term “rhetorical question.”
Since no further elaboration is needed in explaining this type of question, it may be
assigned the bland title rhetorical transform question.*

Rhetorical transform questions are often abbreviated in idiomatic usage. In dialogue
or in rhesis confirmation of an affirmative proposition (“of course,” “certainly”’) may be
expressed telegraphically with nég yop ob; or midg 6 ob; ( = “there is no way in which X
could not be true”) or the like (e.g. Choe. 754, Eum. 435, S.El. 1307). After a negative
proposition, né¢ yép; or ndBev; ( = “there is no way in which X could be true”) or the like
may express confirmation (e.g. S.EL 911, Hek. 613).° Sometimes the abbreviated
idiomatic question is accompanied by a subordinate clause (e.g. OT 1015, lon 1543).

2(a)(2) apodeictic questions

There are other assent-seeking questions which can be transformed into declarative
propositions about particular facts, with no universal quantifier implied. These occur
typically in a real or imagined argument when a speaker strongly compels assent to a
particular statement by casting it in interrogative form (implying “you must agree that
this is so . . .”; sometimes in a taunting tone). Such questions may be termed apodeictic.
Many of the obvious examples of apodeictic questions are introduced by &po. (or &p’
oV or &po. un), a particle which introduces other types of question as well:

Choe. 297
1010168 Ypnopolc Gpo xph nemotBévat;

Se. 208-210

6 vorhng GpaL Uh g TPPPoV GUYMY
npOuvNOey NOpe unyxoviyy cotnplog
VEOG KOUOVONG TOVTI® GV KOUOTL

OT 823
&p’ oyl mbig Evaryvoc;

4. An instance of rhetorical transformation of this type is recognized and commented on in the verbose £ Med. 500.
5. Cf. Stevens on Andr. 83; Denniston, GP’ 85-86, where ti yép; and t{ u#v; are also explained.
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Alk. 771-772 (in a soliloquy)
po. Tov Egvov
GSTUY® Sikoiwg, &v kokolg dpryuévov;

In other cases a simple 00 (OK 838 ovk Nyopevov 1ot £yd;) or uf (Pe. 344) or uf odv =
uov (A.Su. 417, Med. 567) may suffice.

2(b) APORETIC AND DELIBERATIVE QUESTIONS
2(b)(1) aporetic questions

For the purposes of this study a distinction will be made between questions in which
possible courses of behavior are viewed en masse with an attitude of aporia (i.e. uncer-
tainty, indecision, or embarrassment at the wealth of possibilities) and those in which
the adoption of a particular course of behavior is debated. The former type will be desig-
nated aporetic: the declarative transformation implied is “I am at a loss (or I don't
know) what to do, what to say, how to do X, etc.”® The following examples illustrate the
class of aporetic questions:

Ag. 648
ndg kedvo, T01¢ kakolol cupueim . . . ;

Choe. 997
f , “ PP A
T VIV TPOcEin®, KoV TOX® LEA™ eDOTOUMY;

Ai. 457
kol vOv Tt xpm Spawv;

OT 1419
otpot, ti 8fta Aé€opev mpdg 6v8’ Emog;

Alk. 912-914

® oyfino Sopmv, nid eicéAbwm;
nd¢ 8 olkAon petomintovtog
daipovog;

Phoin. 1172
Kamravevg 8¢ ndg elnown’ &v g éuaiveto;

2(b)(2) deliberative questions

The term deliberative question, on the other hand, will here be limited to those cases
in which a person asks himself about a specific course of action: “Am I to do X?”
(declarative transformation: “I am deliberating, am uncertain, whether to do X”).

Choe. 998-999
&ypevpa Onpdg [viv mpoceinm], 7} vexpod modévdutov
SpolTtng KOTOCKNVOLH;

6. For the actual use of the declarative form cf. Med. 376-377: moAhag 8’ #xovoa Bavacipovg adToig 68ovg, / ovk 018’
omoig np@Tov Eyxelpd.
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Ai. 460-461
ndtepo. TPOG 0TKOVE, VovAdyovg AMmav Edpog
uévoug t Atpeidag, méloyog Alyolov mepd;

Deliberative questions are the natural follow-up to an aporetic question, as is clear from
the examples from Choe. and Ai. given above and from the frequent occurrence of
sequences like the following:

Hek. 737-738
‘Exéfn, 11 8pdow; ndtepa npoonécwm yovu
Ayopéuvovog 1098’ | eépw o1yl Kokd;

lon 756 and 758
elev i Spdpev; Odvatog Gv kelton Tépt . . .
elnouev i o1ydpev; § ti dpdoouev;

Aporetic and deliberative questions usually occur in contexts featuring some degree of
abstraction from close contact with a listener, whether this be actual physical solitude or
temporary withdrawal from contact or merely the mild distance created by self-conscious
rhetoric (Phoin. 1172, above). There are, however, questions which are identical in form
to aporetic and deliberative questions, but which appeal directly to a listener for advice;
that is, they establish (or presuppose) close contact. When the advice-seeking function is
uppermost, the question operates in the manner of a “true” question and may be expli-
cated through transformation to an imperatival rather than declarative form: “Tell me
what I am to do” or “Tell me whether or not I am to do X.” For example, in Choe.
84-105 the long series of questions which are aporetic and deliberative in form (87-99) is
framed by appeals for help in reaching a decision (84-86 and 100-105): the degree of
contact and the consequent difference in rhetorical and dramatic force distinguish these
from the sequences illustrated above.

2(c) AGNOETIC QUESTIONS

Contact between questioner and listener(s) is also low or non-existent when the
speaker is in ignorance or confusion about what has happened, what is happening, or
what will or may happen and asks a question either with no expectation that anyone will
answer (because no one knows the answer or no one able to answer is present) or with no
certain expectation of an answer (because the speaker has not previously established
contact with the potential answerer). Such questions may be viewed as convertible to
declarations such as “I don’t know whether (who, what). . .” or “I wonder whether ...”
and may be termed agnoetic, since the main point is the speaker’s ignorance or incom-
prehension of some state of affairs. When an agnoetic question refers to a prospective
state of affairs, it may be quite similar to an aporetic or deliberative question, but the
latter forms refer only to the speaker’s own actions. The following are prospective
agnoetic questions:

Se. 93-94

P T ,
1i¢ dpa pdoetan, Tig dp’ énoprécet
Oedv 1 Oedry;
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Choe. 1075-1076
nol dfito kpovel, mol kotaAnEet
uetakoliobiv pévog dng;

Tro. 1188-1189
i kol mote
Yp&wetev &v o€ LOLGOTOLOG &V TAQW;

Agnoetic questions referring to the present or past are especially common in contexts of
minimal contact, such as in choral odes, in “throw-away” choral couplets, and upon the
entrance of a character.

(choral ode) Ag. 681-687
1ig mot’ dvédpalev G’ &g 10 M ETTdpaC . . . J

(choral ode) A.Su. 1045-1046
i mot’ edmAolav Enpaov
Tovmdunolct Swyuoic;

(entrance) PV 114-115
& & Ea o
tig by, Tig 08ud Tpocénto w dpeyyhc;

(entrance) E.Su. 87-89

tivov yowv fikovoa kol otépvav kTdmov
vekpdv e Bpfivoug, tdVS’ dvoktdpwv dno
Mxodg todong;

(choral couplet) Tro. 292-293
0 pév oov oieBa, mdtvia, Tdg 8’ Eudc ToxoG
tig &p’ Axoudv 7 tic EAMvav #xet;

Just as an aporetic question may be followed by a narrower deliberative question, so a
broad agnoetic question may be followed by narrower or more specific agnoetic ques-
tions, especially alternative ones:

Pe. 144-149

ndg Gpa npdocerl Zépéng Pocihedg
Aopeloyevig;

ndtepov tOE0L PO TO VIKDY,

1l Soprkpdvov

Aoyxng toxbg xexpdnkev;

IT 576-577
0ed @b’ 11 8 Muelg of T éuol yevviTopeg;
ap’ eiotv; &p’ odk eiot; Tic ppdoetey dv;

7. The main question is agnoetic: “we are amazed and in ignorance as to who did it so truly.” Parenthetically, or as a
change of direction in mid-sentence, an apodeictic question is intruded: “Was it not someone ...?” = “indeed, it was
someone ...”
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2(d) INDIGNANT AND SURPRISED QUESTIONS
2(d)(1) apistetic questions

Sometimes the primary purpose of uttering a question is to express disbelief, surprise,
shock, or dismay at what has happened, is happening, or is about to happen. Assuming
the declarative transformation “I can hardly believe (I am shocked at) X,” we may coin
the term apistetic® to describe such questions.

Choe. 909
notpokTovodoa yop Evvorkioelg Euol;

Eum. 717-718
7 kol Tothp 1 o@dAAetan BovAevudtov
npwtokTéVolot Tpootponaig TEiovog;

Ai. 1226-1227
ot &M 1o dewvd pipot’ dryyéAdovest pot
TAfvon ko’ Hudv G’ dvolumktel yovely;

Trach. 1133
ofpor mpiv g xpfiv o9’ € éufic Bavelv xepdc;

Hipp. 415-416
ol nidg mot . . .
BAérovoy é¢ npdowmno @V Euvevvetdy . . .;

Tro. 978-981

ndtepov duetvov’ ag A&Bn Aldg mdov;
A yéuov ABnva Oedv tivog Onpopévn,'
| nopBeveiov matpog éEnticoto,
eevyovoa AékTpa;

The most frequently-used apistetic questions in tragedy are the short exclamations 11
oNG;, mdc efic; and Tl (ndc) eimog; These occasionally express (a) a real inability to
assimilate what has just been said and a real need for repetition or clarification; but
more commonly they express (b) dismay or surprise at what has just been said and clear-
ly comprehended (it is then equivalent to a strong “What!” or “Oh, no!”):

(a) Ag. 268
TG NG TéPevyE TodROG EE dmioTiog.

Trach. 349-350
1 Pfig; capdg pot ppdle mov Soov voelg:
O pev yop €eipnkag dyvolio W &xet

(b) PV 773
Tl elnog; N "poc moig o” anadldel kokdv;

8. Cf. X Med. 695: dmiotdv todto Aéyet.
9. Dawe prints a semicolon instead of a question mark; I prefer the latter, with Jebb and Pearson.
10. I return to the interpretation of the old editions; Murray, Biehl, and Lee print tivog.
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Phil. 1237
1 ofig, AxilAéwmg mad; Tiv’ elpnxog Adyov; (cf. 1238-1240)

E.El 556
1 pfig; 88° Og ooV £€éxleye cVyyovov;

Ba. 1032-1033
e PN Tl TodT’ FAelac; N ‘w T0lg €Uoig
xoipelg koxdg npdocovot deondtoug, yovat;

2(d)(2) epiplectic questions

An apistetic question may, in addition to implying “/ am shocked, / am unable to
believe . . .,” carry the implication “I can’t believe that you mean X or are doing Y,” or
“You can’t possibly mean X or be doing Y,” from which it is a small step to “You
shouldn’t mean X or be doing Y.” When the attitude of disbelief or shock is thus used to
rebuke, browbeat, or admonish another person, the question may suitably be called
epiplectic."

Ag. 1543-1546
7 ob 168 #pEat TARoN, KTelvas’
Gvdpo. 1oV avhig dmokwkdoot
youxfi T Gopv xdpv vt Epyav
ueyblov &dixmg Entcpavor;

Ai. 288-291

Kkéyd ‘mmANcoo kol Aéyw: i xpfipo dpdc,
Alog; 11 mv8’ dxAntog o8’ v’ dryyéhwv
KkAnBeig dpopudc melpav odte Tov KAV
céAmyyog;

OT 1391-1393

1o Kibopdv, ti p’ é8éxov; ti w’ od AaPov
Extevog e000¢, g #8e1&0, unmote
¢notov avBpamototy EvBev 7 yeyac;

S.El. 328-329
v’ ad o Thvde npog Bupdvog £E6So1g
¢MBoboa pavelc, ® kootyviTn, QaTy . .

Hipp. 439-440
pac’ 11 10010 Boduo; cOv moAlolg Bpotdv.
kdmert’” Epwtog obveka yoymv OAelg;

E.El 1107-1108"
o & &8’ Ghovtog kol Suseiportog ypdo.
Aex® veoyvdv £k TOK@V meTaupEVN;

Hipp. 490
11 cepvouvbei;

11. For the name, cf. 4i. 288 (quoted below), OK 1730.
12. The force and position of this couplet are discussed below, Chapter 5, section 7.
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Alk. 551-552
1 8pdig; TO1DTNG GLUUPOPDC TPOKELUEVTC,
"Adunte, ToAudg Eevodokeiv; i udpog el;

HF 975-976
... ® texav, Tl 8pig; Tékva
Ktelvelg;

A.Su.911-913

0b10¢ Tl motelc; éx moiov povApaTog
avdpdv Melaoydv thvd’ drudlelg xB6vay
GAL 7| yovouk®v éc méAy Sokel Loely;

As the examples above show, the epiplectic force of such utterances can be directed to
past actions as well as present or prospective behavior, and a sharp epiplectic question
may be the equivalent of a severe admonition or even a prohibition (“What are you
doing?” implying “Don’t do that!”). The effect of prohibition is also noticeable in
certain brief idiomatic epiplectic questions which dismiss a topic or a word, whether
one’s own or someone else’s:

PV 101
koitot i enui;

E. Su. 750 and Phoin. 382
dap Tt TedTa;

PV 766
118 Svty’ (sc. yduov); od yop pntov avddcBot 16de.

OT 1056
118 Svv’ elne; undev évipaniic.

Phoin. 1726-1727

Tt TG T TAdG; ovy Opd Atkor KorkoUg,
008’ dueiferon Bpotdv dovvesiog.

