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You only live once, but if you do it right, once is enough

(M. West)

In a passage of the Platonic Second Letter (310e3-311b6) addressed to Dionysius the Younger of
Syracuse, ‘Plato’ attempts to explain his relationship with the tyrant as typical of the fraught

relationship between intellectual and political power (310e5-6):

By nature, practical wisdom and great power come together in the same place
(Mé@uke Euviévat gic TavTO PpOVNGIC Te Kal dUVaLC ueydAn), and they always

pursue and seek each other and come to be together.'

Observing that such partnerships have long exercised the human imagination, he adduces
examples from history, poetry and myth before turning to the very diverse forms these

relationships may assume (311a1-311b6):

For example, whenever human beings converse about Hiero and Pausanias the
Lacedaemonian, they enjoy bringing up their intercourse with Simonides, what
he did and said with regard to them. And they are wont to sing the praises of
Periander the Corinthian and Thales the Milesian together, and of Pericles and
Anaxagoras, and again of Croesus and Solon as wise and Cyrus as one in power.

And the poets, imitating these things, bring together Creon and Teiresias,

! Translations (with minimal modifications) of the Second Platonic Letter are those of Helfer 2023.



Polyidos and Minos, Agamemnon, Nestor, Odysseus, and Palamedes—and as it
seems to me, the first human beings brought together Prometheus and Zeus in
the same way—and of these, they sing of some coming into conflict (gig
dagopdav) with each other, others into friendship (gig @iAiav), and still others
into friendship at one time and into conflict at another, being like-minded about
some things and conflicting about others (ta pev 6povoodvrag, Ta d¢

dapepouévoug).

While the letter does not specify any sources, its pairing of Polyidos and Minos has been taken
to refer specifically to Euripides’ Polyidos,” a play which, on the evidence of its surviving
fragments, was best remembered for staging a tense confrontation between the seer and the
tyrant. In the Letter, ‘Plato’ leaves open which pairing corresponds to which type of
relationship —@1Aia, Stagopd, or iAia turned sour—but it is clear both from the accounts of
Polyidos’ dealings with Minos in Hyginus and Apollodorus as well as the other testimonia for
the play that there was little love lost between the two; at the very least, they were
Sxpepduevor at the dramatic climax of the story. It is all but certain that their dispute
escalated over the question of whether or not Polyidos should revive Minos’ son Glaukos, who
had gone missing before his corpse was eventually found with the help of Polyidos’ divinatory
skills.

It is at this very point that another theme that is strongly associated with Euripides’ play in
the indirect transmission must have come into sight: Minos’ request that Glaukos be brought
back to life gave rise to a debate involving eschatological speculation. A case in point are the

play’s most famous lines (Euripides fr. 638):

? Carrara 2014 makes the most thorough case for the inclusion of this passage among the testimonia for Euripides’
play (her Test. 6), see pp. 219 (with the earlier literature on the matter discussed in n. 6), 268-269, 301-303.



T & 0idev €1 1O {Av UéV €0Tt KATOAVETY,

\ ~ \ ~ Ié 7
0 Katbavelv d¢ (fjv kdtw voulletat,

Who knows if life is death, and if in the underworld death is considered life?

(text and transl. Collard/Cropp 2008)

The couplet had an exceptionally rich afterlife, not least in Aristophanes’ Frogs and Plato’s
Gorgias, where Socrates quotes a version of it in a passage which is itself replete with
eschatological ideas (492e6-493b2).’

These two themes long associated with the play—the clash of ¢pdvnoic and dovapig
ueydAn on the one hand, and philosophical reflection on life and death on the other—are
prominently represented in the newly found lines of the Polyidos on P.Phil.Nec. 23v. As has
been variously argued by the participants of the CHS conference in June 2024, the papyrus
most likely preserves a set of excerpts,” and the great majority of the lines from Polyidos are all
but certainly utterances of the eponymous seer addressed to Minos (the probable speaker only
of lines ii.1-7 and ii.17).” If it is all but certain that we are not dealing with a continuous
passage of the play, there is nevertheless a certain unity of thought and vision to the lines, and

that unity hinges precisely on the co-presence and interaction of these two central themes. In

> Fr. 638, which lives on, with more or less variation (and is occasionally perhaps conflated with the very similar
fr. 833 of Euripides Phrixos), in the parodies of Aristophanes (most memorably at Frogs 1477-1478, cf. already 1082
with the respective scholia), in the scholia on Euripides Hippolytos 191, the philosophical tradition, anthologies
etc., is among the most frequently quoted lines of Euripides in antiquity; see Carrara 2014, 326 and her as well as
Kannicht’s apparatus ad loc.

* See the contribution of Donald Mastronarde in this volume.

> The point is discussed at length in the editio princeps of Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024 and developed
further in the illuminating contribution of Chiara Meccariello in this volume. Accordingly, my use of ‘Polyidos’
and ‘Minos’ for speaker or addressee in the excerpts of the ‘New Polyidos’ is thus always to be understood with the
qualification ‘most likely’.



the following, I propose a reading of the ‘New Polyidos’ that is based on the uncontroversial
assumption that it forms part of a discussion revolving around Minos’ demand that Polyidos
resurrect his dead son, no matter the cost. I focus first on two short passages, ii.15-16 and
i1.26-30 respectively, and then gradually broaden the frame to illuminate the links between the
‘New Polyidos” and reflections on nature (physis) and eschatology elsewhere in Greek poetry and
Attic drama—above all in Aeschylus’ Oresteia and Euripides’ own Alcestis—as well as the

numerous points of contact between the myths of Polyidos and Asclepius.

1. Repetition, compulsion: col. ii.15-16

At ii.15-16, Polyidos expresses anxiety that doing Minos a (particular?) favour once will

establish a harmful precedent:*

e

dédotka €’ €0 dp@V ur Kakdc eVpw HOVAC,

na@wv & dmag €0 kavOic ad {NTAi>c Tadeiv.

I fear that in helping you, I may incur wretched detentions,

And that you, having received a good turn once, may seek to do so again and again.

ka001c ol is a familiar Euripidean iunctura (especially a001¢ ab, preceded by a word ending in a
consonant) to mark the recovery of an earlier state: bliss after misery for many; renewed
youth for old Iolaos; the eventual restoration of Helen’s reputation; and calm for Orestes after

the storm.” ka001c ad {nti(1)c madeiv could therefore just mean ‘that you will seek to receive

¢ Unless otherwise noted, text and translation from P.Phil.Nec. 23v are from Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024
for which I occasionally use the shorthand ‘the editors’.

7 See Euripides Ion 1512-1514 (parallel noted in the ed. pr., comm. ad loc.) & uetaPaodoa pvpiovg #8n potésv/



[a/the favour] once more’. 1t is plausible, however, that the opposition with &na€ ‘once’ here
amplifies (k)a001¢ ¥ to mean ‘again and again’, which is what the editors offer in their
translation.’

Both in Hyginus and in Apollodorus’ accounts of the myth,” Polyidos’ relationship with
Minos is characterised by a series of favours he has to render to him, one following from the
other.” The editors take Polyidos’ reluctance to do Minos a favour at ii.15-16 to arise at a very
particular stage of this series of demands, namely after the discovery of Glaukos’ lifeless
body." Although fear of “detentions” could be located at almost any stage of his interactions
with Minos, it seems most likely that Polyidos expresses his reluctance precisely when asked to

revive the child. For all its apparent vagueness, the language of €0 §pdv tiva and €0 Tdoyetv

kad Suostuyfioat kavB1g ad mpdEat kKaA®S/ TOXN, ..., and cf. Children of Heracles 796 véog uebéotnk’ €k yépovtog avig
oD; Orestes 279 €k KUUATwWV ydp adO1C o YAV 6p®; Helena 932 méAv ' dvééova” &G Td s®@pov avdig av, cf.
Kannicht 1969, 245 n. ad loc. “In dem doppelten Pleonasmus mdAtv ... a001g ad + dvd&ovat liegt der Anspruch,
‘endlich wieder’ rehabilitiert zu werden”, emphasis in the orig. The ‘single pleonasm’ a081g a® ndArv also occurs
at Sophocles Philoctetes 952-953 where it suggests the futility of an oft-repeated action: @ oxfjua métpag dimvAov,
a0016 od dA1y / eloerut Tpdc o YASG, 00k EXwV TPOPTiV.

® Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024 gloss kad8ic ab “once again” in their commentary (p. 26) but print “again
and again” in their translation (p. 22).

® Hyginus Fabulae 136 (= Euripides Polyidos T via Kannicht; Test. 3 Carrara); Apollodorus 3.17-20 (T ivb Kannicht;
Aeschylus Test. 1 Carrara). The two accounts differ in various details; for discussion and interpretation of the
variants see: Persson 1942, 9-24; Willetts 1962, 60-67, Muellner 1998.

' polyidos is asked to find an apt analogy for a portent (the ‘three-coloured’ cow); he finds the analogy (the
mulberry or the bramble) and this qualifies him as the seer to be sent out to locate Minos’ missing child; with the
help of bird signs, Polyidos finds the body of Glaukos, who has drowned in a vat of honey; Minos demands that
Polyidos resuscitate him; despite his protestations that this cannot happen, Polyidos is shut in the tomb with
Glaukos and, first observing and then imitating a resurrection of a snake performed by a fellow creature,
eventually brings him back to life. Whereas in Hyginus Polyidos is then handsomely rewarded and sent home,
Apollodorus’ Minos makes yet another demand, namely that Polyidos teach the boy divination; Polyidos complies,
again, but asks the boy to spit in his mouth upon his departure, a process by which he takes back the gift of
divination.

! Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024, n. on ii.15.



(bn6 Tvog) is used by Euripides for returning/being returned from the world of the dead, viz.
in the Heracles, where we find the same sequence of expressions, as here in consecutive lines,
in an exchange between the eponymous hero and Theseus, whose help Heracles is willing to

accept because he had once brought Theseus back from the Underworld (1235-1236):"

HPAKAHZ émfjives™ €0 Spdoag 8¢ 6’00k dvaivouar.

OHZEYZ éyw d¢ mdoxwv €0 TOT OiKTipw o€ VOV.

More fundamentally, of all the tasks imposed upon Polyidos, resurrection is the one Minos
would most likely ask him to repeat, possibly more than once." Elsewhere in Greek myth, too,
the act of resurrection calls for repetition (I shall return to this in §5).

If, at ii.15-16, Polyidos explicitly expresses his fear (8¢301kq, ii.15) of Minos’ reaction to
“the good service”, he does so again at ii.34-36 (note 8¢8oika at ii.36); at this point, however,
he fears not Minos but calamity sent “from the gods” (§aiuévwv Uno, ii.35). Read against his
reluctance to comply with Minos’ request at ii.15-16, Polyidos’ fear of divine retribution shows
him caught between two forms of justice with their respective mechanisms of enforcement,
that of the tyrant on the one hand and the gods on the other. This clash between two diverging

ideas of power stands in stark contrast with a view expressed earlier in the papyrus,

" Here, the ndoywv €D is of course the one who was himself brought back from the dead, cf. Heracles 1222: 6t
£€€0wodc 1 €¢ PAog VeEKp@V Tdpa.

" 0f course, Polyidos could also be thought to be expressing fear that Minos would force him to find further
analogies if he successfully does so once, or locate other missing people, but there is no way of knowing whether a
need for finding an apt analogy or a missing person will ever arise again. What is known is that other people
around Minos, even he himself, will die one day. A less pointed reading of ii.15-16 is also possible, whereby €0
dpdv/ b mdoyewv refer to the simple performing and benefiting from an unspecified favour; Euripides’ characters
using this language, however, typically do know precisely what kind of favours they have in mind, see, e.g.,
Hypsipyle fr. 757.73-74 (ad[c]xpov ydp €0 uév é€eniotacdat mabeiv,/ Spaoat 8¢ undév 0 mabdvta mpdg cé0ev);
Andromache 586 (8pdv <y’> €0, kak&g & o0, und dmortetverv Pian); Hecuba 252-253 (8¢ ¢€ uod uév #madeg ola @rig
naBeiv,/ Spdig & o08EV udc €0, kak®dg & Soov vvat;).



presumably by Minos himself, that tyrants (or, in his perhaps more restrained phrasing,

“tyrannies”) are on earth what Zeus is in heaven (ii.5-6):

&v & oVpavd<1y Zebc &v te YKL Tupavvidec
nAgictov dOvavtal
Zeus has greatest sway in heaven, tyrannies on land

mAgictov dUvavrtat is a revealing syllepsis which underscores the tyrant’s implicit claim to a
dominance approximating that of Zeus." Polyidos rejects such straightforward analogy
between divine and mortal power and instead defines Minos’ demand that he resurrect the

child as a transgression of divine law for which he himself would be liable; witness at ii.21:

Guabric &v einv Be@v vmepPaivwv vopovc

I would be a fool to transgress the laws of the gods

and, further below, now ‘redirected’ at Minos (ii.47-48):

oc touc tebévtac avatpéneic TAALY vopouc

kal Euvtapdcceic Oécut’ duabioc Umo -

you who are foolishly trying to overturn the established laws and throw the

rules into confusion

' We might reasonably assume that Minos* claim is grounded in the fact that he is a son of Zeus— a fact that, if
Battezzato's very attractive reading of ii.45 (... ZNvog o0 @riow o &yw) is correct, is at stake elsewhere in the play,
when an enraged Polyidos flat-out denies Minos* descent from Zeus, calling it a lie (ii.46), see Battezzato, this
volume, pp.000-000.



For Polyidos, complying with the will of the tyrant and “seeking what must not be sought”
(Cnt@v ta un {nTntd, ii.35) is tantamount to transgressing divine law and running the danger
of god-sent punishment. If this reconstruction is correct, the interactions between Polyidos
and Minos are defined by a concatenation of demands which leads to Polyidos’ fearful
expectation that successfully performing a resurrection will result in the compulsion to repeat
it."” The act of raising the dead itself, in turn, entails a form of repetition: at stake is the
question of whether or not the one life apportioned to Glaukos can be extended or turned into
two lives. It is here that the idea of contested repetition that defines the encounter between
Minos and Polyidos acquires new urgency. The discussion surrounding Minos’ request

constitutes a crisis of iterability.

2. ®voug, life and death: col. ii.26-30

A dialectic between iterability and singularity, between change and fixity, runs like a red
thread through the ‘New Polyidos’. It is precisely this contested boundary that, I suggest, comes
under scrutiny in the difficult and dense lines ii.26-30, where the laws of @Uo1¢ ‘nature’ are set

forth with certainty:

€0 & 1c0’, 8¢ €k yAc é€akovtilel picic

Ol kal Pridvar kai Oavelv: td dvta yap
Xpovw< te @uet ki pebictatal TéALy.
e&fivc” § €xactoc yiy>vetat véoc T’ dvnp

yl€lpwv te kai OV o0 dic AN dmag udvov.

' Cf. also Muellner 1989 who repeatedly emphasises the element of (repeated) compulsion in Apollodorus’
version of the myth in particular.



The editors translate:

Know well: whatever nature shoots up from the earth must live and die, for in
time all things grow and change back. Each man becomes young and old in turn,

living not twice, but just once.

The vehemence with which Polyidos has rejected Minos’ wealth in the immediately preceding
lines (“You're rich, but don’t think you understand the rest ...”, ii.23-25)"® carries on into this
passage, where the seer lays down the law of nature.

The text is clearly not without problems. While it is not inconceivable that a line has
dropped out (as Luigi Battezzato'” has indeed suggested), I shall follow the editors in
attempting to explain the lines as they appear to be transmitted.

The statement that 6¢’ ¢k yfic é€akovtiler @ocic / Ol kal fr@dvar kal Baveiv (ii.26-7) is
explained (ydp) and expanded on in the following sentence where “whatever nature shoots up
from the earth” is replaced with “all things”, ta ndvta. The specifics of this explanation and
expansion, however, are far from clear—even less so, perhaps, than has been assumed to date:"
there seems to be a consensus that t& ndvta is the subject that governs @uver and pebictatat,
which are both intransitive (sc. all things “grow” and “change back”). For uefictatal, a parallel

may readily be adduced from Euripides," even though uefioctacOot + ndéAiv—a generally rare

' See further below p. 000-000.
' This volume p. 000.

' ii.26-28, and in particular the difficult forms @ve1 [v long] and pedictarat, as well as the interlinear notes above
them (suggesting gvetat [v short] and kabictaton as glosses or alternative readings) have already received ample
discussion both in the editio princeps and in James Diggle’s and Luigi Battezzato’s contributions to the present
volume, see p. 000-000, p. 000-000.

' Cf. E. Ion 1106 pebiotaron 8¢ mveluara; (in tmesi) Hippolytus 1109 uetd § {otaton dvSpdorv aiwv / moAvmAdvntog



10

iunctura—"° does not occur elsewhere.” For intransitive ¢Uel, ‘it grows’, however, it is much
harder to find convincing parallels.”

An alternative that has, to my knowledge, not been discussed to date is to take the verbs
@Ue1 and yebictatat as transitive (which is more natural in the case of ¢Ue1,” and unattested
but not impossible in the case of yebictatai*) with ta ndvta as accusative object; the subject of
the sentence would then be the abstract @icic. This reading is supported both by the
prominent position of @ucic at the end of line ii.26 and the pointed figura etymologica ¢ucic ...
@Uel thereby created. In this reconstruction, ii.27-28 may be seen to recall the opening couplet

of the Trugrede in Sophocles’ Ajax (646-7):

adef; Aeolus F 35 &ei T pév Cfit, 1o 8¢ uebiotatar kakdv,/ 10 § ékmépnvev avdig € dpxiic véov.