14 460-461

. s 5 , , ,
™y & ad téAovoy mopbévov — 1i mapBévov;
"A1dng viv, ag fotke, vopgedoet téyo.—

2(e) IMPERATIVAL AND OPTATIVAL QUESTIONS
2(e)(1) imperatival questions
There are two major classes of questions that may be treated as equivalent to impera-

tives. The first features the very common use of o0 + fut. ind. to express an exhortation,
recommendation, or command (or o0 + uf + fut. ind. for a prohibition):

Se. 250
0V oTya undev 1OV’ €pelg kot mTOALY;

Eum. 124
ovK Gvootion Téyoc;
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Ant. 885
ovk &EeB’ dg téyioToy

Hipp. 498-499
® dewva MéEac’, ovxl GuyKkANGELg GTOUA.
ko uh pedioeig odBic aicyiotovg Adyoug;

The second class includes questions which contain verbs of perception like xAdw,
dxobm, Opdm, Aeboon. In some cases the poets choose to create a formal counterpointing of
question and answer (e.g. 0pQg; . . . 0p®d, Hek.760-761, Hipp. 1395-1396). But many
interrogative sentences containing such verbs are used to invite or command some-
one to direct his attention to something. Such questions are common in appeals to the
gods or to some other sympathetic audience not physically within range of one’s voice,
but even if the addressee is physically present no verbal answer is needed:

Med. 160-161

O peydio Oéut kol TéHTVY Aptept

Aevooed & mdoyw . . ;"

Phoin. 611
o ndrep, kKAVeLg O ndoy;

Med. 168 (nurse to the chorus)
kA0 ola Aéyetr . . .

2(e)(2) optatival questions

Questions containing ti¢ (ndg, etc.) &v + opt. may have either agnoetic force or the
force of rhetorical transform questions (e.g. Ag. 1341-1342 tig av €£eb&outo Ppotdv
dowel / daipovt edvar 1¢d’ dxodwv; = ovdeic Av . ..). When an element of wishing is
added to the agnoetic element (“I don’t know who might do X, but I wish someone
would do X”), the question may be termed optatival:

Ag. 1448-1451

@ed, tig v év tdyel un meprdduvog
unde depviotnpng

ubéAot TV aiel pépovs’ &v Nuly

notp’ drédevtov Vmvov . . . ;

Phil. 1213-1214
® TOMG & méMg Totplar,
nde o eictdoul o’ &OMOg Y dvip . .

Hipp. 208-209
ndg Ov dpocepdig &nd kpnvidog
koBopdv HOGT@Y TdW dpvcaiuay . . .;

13. It is possible to interpret this as imperative rather than indicative interrogative, but the number of parallels for what
might be called perception-appeals and the heightened liveliness favor the interrogative interpretation. There is also the
dramatic gain of parallelism (with reversal of roles) between Medeia here and Iason at the close of the play (note especially Med.
1405-1407).
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It should be possible to assign virtually all questions in tragic dialogue and tragic lyric
to one of the classes described above or to some hybrid of these classes. The classification
is especially useful for the preliminary work of separating and setting aside the hundreds
of non-problematic and (for our purposes) uninteresting cases in which a question does
not evoke a response in either words or actions. In all cases, but especially in the prob-
lematic ones, rhetorical classification must be combined with a consideration of the con-
text of the act of communication, in particular, of the degree of contact.

Two examples will show the need for such an approach. The question uttered by
Herakles in Trach. 1010ff. has been a subject of confusion and disputation from the
time of the scholiasts to Kamerbeek’s commentary.

Trach. 1010-1014
2 , A ey B0 ¢ , v R
Artaed pov, tototot, §8° v’ #pret. ndbev o1, &

’ 3 ’ 2 7. 2 3 T A\
névtov ‘EALGvov ddikdtatol dvépeg, oig On
TOAAG, v év mévie, kotd te Spio ndvio kobaipav,
dAexdpay 6 Tdhog, kol viv éni tdde vosodvTt
0V Tdp, 00K Eyxog TIg VNGOV 0VKETL TPEYEL;

The question n60ev éoté; is an indignant one; it may be classified as apistetic/epiplectic
because Herakles is expressing his outraged disbelief (“I can scarcely believe that you
come from any Greek stock, since you behave this way.”) and is in fact belaboring those
present in the hope of stirring them to show gratitude by releasing him from his suffer-
ing. The point of the question is in its asking, and the context is not one of prosaic
contact between Herakles and his addressees (cf. Chapter 5, section 1[a])."* Apparently
some ancient commentator (X 7rach. 1010) did assume a normal, prosaic form of contact
between Herakles and those on stage with him; then, presumably finding a literal
reading illogical, he insisted that the question is addressed over the heads of those
present to all Greeks whom Herakles had ever benefitted and that né6ev here means
nov. Likewise, when Kamerbeek suggests that the interpretation favored above “yields
an almost comic effect,” he seems to be treating the question as a prosaic true question
seeking information. He is willing to follow Campbell in assuming a rhetorical transform
question (“whence?” implies “because none appeared from any quarter” (Campbell),
i.e., “there is no place from which anyone appeared”), but fails to recognize the possi-
bility of an apistetic/epiplectic question in which the Greek words are not tortured into
artificial meanings. Excessive faith in the judgment of the scholiast may, as often, be a
major cause of the persistence of the false interpretation, but both the ancient commen-
tator and his followers did not make sufficient allowance for the variety of rhetorical
forces which the uttering of a question may have.

Attention to the degree of contact in the context is especially important because on
occasion a question which is identical in outward form to one of the types of “rhetorical”
question described above and which does carry the same sort of rhetorical force never-
theless functions as a “true” question because in context it demands an answer (“tell
me”). For example, consider:

14. Jebb surely recognized this, but adduced a very prosaic n68ev-question (Od. 17.373) as a parallel (solely for the sense of
160ev eivan); see also R. P. Winnington-Ingram, BICS 16 (1969) 47 n.12.
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Ant. 921
noiav napeEerBodoa Sopdvev dikmy;

Phoin. 1655-1656
Av. 1l tAnpueAoac, 10 pépog el uetidBe yhig;
Kp. drogpog 88° dvip, dg nébng, yevioetor.

The former is part of a monologue-like rhesis in which Antigone is out of contact with
Kreon and the chorus; molov is a rhetorically stronger substitute for tiva, and the ques-
tion itself is a rhetorical transform question equivalent to declarative 00deuiov nopeleh-
Bodoa kT In the Phoin. stichomythia a question of similar meaning and form implies
the declarative transformation o08&v mAnuueAfcag, but in a context of close contact
there is also an apistetic/epiplectic force. The question implies that Kreon is unlikely to
produce a satisfactory answer to this particular argument and challenges him to do so.
The line is also a “true” question in the sense that, with this degree of contact, it does
demand a response (“Tell me!”). Kreon’s response is not an answer, but a refusal to
answer'” expressed by the act of breaking off from the argument (but not breaking con-
tact with Antigone, as he later does for a short time at 1676).

APPENDIX: OUTLINE OF THE PROPOSED CLASSIFICATION

The following outline summarizes the classification proposed in this chapter:
1. “True” or information-seeking questions
e.g. “What is X?” = “Tell me what X is.”
2. “Rhetorical” questions
(a) assent-seeking questions
(1) rhetorical transform (universal quantifier implied)
e.g. “Who is more appropriate?” = “There is no one who is more
appropriate.”
(2) apodeictic (no universal quantifier implied)
e.g. “Am I not utterly unholy?” = “Indeed, (you must take it as demon-
strated that) I am utterly unholy.”
(b) questions expressing doubt about contemplated action (action within the power
of the speaker)
(1) aporetic (possible courses viewed en masse)
e.g. “What ought I to do?” = “I am at a loss what I ought to do.” “How
am [ to do X?” = “I am at a loss (to pick among many possibilities) how
to do X.”
(2) deliberative (one possible course debated)
e.g. “Shall I do X?” = “I am deliberating, am uncertain, whether to do X.”
(c) agnoetic questions (implying ignorance, confusion, incomprehension)
(1) prospective (about a future action beyond the control of the speaker)
e.g. “What will become of me?” = “I do not know what will become of me.”

15. See Chapter 5, section 3.
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(2) other (present or past reference)
e.g. “What noise do I hear?” = “I do not know what noise it is that I hear.”
(d) indignant and surprised questions
(1) apistetic
e.g. “Will you, the murderer of my father, live in the same house with me?”
= “I can’t believe, I am shocked, you can’t mean to propose, that you will
live . . .”
(2) epiplectic
e.g. “Will you dare to do X?” = “I admonish, rebuke, browbeat, you strong-
ly not to do X” or “Do not do X!”
(e) imperatival and optatival questions
(1) imperatival
(o) o0 + fut. ind. = command; ov pn + fut. ind. = prohibition
(B) perception-appeals
e.g. “Do you hear this, Zeus?” = “Hear this, Zeus.”
(2) optatival
e.g. “How might someone do X?” = “I wish that someone would do X.”
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CONTACT:
ESTABLISHMENT AND
PHYSICAL WITHDRAWAL

Before one can isolate discontinuities and breakdowns in awareness and effective
communication between speakers on the tragic stage, it is necessary to be certain that
the speakers have established contact or maintained mutual contact. There are conven-
tions related to entrances and exits which govern the degree and nature of the contact,
and these deserve to be studied here. Leo and Schadewaldt discussed some of them in
describing the Euripidean Auftrittsmonolog, and more recently Bain has examined
various relevant conventions with the help of the concept of “asides.” Nevertheless, the
concept of contact provides a slightly different and (I think) more fruitful approach to
the same issues, and it is still possible to make refinements and useful distinctions
beyond those offered in earlier studies.

The two sites of normal entry and exit on the Greek stage, the parodoi and (at least
from the Oresteia onwards)' the skene-door, need to be considered separately. When-
ever a character proceeds along a parodos and enters the imaginary dramatic locus
already occupied by characters on the acting-stage or by chorus in the orchestra® or by
both, there is need to establish contact. As we shall see, convention allows gradual estab-
lishment of contact (visual contact before dialogue-contact, sometimes both preceded by
complete lack of contact), and there seems to be a certain “etiquette” applicable to par-
tial contact (that is, awareness or acknowledgment of only the chorus or only the actors
or only part of the tableau on stage). Similar conventions, less frequently exploited by
the dramatists and not always recognized by scholars, exist for the door-space, or more
accurately, for the act of emerging from the door and the act of turning to depart
through the door.

1. Wilamowitz’s theory (Hermes 21 [1886] 597-622) that the plays earlier than the Oresteia presuppose a Pagos-Biihne
without defined acting-area or fixed skene-building directly opposite the auditorium is attractive and probably correct (only
“probably” because it is conceivable that for a while after a transition from Pagos-Biihne to the later form plays were written
making no use of the new skene-building and treating a slightly raised acting-stage as equivalent to a pagos). His theory is
endorsed by Graeber, 4ff.; Bodensteiner, 645ff.; Siegfried Melchinger, Das Theater der Tragodie (Miinchen 1974) 12-36; and
most recently Taplin, Stagecraft Appendix C. N. G. L. Hammond, GRBS 13 (1972) 387-450, comes to the same conclusion,
using evidence and arguments of mixed value.

2. 1 believe the probabilities are in favor of recognition of a demarcation between choral dancing-area and actors’ acting-
space, at least for the Oresteia and later, although it must be recognized that movement between the two was readily possible
and was exploited on occasion by the tragedians. Cf. Hourmouziades, 58-74. The question whether the acting-stage was on the
same level as the dancing-floor or higher by a few feet is strictly a separate one, but my own opinion is that a raised stage is more
probable than the alternative. Cf. again Hourmouziades, and the Appendix to this chapter.

19
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1. PARODOS-ENTRANCES IN AISCHYLOS AND SOPHOKLES

The most fully developed exploitation of the possibilities of delayed or partial contact
is to be found in Euripides, who combines, here as elsewhere, a self-conscious striving
for naturalism or verisimilitude with a ready acceptance of non-naturalistic conventions.
But simpler techniques are already present in Aischylos and Sophokles. Because a
character is actually in view for some time before reaching center-stage and because in
Greek drama there appears to be a tendency to preserve a continuum of sound,’ all the
poets may elect to cover the time required for the movement with comments made in
incomplete contact (the announcer sees but does not address the newcomer, and the
newcomer does not hear the announcement). In Aischylos the majority (by almost 2:1)*
of entrances via the parodoi are unannounced, and whether announced or not the new-
comer normally initiates the dialogue. The sequence in which one already present
announces preliminary visual contact and then initiates dialogue-contact is rare: Pe.
150ff. (visual) and 155ff. (dialogue); Se 861ff. (visual) and 871ff. (dialogue)—spurious?’
The situation is similar in Sophokles, although announced entrances are slightly more
common than unannounced, announcement by actor rather than by koryphaios gains
somewhat in frequency, and it is less exceptional for an actor already present to initiate
dialogue-contact with the newcomer after the announcement (but this is always a mark
of eagerness).®

On a few occasions Aischylos and Sophokles allow fairly extensive passages to cover
the gradual approach of a newcomer along the parodos (without dialogue-contact: Ag.
489-502, Choe. 10-21, PV 114-127, S.El. 1428-1441, OK 310-323; with contact: 4Ag.

3. Cf. Taplin, Silences 57 and n.2.

4. For parodos-entry by chorus or actor upon a stage already occupied by chorus or actor, my figures for Aischylos (includ-
ing PV) are 11 announcements in 30 instances. With regard to these figures and others to be given later, note that others may
easily arrive at slightly different numbers because several of the instances counted or rejected depend on judgments made about
continued presence vs. departure and re-entry. I am interested here in entrances and announcements only insofar as contact-
phenomena are revealed; therefore I do not give complete lists and discussion, for which see esp. Bodensteiner, 703ff., 725ff.;
Hourmouziades, 137-145; Taplin, Stagecraft 71-72 and passim; 1 understand that Richard Hamilton has an article on the
subject forthcoming.

5. Contrast Pe. 246-248, Se. 369-374 (two announcements), Ag. 489ff. (see note 9 below), PV 941-943 (and also 114ff.
with preliminary aural rather than visual contact). In Choe. 10 Orestes sights the chorus and Elektra, but withdraws to hide. In
Su. 180, of course, the sighting must be assumed to be imaginary (like that in Su. 713) since so much intervenes between the
sighting and Pelasgos’ first words.

This is perhaps the appropriate place to record my view of Apollo’s (re-)entrance for the trial-scene in Eum., the technique
of which is so unusual that Taplin, Stagecraft 395ff., assigns 574-575 to Athena and posits extensive reworking. I would have
Apollo enter at 566, simultancously with Athena and the herald and the other mute extras (but perhaps from the opposite
parodos), and go immediately to stand by Orestes: he is unannounced because his entrance is well-prepared for by his own
statement (64, 81-83) and Athena’s instruction to call witnesses (485-486), because Athena enters giving instructions to a
servant (cf. E.Su. 381ff.; Stevens on Andr. 146; Taplin, Stagecraft 363-365) and so preempts immediate announcement, and
because the chorus here is not a normal group of observing bystanders such as could give a normal announcement. The first
acknowledgment of Apollo comes as soon as possible, at 574, and the unusual technique of abrupt address by the chorus (the
lines seem to me too brusque, even impolite, to be spoken by anyone else) is deliberately exploited to express the chorus’s keen
interest in Apollo’s arrival and the hostility it feels for him. Such a representation of eagerness would be a forerunner of
Sophoklean and Euripidean technique (notes 6 and 16 below).