*® There are, as far as I am aware, only two other attestations of the phrase in the fifth and fourth century; see
below, p. 000,

*! Variants of the phrase, which use the active or passive voice, denote a repeated change of state beyond the
subject’s control: Euripides, Children of Heracles 486-487: fijpiv 8¢ 86&ag €0 mpoxwpficat Spéuog/ méArv ueBéotnk’
o016 &¢ Tdurixavov; Electra 1201-1202 (chor.): mdAv mdArv @pévnua 66v/ peteotddn mpog alipav; fon 582-584:
o1ydig; Tl Tpd¢ YAV Supa cov Padmv Exeig/ £¢ epovtidag T dmAAbeg, éx 8¢ xappoviic/ TdAv petaotdg Seipa
npooPaAAeic matpi;

*2This is discussed in Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024, p. 27 as well as Battezzato (this volume p. 000) who
adduce possible parallels (but note that Vet in Glaukos’ famous simile at Iliad 6.149 is not a straightforward
example of intransitive use, see Stoevesandt 2016, 65-66, nn. ad loc.). As Patzer 1993 [1939], 242 has suggested,
however, the distinction between transitive and intransitive uses of ¢Us1v may have been overstated, as both are
irreducibly connected (“Das Formen, das ... in der Wurzel @u- angesprochen ist, ist von der Art, daR Formendes
und Geformtes eins sind.”); see also Buccheri 2024, 260.

%> The form, with v long rather than short, would have an exact parallel in TrGF adespoton F 454.2 "ABavta (ogl
diddoxov Tupavvidog, and the (regular) transitive use of present active @Uetv could be paralleled in Euripides:
Ba.651: 8¢ TV ToAUotpuv dunedov @iel fpotoic; inc. fr. 898.12 @lovory fuiv Tévta kal Tpépovs’ dua (both
anceps).

* Transitive use of peBictacBo in the present tense is unparalleled; there are several attestations, however, of
transitive uses for the middle voice of the first aorist in prose from Herodotus and Thucydides onwards, meaning

” ¢

‘dismiss”, ‘remove’, ‘banish’, ‘depose’ vel sim., see CGL uebiotnut 2, 3, 4, 5.
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anave’ 0 pakpog KavapiBuntog xpdvog

@UeL T ddnAa Kal pavévta kpOTTETAL

All things long and uncountable time brings forth in darkness and hides when they

have been revealed.

Whether or not these lines are purposefully reworked in the New Polyidos—with ¢@vo1g
replacing xp6vog as the agent of the ‘creation of all things’ (&nave'... Vet = Ta dva ...
@Ug1) though xpbvoc is far from absent (xpdvw(1), ii.28)—Ajax 647 is instructive for the
parallel use of active and middle voice forms, both with active force: while there is no
doubt that @Ue1 and kpUntetan are transitive here, we would have expected the active
rather than the middle voice for kpOntetar.” This potential parallel (or perhaps model)

lends some plausibility to a transitive understanding of @Ue1 kal pedictatot in our text.

The argument of ii.26-30 proceeds in at least three steps: what is said at ii.26-7 is explained
(Y&p, 28) in the following sentence, which introduces, with xpévw(1), the dimension of time:
Pridvar and Oavelv, presented at i1.26-27 in the timeless register of a gnomic utterance, are
now recast as processes unfolding over time (@Ue1 corresponding to prdvat, yedictatat tdAv
to Oaveiv). The text then turns attention from the general statement about ‘all things’ to the
life of a human individual, specifying male human development ££fic, i.e., ‘in a sequential
order’, from young man to old.

If the explanatory thrust of ii.27-28 first suggested that pebictatat ndAwv corresponds to

Bavelv, as a euphemistic periphrasis of sorts (e.g. ‘removes again’ or, if taken as intransitive,

% See Finglass 2011, 330 n. ad loc., who compares Sophocles, Trachiniae 474 (v 6ot @pdow TaANOEG 0vSE
KpUYouar).

?® This translation works on the assumption that a transitive meaning of the middle voice in the present tense
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perhaps ‘departs again’), we are now prompted to reconsider the semantic value of the phrase.
Does pebictatat imply a form of repeated ‘change’, and if so, of what kind? Ageing, the process
implied in the transition from young man to old man at ii.29-30, may be related with dying,
but the two are not co-extensive. And this is indeed what I take the final words of the passage
to emphasise, that ageing is a process that occurs within one lifetime. kai {Gv o0 8ic GAN dnag
uévov is perhaps best taken as concessive or limiting in force: ‘although he lives not twice but
only once’.”’

An alternative translation of ii.26-30 might then be:

Know well: whatever nature shoots up from the earth must live and die, for in
time she brings forth all things and changes them again (or, intransitive: for all
things come into being and change again). Each man becomes young and old in

sequence although he lives not twice but only once.

However we reconstruct the grammatical properties of the verbs in ii.27-28, the passage
seems to raise the question of personal identity over time; it asks not only how much change a
man can undergo before he is no longer considered the same but also how such change relates

to death. The inherent difficulties of this dark text (the oracular language of a seer?) are

could assume meanings attested for the first aorist (as detailed in n. 23).

*7 As discussed in detail by Luigi Battezzato in this volume (see p. 000), the kaf before {®v, left untranslated in the
editio princeps (“living not twice, but just once”), is unusual as it follows immediately after te, thus suggesting the
iunctura te kai, which would result in the impossible coordination of yi(y)vetat and {@v. While Battezzato takes
this as grounds to postulate a lacuna, I propose the conservative solution of keeping the preserved text unchanged
but taking te and kaf as separate—with te answering t(¢) in the previous line (just as y[€]pwv answers véoc)—and
kai, in the sense of kainep, followed by the participle {®v as concessive (see, Weir-Smyth §2083 who offers the
example of Euripides Andromeda fr. 142.2 xai d00Aog (v yap tipiog thovt@v dvhp and KG 11, 85 Anm.8, 247; for a
recent discussion and further examples see Jiménez Delgado 2016).
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compounded by the awkwardness of the situation at hand: the addressee, after all, is a father
unwilling to accept that his son died as a child, long before becoming an old man.

Further contextualisation within the Euripidean corpus may help bring some light into the
dark. Already the use of @001 (ii.26), in the sense of ‘nature’, deserves foregrounding: this
usage is based on the transfer of ideas of generation and development from plants to other,
and in particular human, life forms and marks a late stage in the word’s semantic evolution,
gaining currency only towards the end of the 5" century.” Early instances have long been
located in Euripides.”

Best known to date has been the makarismos™ of the inquisitive man in Euripides fr. 910:*

SAProg Gotig t¢ toToplag

€oxe puabnov,

*® patzer 1993 [1939], 275-277.

* ®0o1c in its various possible uses (including the developmentally earlier “nature”/”character” of something or
someone, typically expressed +genitive or with a ‘limiting’ epithet) is generally an important term in Euripides
(e.g. at Polyidos fr. 634: 8ot1g Véuer kdAAoTa THV abTOD PUGLY,/ 00TOG 50POG TEPUKE PG TO GLUPEPOV); his plays
offer some of the earliest certain attestations in the—later—sense of “nature”, “the natural order of things”, “the
natural world” (CGL s.v. 7 and 10). Miiller 1978, 630 (review of Schmalzriedt 1970), for instance, points out that
Euripides fr. 910 (on which see below p.000), Trojan Women 886 as well as Gorgias’ Palamedes (§1) offer the earliest
attestations of @Uo1( is this sense but assumes an influence of the “junganaxagoreischen Kreis um den Athener
Archelaos” on Euripides. For @Uo1g, ‘Allnatur’, in Euripides see also Egli 2003, 207-211; cf. 50 n.3, 86-88, 90, 286~
287; according to her, @Uoic in the sense of ‘nature ... to which all humans are equally subject’ (“... der sich alle
Menschen gleichermassen unterwerfen miissen”, 207 1n.3) only emerged among the Sophists in Athens in the 420s
BCE within the developing discourse of the ‘véuoc-@ioig antithesis’ associated with Antiphon.

*% On the use of 8AB1og 8otic in Euripides fr. 910.1, which is suggestive of the makarismos in mystery cult, and its
similar use in Empedocles B132 DK, see Egli 2003, 286 with n. 3.

*! The lines, attributed by very many to Euripides’ Antiope, are quoted in Clement of Alexandria’s Stromateis
4,25.155.1 without any mention of author or title, but a paraphrase of lines 3-6 in Themistius, Oration 24.307d
secures the attribution to Euripides; for discussions of the respective play’s title, see Kannicht’s note ad loc. The
attribution to Antiope is all but taken for granted by Di Benedetto 2005, 102-104.
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UATE TOAMTQOV €Tl THHOGVUVNV

UAT £i¢ adikoug Tpdéelg Gpudv,
AN’ GBavdtov kabop@dV PUGEWS
KOGUOV AYNpwV, Tt TE GUVESTT)
Kal 60ev kat Omwg.