6. For entry upon a scene already occupied by chorus or actors, my figures for Sophokles are 28 announced out of 46
instances. An actor already present initiates dialogue after an announcement at Ant. 632, Trach. 61, 227, OT 85, 300, 1121,
OK 33; Ai. 1171 is similar, but the newcomers addressed are mute characters. Initiation of the dialogue by the chorus is still
very rare: Ai. 1316 (no announcement; eagerness evident); Ai. 979 (the chorus initiates only because Teukros’ grief makes him
immume to normal contact; see below); if Dawe is correct in adopting Morstadt’s treatment of Ai. 1223, the choral couplet could
be made to combine announcement and address to Teukros; and probably Ant. 379ff. (after an announcement; surprise
evident)—see Chapter 5, section 8.
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783-809). But newcomers are not allowed to speak in a conventional isolation (i.e. with
the pretence that they do not yet see those present or are not yet in earshot)’ at some
point between coming into view and reaching center-stage, at least not in the way
Euripidean characters do.® The herald in the second episode of Ag. delivers a long rhesis
(503-537) which appears to take no notice of Klytaimestra and the chorus, even though
Klytaimestra had commented on the messenger’s approach.” An exchange is initiated
only at 538, by the koryphaios. The absence of direct dialogue-contact prior to 538, how-
ever, seems to be due not to an emotional transport which prevents the herald from notic-
ing those present,10 but rather to a combination of emotion, “etiquette,” and general
Aischylean rhesis-technique. The rhesis is directed at the house and the gods and the
entire environment, which includes the other actor and the chorus (and the audience)
without emphasizing a personal “horizontal” relationship'' between the human charac-
ters.'”> Moreover, there are other passages which suggest that it is conventional “eti-
quette” for a newcomer to address the house before greeting the chorus and to deal with
a chorus before addressing a female character on stage (especially, but not solely, if the
newcomer is a stranger). In Pe. 249ff., for instance, the messenger invokes his homeland
before addressing his report to the chorus, and then engages in an epirrhematic ex-
change with the chorus through line 289, paying no heed to the queen. Similarly, in OT
924ff., the Korinthian herald speaks to the chorus and is referred by it to Iokaste, in
S.El. 660 the old man directs his inquiry to the chorus before addressing Klytaimestra,
and in E£/. 1098 Orestes converses first with the chorus, which refers him to Elektra.'
The “etiquette” which allows a woman to be “ignored” is perhaps relevant to 4g. 810ff.
as well. There is no lack of contact or lack of respect when Agamemnon addresses Argos
and the gods first before responding in 830 to the chorus’s greeting. And if Klytaimestra
is already present (and does not emerge from the house at 855, having exited at 614, as |

7. The apparent isolation of newcomers such as Xerxes at Pe. 908 and Kreon at Ant. 1261 (cf. the sisters in Se. 875ff. or
961ff., if one assigns either passage to them) is emotional rather than conventional.

8. The Aischylean passages I discuss are also treated by Bain, 67-70; see note 12 below.

9. The length, content, and tone of 489-500 as well as the probability of change of speaker at 501 and the apparent refer-
ence to 475-487 in 590-593 persuade me that Klytaimestra is present from 350 on and speaks 489-500; in this 1 agree with
Denniston/Page ad loc. and A. M. Dale, Collected Papers (Cambridge 1969) 215, against Fraenkel ad he. Taplin, Stagecraft
285-290 and 294-297, argues ably for Klytaimestra’s departure before the stasimon and for attribution of 489ff. to the kory-
phaios; but I still believe there is good dramatic point in her continued presence and personal attendance at her triumph over
the doubting, feeble male chorus. The point I make about Aischylean rhesis-technique holds true even if Klytaimestra is not
present.

10. Interpreting the lack of contact in terms of emotional self-absorption, Schadewaldt, 51, saw in this rhesis a new exten-
sive form of Selbstdusserung; but he exaggerates the emotions and neglects the formality and occasional sombre details of the
speech. Leo, 8, is also inclined to interpret the speech as being given before the character notices the chorus. Emotion plays a
role in shaping the scene, but other factors are involved.

11. For the concept of “horizontal” vs. “vertical” relationships, cf. Seidensticker, Gesprachsverdichtung 66-67; Schade-
waldt, 53; K. Reinhardt, Sophokles3 (Frankfurt 1948) 10ff.

12. The same characteristics can be observed in e.g. the rhesis of Aigisthos, Ag. 1577-1611, which Schadewaldt, 53 n.2,
correctly distinguishes from Euripidean entrance-monologues (cf. Leo, 30 n.4). Similarly, although Athena does not refer to
visual contact with those present until Eum. 406 or directly address the Erinyes and Orestes until 408, her lines 397-404 are not,
in my judgment, spoken without awareness of the situation on stage (as Leo, 8, and Bain, 69-70, believe): there is none of the
surprise so clearly marked in Euripidean examples; it is reasonable for an audience to assume that the goddess, responding to a
summons, arrives “with her eyes open”; and the self-introduction may be read as a proem to explicit contact (cf. Med. 131ff.
and Hyps. fr. Liv.15ff. Bond) rather than as a self-revelation preceding visual contact.

13. Also of interest are Ant. 988, where Teiresias (admittedly a blind character) addresses the chorus rather than beginning
with mod Kpéwv; ; EL 1442 (Aigisthos does not pay Elektra the compliment of addressing her before the chorus); OK 728
(Kreon seeks to conciliate the chorus before addressing Oidipous). Graeber, Chap. I, notes that in Aischylos actors almost
always address themselves on arrival to the chorus rather than to another actor. See now Taplin, Stagecraft 86-87.
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prefer to believe), the fact that the king deals with the public as represented by the
chorus and fails to address his wife seems to accord with conventional stage-etiquette.
Consequently, it is improper to infer, at any rate from this aspect of his behavior,
psychological traits in Agamemnon (such as tactlessness or lack of love) or motivation in
Klytaimestra (a final spur to her plans).

Three further passages in Aischylos and Sophokles deserve mention in connection
with isolation of entering characters from full contact with the stage-situation. In Ai.
974ff. Teukros sights the body of Aias from the parodos and in his grief pays no atten-
tion to Tekmessa or the chorus: the couplet 977-978 fills a brief moment of self-absorp-
tion, and it is the koryphaios who initiates dialogue-contact. This is clearly a non-con-
ventional, pathos-generated moment of isolation.'* More conventional, or (one might
say) more illusionistic in the exploitation of the parodos/orchestra space, are the search-
scenes in Eum. 244-253 and Ai. 866-890: the movements and gaze of the choruses re-
entering on the parodoi are choreographed so that they do not immediately reach a point
(whether actual or imaginary) from which they can detect what they seek. The Salamin-
ian sailors, in fact, are directed to the right spot only by Tekmessa’s cries.

2. PARODOS-ENTRANCES IN EURIPIDES

Statistically, the technique of parodos-entrance in Euripidean tragedy is much the
same as for Sophoklean. Slightly fewer than half the arrivals are announced (somewhat
more often by chorus than by an actor already present); and in the vast majority of cases
it is the newcomer, whether announced or not, who initiates dialogue-contact with those
already present."” In the few cases in which an actor already present on stage initiates the
dialogue, this is a mark of eagerness or some other special circumstance,'® as it is in
Sophokles. There are, however, two significant innovations in Euripides’ treatment of
entering characters that involve a creative use of the spatial realities of the theater: the
newcomer can speak in isolation from contact while still approaching the main scene of
action; and the newcomer can have “partial vision” and make contact with only part of
the tableau that awaits him. The effect of both innovations is to allow glimpses of self-
revelation prior to contact and to heighten dramatic moments of surprised realization.

In allowing the newcomer to speak in a conventional isolation, Euripides is transfer-
ring to the entering character a sequence previously applied to those on the stage or in
the orchestra. Instead of the sequence (1) dialogue or song, (2) visual contact stage-to-
parodos, with comment out of contact, (3) initiation of dialogue, we now have (1)

14. Cf. the passages in note 7 above and OT 1297ff., where the blinded Oidipous emerges from the door singing in grief
and acknowledges the chorus only in 1321ff., after the chorus’s third speech.

15. For entry upon a scene already occupied by chorus or actors, my figures for Euripidean tragedy (excluding Rhesos) are
49 announced entrances (19 announced by actors, 30 by chorus) in 107 instances.

16. This occurs in at most 13 (out of 107) instances. Eagerness of the actor already on stage (combined sometimes with
reluctance on the part of the newcomer) is evident in Hkld. 52 (hostility), 381; El. 880; IT 467; Or. 136 (I hope to present
arguments elsewhere for Biehl’s retention of Or. 136-139 and for assignment of 140-141 to the chorus, against di Benedetto),
1018, 1321 (eagerness to make good the stratagem); Ba. 1233. Somewhat different are the cases in which the newcomers do say
something, but do not address those present: Hipp. 1389 (Hippolytos up to this point distraught with pain); Hek. 1109ff.
(partial vision and perhaps pretence on Agamemnon’s part; see below); Phoin. 845 (blind Teiresias); Or. 470-476 (the imper-
ative in 474 shows that Tyndareos is addressing himself to his own attendants). Compare also Hel. 179ff., where the chorus’s
first stanza provides self-presentation, but no contact with Helen, who, herself, initiates contact at 191 (eagerness to share
news); Murray’s version of the parodos of Or. (136-139 deleted) produces a comparable pattern.
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comment of newcomer in isolation from contact, (2) visual contact parodos-to-stage
(frequently marked by £a), with comment out of contact (frequently one or more
agnoetic questions), (3) initiation of dialogue. The earliest extant example of an entering
character gradually attaining contact through these three stages is in E.Su. In the first
episode Theseus enters commenting on the sounds of mourning he had heard from afar
and expressing his concern for his mother’s absence (87-91). Establishment of visual
contact with the tableau on stage is marked by the exclamation £a (extra metrum after
91) and is followed by several lines which are self-addressed, featuring the agnoetic ques-
tion Tt xpfAuoe; (92-97). Theseus initiates dialogue-contact with his mother on stage at
line 98. A more intricate example is the arrival of Herakles in HF 514ff.: stage-to-
parodos visual contact is marked by Megara’s £, and is followed by aporetic and ag-
noetic questions addressed to self and to others on stage; as the characters on stage
apparently begin to move toward him, Herakles greets the house from the parodos in
523-524, unaware of the tableau on stage or the chorus in the orchestra; parodos-to-
stage visual contact comes in 525 with £o and agnoetic 11 ypfina; before Herakles
attempts to establish dialogue-contact in 530."” This is an especially striking example
because speeches which in the real world would take place simultaneously must be
spoken one after the other on the Greek tragic stage, and natural movement must some-
how be frozen for a moment or stylized into an artificial slowness.'® Other examples of
such exploitation of the parodos-space are Hel. 68ff. (Teukros), 1165ff. (Theoklymenos),
Phoin. 261ff. (only the chorus is present; but despite lack of £a, it is clear that Poly-
neikes becomes aware of the emptiness of the stage and the nearby presence of the
chorus only around line 274). The longest speech delivered in the conventional isolation
of a new arrival is Pentheus’ tirade, Ba. 215-247: since the characters on stage do not
withdraw to conceal themselves and eavesdrop (as those of New Comedy19 often do), the
poet lends a greater degree of verisimilitude to the extended theatrical artifice by refer-
ring in advance to Pentheus’ agitation (og énténtar, 214).

Leo long ago listed these passages along with several others in discussing Euripidean
developments of the Auﬁrittsrede,20 but he approached the problem with a special
interest in the justification (or lack thereof) of the monologue-form in terms of the
pathetic impulse of the speech, and he failed to make needed distinctions. What we are
dealing with is a conventionalized exploitation of the separate areas of the theater-space
and a new use of the time which precedes contact, whether visual or oral. Likewise, these
passages are perhaps better handled through study of contact-phenomena than through
the concept of the “aside.”' The three-step process for establishing contact is not con-
fined to parodos-entrances. Occasionally it is applicable to characters emerging (unsum-
moned) from the scene-building: when Helen follows the chorus out the door in Hel.
528ff., neither does she see Menelaos nor, apparently, are her lines heard by him until
the usual o (541); Pentheus’ isolation is much briefer when he emerges from the gate at

17. On the delay in establishing successful communication, see Chap. 4, section 6(b).

18. On this subject see Chapter 6, section 2(e). I cannot agree with Bain, 63, when he states that the children disobey their
mother’s command.

19. New Comedy is of course adapting the motif found in Choe. 20-21, E.EL. 107-111 (cf. S.El. 80-85), lon 76-77, OK
113-116.

20. Leo, 31.

21. Bain, 61ff., treats the same passages and suggests that the comment which follows visual contact but precedes address
might be viewed as an “aside.”
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Ba. 642 (two lines out of contact; £o. #a and half-line comment; direct address). These
two passages demonstrate that the space around the door and the moment of emergence
are potentially just as isolated from visual and aural/oral contact as the parodos-space.
This important point will receive confirmation in the next section of this chapter. The
convention is also applicable to a certain kind of entrance on the mechane. the scene of
Andromeda reflected in fragments 124, 123, 125, 128, and 127 N? (= Arist. Thesm.
1098ff.) contains comment prior to contact, visual contact and agnoetic question, and
then dialogue-contact (although we cannot be quite sure that Perseus initiated the
dialogue).