701¢ 0¢ T0100TO1§ OVOETOT aioX POV

Epywv ueAétnua tpootlet.

Happy the man who has gained knowledge through inquiry, not aiming to
trouble his fellow citizens, nor to act unjustly, but observing eternal nature’s
ageless order, the way it was formed, and whence and how. Such men are never

inclined to practise shameful deeds. (text and transl. Collard/Cropp 2008 1, 227)

The passage pairs uadnoig gained through inquiry and the observance of the order of physis
with the ability to make ethically sound choices. We can compare and contrast our ii.21 and
47-48, which state that only an duabrc would transgress the laws of the gods and that
attempts at overturning the established laws arise Guabiac Umo. The inquisitive man of fr. 910
has often been thought to be modelled on Anaxagoras,’” whose influence on Euripides was

variously noted in ancient writers and crystallised in the idea of a teacher-pupil relationship.”

*2 See Valckenaer 1767, 26; Kannicht in TrGF V app. crit. on fr. 910.1-9. Diels/Kranz add the fragment to several
anecdotal passages from Aristotle’s Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics s.v. testimonium 59 A30; as does Curd 2007.
Laks/Most, on the other hand, feature fr. 910 in the Dramatic Appendix of Volume IX (Sophists, Part II), as Dram. T
43, without indicating any specific connection to Anaxagoras (contrast Laks/Most’s placement of Euripides F 839,
from Chrysippus, discussed in n.000).

** Valckenaer 1767, 25-57. For the testimonia regarding the personal relationship between Euripides and
Anaxagoras see TrGF V.1, 69 and T 35-38d and cf. T 2 ¢.8, T 10b Kannicht; Dram. T 75-80 L/M). For modern studies
on the relationship of Euripides and Anaxagoras, see Sider 2005, 9 n. 21.
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Whether or not we accept such an identification, it is undeniable that Euripides’ Polyidos is
made to act and speak in a manner reminiscent of an intellectual such as Anaxagoras.™
Another Euripidean fragment which is often claimed to reflect Anaxagorean thought is the

famous ‘reconstructed’ fr. 839,” attributed to the Chrysippus:*®

Taia peyiotn kai Atog Aibrip,

0 Hev avOpiTwV Kal BV yevétwp,

1 & UypoBoAoug otaydvag votiag
napadelauévn tiktel Bvnroug,

tiktel Botdvnv @OAG te Onpdv- 5
60V 00K GdiKwG

UATNP TAVTWYV VEVOULOTAL.

XWpel & Omiow

TA HEV €K yaiag @OvT €G yaiav,

ta & an’ aibepiov PAactdvVTa yoviig 10

** We may compare Euripides’ Teiresias in Bacchae, who speaks in the idiom of a 5% century intellectual, see Dodds
1960: 91 (n. on Scene i) and his nn. on Bacchae 185, 200, 201-203, 274-285, 284-285, 314-318; further, e.g., Roth
1984; Mastronarde 1986: 206-207; Santamaria 2012; Billings 2021: 203-213.

**Fr. 839 as such is a reconstruction undertaken by Grotius, who joined together lines 1-7 (quoted in Sextus
Empiricus Adv. mus. = mathem. 6.17) and lines 8-14 (quoted in Philo, De aeternitate mundi 30) on the basis of the
near-translation into Latin of Lucretius 2.991-1005 and the paraphrase in Vitruvius 8 praefatio (where Euripides is
named). The verse sequences 8-11 and 12-14 are quoted in multiple sources, several of which also name Euripides
as the author; Clement, who quotes lines 12-14, is the only one to give the title of the play, Chrysippus (Stromateis
6.2.24.4). See Kannicht’s apparatus.

% Fr. 839 is edited as 59 A112 in Diels Kranz among the Testimonia for Anaxagoras. Laks and Most, on the other
hand, feature it in the Dramatic Appendix to Volume IX of their Early Greek Philosophy, in the section
‘Reflections of Anaxagoras (T 75-80)’, as T 78. A resemblance between Euripides fr. 839.8-14 in particular and
Anaxagoras 59 B17 DK = D15 L/M has often been noted; cf., e.g., Egli 2003, 95-97; Pucci 2005, 51, 67 n.15; see also
Dillon 2004, 56-57.
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gl o0pdviov TdAv AOe méAov-
Ovniokel & 0VOEV TGOV yryvouévwy,
Srakprvopevov § dANo Ttpog dAAov

pop@nVv £tépav anédeilev.

Earth, greatest one, and Aether, realm of Zeus—he the begetter of humankind
and gods, while she, receiving his damp moisture-spreading drops, bears
mortals, bears vegetation and the families of beasts, and so is rightly considered
mother of all. Those things that were born from earth return to earth, and those
that grew from ethereal seed go back to the heavenly region. None of those
things that come into being perishes, but one is separated from another and
exhibits a different form. (Euripides fr. 839; text Diggle 1998, transl.

Collard/Cropp 2008)

This passage, which again has close parallels elsewhere in Euripides,”” gives a dominant role to
A10G Aibnp and the idea that the soul returns to Aither after death,” notions of which we see
no trace in our ‘New Polyidos’; nor does it explicitly name physis. It is, however, comparable for
its idea of Earth as “the mother of all (ndvtwv)”’—humans, plants, and animals alike (839.4-7;

cf. ii.27 t& mdvta). Notable is the shift from the designation of humans as Ovnroi (839.4) to the

*7 See Euripides Antiope 182a: Aiépa kad Faiav TdvTwV yevéteipav &eidw . . .; Wise Melanippe F 484: KoUK £uog 6
ud00g, AN éufic unTPdg mépa,/ WG 0vpavES Te Yoid T AV Hopen uia,/ Enel § éxwpicOnoav dAAAAwY dixa,/
TikTovaol ThvTa K&vESwKAV gi¢ pdog,/ dévdpn, metevd, Ofpag, olU¢ 8 GAun tpépet,/ Yévog Te OvnTdv; inc. fr. 898
(esp. 11-12 &tav 8¢ cupuydfitov £¢ TavTov U0 [sc. yaia and oOpavdc]/ @Uovety Huiv Tévta kal Tpépouvs’ dua,/ &t
Qv Ppdtetov (At te kai OdAAeL yévog.

*® According to Burkert (1972, 357-368, esp. 361), the idea is Pythagorean in origin but is later particularly
associated with figures such as Anaxagoras, cf. n.000 above and n. 000 below, on D15. The idea is also well attested
in epitaphs, notably in the famous Potidea inscription from 432 BCE (IG I” 945), suggesting that it entered
“mainstream culture” already at an early stage.
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emphatic denial of death (Bvfiokel 8008V T@OV yryvouévwy, 839.12) as well as the claim that,
rather than death, there is only separation and change of pop@n. Is this translation of death
into a principle of metamorphosis (839.8-14) mirrored in our fragment which moves from
Bavelv to pebictaton mdAwv in ii.27-287

Exact parallels for yeBictatar ndAwv are, as noted above, sparse. Beyond Euripides, only two
attestations from the fifth and fourth centuries BCE survive,one in Andocides, On His Return, in
aremark on the changing fortunes of Athens,” and another in the Peripatetic treatise On
Colours, in a chapter dealing with colour-changes accompanying processes of ripening,
especially in plants; in both cases, uebictatat is intransitive. At On Colours 795b32-796a9, the

colour-change in black fruits (ta uéAava) is at issue, the majority of which

changing from their initial green redden and become tawny, but they soon
change again from the red and become purple owing to the unmixed black
which exists in them (kat’ dpyag uev €k To0 TowWdoug UeTAPAANOVTEG UIKPOV

gmipovikifouot Kal yivovtal muppot, Taxv 8¢ uebiotavtal tdAv €k To0 TLPPOD

Kal yivovtal Kuavoeldeic Akpdtou To0 LEAAVOS €V TOIG TO10UTOLG EVUTIAPXOVTOG;

text and transl. Hett 1936).

Here, pebictacOat mdAwv refers to a repeated change in the appearance of the same fruit over
the course of its maturation. Should the expression at ii.28 have such a connotation, we might
wonder about potential resonances with the famous first challenge Minos set Polyidos: he had

to find an analogy for a portentous ‘three-coloured cow and did so by comparing it to the

** Andocides De reditu suo 9.76 Dilts/Murphy: &te 81 mpoayouévng uv tig TéAswg £m TadTag TaC GUUPOPES ..
uebotapévng de mdAv ig TO GoPaALG...