To be distinguished from the three-stage Auftrittsreden are those entrance-speeches
which involve only two stages of discourse: (1) comment made out of contact or with non-
specific address to the total environment (a revival of Aischylean technique); (2) dialogue
with specific direction. In many cases it is hard to determine whether the newcomer is
actually not yet in contact or simply not required by “etiquette” to acknowledge more
clearly those already present. Whereas in Aischylos the newcomer had normally directed
his remarks first to the chorus, in later tragedy, and especially in Euripides, actors on
stage normally take precedence over the chorus as addressee, even if the chorus is the
one who announces the approach of the newcomer. Thus, despite the fact that Medeia is
a woman, it is to her and not to the chorus that newcomers address themselves (Med.
271, 446, 663, 866, 1002, 1121; the number of times this happens in the play is an index
of Medeia’s strength as the focus of dramatic interest). And even when no actor is
present, the house or those indoors rather than the chorus may be the recipient of the
newcomer’s remarks.” This “etiquette” conforms to the general tendency of the late
classical tragic chorus to be quite remote from the activity and discourse on stage and
(especially in Euripides) to lack the element of public presence which formerly
demanded the attention of those on stage and of new arrivals (cf. Appendix to this
chapter). The rarity and nature of the exceptions serve to confirm this rule for Euripides:
at Hkld. 120 Demophon naturally seeks information from his fellow-citizens rather than
from the as yet unidentified strangers; at Hek. 484 Hekabe is not readily visible to
Talthybios (cf. Or. 375 and cases of “partial vision” discussed below); at Su. 399 the
herald’s abrupt questions without vocative, whether addressed to the chorus or non-
specifically to the whole environment, seem in fact to characterize him as brash and
impolite; at Su. 634 the messenger addresses the chorus rather than Adrastos because its
members are most intimately concerned (but this very fact could be viewed as an archaiz-
ing detail);*® at EL 761 it is hard to see a reason for the address to the chorus (is Elektra
near the door and so relatively obscure to the arriving messenger?); at IA 607 (authen-
ticity quite problematic) Agamemnon may have withdrawn slightly, and in any case
there is a dramatic point in his silence and in postponing direct contact between the new-
comers and him; Andr. 881 is discussed below.?

What this “etiquette” means for contact is that some passages classified as Aufiritts-
reden with monologue-like character by Leo may have the appearance of isolated utter-
ance only because the newcomer need not condescend to address specifically the chorus

22. E.g. IT 1284, Hel. 1165, Phoin. 1067, Or. 356 (house addressed before chorus, 375), Ba. 170, 1024, 14 1532.

23. Cf. also Taplin, Stagecraft 205-206, on the unusual treatment of Adrastos.

24. Cf. also Rhes. 808, where it is not surprising that the foolish, precipitous Hektor inveighs against the feeble soldiers of
the chorus without noticing or without caring about the wounded charioteer.
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and occasionally even actors on stage. Menelaos, for instance, at 7ro. 860 has no need to
address the captives; his speech is to the general environment and is heard by Hekabe, so
that it is not an isolated parodos-rhesis. Menelaos’ speech in the presence of the chorus
at Or. 1554 is comparable, as is the rather aloof speech of Klytaimestra at E/. 998,
made in the presence of the chorus and Elektra.”> Likewise, Leo is wrong to classify Hek.
1109ff. along with Su. 87ff. and HF 523ff., for the latter have the distinctly Euripidean
three-stage technique, whereas Agamemnon’s self-announcement in Hek. 1109 seems to
be directed at the entire environment—stage, orchestra, and audience—in the
Aischylean manner. The Euripidean innovation here is “partial vision”—Agamemnon’s
failure to take in a particular detail of the stage-tableau, namely the presence of the
blinded Polymestor, presumably because the actor begins to speak while moving toward
center-stage. (Or could an audience suspect that Agamemnon is deliberately feigning
“partial vision” in order to seem surprised, thus establishing his feigned impartiality for
the coming quasi-legal debate?) Partial contact of this kind can be paralleled in the
Hekabe itself and in later plays: Hek. 484 (Talthybios fails to see Hekabe lying on the
ground); Hek. 726ff. (Agamemnon fails to notice the corpse until 733);%° HF 1163ff.
(Theseus fails to notice the ravage on stage until 1172); Hel. 597ff. (messenger fails to
notice Helen until 616); Or. 356ff. (Menelaos fails to notice Orestes, who had been abed;
discussed below); Or. 476-477 (Tyndareos sees only Menelaos at first).”’

When Euripides does not exploit the isolation for some effect, it is often impossible to
determine the exact degree of isolation. Is the passage El. 487-492 an undirected ag-
noetic question and comment spoken entirely out of contact, or are the lines directed to the
chorus before the old man simultaneously sees and addresses Elektra in 493? Presuma-
bly the former, in view of parallels like Or. 470, 14 801. Iphis in Su. 1034ff. and Kreon
in Phoin. 1310ff. are both distraught with grief, and their distraction accounts for the
lack of address to the chorus, but Iphis at least seems to be aware of the chorus as his
audience (there is no sign of shift or transition when he addresses them at the end), and
the same probably holds for Kreon.”® In Ba. 1216-1232, on the other hand, the audience
is perhaps supposed to assume that Kadmos makes visual contact with Agave only in the
last two lines (. . . 008’ &xpavt’ fixovoopey: Aedoow Yop adTV, dyiv oK evdoipova).
Prior to visual contact, however, Kadmos is speaking to his own audience of attendants
and is not in solitary isolation on the parodos,” although the explanation which follows
the command has the character of a rhesis directed non-specifically to the entire environ-
ment and intended for the spectators.

25. This passage also points up another index of the chorus’s lack of strong presence in Euripides: the great rarity of cases
in which the chorus initiates dialogue with the newcomer (also rare in Aischylos and Sophokles). The three cases (out of 107
instances) are El. 988-997, a ceremonial address functioning simultaneously as announcement (cf. Ag. 783ff.), but not ac-
knowledged by Klytaimestra (contrast Ag. 830ff., Or. 375, I4 607f.)—it is Elektra who really gets the dialogue going, since she
is eager as ever to shame her mother; Or. 348ff., a ceremonial address preceded by announcement; /7 1288, which contains an
apology for speaking without being spoken to.

26. On the difficulty in establishing mutual contact in this passage see Chapter 5, section 1(d).

27. “Partial vision” is used for the comic effect of the “double-take” in Kykl. 96ff. and 203ff.

28. Likewise the messenger in Phoin. 1335ff. fails to address Kreon explicitly until 1339, but is playing to his audience from
the start. Grief and distraction take complete precedence over awareness of one’s surroundings in the lyrical effusion of Anti-
gone’s woe in Phoin. 1485ff. (the lyrical mode of course favors such extended isolation, and the technique is traditional: cf.
notes 7 and 14 above and add Hipp. 1347 and Rhes. 728).

29. For comparable supervision of action before dialogue-contact with those present, cf. Tro. 1260ff., Hel. 865ff. (from
house-door), lon 1261ff., Phoin. 834ff. (blind Teiresias). Cf. also E.Su. 381, Phoin. 690, where contact is subsequently made
with a newcomer.
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Two final examples of establishment of contact by entering characters suggest Eurip-
ides’ ability to play with the conventions. Menelaos is welcomed in Or. 348ff. as the
returning conqueror of Troy in a manner deliberately reminiscent of Agamemnon’s
entrance in Ag. 783ff., and his address to the palace takes precedence over contact with
the chorus, just as the invocations of the herald and of Agamemnon himself had in 4g.*
Menelaos’ surprise when Orestes identifies himself indicates that he had not taken note
of his nephew’s presence before. Orestes had returned to his bed at the end of the first
episode (Or. 311-313) and must have remained there through the stasimon. The actor
presumably rises from the bed during the chorus’ announcement or during Menelaos’
rhesis; in any case he must traverse the space between himself and Menelaos in only two
lines in order to touch the newcomer’s knees in supplication at 382. A very traditional
entrance is thus combined with a partial visual contact which is strongly Euripidean.
Since Orestes is not during the whole time prior to line 380 so out of the way as the pros-
trate Hekabe in Hek. 484ff. or Evadne above the pyre in Su. 1034ff., the partial contact
bears some resemblance to that of the messenger in Hel. 597-615, although the messen-
ger may have spoken from the parodos (toward which Menelaos in Hel. had already
started), whereas Menelaos in Or. is presumably on stage or close to it (on the opposite
side of the door from Orestes’ bed?).*! A similar effect is present much earlier in Andr.
881ff.: Orestes enters in haste (6tovdf . . . fnudtev) and immediately asks whether he is
at the palace, thus giving the impression of a true stranger (cf. OT 924-926, S.El. 660-
661, 1098-1099); after Orestes’ identification-speech (884-890), Hermione rushes
toward him to supplicate (891-895), and only at 896 (£o and ti ypfinc;) does Orestes
indicate visual contact. P. T. Stevens speculates in his commentary about where Her-
mione must be in order to be unnoticed by the entering Orestes. In view of the Euripidean
convention of partial visual contact, however, we need not assume that Hermione is in
any way difficult to notice: Orestes adopts the traditional behavior of a stranger when he
initiates contact with the chorus before paying attention to what is happening on stage.
When Orestes later reveals that he had been aware of the situation at the palace and had
been waiting “in the wings,” some members of the audience might perhaps assume that
Orestes himself had been consciously manipulating arrival-conventions in order to
induce Hermione to welcome him as her savior.

3.THE DOOR-SPACE AND CONTACT

Entrances through the skene-door upon a scene already occupied by a chorus or
actor(s) are rarely announced in Aischylos and announced in about one in every three
instances in Sophokles and Euripides.”> Whether announced or not, the newcomer
normally opens dialogue-contact with those already present; if the newcomer does not
initiate the dialogue, there is usually a dramatic and/or psychological reason.”> Although

30. On ceremonial address see note 25 above.

31. Stevens on Andr. 881 ascribes Menelaos’ failure to notice Orestes to absorption in his own emotion, citing Ba. 215-247
as comparable. I am arguing that Menelaos’ partial vision is more conventional than emotional.

32. In Aischylos the sole announcement (out of about a dozen instances, all in Oresteia) is Choe. 730 (but some would look
upon Ag. 256-257 as a kind of “announcement”). For Sophokles, out of approximately 30 instances, 12 are announced (7 by
the chorus, 5 by actors, the latter all later than A4i. and 4nt.). For Euripides, out of about 70 instances, 23 are announced (15 by
the chorus, 8 by actors, the latter dating from Hek. onwards).

33. The chorus takes the initiative in Ag. 258 and /7 137 as a sign of respect (against Taplin, Stagecraft 194 n.3, I agree
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there are very few cases in which a newcomer with a choice elects to address the chorus
rather than an actor already present, one may perhaps see archaic technique or “eti-
quette” in those examples: this lack of “horizontal” interrelation between actors is bril-
liantly exploited in Klytaimestra’s speech at Ag. 855; cf. also A4i. 348 (the slighted actor
is a woman), Ant. 802 (if Kreon is still present; but I think he goes in at 780 to attend to
the details announced in 773ff. and comes out again at 883), Ant. 1180, and perhaps Ai.
787 and Ant. 387 (unless one or both involve “partial vision”—see below). The only
relevant Euripidean example, apart from cases of partial vision, is Hkld. 474, where
Herakles’ virgin daughter finds it necessary to excuse immediately the boldness of her
uninvited appearance in public.

The newcomer through the door often emerges with a question on his lips, expressive
of an agnoetic stance. In early tragedy his visual and aural/oral contact with the
situation on stage (and in the orchestra) is immediate. But the door-space became, like
the parodos, a locus of potentially imperfect visual and aural contact, to be exploited
where appropriate to highlight the ignorance or confusion of the emerging character for
dramatic effects of irony, surprise, or the like. We already noted in the previous section
of this chapter that in Hel. 528ff. and Ba. 642ff. Euripides applied the three-stage
sequence for establishment of contact to characters entering through the door. There are
also scenes in which the newcomer has “partial vision,” that is, sees at first only part of
the tableau which awaits him, then notices the rest. The oldest example would be Ai.
787, if Tekmessa is supposed not to notice the messenger until he is pointed out by the
chorus; but it may simply be that since the chorus summons Tekmessa and is on familiar
terms with her she addresses it first. The case for “partial vision” at Ant. 387, where
Kreon emerges opportunely to hear the guard’s news, seems even weaker. It is note-
worthy that in neither case is the possible moment of new visual contact marked
(Tekmessa’s oiuot is a reaction to the hint of bad news). We should therefore probably
acknowledge the Euripidean paternity of this contact-convention related to entering
through the door. He makes use of partial vision (without the full three-stage process) in
Phoin. 301ff. (full contact marked by i® tékvov in 304) as well as IT 1307 (discussed in
section 4 below) and Or. 1506, where there is dramatic point in the way the messenger
and the Phrygian make their presence known without waiting for Thoas or Orestes to
reach the stage of full contact. Also of interest is the scene E.E/l. 54ff.: if the farmer stays
on after line 53 somewhere to the side of the door (and why should he go down a parodos
only to return before line 64?),34 Elektra, in her self-absorption, fails to notice him for
ten lines until he makes his presence known. Sophokles uses the technique once in Phil.

with editors who assign /7 123-125 to the chorus; Iphigeneia enters during 126-136, in response to the chorus’s arrival-song).
In Choe. 730 the nurse is both emotionally distraught and occupied on an errand that does not require her to speak to the
chorus. At Ant. 531 Kreon is naturally aggressive and Ismene naturally reticent; at OT 1297 the chorus speaks immediately at
the shocking appearance of Oidipous; and at S.EL. 1466 Orestes’ silence fits the needs of the stratagem. Eagerness or surprise is
evident in Alk. 136, Hipp. 1157, Hek. 667, HF 701, IT 1157, Hel. 1186. As in the case of parodos-entrances, so here the
newcomer may fail to address those present because he is speaking with a companion or distraught or both: Alk. 244, Hipp.
176, Andr. 825, Hek. 1056 (blindness), HF 451; cf. Hek. 1044, where Hekabe addresses her words indoors. At E.El 552 and
14 1122 two actors on stage have been awaiting the emergence of a third and one of those already present thus addresses the
newcomer first.

34. Denniston on E.El. 64-66 assumes that the farmer was not on stage during Elektra’s speech, apparently because he
thinks Elektra’s remarks would preempt the question asked in 64-66. This is entirely too literal-minded a reading, one which
treats the question as purely information-seeking and fails to take into account the largely epiplectic import of the question.
(The same point is made by Bain, 33.)
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1263-1266, where the first couplet (three agnoetic questions with a single import) is
addressed to the chorus as Philoktetes emerges in response to the summons, and only in
1265 (note dpot) does he see that Neoptolemos is again present and address an epiplectic
question to him and the chorus.

The imperfect contact of the character emerging from the skene may also be of an
aural nature. It is obvious in most of extant tragedy that the newcomer is not expected to
hear the announcement of his emergence or any comment appended to it. Hence the
conspiratorial appeals often made when someone is heard at the door (e.g. Trach.
594-597, S.El. 1322, IT 723, Hel. 13»85ff.).35 But this may not always have been the case:
Choe. 730 is phrased with the assumption that the newcomer will hear the first words of
the announcement (cf. Z: 6 E&vog is used to maintain the pretence);*® Kreon’s response
in Ant. 387 (notq Edupetpog . . . TOxM) suggests that he has heard the phrase é¢ déov in
the announcement-line 386; A/k. 136-141 could conceivably be another example, since
the woman answers the question implied by &i8évo1 Bovloiped’ &v without being
addressed explicitly in 138-140, but perhaps this is due rather to an indistinct gliding
from announcement to dialogue.37 It is unusual technique, cleverly applied, when at EI.
1322-1325 Sophokles follows up the silence-command and comment, not intended to be
heard, with words intended to be heard by, and to deceive, the as yet unidentified new-
comer (e{o1t’, @ Eévor kT.). >

The convention is, then, that the comments which follow announcement or summons
are uttered out of contact with the character in the doorway. Such lines may serve an
obvious time-filling function, preserving the continuity of sound while the newcomer is
opening the door and emerging into a theatrically viable position,*® but the poets skill-
fully exploit them to convey suggestions of emotion, attitude, and characterization as
well. A notable instance of simple time-filling is Ba. 170-177, where Teiresias summons
Kadmos from indoors: the last four lines are spoken for the audience’s information and
cover the time it takes for the opening of the door. The time-filling utterances in Choe.
875-884 are used very dramatically to convey urgency, panic, and suspense. The
comment in 883-884, which is not addressed to anyone and which the emerging Kly-
taimestra clearly does not hear, is important, in particular, as an unproblematic fore-
runner of the phenomenon to be discussed next.

One peculiarity of the context of emerging is that a character not yet in full contact
with those on stage can both hear and not hear, that is, both hear the summons and not

35. Note also the comment made by the old man in E.E/. 550-552a, clearly not expected to be heard.

36. Some scholars believe that Ag. 256-257 is not only an “announcement” of an emerging Klytaimestra, but also phrased
with the assumption that she will hear what is said.

37. Dale ad loc. notes how unusual the technique of the dialogue is. A case like HF 1039ff. is different from the examples
cited in the text: Amphitryon need not have heard what the chorus had been saying in order to insist on silence. In HF 701
Heath’s correction nepdig is surely necessary; in Murray’s text the yap-clause addressed to Amphitryon follows on a third-
person announcement of Amphitryon’s appearance, so that yop would imply that Lykos expected line 701 to be heard, contrary
to the convention.

38. Dawe’s grounds for assigning all four lines to the chorus (Studies 1.198) are of little or no force. Division of the lines, as
in Pearson’s OCT, should be retained: cf. Bain, 80 n.3.

39. A striking exception is the treatment of the mute Hermione in Or. 112ff., where the instruction kol Aofe . . . follows so
quickly on the summons-command #£gA0’. . . 86pwv ndpoc. It is possible that the interpolated line 111 was meant to ease the
difficulty: if Helen had an attendant (but she should not, for Hermione must be sent alone so that she can return alone), she
could say mépyopor (“I'll summon”) and send the attendant in with a gesture, speaking 112ff. only when Hermione is seen in
the doorway.
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hear the details of lines that are ostensibly addressed to the emerging character. In Ai.
7841f., for instance, Tekmessa hears the call for her to come out of the tent, but does not
hear the details—the tone of dvoudpwv yévog, the information that someone is present to
tell her something, and the comment &upel yop &v yxpd xtA., which is addressed to her
(compare Choe. 883-884). Earlier in the same play the second line of Athena’s summons
(4i. 89-90) seems not to register with Aias when he emerges from his tent in the pro-
logue-scene, but the line has dramatic significance far beyond mere time-filling. Aias is
first summoned in 71-73, but he cannot come out until a 15-line stichomythia has
made certain points about Odysseus’ attitude and that of Athena; the summons is
repeated in 89 and is followed by an epiplectic question: 11 Potov oVtwg évipénn thig
ovupdyov; That question provides a passing recognition of the slowness of Aias’ appear-
ance, but more importantly reveals the attitude of dreadful playfulness which the
goddess adopts toward the crazed Aias. The suggestion of slighting behavior is meant for
the audience more than for Aias; it fits with other expressions of divine displeasure with
the hero (e.g. 127ff., 756ft.).

More striking are the examples found in Euripides. In Hkld. 642ff. lolaos summons
Alkmene from the temple; she emerges with agnoetic questions and has clearly not
heard the details of 643-645.% Wilamowitz, unaware of the convention involved and de-
termined to prove interpolation by a Bearbeiter, scores the passage as tasteless and
makes an entirely too naturalistic argument as follows: Iolaos had only called to her
softly enough for her to hear, indeed so softly that she failed to hear 644-645; yet she
nevertheless speaks of a loud noise filling the temple in 646; and whereas this soft/loud
noise now causes her to come out, earlier in the play loud cries had not done so.*' The
latter part of Wilamowitz’s argument is worthless in any case (Alkmene comes out here
and not earlier because she is summoned by name), but the whole argument collapses
once the convention of incomplete contact is understood. A similar sequence occurs in
Phoin. 1067ff., where line 1071 in particular (AM&ac’ ddvpudv mevBinwv 1e doxpdav) is
not heard by Iokaste, who immediately suspects that something bad has happened to
Eteokles.*” Lines 1070-1071 are needed to cover the time of Iokaste’s emergence, and if
Reeve’s unspecified suspicion of the couplet has anything to do with Iokaste’s failure to
hear the details in them, such suspicion is not justiﬁed.43 The interpolated line Phoin.
1075, evidently meant to replace 1072-1074, was perhaps deemed necessary by someone
who was unaware of the convention and wished to remove the discontinuity between 1071
and 1072ff. Later in the same play lines 1265-1269 cover Antigone’s emergence from the
palace and clearly do not register with her (she enters with the usual reference to the
noise outside—oavtelg 1271). These five lines were considered spurious by Fraenkel,**

40. The punctuation of Garzya’s Teubner text at Hkld. 646-647 (question mark after xpfin’, colon after 6téyog, comma
after '[oAae) is far superior to Murray’s, since it produces the standard agnoetic question and an undirected comment pre-
ceding the establishment of contact with the vocative.

41. Hermes 17 (1882) 341-342 = KI. Schr. 1.86-87.

42. Cf. also 14 314-316, where the cry brings Agamemnon out, but he has not heard the detail éniotodag é€oprdooc.

43. M. D. Reeve, GRBS 13 (1972) 253 n.21 (for Reeve’s reliance on such an argument, cf. next note); XV Phoin. 1069
(about the absence of one line in some copies) is misplaced and applies to 1075 (cf. ZB); the older suggestion of Bruhn and
Jachmann that Phoin. 1070 be deleted is methodologically unsound and had nothing to do with the convention I am discussing
(cf. Stud. E. Ph. 483 n.1). Addendum: Schwartz misleads; the scholion is “misplaced” in B too.

44. E. Fraenkel, Zu den Phoenissen 69 (giving credit to Reeve for the observation); in his review, H. Diller, Gn. 36 (1964)
644-645, cited only Hkld. 642ff. in making the counter-argument which I am developing at length here.
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but recognition of the convention removes one of his major arguments. Although line
1266 is still in need of exegesis or emendation,® there is no argument from dramatic
technique which forbids us to consider the lines Euripidean.

One further instance in which an emerging character seems to fail to hear something
deserves to be mentioned. The Phoenician maidens call Iokaste forth from the palace in
Phoin. 296ff., and much of their utterance is a time-filler for the opening of the door and
for Iokaste’s slow movement. That movement is accompanied by and described in lines
301-303, addressed to the chorus (with partial visual contact), until with the exclama-
tion i® téxvov in 304 Iokaste notices and addresses Polyneikes.*® Presumably texodoa
16v8e patep in 298 and Bryelv . . . téxvov in 300 do not register with Iokaste. Here we have
a definite instance of the combination of imperfect hearing of the summons with partial
vision upon emergence.

Confirmation of the potential of the door-space to be treated like the parodos in
regard to incomplete contact is provided by another convention shared by the two
spaces. Characters who turn and head down the parodos often have taunting or threat-
ening lines directed at their departing backs, as Taplin and Bain have recently shown."’
The departing character either does not hear the remark or elects not to reverse his
course in order to respond to it. In a few cases similar remarks are directed at the re-
treating back of a character who has broken off dialogue-contact and turned to enter
through the door, and it seems to me clear that the departing actor is assumed by the
speaker not to be able to hear (4nt. 327-331, E.El. 1142-1146, HF 726-728, Ion 425-
428).% 1t might be more correct to speak here in terms of the action of departing from
dialogue-contact rather than in terms of the physical door-space or the parodos, since we
do not, I think, need to believe that Kreon or Klytaimestra or Lykos or Xouthos have
actually reached the threshold (or that characters heading down the parodos are actually
very far from center-stage) when remarks are made behind their backs. Recognition that
turning from dialogue-contact to depart conventionally renders aural contact void or
imperfect, regardless of the actual physical proximity of the departing character, will
prove a powerful tool for interpretation of at least two problem-passages: Trach. 335ff.,
to be discussed in the next section; and Medeia’s monologue, discussed in Chapter 6,
section 2(e)(1).

4. TWO PROBLEMS
4(a) IT 1307FF.

Platnauer and other editors have expressed approval of Tournier’s emendation 8¢
for 16d¢ in IT 1307-1308:

45. Following up Fraenkel’s suggestion that kotdotoctlg and Tpoxwpéw may refer to choral dancing (Zu den Phoenissen
68) 1 hesitantly suggest viv cOv mpoywpelv dopudvov kotdotooty, with kot. internal ace. to mpoy.: “not in choral dances and
maidenly amusements is it now your role to step forth, accomplishing the ordering of the dances (?) belonging to the gods.”

46. The colometry should reflect the sudden awareness of her son’s presence: that is, a new period must begin with i@ in
304 (cf. e.g. Wilamowitz, GV 570-572, against Murray’s treatment).

47. Bain, 34 n.4, 70f.; Taplin, GRBS 12 (1971) 42 n.39, and Stagecraft 221-222.

48. Also Ba. 515-518, if Dodds is right in assuming that Pentheus turns at 514 and goes in ahead of Dionysos and the
guards. Von Arnim (Suppl. Eur. 20) creates another instance in Antiope fr. IV C 1 (lines 19-20), but Page’s reconstruction is
superior (GLP 66-67). A related phenomenon may be present in Hipp. 523-524: see Bain, 28-29, for speculation on whether
the nurse’s turning to the door marks a break in contact which renders her own words conventionally inaudible to Phaidra. A
possible parallel for this is offered by IT 639-642, where Iphigeneia seems to have turned away from contact with the other
actors, although it is not really crucial that her words not be heard by them.
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tic bl ddpo Bedig 168 Tonov Pony,
nOlog apdEog kol yopov téuyog Eow;

For a question with tig . . . §8¢; editors refer to E.Su. 395, but they pay insufficient
attention to the problem of establishing contact. In the cited passage of Su. Theseus
sights a herald approaching (o and 88¢ mark one-way visual contact); he surmises an
answer to his own (undirected) agnoetic question; the herald arrives and speaks without
specific addressee, i.e., seeking contact, unaware that he has already been noticed by the
king. In the /T passage, the messenger is seeking contact with his king. The king
emerges with an agnoetic question about the noise which has brought him forth; he is
not yet in direct contact with anyone specific outside (he is thus like Alkmene in Hkld.
646 or Philoktetes in Phil. 1263-1264). The messenger then establishes contact rather
obliquely (but normally) by commenting on the chorus’ attempt to deceive him.*’ With
Tournier’s 8¢, the king emerges and at once makes visual contact with the messenger,

but not dialogue-contact: in such a context the question tic . .. 8¢ ... ; calls very
strongly for a response, either from the chorus (in other circumstances) or from the man
himself (e.g. “Your servant, bringing bad news from the shore . . . “).”° Since the mes-

senger is seeking the king and the king would (with 88¢) be seeking contact with some-
one, there would be no reason’! for the messenger to remain aloof from direct contact;
indeed, it might be a breach of etiquette to do so vis-a-vis a superior. The obliqueness of
IT 1309-1310 fits only with a situation in which the king is still out of contact and not yet
focussed on the messenger—i.e. the situation provided by the manuscript reading 16d¢
(for dduo. . . . 16d¢e cf. Hkid. 646 168’ . . . ctéyng).

4(b) TRACH. 335FF.

The conventions of contact are also relevant to the problem of Trach. 335ff. (more
specifically 336-338):

Ay. o100 ye npdtov Bordv dppeivas’, Snwg 335
udbne, dvev t@VS’, obotvég 1’ dyeig Eow
ol 5 3 \ 3 ’ ) ’ e ~
@V T 0082V elofkovoog dkpdbng & Set.
100tV EYo Yop Tyt EmoTthuny £ydm.
An. 11 &’ €o7i; 100 pe TV’ épictacan Péov;
Ay. o10belc’ dxovcov' kal Yo 008E 1OV Tépog 340
udBov pdnv fixovsoag, 00dE viv Sokd.
An. motepov éxetvoug dfita Sedp’ ardBig ey
- N s o os s ~ 02
kaAduev, fi "uol to1c8é 1’ éEeunely OéAerg;

There are minor and soluble textual problems in the loss of t”in 336 and the appearance
of 6" or ¥’ before & 8¢ in 337; the syntax of line 338 is scarcely credible (Jebb’s parallels
for the use of ndvt’ are not all apt). But one of the most striking features of the passage
is that &vev T@®vd’ in 336 seems to preempt the question Deianeira later asks in 342-343,

49. In IT 1309 I accept Wilamowitz’s brilliant restoration, printed by Murray, but if one repairs the text in some other way,
my point will still be valid.

50. Cf. Hkld. 658-659, E.EI. 765-766.

51. Contrast Hek. 674-675, where withdrawal from contact is psychologically and dramatically motivated: see Chapter 5,
section 1(c).
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For this reason Reeve revives the proposal to delete 336 (omitting t’ in line 337) and
himself deletes 338 along with it.”> For line 338 I offer no defense, but it seems to me that
the stage-action and the conventions of contact explain the presence of 336. There is a
whole band of captive women to be marched through the palace-door with Lichas lead-
ing and probably a few male attendants overseeing the group. Movement begins at 333
(xwpduev 16N méviec) and is complete at 345 (koi 8N PePaot). When Deianeira speaks
334 she presumably turns to the door herself and in so doing breaks contact with those
remaining outdoors. Lines 335-337 serve as a summons which checks Deianeira’s depar-
ture and brings her back into dialogue-contact: when they are spoken, she is in an im-
perfect form of contact, for she hears the request to halt, but not the details which fill
out the request. The details fill time and are meant to have their effect on the audience
(oV¥otivag dyelg éow is an important point and the allusive plural is worthy of
Sophokles).” To emphasize fully the irony of Deianeira’s ignorance, Sophokles has her
bring up the same point in 342-343. The technique is exactly analogous to that of the
summons yelled indoors which is obeyed, but the details of which are not taken in (cf.
section 3 above). There is apparently no parallel for a checked departure through the
door of just this sort (but see the discussion of Medeia’s monologue, Chapter 6, section
2[e][1]), but there is a parallel for a checked departure along the parodos which clinches
the case:

14 829-834
Ay. xohidg #LeEag &v Bpoyel o kaipion.
aioypov 8¢ pot yovau&l cuuPdAiery Adyovg.
KA. uetvov: 1 gedyerg; de&idv v €ufy yxepl
cOvoov, pymMVv LoKopioY VOUGEVUETOV.
Ay. 1t fig; éyd oot Se&1dv; aidoiued’ dv
Ayaépvov’, i yabotpey Gv uf pot Ouc.