“*Versions differ as to the age and gender of the animal and the rhythm of the colour-change; Apollodorus 3.18
has a feminine po0¢ Tpixpwuatog; Hyginus Fabulae 136.2 a bull-calf (uitulus) that changes colour (from white to red
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ripening mulberry which is first white, then red and eventually black. The ‘mulberry analogy’
was an integral element of the story as it was represented in Aeschylus’, Sophocles’ and
Euripides’ plays on the myth.* The analogy is drawn between colour changes in a plant species
to that in an animal species. It is only one of several analogies, or connections, between
different species in Polyidos. In their light, not only the notion of change thus expressed in
pedictacbar mdAwv but also the alignment of ‘each man’ with ‘whatever nature shoots forth
from the earth’ at ii.26-30 gains additional significance.

Among the testimonia for the play is a note in Aelian, De natura animalium 5.2," on the
yAav€/att. yAaDE, the Little Owl, the presence of which in Polyidos counts, alongside the
‘mulberry analogy’, among the few certain facts about the play.” Aelian notes that the yAao¢€ is
not native to Crete and would die if brought there from the outside,* and goes on to criticise
Euripides for having his Polyidos see a yAad€ and ‘infer from it’ (kal ¢€ a0T#ig Tekunpduevov)
‘that he would find Glaukos, the dead son of Minos’ (611 ebpricel Tov FAalkov tOv tebvedta ToD

Mivw viév). While we know of at least one earlier instance of ornithomancy in the play,” and

to black) ‘three times during the day, every four hours’.

*! See Hyginus Fabulae 136.3; Aeschylus fr. 116; Sophocles fr. 395. Carrara 2014, 217-218, counts the presence of the
analogy among the few certain facts about Euripides’ Polyidos; it is attested in the scholia vRAmbr. (ed. Lenz 1964,
p. 138) on Aelius Aristides Oration 3.664.

*2 = Euripides Polyidos T iii Kannicht = Test. 5 Carrara.
**See Carrara 2014, 218.

“ Other attestations for the absence of the yAad& from Crete, as well as its inability to survive there, are listed in
Arnott 2007: 85.

* In Euripides Polyidos fr. 636, the speaker (in all likelihood Polyidos) deduces from a sea-eagle‘s position on the
shore rather than over the water that ‘death has the boy on dry land’ (tov naida xepoevet udpog, 3) and hence that
he has not drowned in the sea; that the child is dead seems to be taken for granted already at this stage in the
play.
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there is, among the new lines of the play, a general pronouncement that “[the gods] invented
bird-signs for men” as a means of communicating “what is divine and invisible” (ii.31-33), the
assonance of yAaG& and TAadkog draws the child and the bird into a suggestive proximity (as
does, perhaps, the fact that neither of them can survive on Crete).*

It has long been speculated that the myth of Glaukos, as represented in Apollodorus and
Hyginus, encodes underlying ritual realities—ephebic initiation rites on Crete enacting the
death and rebirth of the youthful initiand or Minoan or pre-Mycenean burial customs (in
particular preservation of the dead in honey) etc.” Common to all these interpretations is an
interest in the interspecies analogies that riddle the myth, as well as concept of time derived
from vegetational cycles. Building on the analyses of the myth by Henri Jeanmaire and Axel
Persson, Ronald Willetts claimed that there were “indications in the myth of Glaukos which
recall the totemic cycle of birth and death” (1962: 63).* The newly found lines of Polyidos, and

ii.27-28 in particular, may well breathe new life into such discussions.”

“® In his address to Polyidos at ii.1-7, Minos himself seems to use the seer’s techné in his self-serving analogising of
the dolphin, the eagle, etc. (see above p.000) as the rulers of their respective realms, It is remarkable that he does
not include any land animals beyond ‘tyrannies’; ironically, it is an animal closely associated with the earth—the
snake reviving another snake—that in all likelihood brings about the play’s most momentous reversal. In this
element of the story, too, several analogies across, and an interplay between, different species is created.

*’ Jeanmaire 1939, 444-450; Persson 1940, 12-14 et passim; see Muellner 1989 for an overview of the earlier
discussions. Muellner himself reads the myth in the variant preserved in Apollodorus as an unsuccessful
initiation, with Glaukos simply returned to the state from which he started and the seer ultimately refusing to
initiate him,

B willetts 1962, 60-67, and see already Willetts 1959.

“ Willett’s conviction, for example, that the mulberry analogy had something to do with Glaukos, whose name
signifies “that which gleams but is not coloured” and thus stands for an unqualified ‘white’ (1959: 26) and thus
invites an analogy with the initial stage of the mulberry (as well as the cow/calf), seems much less far fetched
now that we find Euripides’ Polyidos explicitly analogising all life forms, presumably in the face of the dead
Glaukos. The same applies to a discussion such as that of Muellner 1989.
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If ii.26-30 describes the natural cycle of perpetual change common to all living beings (ta
navta), it also singles out the development of ‘each’ (€kactoc) male individual and articulates a
remarkable limitation, namely that man undergoes change ‘although living not twice but only
once’ (kai {®v oV dic AN dna& uévov); the cyclical eternity (or the eternal cyclicity) of nature
thus forms the background to the linear sequence of changes that constitutes the life of the
human individual, a contrast encapsulated in the opposing adverbs ndAwv (ii.28) vs. dna&

(ii.30).

3. Tragic eschatologies

The truism that ‘all men must die’ is a topos from Homer onwards,* and recurs in many
variations in Euripides,” often in consolations addressed to those bereaved of a child or
spouse,” much of it later reused in similar contexts of consolation.”® The more specific claim,

however—that everyone dies once, and only once—is less often stated outright, even though it

** Wankel 1983.

* E.g., Alexandros fr. 43 (ndvtwv to 8aveiv- o 8¢ kotvov &yoc/ uetpiwg GAyeiv coia uehetdn; Temenidae fr. 733
10i¢ Tdotv dvOpwmotot kathavelv pével,/ kovov § Exovteg adTd kKo Tdoxopev/ Tdvteg T yap Xpewv Heilov f
TO un Xpedv; see also Alcestis 419 and 782 (quoted below, n. xxx and see following n.).

** E.g., Hypsipyle fr. 757.920-927 (& § ad napaivé, [tadtd pot Sé€at, yovar./ £pu ugv oddeic 8[otig ob movel
Bpotdv:/ Bdmrel T ték[va xdtepa ktdton véa,/ avtdg Te Oviioke[r kal T8 dxBovton fpotol/ ig yAv pépovtec
[yfv. dvaykaing & &xet/ plov Oepilerv d[ote kdpmipov otdyvv,/ kai TOV v eilvat, oV 8¢ urf tf tadta Sei/ otéverv
dnelp Sel kata @UoLy diekmepavs), cf. Merope’s self-consolation at Cresphontes F 454: tebvaot maideg oUk £pol pdvnt
Bpot®dv/ 008 &vdpdc Eotepriued’, dAANG puplat/ Tov adtov EERvtAncav w¢ yw Blov; Alcestis 416-419: "Adunt,
&vdykn Tdode cuUEopaS Pépeiv/ 0D yap TL Tp®TOG 008E AoiabBiog fpot®dv/ yuvaikog 6OATC AumAakes ylyvwoke
8¢/ (¢ mdov Nuiv katdavelv dgeiletar; Andromache 1270-1272: naboat 82 AUmng tdv tebvnkdtwy Unep/ ndotv
Y&p dvOpdmototv f}de mpdg Osdv/ Pipoc kékpavtat katBaveiv T dgeidetal. For further passages see Karamanou
2017, commentary on Alexandros fr. 3 (=43 Kannicht, see previous n.).

>> The lines from Hypsipyle and Cresphontes quoted in the previous note, for example, are both quoted in the
Plutarchan Consolation to Apollonius (110f-111a,110d).
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is often implied in statements about death.”* Rarer still is the idea that each human being only
lives once, an idea articulated in our play (ii.30).*

It is above all in tragedy that the singularity of life and death is asserted, and at times
contested, perhaps nowhere more insistently than in Euripides. From his debut with Peliades in
455, where Medea misleads the daughters of Pelias into killing their father in a botched
attempt to rejuvenate him, Euripides repeatedly presses uncomfortable questions about death
and its (ir)reversibility. The theme dominates the Alcestis from beginning to end; in other
plays, it surfaces at critical junctures. In Supplices, for example, a drama that has “as its real
subject, or at least as its ostensible motive, the religious importance of the ritual burial”
(Rohde 1925: 433), the old man Iphis whose daughter Evadne has just committed suicide begins
his long and distraught rhesis with the impossible wish ‘for mortals to be twice young and
twice old’; this would allow them to correct mistakes made first time around (1080-1086).’° In
their famous ‘praise of youth’ in the second stasimon of the Heracles, in turn, the chorus of old
men fantasize about a second youth, not as an opportunity for righting wrongs but, on the
contrary, as a divine recognition of those who were good the first time around (Heracles 655-

666).”’

>* See, for example, Sophocles Acrisius fr. 67: T {fjv ydp, & mai, mavtdg fidiov yépag/ Baveiv ydp ok Eeott Toig

avtoiot dic.

> A rare point of comparison occurs in the Iliad where, at 21.569-70, having one life (Yuyr) is equated with being
mortal; Agenor remarks on Achilles’ vulnerability: év 8¢ Yo Yuxr, Ovnrov 8¢ € pac’ &vOpwmot/ Eupevar; see
Richardson 1993, 101 n. 568-570 on £v 8¢ Ta Yuyr: “[t]he sense is he has only one life”; in Euripides Alcestis 712,
Pheres justifies his refusal to die in his son’s stead: Yuyft pdt {fjv, o0 dvoiv, d¢eilopev.

>® supplices 1080-1086: ofpor ti 1) fpotoioty ovk £otTiv T6S¢,/ véoug Sig elvar kai yépovrag ad mdArv;/ GAN év
d6uoig uév v Tt un kaAdg Exnt/ yvauaioty votépatcty E€o0pBotueda,/ aidva & ovk £eotv. €1 § fjuev véor/ Sig
kol yépovreg, el Tig énudptavev/ Simhob flov Aaxdvrec EwpBotusd’ dv.

*7 Heracles 655-666: €1 8¢ Bgoic fiv Ebveoig/ kai cogia kat &vpac,/ StSuuov &v fifav Epepov,/ pavepdv Xapaktip’
&petdg/ Soototv péta, kal Oavivreg/ eig adydg mdAwv dAiov/ Siocovg av EPav dradAoug,/ & duoyévela § dmhodv
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That the wish for a second youth is virtually synonymous with that for a second life
emerges clearly from these passages. In her study of the tradition of Hesiod’s famed ‘age’ and
double youth,” Ruth Scodel (1980) traced a discourse which closely intertwines the paradigms
of rejuvenation and resurrection with rebirth, metempsychosis and poetic immortality. In her
discussion of the Euripidean fantasies of a second life in Suppliants and Heracles, she notes that
“..in preference to the familiar dvd-compounds, the identifying terms are 8ic, a001c, a® and
naAw.” > Scodel’s lexicographical observation is applicable to the ‘New Polyidos’, where we
encounter several of these “identifying terms”, in ii.15-16 and ii.26-30 in particular: ka081c ad
(16), mdAwv (28) and di¢ (30). Part and parcel of this story, in my view, is the twofold appearance
of the adverb dra€ in immediate proximity to these terms: it is opposed to xa0d0ic ad in (16)
and emphatically cancels 8ig in line 30 (o0 dic &GAN” &nag uévov), while simultaneously
countering the preceding ndAwv. “Anag is conspicuous for its rarity in Homer and the tragic
corpus,” where it occurs, exclusively in epic and predominantly in tragedy, in eschatological

contexts, typically when the fixity and finality of death is under contestation.

&v/ eixe (bag Plotov,/ kai Tind &v toUG Te kakovg fv/ yv@vat kal Tovg &yabolg,/... As Godfrey Bond (1981: 232)
notes, the chorus model their fantasy on Heracles; it is he who “pre-eminently possesses apetr|”, has returned
from the dead &ig avydg ndArv &Aiov (661; cf. 271: kai tic Bavévtwy AAOeV € “A18ov ndArv;) and will indeed have
another period of life and eventually even marry Hebé (see Bond 1981, 226, 637-654n.); what they wish for is an
extension of such a reward “to all the good people (like themselves)”.

** Sc. the proverbial 'Ho168¢10v yfipag and the related epigram quoted at the end of Tzetzes’ Life of Hesiod = Hesiod
T 2 Most: xaipe 8i¢ ipricag kai Si¢ Tdov dvtifoAricac,/ Holod’, &vBpdmois uétpov Exwv coping.

>® Note, however, that &vd-compounds can easily sit alongside Scodel’s “identifying terms” in the relevant
contexts, see, e.g., Theognis 1009-1011: ... 00 ydp &vnpav/ di¢ méletat mpog Odv, 00dE Aboig Oavdtov/ Ovntoig
&vBpdmotat ...; Aeschylus, Agamemnon 1020-1021 (tic &v/ mdAwv dykaAéoait ..., cf. 1023 dvdyerv), 1361 ... TOV
Bavévt dvictdvon tdAv (quoted below n. 000); Aristophanes, Frogs 177b dvapioiny vov ndAwv.

% A survey of the occurrences of &maé in the tragic corpus suggests that the adverb is relatively rare (when
compared to opposing adverbs such as tdAv, ad, ad0ig or téAAakig) and that it never recurs within the same play
after so short an interval as in P.Phil.Nec. 23v (ii.16, 30), nor, in fact, in the same scene. Beyond the two new
attestations of dna&, we find seven or eight in Euripides (Cyclops 167, 600; Medea 251; Children of Heracles 959;
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4. Once, again: anag (ii.16, 30)

Etymologically, &na€ is a compound of @, signifying the number ‘one’,*" and na&, a derivate of
nfyvout. According to Chantraine, the original sense of tyvout is ‘to fix’, from where
developed the meanings ‘to construct, to be solid, (to be) fixed” (which, in turn, led to various
uses, such as that of ‘trap’ (sc. tnkrig, cf. LS] s.v. 13)) as well as ‘to coagulate, to congeal, to be
cold’.”* That there are various connections between this semantic realm and dying/death is
obvious. We may think, for example, of the slow stiffening and ‘freezing’ of limbs in Dionysus’
description of death by hemlock in Aristophanes Frogs (125-126: Yuxpdv ye kai dvoyeipepov:/
£00V¢ Ydp AONNyVLOL TAVTIKVAULA), a passage eerily echoed in Plato’s Phaedo (118a: kai yeta
to0T0 adB1g TAC KVAUAG Ko Emavioy obTwg Auiv énedeikvuto 8t Piyoitd te kai miyvuto), the
‘blood ... congealing (nénnyev) as vengeful gore’ in Aeschylus Choephori 66-67,” or even the
descriptions of deadly diseases in Hippocrates, where the cooling and congealing of the blood

mark the patient’s death.® While this is, in and of itself, no reason to assume that the adverb

)

Andromache 81 (... o0y dna€ pévov); Iphigenia in Tauris 528 (O TdvO’ dra€ pe cuANaPoDG” &viotopeic); Alexandros F
62d.36; Phoenissae 723 [v.L glodmac]); 4 or 5 in Aeschylus (Agamemnon 873, 1019, 1322; Eumenides 648; [Prometheus
Vinctus 209]); six in Sophocles (King Oedipus 690, 1275; Trachiniae 33; Philoctetes 1239; Oedipus at Colonus 1208; inc. fr.
860.1). In the remainder of the tragic corpus, it appears a single time (trag.adesp. 665.1). The existence of the
adverb iodna (‘at once’, ‘once for all’) does not drastically change these figures: Euripides : 1 or 2 (Andromache
943, Phoenissae 723 [ v.L, see above]); Aeschylus:1 or 0 ([Prometheus Vinctus 750]); Sophocles: 3 (Philoctetes 122, 443,
Oedipus at Colonus 1419); the Homeric hapax ka®dna€ (discussed below p. 000) is not attested in the tragic corpus to
date.

afd> idg. *sm ‘one’, cf. Risch 1974, §§ 77a.3, 81, cf. also §128a.

®2 Chantraine, s.v. myvout: “S’il on considére le domaine sémantique, on constate que le sens originel de ‘fixer’,
d’ou ‘construire, étre solide, fixe’, a conduit a des emplois trés divers, celui de ‘piege’ et surtofit de ‘coaguler, géler,
8tre froid’, etc.”

% Choephori 66-67 t& & afuat’ ékmoéve’ Hrd XBovdg Tpood/ Titag évoc mémmyev ob Siappddav, see further
below n. 000.

64 . . % ~ 7 3 ’ 3 5 ~ 7 7 ~
See Hippocrates, Diseases 2.6 ai 6tav Yoyt tavtdnact kai EkAinnt €€ abtod to Bepudv, Tyvutal kai kivndfval
o0 Svvatat, GAN dmoBvrioket; 2.8 kai Av &¢ ToiTo Emd®1 Puyxduevov kal mnyviouevov, Tiyvutal [sc. o aipa]
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should share in these connotations, or that this modern etymology was thus understood in
antiquity, we should not too readily dismiss the idea that dra& was felt to have a sinister sound
to it, particularly in view of an abundance of words in - for which such connotations have
long been postulated.” As it happens, one example for such words is yAadE,* the Little Owl so
important in the Polyidos myth, which was considered “a bird of ill omen, portending death”

(Arnott 2007: 85) in Athens as much as elsewhere.®’

TavTe &G kol gk pOxeTat GvOpwmog kai &modviiioket; De morbo sacro 2.8: AN dmovxetat kai Tyvutat T aiyda,
Kal oUTwG amobvrokeL.