Achilles, overcome with modesty, turns away to depart along the parodos at 830. He is
called back into dialogue-contact by Klytaimestra’s appeal, but the word vougevudrov
does not register, even though pelvov and de&idv clearly do. Only in 835-838 does
Achilles react with shock and disbelief at the second mention of marriage.

APPENDIX: THE ORCHESTRA AND CHORAL CONTACT

In late fifth-century tragedy the chorus has so little presence at times that there
seems to be a conventional barrier separating it from the stage-dialogue and stage-
action.> Choral technique is tending in the direction not only of embolima®® but also of a
theater in which there is a real physical separation between acting-area and dancing-
area through the raising of the stage high above the orchestra-level. In /4 the maidens
from Chalkis are remote from the stage-action for most of the play: in the first episode
Agamemnon’s perfunctory command of silence (542) is the only acknowledgment of

52. M. D. Reeve, GRBS 14 (1973) 166-167.

53. For discussion of simplex/complex repetition (u&Onc/éxudOne), cf. R. Renehan, Studies in Greek Texts (Hypomne-
mata 43 [Gottingen 1976]) 11-27.

54. In general see Hourmouziades, Chaps. III and IV, and Kranz, 203ff.

55. 1 hasten to add that there are no embolima in the extant plays.
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their presence; later they build up a relationship of sorts with Klytaimestra and Iphige-
neia, but it is much less intense than those which bind Helen in Hel. or the Iphigeneia of
IT with their choruses. More striking still is Pentheus’ failure to show much awareness of
the chorus of maenads in Ba., despite his interest in suppressing the new cult. In Ba.
215-247 his lack of awareness is natural in terms of the conventions of entering (he is out
of contact with those on stage as well); but after line 248 the only reference to them is in
511-514, and it is as though the chorus inhabited a separate space irrelevant to
Pentheus’ city. These are the extreme cases, but it is worthwhile to consider to what
extent a similar separation between stage and orchestra appears earlier.

As far as the entry of the chorus is concerned, the most common forms are entry while
the stage is empty (perhaps the more archaic technique—to which Euripides appears to
“return” in Phoin., Ba., and I4) and entry with more or less immediate establishment of
contact with someone present on stage.’® Trach. 94-140 presents a delayed establish-
ment of contact: the first three stanzas are sung without any indication of awareness of
or greeting to Deianeira; only in the second antistrophe and epode does the chorus use
the second person pronoun to address consolation to the wife of Herakles. A conven-
tional separateness of the choral space or at least of the choral utterance from persons on
stage is probably present in OT 151-215 and Jon 184-218; it is unnecessary to have
Oidipous go in at OT 150 and re-emerge somewhat before 216 (he must hear some of the
chorus’ prayer); and it seems permissible for Ion to continue his cleaning-chores some-
where on stage while the Attic maidens admire the temple-sculptures, oblivious for the
moment to his presence.”” A much earlier and more striking example may be present in
the parodos of Se. (78-180). Most scholars™ have assumed or stated that Eteokles exits
at 77 and returns at 181, believing that he must leave immediately to do what the mes-
senger recommends in lines 57-58. But Eteokles announces in 282-286 that he is then
going off to do this; an earlier exit is thus unmotivated, and it is worthwhile to consider
whether Eteokles himself remains on stage during the parodos.” If he does, then there
would here be a large degree of respect for the separateness of the choral role: one may
feel that the chorus itself is too panic-stricken to notice Eteokles, but the absence of con-
tact works both ways, and one would have to assume that Eteokles’ failure to break in
earlier than line 180 (as a concerned king in the real world might do) is due to a con-
ventional separateness of the choral role and the choral space, and not to clumsy tech-
nique.® On balance, however, it may be best to accept exit and re-entry.*’

Choral isolation in the parodos may be compared to the ability of the chorus to with-
draw from what is happening on stage to sing a stasimon. The shift of mode from iambic

56. For tabulation of the formal patterns, see H. W. Schmidt, “Die Struktur des Eingangs” in Jens, Bauformen, esp. 11ff.

57. Owen on fon 180 is troubled by the lack of naturalism and is inclined to believe that Ion goes in.

58. E.g. Sidgwick, Verrall, Paley, Mazon. See now the skillful argument of Taplin, Stagecraft 139-141, in favor of depar-
ture and re-entry.

59. Schmidt in Jens, Bauformen 11 n.45, assumes without argument that Eteokles is present during the parodos. It is,
however, improper to group the ignoring of Eteokles with the lack of reference to Danaos and Elektra in the parodoi of A.Su.
and Choe., since they enter with the choruses (and Danaos is in fact referred to in Su. 11ff., and the reference would suffice to
identify the only male in the group).

60. Puerilis ars rudisque spectator: such is the explanation of the lack of contact given by Graeber, 42.

61. Against Taplin (note 58 above) I would suggest that the silent, calm figure of Eteokles would provide a dramatic and
meaningful visual contrast to the chorus; but, as Taplin suggests, the easiest interpretation of Se. 191-192 is that it provides the
motivation for Eteokles’ re-entry. Also, Eteokles’ presence is perhaps easier to believe in if there are a stage and a skene-
background to define visually his position, but at the date of Se. there may not have been a background (see note 1 above). I do
not discuss here the parodos of Ag. because other issues are involved: see Chapter 6, section 1(d).
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to lyric, the spatial separation, and the turning of the chorus (in some cases, at least)
toward the audience conspire to effect a degree of isolation. Again there is room for
uncertainty as to whether the actor stays on stage during certain stasima; but in any case
the detachment of the choral utterance should not be considered evidence for the depar-
ture of the actor. Here one may mention Ag. 355-487 (if Klytaimestra remains on stage,
as [ believe), Ant. 582-625, 944-987.

During the episodes of a drama the chorus can appear to be quite isolated from the
conversation on stage, whether because the actors are so involved in their own dialogue
as to take no notice or because convention finally sanctioned an invisible barrier, as it
were, between the orchestra and the stage. In Se. the dochmiacs of the chorus separate
the pairs of rheseis in the second episode. In this case the opening words of the messen-
ger’s rhesis are closely connected to Eteokles’ final words before the choral intervention,
which appears not to register with the actors (Aéy” &Adov 451 ~ Aé€w 458; wdunal’ én’
Ao 480 ~ tétaptog GAAog 486; catip yévorr’ dv Zebg 520 ~ oteg yévorto 526).7 1t is
well known that in later tragedy choral interventions, especially couplets and triplets (for
the most part conventionally vacuous in sentiment) used for structural articulation
between long rheseis or between monody and iambic dialogue, are often virtually
ignored: e.g. S.El. 610-611, 1015-1016, Med. 520-521, Andr. 642-644, Tro. 292-293.
The convention is so well established in Euripides in particular that we should not
hesitate to follow Elmsley in rejecting the transmitted attribution of the couplet Hkld.
179-180 and give the lines to the chorus: assignment to Demophon in the manuscript is
perhaps due to the assumption that vocative &va in 181 is appropriate only if
Demophon has just spoken; but the vocative is quite appropriate if lolaos is not even
aware of the chorus’ couplet, and the way lolaos introduces and claims the right of
speaking in his turn implies that he is indeed unaware of 179-180, which he could not be
if the king had spoken them. Likewise Hel. 944-946 should be restored to the chorus:
the vacuousness of these lines is natural in a chorus, ruinous in Theonoe’s mouth.®
Finally, the weakness of the chorus’ presence (and not interpolation)®* is probably
responsible for the momentary oblique self-revelation of Orestes in /7 714-715, despite
Euripides’ care elsewhere in the play to forestall such revealing statements (compare and
contrast the discussion of secrets in front of the chorus in 4).%°

62. It is uncertain whether Se. 422 is supposed to acknowledge Eteokles’ lines 415-416 or the chorus’s 417-419.

63. I here agree with Kannicht, 11.247 and 444 against Dale ad loc.

64. So Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea 245.

65. 1 decline to discuss the whereabouts of, or the lack of contact exhibited by, the chorus during the Okeanos-scene of PV.
The technique there has no parallel. Cf. Griffith, 115; Taplin, Stagecraft 252-262.
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CONTINUITY AND DISCONTINUITY I:
PATTERNS OF DELAYED AND
PIECEMEAL ANSWERS

When characters start out in contact with one another, deviation from a straight-
forward continuity between one utterance (especially a question) and the next may arise
for a variety of reasons. It is the purpose of the next three chapters to investigate how
and why the Greek tragedians represent such deviations and to what degree a reflection
of realistic conversational informality is sought or attained and, conversely, to what
degree formal conventions of dialogue-technique operate in contexts of discontinuity.
This chapter concentrates on delayed, piecemeal, and gradual responses to questions.
We shall see that while it is salutary to recognize the nature and extent of formal,
stereotyped patterns and the distance between tragic dialogue and realistic informality,
the existence of such patterns does not preclude variety and suppleness in the dramatic
use of dialogue.

1. DELAYED ANSWERS

The absence of an immediate answer to a question constitutes at least a mild form of
deviation from simple continuity. Such a deviation need not be considered either abnor-
mal or illogical, since the delay may serve a legitimate conversational and dramatic
function in allowing a topic to develop gradually, giving it needed emphasis and render-
ing that emphasis readily comprehensible to the theater-audience, who cannot, like the
reader, pause over a particular line or turn back the page.

1(a) QUESTIONER CAUSES DELAY

The questioner himself may be responsible for the delay by heaping together a series
of questions (see section 2[a]) or by appending a comment of some sort to his inquiry.
The first speech of the ghost of Dareios in Pe. 681-693 neatly illustrates the latter. As a
newly-arrived character, Dareios reflects in his speech his ignorance of the situation on
stage, just as do other newcomers (from parodos or door) who utter one or more agnoetic
questions (often with appended comment) in reaction to the tableau they find on stage.
He is in contact from his first words, as the vocative to the chorus indicates, but the
delaying comment performs the same sort of function as the out-of-contact comments
made in the Euripidean Auftrittsrede: it provides a capsule-sketch of Dareios’ feelings
and situation, revealing his concern and sympathy and lending weight and urgency to his

35



36 CONTINUITY AND DISCONTINUITY I

participation in the dramatic action. As often in contexts of postponement, the original
question is here resumed after the detour:

Pe. 681-682
® miotd motdv fdikéc 0 iPng Eufic,
[époat yepatot, tivo néAg movel Tdvov;

Pe. 693
11 éoti [Iépoaig veoxuov éuPpiBec kokdv;

The resumptive question gives Dareios’ rhesis a clear ring-structure typical of Aischylos;
a more informal progression away from the original question characterizes a Euripidean
example—Med. 1293-1305. Jason’s initial query (“Is Medeia still in the house?”) is
followed by comments leading to the topic of the children, and the latter topic deter-
mines the course of the dialogue in 1306ff. The appearance of Medeia at 1317 supplies a
non-verbal answer to the original question. One may compare the way agnoetic ques-
tions spoken out of contact by a newcomer are implicitly answered by the subsequent
course of the dialogue and action. Sophokles combines informal progression and
resumption of the question in OK 1-24; the true question appears in 1-2, but is followed
by an agnoetic question present for the sake of the exposition (3-6) and a request for a
resting-place (in which the original question is resumed in indirect form in a purpose-
clause); Antigone describes the site in general terms as a preliminary to showing her
father to a seat, but the main question is then repeated in 23.

1(b) ANSWERER CAUSES DELAY:
1(b)(1) long proem

The questioner is likely to append a comment to his question only when he is newly
arrived and the poet needs to expose the character’s situation. The answerer, however,
may delay an answer in various contexts by prefacing the response with a long proem or
general comment. The examples for this type of delayed response come mainly from
Aischylean rheseis. It is dramatically important in Se. that Eteokles counterbalances the
reported strengths and threats of the attackers with rheseis of equal weight. Apart from
the effect of enacting Eteokles’ self-entrapment, this great central scene serves as a sub-
stitute (by verbal anticipation) of the physical battle and its description. The pattern is
set by the first two responses (397ff., 437ff.), in which Eteokles does not immediately
reply to the specific question which precedes each rhesis (“Who will fight for our
side?”), but instead utters long proems which demonstrate his ability both to counter in
words the threats reported in words and to disarm the danger by detecting favorable
omens and by offering countervailing interpretations of the situation. These rheseis in
fact respond in parallel order to the news and the query brought by the messenger. In
subsequent pairs the pattern is varied and the beginning of Eteokles’ answer is more
closely related to the final words of the messenger, but long proems are exploited again
in the last two speeches (597ff., 653ft.), although the preceding question “whom will you
send?” is not framed so directly as earlier.

In PV 823ff. Prometheus delays a promised answer by displaying knowledge that is
not asked for: the “favor” asked for in PV 821-822 (cf. 784-785) is given in 844ff., only
after Prometheus fills in a part of Io’s wandering that would otherwise have been
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omitted. He explicitly motivates the delaying element as a guarantee of the accuracy of
his knowledge (824-826), but the technique should also be viewed as part of a larger
pattern of gradual or piecemeal revelation of hidden knowledge which runs throughout
the play and makes a major contribution to the dynamics of the drama.' A final long,
delaying proem from Aischylos is Ag. 636-647, in which the messenger prepares his
audience for bad news by expressing reluctance to tell it; in Ant. the guard’s proem to
presentation of Antigone as culprit is a comparable ploy, albeit expressing an attitude of
relief rather than reluctance (4nt. 388-394).

1(b)(2) brief comment

Briefer delaying comments usually focus attention on the weight of the eventual
answer by combining a retarding effect with expression of reluctance or with exhortation
addressed to the listener. Hesitation before relating painful news is a motif exploited for
the first time? in Ag. 620-621 (cf. 636-647):

ovk €60’ Smog Mot T wevdfy koAl
£¢ 10V moAdv piloiot kaprodobat ypbdvov.

The force of preliminary exhortation is well illustrated by Ant. 992, but a similar effect
may be attained by the common &xovoov- or drove-motif:’

Ant. 991-992
Kp. 11 8’ o1, @ yepout Tepeoial, véov;
Te. yod 3184Ew, koi o 1@ pévtet mbod.

Trach. 339-341

An. 11 &’ éoti; 10D pe Mvd’ €piotacor Bdotv;

Ay. o1a0elc’ dxovcov: kol yop 008 TOV mdpog
udBov pdnv fxovcoag, 00dE viv Sokd.

In two cases the delaying comment refers to the questioner’s behavior in asking the ques-
tion: PV 758 (Prometheus notes lo’s pleasure at the thought of Zeus’ fall), IT 528
(Orestes is surprised at Iphigeneia’s thirst for details about the Greek expedition to
Troy).4

1(b)(3) counter-question

The commonest delaying element is a counter-question in which the answerer seeks
clarification or further information before replying to the original question. Vague or

1. Other relevant details are discussed in Chapter 5, section 2(a).

2. Later instances: Ant. 238-240 and 243 (there is also an element of exculpation in advance in these statements of the
guard); OT 1169; Hel. 661-664 (in a lyric mood Helen has to be asked three times before she consents to answer!); Ba. 1287
(the invocation of an abstraction also implies a slight withdrawal from contact: cf. Schadewaldt, 124). The motif of reluctance
to utter bad news is also found in some cases of refusal to answer: cf. Phoin. 1209-1218 and Chapter 5, section 3.

3. The same motif in S.El 889-890 and in many ab ovo answers (see section 2[b] below). Other brief exhortations: Phoin.
850-851, Ba. 647.

4. Similar in effect to a delaying comment is an ambiguous, or reluctant, or opaque answer which spreads out the answer-
ing process. In Med. 674-681 Aigeus’ initial opaque answer (675) focusses attention on the oracle, on its obscurity and on
Aigeus’ vulnerability to Medeia’s sympathy and persuasion. In A/k. 518-529 Admetos’ ambiguous answers heighten the irony
of the dialogue and the boldness of Admetos’ deception of his friend.
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general questions evoke either a neutral counter-question or one with a tinge of surprise:
e.g. Choe. 766-769, OK 652-653, Hipp. 99-102,° Hek. 658-666 (with an epiplectic ele-
ment in the counter-question), Tro. 260-264. In some stichomythic cases the vague
phrasing of the question is intended to focus attention, via retardation, on the topic or
on some aspect of the character’s condition. For instance, the vagueness of Orestes’
entrance-lines in S.E/ 1098-1099 is both attention-seeking and cunningly disarming:

ap’, ® yovaikec, 0p0d 1’ eionkodoouey
0pBddg 0’ 68otnopoduev EvBo xphlopev;

Or in I4 522-523 the vague anticipatory demonstrative éxelvo® helps convey Agamem-
non’s almost preoccupied sense of conviction that there is no way to avoid the sacrifice (a
mood here contrasted with Menelaos’ hopefulness):

Ay. éxelvo 8 ob 8édoikag O éu’ éoépyetar;
Me. v un ob @pdleig, ndg broldBou’ Gv Adyov;

Special effects of other kinds are sought in 4i. 101-106, where the counter-question 7
tovnitpntov kivadog £EApov W’ Omov; is evidently present to reveal Aias’ vicious con-
tempt for Odysseus and to confirm that Aias is not in normal control of his faculties, and
in IT 543-546, where Orestes’ pessimism and reluctance to reveal himself as well as the
irony of the situation are played upon. Surprise, precaution about potential listeners,
and attempts to divert the dialogue from an unpleasant topic occasion other delaying
counter-questions.’

1(b)(4) emotional causes

Self-absorption and other strong emotions produce the most interesting cases of
broken contact or discontinuity. The major examples will be discussed in Chapter 5, but
some instances of transient or relatively weak emotion-caused discontinuity which
account for delayed answers may be mentioned here. Pe 693ff. is remarkable for the
incompleteness of the dislocation: the chorus is unable to enter into the iambic mode
and is too awe-stricken to answer Dareios’ question in a normal way; yet their response is
not self-addressed (cé0ev in 696 maintains contact with the questioner); in this case
Dareios has to readdress his question to the queen.® A simpler delaying break is illus-
trated by Ag. 1306-1309: Kassandra turns suddenly in revulsion away from the door,
prompting the chorus’ query in 1306, and she is momentarily too absorbed in her own
perceptions to answer, but she is back in normal contact at 1309. There is a similar delay

5. In Hipp. 99 I retain the mss. reading with Barrett, against Murray.

6. The vague pronoun is used in a like manner in a statement in /4 516; preoccupation and puzzlement are highlighted by
the similar to010 in IT 658; in lon 275 tdd¢ is similarly used to convey lon’s bubbling curiosity; cf. also fon 1023 (t00t’), Or.
790 (¢xeivo), and lon 942 (vague relative clause). A similar ploy with the demonstrative in vague questions (or statements)
eliciting counter-questions is found in Platonic dialogue, esp. at points of transition or summation (e.g. Laws 719b9ff.,
752b2-6).

7. Cf. OT 359-362, S.EL 1346-1350, IT 549-552; OT 89ff., S.EL 1202-1204; OT 1128-1131, Trach. 402-407, 419-425.
In Sophokles fr. dub. 1130 Radt, answer to the chorus’s question is delayed first by a counter-question and then by the arrival of a
new character.

8. For a comparable inability to express a coherent answer, cf. Hek. 177-190, where in a lyric duet the answer is delayed by
grief-stricken exclamations and the question has to be resumed several times; also S.El. 829-836, where the articulate explana-
tion asked for in 829 and given in 831-836 is delayed by an exclamation.



CONTINUITY AND DISCONTINUITY I 39

in Med. 1005-1011:° first lack of communication marked by distraught silence, then
exclamations marking isolation from dialogue-contact. Lines like 4g. 1306 and Med.
1005 demonstrate the tendency (almost a necessity, in fact) for all significant move-
ments, gestures, and even silences to be referred to explicitly on the tragic stage. A sud-
den access of joy or a sense of aporia is involved in other cases of delay through self-
absorption.'” An intricate case, typical of the suppleness of late Sophoklean dialogue, is
Phil. 895-913: Neoptolemos’ aporia causes him to slip out of contact in 895 and prompts
Philoktetes’ question in 896; 897 is spoken out of contact, 899 apparently in contact, and
902-903 and 906 more out of contact than in; the youth is so self-absorbed at 908-909
that Philoktetes finally concedes the break by using the third person'' to refer to him in
910-911; 912-913 do, however, answer the original question of 896. Perhaps the most
unusual exploitation of self-absorption as a delaying factor is in the anapaestic prologue
of 14:'* Agamemnon, preoccupied and self-pitying, twice overlooks the old retainer’s
question (I4 2-3, 12-13) and pursues his own topic," answering only after the third
request (43-44).

2. GRADUAL AND PIECEMEAL ANSWERS

2(a) AFTER MULTIPLE QUESTIONS

Gradual and piecemeal answers are sometimes occasioned by the questioner, who
may heap together a number of queries. Heaping of questions is very common in the
tragic texts, but in fact the asking of more than one true question is a relatively infre-
quent phenomenon. On the one hand, many multiple questions are of such a kind or
occur in such a context that they do not require an answer. For instance, the agnoetic
questions of an entering character are often multiple, expressing excitement or
confusion or simply covering the time necessary for movement into full contact (e.g.
E.El. 341-344; likewise for a character just orienting himself to his surroundings, such as
the awakening Herakles in HF 1094ff.). When contact is established, the agnoetic ques-
tions may be ignored, or only one may give rise to the dialogue. In an emotional or argu-
mentative rhesis a heaping of apistetic/epiplectic questions is natural: e.g. OT 532-542,
Andr. 387ff., S.El. 1354-1360. On the other hand, multiple questions very commonly
have only a single import: for depiction of character, for fullness of expression, or for
purely formal reasons (such as maintenance of stichomythia)14 a question is often

9. Med. 1006-1007 are to be deleted, and the mss. attribution of £o. to Medeia is of course erroneous: cf. Page ad loc.

10. Joy operates in HF 530-534; amazement on both sides in Hel. 557-560 allows the two characters to hear each other
without feeling compelled to answer the essential question “who are you?”; aporia and fear operate in fon 747-762 (first
exclamations, then self-addressed iambics; the denial of contact is made manifest by the syntactic suspension—cf. Chapter 4,
section 4[b]).

11. Cf. Bain, 72, 80.

12. Authenticity is of course a problem here, but I think the anapaests were designed to surround the trimeters or
something like them, as in the transmitted order: for discussion see C. W. Willink, CQ 21 (1971) 343-364; B. M. W. Knox,
YCS 22 (1972) 239-261; D. Bain, CQ 27 (1977) 10-26.

13. Haste in pursuing one’s own topic is responsible for the delay in reaching the answer to the question with which Aineias
enters in Rhes. 87-89; Hektor leaps forward to action in 90 and further questions are needed to slow him down and to establish
the facts for Aineias.

14. Gross, Die Stichomythie 87ff., discusses this phenomenon (and other conventional patterns which I am about to dis-
cuss) in terms of Fiillverse and is strongly critical of such techniques; but as Schwinge, passim, and Seidensticker, Gesprdchs-
verdichtung 31 n.55, indicate, Gross pays far too little attention to the possible dramatic and psychological relevance of such
apparent “stop-gaps” in a large number of passages.
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repeated in slightly different form, and the two or more questions so created look
forward to only one response. The tendency toward heaping of questions with a single
import is seen in several kinds of questions. A general epiplectic question may be fol-
lowed by a more specific one, or a broad aporetic question may be followed by a more
specific deliberative question:

Hipp. 325
i 3pdg; Préln xepog e€optmuévn;

OK 1254-1256

ofpot, ti dpdow; Tdtepa TOUOVTOD KoKd
npdcbev daxpiom, moidec, T 1o 1008 dpdv
TOTPOG YEPOVTOg;

A true question may be followed by what I call a “surmise-question,” that is, one
presenting a suspected answer to the question'” (or an alternative surmise-question pre-
senting several possible answers):

Kykl. 129
avtog 88 Kbihay mod *otv; | Sépev éow;

E.El 558-559
11 W €0dédopxev domep dpydpov crondV
hapmpdv yapoktiip’; f mpoceikdlet pé ta;

If a double question has a single import, the answer may either (a) be attached to the
latest and most specific question (especially a surmise-question) or (b) be directed
toward the original question, the later part of the utterance being more or less ignored as
a filler:

(a) IT 1168-1169
o.M & aitia tig; f 10 1@V Eévov whooc;
lp. 18°, 008V BALo" dewvd youp Sedpdkotov.

Ag. 272-273
Xo. ti yap 10 miotdv; o1t T@dVEE cot Tékpop;
KA. gotwv, 11 8’ ovyl; un doddoovtog Oeod.

(b) IT 1164-1165
Bo. 11 100x8184Eav 10016 6°; §y 86Eav Aéyerg;
Io. Bpérog 10 tfig Beod ndAv Edpog dmestpdon.

0T 360-361
Te. oOx1 Evviikog mpdobev; 7 xkmelpd Adymv;
O1. o0y Bote ¥’ elmelv yvoo1év: AN adbig epdoov.

15. Not all cases are easy to assimilate to this pattern: e.g. Med. 52 is somehow subordinate in intent to the main question
in 50-51; it expresses another aspect of the paidagogos’ surprise at the nurse’s appearance outdoors; but 52 is not really answered
in the answer to 50-51; the question’s value lies in the light it throws on Medeia’s frame of mind and it is thus a dramatically
effective “throwaway.”

16. 1read 7 for mss. #j. Denniston ad loc. refers to K-G I1.532 to justify 1, but concludes “perhaps read 1|.” The passages
with 1} in K-G feature a sharp shifting of emphasis (from strong uncertainty among a multitude of possibilities to relatively
confident contemplation of one possible answer) which seems to me quite pointless in Orestes” mouth at this moment.
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When a double question has a double import, there are at least three ways to give a
more or less complete answer.'” The two answers may be (1) closely combined in one
clause (Trach. 242-245, Alk. 482-483, Hel. 1202-1203, Hyps. Liv, 33-34)."® Or if the
answers are given separately, they may be (2) in parallel order or (3) in chiastic order,
and in either case the course of the dialogue may sometimes require a resumption of one
of the questions before the full answer is reached.

Answers in parallel order are comparable in technique to answers preceded by com-
ments which look back to parts of the questioner’s rhesis that precede the question (e.g.
Se. 397ff., discussed in section 1(b)(1) above). Direct parallel answers are given in Ai.
797-799 (separate sentences), Hel. 1206-1207 (one answer in apposition to the other),
and OT 99-101 (&vSpniatodvtog i . . . Adovtog answers noie xobopud; while the
participle absolute with ®¢ answers tig 6 tpdnog Thic cvueopdgc;). The need to repeat
the second question is noticeable in stichomythia in such cases as Kykl. 113-118, where
the double question ti¢ 8’ 10e ympo kol Tiveg valovsi viv; receives an answer to the first
half in 114, but the second half is refashioned into the related question of 115 and then
repeated in 117 (tiveg & #yovot yalav;) before it is answered; and Ba. 1286ff., where
after the double question (tic #ktavév viv; mdg éudg NABev xépac;) there is a delaying
apostrophe to Truth, then the answer to “who?” and then further questions in three
couplets (1290-1295) which cover the ground of the original question “how?” In both
cases the person who asked the question reacts to the first part of the answer and carries
the dialogue on from there. Or. 1186-1188 provides a briefer example: 1188 resumes the
second question in 1186, where it serves as a line-filler after the question in participial
form which is answered in participial form in 1187:

Op. 11 xpfina dpdcovs’; brotibng tiv’ Aniday
HA. x00,5 xotaoneicovs’ dnep untpdg Téew.
Op. ko 81 i pot todt” elnag ¢ complov;'®

The same phenomenon occurs on a larger scale in PV 593ff., with an added element of
lyrical heaping of questions and lyrical distraction. Io begins with an apistetic n60ev-
question and the first true question (“who are you?”) in 593-597; then there is an access
of pain (£ £), and upon recovery a second question to Prometheus (“what is going to
happen to me?”) in 605-608. Prometheus promises a full answer, but his answer to
“who?” prompts an exclamation and a brief dialogue on his sufferings (613-621). Io’s
second question has to be repeated in 622-623. A psychologically natural flow of dia-
logue takes precedence in these cases over formal continuity.