® Radermacher 1931 posited that eAGE/®AGE at Euripides Bacchae 6-8 is to be added to a series of ancient
monosyllabic “Wurzelwérter” on -€ denoting daemonic creatures of a sinister kind (NO¢, £t0¢, Zeiy¢ etc.), with
which he compared various names of ominous birds (yYAa0¢, otpiy€ etc.) and terms for bodily afflictions (AOyE
‘hiccup’, ri€ ‘cough’ or tvi€ ‘suffocation’). In his review of Radermacher’s article, Kretschmer (1934: 254) deemed
it “possible that the formation of these words is to be seen in connection with the fact that so many terms used in
an affective manner as well as imitations of sound end in -&” (“Méglich, daR die Bildung dieser Worter damit
zusammenhingt, daR so viele affektisch gebrauchte Worter und Schallnachahmungen auf -€ auslauten™),
adducing a long list of examples, starting with na€ ‘enough’—an exclamation with the same root as d&na€ (see
Chantraine s.v. td€: “Certainement tiré du radical de tjyvou, éndynv, voir na€ ...”)—and ending with the Frogs’
underworldly refrain Ppekekexef kod€ kodé. If Radermacher and Kretschmer are right, there is reason to suppose
that the compound & + ta€ resonated with these groups of words and invited its use in sinister contexts. That
most of their examples are oxytones is unproblematic: the barytone accentuation of dnaé is noted twice as an
oddity in works ascribed to Herodian (TTept povripouvg Aé€ewg 3,2 p. 931 Lentz; cf. Tlept "TAiak A mpoowidiag, p. 74)
and, more fundamentally, differences in accentuation do not hinder the perception of assonance in Greek; take,
for example, Heraclitus B 48 D/K: t@1 00V t6&wt voua flog, #pyov 8¢ Odvatog. An important adverbial
comparandum, finally, is the closely related Siapundé€ ‘(piercing) all the way through' etc. (CGL s.v.), which appears
in the grim refrain of the fourth stasimon in Euripides Bacchae (... povetov-/ca Aap@v drapmndé, 993-994 = 1012-
1013), in the torture of Prometheus ([Aeschylus], Prometheus Vinctus 65) and elsewhere for the deadly piercing
through of limbs. On the etymology of diaund€ see Chantraine s.v.: “de 314, avd, et *rag de dna&”; cf. Brugmann
1910, 260-261; Schwyzer I 660.

% See above, p. 000.

*7 Cf., e.g., Menander inc. F 844.11 K/A: ... &v yAaBE dvakpdynt, dedoikapev; further passages in Arnott 2007: 85; cf.
Carrara 2014: 300 n.31.
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In Homeric epic, and indeed in the entire corpus of early Greek epic, dnag is a dis legomenon;
both instances occur in reported direct speech of other characters® in book 12 of Odysseus’
Apologoi. At 0d. 12.21-22, Circe welcomes back Odysseus and his men who have returned from

their journey to the Underworld:

oxétAot, ot {ovteg URAOeTe dW’ "Atdao,

dobavéeg, 6te T dAAot dnag Ovrjiokovs’ &vOpwrot.

Circe’s language is original not just for her use of dna but, more obviously, the coinage of the
hapax d100avéeq to which the ‘fact’ that all men die once and go to Hades to stay there—once
for all—gives rise. Unsurprisingly, the need to state the fact that something happens “once”,
‘just once’, or ‘once for all’, often arises exactly when that fact has come under pressure (as in
our ii. 30 kai {®v o0 dic GAN’ dna& udvov).

The Odyssey’s second dna€ is uttered by one who is among those Circe addressed as
dioavéeg: Odysseus’ comrade Eurylochos, who already at the beginning of the Circe adventure
has emerged as a potential ‘leader of the opposition’ against Odysseus.” Fearing starvation on
Thrinakia, Eurylochos decides, with eyes wide open, to eat the forbidden cattle of Helios (Od.

12.340-351), irrespective of the consequences (350-351):

BovAoy’ amag Tpog KOUA xavav &rd updv OAéooat

1 dnba otpevyesdat EwV €V viowt €prunt.

Here, dnag is opposed to dn0d: dying at one stroke vs. dying over a long period of suffering. At

the same time, Eurylochus’ words resonate with Circe’s; he wants to die as she said other men

% Le. tertiary narrator-focalizers, in narratological parlance.

% See 0d. 10.205, 429-448.
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do: once—and once for all. It is Eurylochus’ note of resignation to Odysseus, whose nostos has
already killed hundreds of the comrades.

The usage is mirrored in the Homeric hapax ka0dnaé, again in the Odyssey, when
Telemachus, at the beginning of the contest of the bow, utters the cacophonous euphemism

(21.348-349):

TV 00 Ti¢ W dékovta Prioetat, of K €0éAwut

kal kaOdmag Eeivwt douevar tade T6€x pépeadat

The “ugly and unparalleled sound-clash” (Ferndndez-Galiano 1992, 190 n. ad loc.) of kaBdnag
Eeivwi—"" no doubt drowned out by the uproar of the raucous suitors—already insinuates what
‘giving the bow to Odysseus once for all’ means; that Telemachus first sends away Penelope
and that the narrative then slows almost to a standstill can easily distract from what is actually
happening: he now hands the bow to Eumaeus to place it in the hands of Odysseus, who will
string it and begin the mass-slaughter. dna€ and kaBdnag, then, are high notes in the Odyssean
soundtrack of death.

Aeschylus’ Oresteia picks up this thread and weaves it into a wider web of signification.
dnag occurs three times in the Agamemnon, and once, in a pointed echo, in the Eumenides. In
the third episode of Agamemnon, Clytemnestra describes the plight of the woman who is
waiting at home for her husband and forced to rely on reports of others (861-873). “Had

Agamemnon been killed as often as the stories claimed”, she says, “he’d have had to have three

7% Such a clash of &-sounds is unique in Homer, and this was was, according to Eustathius (Commentary on the
Odyssey Vol. I p. 263.20-21 Stallbaum) already noted by o1 taAaiof, though it is not, as far as I can see, directly
attested in the scholia. Moreover, an -g £- clash is almost unheard of in classical poetry, with the possible, and
equally ill-omened, exception of Gva& Z¢pEng at Aeschylus Persians 5.
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bodies—a second Geryon—and could boast that he had donned a threefold cloak of earth,

having died once in each of his persons” (869-873; transl. Sommerstein 2008):

el & Qv tedvnkddg, g émAriBuvov Adyot,
TPLOOUATOS TAV, Tnpumv 6 delTepOg,
{moAARV dvwBev, TV kdTw ydp 00 Aéyw}”
xBovog tpiporpov xAaivav €Enodxet Aafwv,
dna ekdotwt KATOAVOV HOPPWUATL

(text: Medda 2017)

If Circe coined dio0avéeg to balance the fact that men die dnag, Clytemnestra takes her
rhetorical strategy to a new level in creating the image of a second Geryon’s threefold death.
The last occurrence of the adverb in the play again occurs in ominous circumstances; it is

the first of Cassandra’s last words (Ag. 1322-1323):

dnag £ einelv priowv 1 Opfjvov BéAw
EUOV TOV aUTAG
While uses of drna—usually negated: ovy dna& (udvov)—, occur in instances of emphatic or

urgent speech making,” Cassandra’s knowingly funereal tone rather corresponds to contexts

"' 1leave aside the troubled history of this line (on which see the analysis of Judet de la Combe 1994) as it does not
affect the present argument.

’? In Euripides and the tragic corpus, see Andromache 81: kai un Emepyy’ € avToV 0Oy &rag uévov; 943 ... ob ydp
elodnag €p®; Iphigenia in Tauris 528: G¢ VO’ dnaé ye suAAaPoic’ dviotopeic; [Aeschylus] Prometheus Vinctus 209-
211 uoi 8¢ uftnp ody dna& uévov .../ ... /td uéAov 1 kpaivorto mpovtedeomniket; Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus 690:
vaé, einov uév ovy &na uévov; cf. Philoctetes 122: odq’ 160’, Eneinep elodnag suviiiveoa, 743: 6G o0k &v efher’
glodnag eineiv .... The only attested use of dnaé in the entire corpus of archaic lyric known to date belongs here,
too, Bacchylides fr. 1 Snell/Maehler, quoted in Stobaeus 3.10.14 (mepi &8iking), without any context: ¢ & dmag
inely, @péva kol Tukivav/ képdog &vBpwnwy Pratat.
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of death or impending doom which is common to the vast majority of tragic uses of (o0y) dna&
or eloanaé; e.g. the blinding of Polyphemus, the self-blinding of Oedipus, or Medea’s ill-fated
motherhood.” Cassandra will speak ‘once more’, voice the ‘dirge on herself’, and then fall
silent.