Chiastic responses to double questions feature a linking of the reply to the last words
of the question, comparable to the linking in some answers to double questions with
single import or to the linking in some passages featuring comments by both questioner

17. Eum. 408ff. is different from other cases in that the two halves of the double question are addressed to different parties
and therefore are answered separately (chiastically) for technical reasons; the first part of the question is in fact resumed in
436ff. before Orestes gives his answer.

18. Cf. Hkld. 661-663, which constitute an excited triple question with double import (“why absent?”, “where absent?”);
line 664 as a whole tells why, and the opening word ctpatov implies where.

19. Cf. also Kresphontes fr. 66.15-20 (Austin): the double question in 15 is answered in parallel sequence in 16 and 18 (17
resumes the second half); the second answer is also cast in the oicOa-form (cf. section 3 below) and helps carry the dialogue
forward.
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and answerer.”’ Some stichomythic examples are Ant. 1174-1175, OK 893-895, E.Su.
758-759, Hel. 459-460.

Ant. 1174-1175
Xo. xod tig povedet; tig 8 6 kelpevog; Aéye.
Ay. Afuov Sholev: adtdyelp &’ aipdooetort.

In OT 935-942 the chiastic sequence is extended slightly when the second answer (cor-
responding to the first question) is delayed by a comment on the possible effects of the
answer (10 & #rnog oLEepd Tdyw, Hido10 pév, TG & odk dv; doydArog & Towg), which
requires a resumption of the question in 938. In rheseis which respond to multiple ques-
tions the possibility of a chiastic linking is also present. In Hkld. 381ff. the initial ques-
tion about Demophon’s worried appearance is followed by a question about the enemy’s
arrival: although there is a process of inference connecting the two, the second question
does not obviate the need for an answer to the first. Demophon’s answer links itself
directly to the final form of the multiple question (fjxe1 389 ~ ndpeicv 383), but as the
rhesis proceeds the first question is eventually answered. Chiastic linkage seems also to
account for a slight discontinuity between question and answer in E.El. 503ff. Elektra’s
main question is “why are you crying?” (503), to which she adds a surmise-question
(504-507) suggesting three possible objects of pity and concluding with a pathos-evoking
relative clause attached to the final alternative; the old man’s response picks up the final
comment, and apparently moves from it to a narrative of his journey, a narrative which
explains his tears almost en passant:

HA. 11 8, @ yepoué, S14Bpoyov 168’ Sup’ Exec;
U@V Téud S xpdvov 6’ dvépvnoey koxd;
1| 10¢ Opéotov TAAUOVEG PUYOG OTéVELg 505
Kol mortépa TOV Eudv, 8v mot’ &v yepoiv v
avévnt’ #Bpeyag ool te kai 101 colg piloig;
Tp. &vovn®’* g 8’ odv 10016 1° odK fivesyduny:
AABov yép adtod Tpog Tdgov Thpepy’ 680D
Kol Tpoomecmv EkAos’ Epnuiog Tuydv, 510
onovddg te, Moag doxov Ov eépm Eévolg,
gonetco, TOuPo 8 &ueébnika pupoivog.

“Useless indeed. But nevertheless this at least is a hardship I did not endure: For I did
visit his tomb . . . .**!

20. E.g. OT 1073-1079: chorus directs a question to Oidipous and adds a comment; the king prefaces his answer to the
question (1078-1079) with a reaction to the comment (&vopph&et ~ pnyvitm).

21. It is very odd that Denniston has no note ad loc. explicating these difficult lines. The above translation assumes (with
Seidler and Paley) that to¥to is the (internal) object of ivesydunv and refers to the suffering which would have been endured
if the old man had failed to pay his respects to the tomb. This view makes good sense of 8’ odv, y°, and y&p and accounts for the
lack of emphasis on €kAovc’ among the actions enumerated. Another view takes to0t’ as adverbial accusative (“for the follow
ing reason”) and translates ovx fvecsyouny as “did not forbear (to cry).  If that is the meaning, 8’ odv would appear to have a
dismissive force rather than the expected force of emphasis (“but this is the essential point”—GP’ 460-462), vy’ is hardly
necessary, and one might expect asyndeton after 508 rather than y&p. Some scholars emend 508 (e.g. Parmentier: 8’ 00 10960’ §
v’ 0Ok fveoydunv).
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2(b) STICHOMYTHIC CONVENTIONS PRODUCING GRADUAL ANSWERS

Heaping of questions is not the only pattern of speech which may create gradual
answers in stichomythia and an appearance of momentary dislocation between question
and immediate response. Another significant factor is the practice of beginning an
answer from some fixed point of origin and forcing the dialogue-partner to participate in
the unfolding of the answer. This procedure may be termed the ab ovo technique. The
starting point is often a topographical or personal proper name, appearing either in a
statement of existence (ot . .. or v . . .; a technique borrowed from epic narrative and
also used in narrative rheseis in tragedy)22 or in a formulaic olcBo-question or equiva-
lent expression” which directs attention to the person or place.”* The ab ovo formula is
usually followed up with a demonstrative pronoun or adverb referring to the starting
point (odtog, 88, #v0a, etc.).”’ In stichomythic adaptations of the ab ovo technique the
real answer may come (a) in the very next couplet or (b) after several couplets in which
the speakers gradually return to the original point.

(a) OT 102-107
O1. moiov yap dv8pog THvde unvoet Toymv;
Kp. Av nutv, dvo, Adidg mod’ fyeudv
¥iig thode, mpiv 6& TV’ dmevBively mdAv.
O #£018° dxobov' 00 Yop elceldov vé no.
Kp. 100100 Barvévrtog viv émiotéAdel copidg
T0VG ADTOEVTOG (EIPL TILOPETY TIVCL.

Med. 682-685

Mn. o0 & g i xphlov thvde vavotodelg xB6vo;
At MtBebg t1g o, Y dval Tpognviug.%

Mn. rodg, dg Aéyovot, [Téhonog evoePéotortog.

At 100t Be0d pdvtevpo kowvdsot OéAw.

(b) E.Su. 115-118 and 125-126
on. ti ypfuo Onpdv xai tivog ypelov Exov; 115
AS. 0160’ fiv otpateiov éotpdtevs’ dAhebpiav;

22. Cf. Jebb on Trach. 752 and Barrett on Hipp. 125; Fraenkel, de med. et nov. com. 46, discusses this phenomenon in
connection with messenger-speeches in comedy, lists ten instances in tragic rheseis, and notes that the formula is perhaps
inherited from early Indo-European poetry. Despite commentators’ references to the technique, it seems to be insufficiently
recognized. E.g. Diggle supports his emendation of /T 257 (ténw 6’ drnoi@—cf. below Chapter 4, section 6[a]) by noting the
emphasis on place in the opening of the narrative; but fjv Tig ... dynog ... / évtodBo .... is a thoroughly conventional pattern
and cannot support the emendation. Cf. notes 23 and 25 for similar lack of awareness of ab ovo conventions.

23. E.g. Ba. 462 1ov avBenddn Tudrov 0icBd mov kAdav, if it is a statement (as Murray and Dodds take it), is at any
rate equivalent to an oloOa-question; but I think Roux is correct in her recent edition to return to the punctuation of the older
editions (as a question). /7 517 is, however, probably a statement ({cwg 0160”). The question with voeig in OT 1054-1055 func-
tions according to the oicOa-question pattern: it betrays a lack of awareness of the conventional pattern to conjecture voeig ei
kelvov (A. Spengel) or to record this conjecture in a modern apparatus criticus (Dawe’s Teubner text).

24. Fraenkel, de med. et nov. com. 54-56, discusses this technique as one borrowed from Euripidean stichomythia by New
Comedy; he interprets it as a borrowing from everyday speech intended to relieve the tedium of a long question-and-answer
sequence. Since the formula is usually at the start of a sequence (as Fraenkel notes), the intention cannot be relief from tedium;
the point is rather focussing of attention and compelling the dialogue-partner’s participation.

25. J. Andrieu, Le dialogue antique 197, seems to be unaware of the conventional rhetorical force of the demonstrative
when he assigns a concrete deictic force to to0Tnv in Trach. 1222 (“ce qui semble impliquer sa [lole’s] présence”).

26. The conventionality of the pattern indicates that Med. 683 is not a suspended or interrupted statement and that Mur-
ray’s use of dots is unjustified. The same is true of Jon 294. Cf. Chapter 4, note 7.

27. 1 agree with Collard that Su. 116 is a question.
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On. 0¥ ydip 11 o1y} drenépacag ‘EALGS.
AS. évtad0’ dndres’ dvdpag Apyeiov dxpovg.

On. EbuPoviov odv i’ énfidbec; | Tivog xéprv; 125
AS. xopicot oe, Onoed, maldog Apyeiov OéAwy.

Other passages™ show considerable flexibility in the use of the formulas, combining
them with retarding preliminary comments, attention-focussing exhortation (usually the
imperative Gxove),”’ and even self-conscious references to the artificiality of the oicfo.-
question (similar artificiality was probably present in everyday conversation, but the self-
conscious comment is typical of Euripidean rhetoric). Self-conscious comments appear
in Ton 998ff. (999: 'EpiyBéviov 010’ fi—; 11 8 od pélreic, yépov;) and Or. 1179ff.
(question, comment, exhortation-couplet with dxove . . . Aéye . . ., then 1183: ‘EAévng
kétoroOa Buyotép’; €186t” Rpouny.). The oicOo-formula is also employed when no spe-
cific question has preceded but some piece of information or argument is awaited:
Sophokles, for instance, creates a deliberate parallelism when he has Herakles terminate
browbeating stichomythic passages with similar oicOa-questions (Trach. 1191 and
1219) before expressing his two commands to Hyllos in rheseis; Euripidean examples
include Hek. 239-241 and Hek. 1008-1009 (sequence shortened by Polymestor’s quick
surmise, which features the appropriate demonstrative).*

It is important to note that these formulas, albeit frequent in Euripides, are not
simply a mechanical mannerism. In many uses there is excellent dramatic and psycho-
logical justification for the retarding function and concentration of attention. It is a wise
and tactful move for the servant to obtain Hippolytos’ assent to a universalized maxim
before applying it to the youth himself (Hipp. 88ff.). Likewise, in Hek. 239ff., Hekabe
strengthens the force of her appeal (in the eyes of the audience if not in Odysseus’) by
compelling his assent to the first detail with an oicBo-question and by continuing to
extract admission of the details of her benefaction in the subsequent lines.”' Even in the
long stichomythic passages of lon the formulas contribute something in terms of articu-
lation and lend variety and liveliness to the exchanges. One must admit, however, that in
certain cases the gradual conveying of information ab ovo seems to be due mainly to
enjoyment of the stichomythic form for its own sake: the ab ovo genealogy of 14 6971f.
and the similar genealogical explanation apparently present in Hyps. 1.v.3-11? betray
such a nature.

28. Cf. Ion 293-298 (¢ot1-formula; Murray’s dots at the end of 294 are unjustified—cf. note 26; lon’s cooperative surmise-
question in 297 shortens the sequence slightly); Jon 931ff. (preliminary comment, &xove and oicBo-question in 936, and extra
weight lent to starting-point by irregularity of the incipient stichomythia); Hel. 97-102 (oicOa-question); Kresphontes fr.
66.18-20 Austin (oicBa-question).

29. Fraenkel, de med. et nov. com. 57 n.1, notes the survival of this collocation with the imperative “hear” in Latin
comedy.

30. Also lon 987ff. (note preceding Gxove), Hipp. 91 (a question, as Barrett has it), /T 812. An ab ovo answering technique
is also possible without the oicOa- or #oti-formulas. In Or. 749-752, it is the latter half of 752 which answers the question of
749; 750-751 provide Tyndareos’ arrival as the starting-point for the answer, and the true answer is linked to the starting-point
by the demonstrative t008e. Cf. OK 1170-1174, where 1171-1173a are preliminary to the relative clause 1173b-1174 which
contains the implicit answer to the original question; and Phoin. 408ff., discussed in section 3(c) below.

31. For a comparable accusatorial interrogation, cf. Eum. 201-206.

32. Bond rightly forbears to fill out the lines, but von Arnim’s bold restorations seem to be on the right lines as far as
content is concerned.
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3. THREE PROBLEM-PASSAGES
3(a) A.SU. 289-324

One of the most famous gradual answers in Greek tragedy is the revelation by the
chorus in A.Su. of their origin and claim to kinship with the Argives. The question
nodandv is first phrased in the opening agnoetic lines of the king upon his arrival on
stage (Su. 234ff.). The question is followed by a comment, and the comment ends with
an implied request that the chorus answer the original question (the sense of 244-245 is
clear despite corruption). The chorus replies with a counter-question (246-248) which is
answered in a long rhesis, ending with a renewed request for an answer from the chorus
(271-273). The maidens boldly provide a brief and (to the king) incredible answer
(274-276); the form of the answer in fact occasions a further delay, as the king expresses
his surprise in another rhesis and asks for a detailed answer (277-290). This is provided
gradually in a stichomythia (291-324), the nature of which has often been obscured by
the hypothesis of an implausible series of separate lacunae—all because of the simplis-
tically logical assumption regis est interrogare, chori respondere, that is, that the king is
here conducting an examination of the chorus’s detailed knowledge.” But as the conven-
tion of the ab ovo oicOo-question and several instances of cooperative advancement of
an information-conveying stichomythia®* indicate, a character who is to be “taught”
something (818ay0eic 289) does not have to be the interrogator. The koryphaios can
“teach” the king socratically®® by taking him through the details of the story, as Tucker
and Murray (2nd ed.) realized. The chorus begins ab ovo in the couplet which serves as
“basis” for the stichomythia (291-292). The king lends his assent to that starting point
in 293, and the chorus then adopts the strategy of seeking the king’s agreement and
cooper;étion at each stage. Line 295 follows 293 perfectly (¢&tig ~ Adyog) and there is no
lacuna:

Bo. Av (¢ péhiota, kol étig oAl Kpotel.
Xo. phy ki Adyog Tig Ziva: peryBivor Bpotd;

The assumption that the king is examining the chorus’s knowledge of Argive myth re-
ceives no support in the words of the text: lines 289-290 do not suggest it; it is widely
agreed that it is the chorus and not the king who asserts at 310 xoi tad1” #Aeoc ndvta
ovykOALmg éuot (xol tadt’ implies that the chorus has found the king to be in agree-
ment with her earli