Somewhat earlier in the play, in the third stasimon, it is the Chorus who use the adverb in
their assertion that everybody dies once and there is no returning from death (Agamemnon

1018-24):

70 & émi yav necov anag
Bavdoipov mpdmap dvepog
péhav aiua tic &v 1020
TaA dykadéoot Enaeidwy;
o0d¢ TOV dpBodaii
TOV POIUEVWV GvayeLy

ZeUg anénavoey € aBAafeiar.

7 Euripides, Children of Heracles 959-60: ... xpfv y&p o0y dna&/ Ovijiokety og moAAd miuat é€gipyacuévov (this is a
type of hyperbolic expression which is later often found in forensic rhetoric and similar contexts; see, e.g., Lysias
12.37, 28.1; Demosthenes 19.16, 110; 21.118; Plato Laws 10.908e; Menander Dyscolus 289-94); Euripides Cyclops (164~
167): ... 0¢G €KTETV KAV KOAKa PovAoiuny plav,/ ndviwv KukAdrwy dvtidovg fookAuata,/ pidar T éc GAunv
Aevkddog métpag &mo/ dmag pebuobeic katafadwyv te Tag 6@pig, “Silenus’ statement amounts to ‘after just one

177

drink of this wine I would die happy”” (Hunter/Laemmle 2020, 131-132 ad loc.); Cyclops 600: Aaumpdv mupwoag Suy’
arnaAAdaxOn®’ &naf; Alexandros fr. 62d.36: the text here is very fragmentary, but see Karamanou 2017: 254 ad loc.
(her fr. 18b.14-15): “if dnag is taken in conjunction with the reference to the act of murder in 1. 14, it might denote
‘once and for all’ ...”; Phoenissae 723 mpiv kivOuvov €i¢ dna poAeiv (v.l. elodnaf); Sophocles Oedipus Tyrannus 1275
101007 £QUUVOV TOAAGKIG Te KoY dnaé/ fipaco’ énaipwv PAépapa. At [Aeschylus] Prometheus Vinctus 750-751, To
utters a tragic version of Eurylochos’ final words in Odyssey 12 (see above p. 000): ... kpeiccov ydp siodnag Baveiv/
A Td¢ dmdoag Nuépag maoxelv Kak®G; Euripides Medea 250-251: ... w¢ Tpig &v map domida/ otijvon Oéhowy’ av
uaAAov 1 tekelv dnag, here perhaps in dialogue with passages where dnag is used with the language of begetting
or coming into existence such as Sophocles, Trachiniae 31-33: k&@Uoapev 81 Taidag, ob¢ keivdg mote,/ yirtng
Snwg dpovpav Exktomov AaPwv,/ oneipwv udvov mpooeide k&€audv dnag; inc. fr. 860: dravra tdyévnta tpdTOV
AAD’ dmak,
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(Text: Medda 2017)

For all the seeming bleakness of the chorus’ words, drna€ once again marks a moment of
uncertainty and contestation: “But once the blood ... has fallen on the earth ..., who ... could
summon it back again?” is a rhetorical question which takes for granted that death is
irreversible and occurs only once.” Yet what follows on its heel is an allusion to Asclepius
“who knew well how to bring [the deceased] back from the dead” and was killed for doing so
by Zeus. It emerges that resurrection is not impossible, but against the will of Zeus.”

This is reinforced by Asclepius’ father Apollo in a passage of his petulant speech in

Eumenides that unmistakably echoes Agamemnon 1018-24 (Eumenides 647-651):"

avdpog & Emedav aiy’ dvaomdont kOvig
dna& Bavovrog, oUtig £0T dvdoTaoig.
TOUTWV EMW1dA¢ OVK £MOINGEV TTATHP

€ 14 \ Y vV Ve YV \ /e
o0udG, T & GAAX TEVT dvw Te Kal KATw

oTp€PwyV TiOnotv 00dev Gobuaivwv pévet.

7 According to LSJ s.v. &na€ 1T and Fraenkel 1950, n. on Agamemnon 1018ff, the use of dna& here and in the echo of
the passage at Eumenides 647-648 (see below), is to be grouped with temporal or conditional constructions such as
&v/fv dnaé, etnep dmag (‘when once’, ‘if once’); 1 do not agree, however, with LS] ibid. that &na& “after conditional
and temporal particles, if once, when once ...” is “without any notion of number” (my emphasis). The first
component of the word signifies the number one (&/& > idg. *sm ‘one’, cf. Risch *1974, §§ 77a.3, 81, 128a; on the
etymology of dnag see above p.000), and the majority of ‘if once’, ‘when once’ constructions, too, is contingent on
a one-time occurrence of an event,

7 cf. shilo (2022: 62) who points out that the allusion to a resurrection achieved by Asclepius here “neatly
reverses the meaning of the rhetorical question” and “opens up the continuing possibility of it recurring”.

’® The speech starts ¢ mavtoutofi kvédaa, oTdyn Oe@v at Eumenides 644, prompting the note in Sommerstein
1989, 204 n. ad loc.:“The vulgarity of Apollo’s reaction is without parallel in tragedy ...”.
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This echo has often been noted, as has the fact that the spilling of blood onto the earth is a
theme that runs through the Oresteia, along with the idea that it cannot be retrieved and death
not reversed.” At Eumenides 648, as at Agamemnon 1018, d&na€ is part of a conditional
construction (‘when once’), but the chorus’ earlier rhetorical question tig &v ndAwv
aykaAéoot’ Enaeidwv; (Agamemnon 1020-1021) is now replaced with Apollo’s resigned
assertion that ‘there is no resurrection’. Apollo is trying to square the irreversibility of
Agamemnon’s murder and thus the heinousness of the crime with an insistence on the might
of Zeus.” He comes dangerously close to suggesting, as the Agamemnon’s chorus had done, that
araising of the dead may be unwanted but not impossible. Stating that Zeus created ‘no
healing charms’ to raise the dead does not exclude that someone else might;” in fact, his words
can also be understood to draw attention, with bitter sarcasm, to the fact that his own son
Asclepius had done just that—and paid the price. Asclepius’ deeds and his punishment at the
hands of Zeus, to which the third stasimon alludes, mark the contestation and ultimate
reaffirmation of death’s irreversibility.

But some doubt seems to have lingered. When Apollo claims that Zeus ‘disposes all other
things, turning them up or down (t& & &AAa Tavt dvw te Kal kKdtw/ oTpé@wv tibnowv) his is,
at the very least, a conspicuous choice of words for one insisting on the impossibility of dvd-

otaoig.”

77 Choephoroi 48 ti y&p Abtpov meadvtog afuatog médwt; Choephoroi 66-67 (quoted above, 1. 000); Eumenides 261-263:
aiua pntpdiov xauai/ Suodykoutotov, mamad,/ to Siepdv médwt xUuevov ofxetat; cf. also Eumenides 980: undé
modoa k6vig uéAav aipa ToAITavV.

7% See n. 000.

7 Cf. the similarly uneasy ambiguity in the announcement of one of the chorus members at Ag. 1360-1361: k&yc
10100T4G iy, émel Suopnyava/ Adyotot Tov Bavévt dviotdvar tdAwv, “T agree, for I am unable to see a way of
bringing the man back from the dead with words”. See Shilo 2022, 62 n. 34 (“an ironic echo”).

80 . ” 7 " . . . . . . .
Sommerstein translates Gvw te kai kdtw “this way and that”, in keeping with his note ad loc. in Sommerstein
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5. Asclepius resurrected

The myth of Asclepius, which is so poignantly evoked in the Oresteia passages and to which our
short lexicography of dna€ has led us, is without any doubt an important model, or anti-model,
for the myth of Polyidos and its representation in Euripides’ play. In my analysis of ii.15-16
(above, §1), I suggested that Polyidos not only shows himself unwilling to bring Glaukos back
to life but specifically expresses fear in two respects: that he might set a precedent inviting
demands for resurrections in the future and that he would violate divine law and thus become
liable to divine retribution. Irrespective of the details of this reconstruction, it is clear that
Euripides’ Polyidos touches on themes that also play a central role in the Asclepius myth and its
instantiations on the dramatic stage: the hubristic attempts to overcome humankind’s
mortality, the divine retribution that ensues, as well as the lament of a father for the loss of his
son.

It is worth taking a closer look. The story of Asclepius is a prominent point of reference in
Euripides’ Alcestis. His death at the hands of Zeus is mentioned at the outset, in his father
Apollo’s very opening lines of the play, and identified as what caused the action leading up to
the present (Alcestis 3-4); in the parodos, the chorus invoke Asclepius as the only one who
could return Alcestis from death, “if he still beheld the light of the sun with his eyes”, precisely
because “he used to raise the dead” (duadévrac ... dviotn, Alcestis 127). They go on to explain
why Alcestis cannot—and why the dead must not—be resurrected: Asclepius used to raise the
dead “until the Zeus-flung striking-weapon of thunderfire took him” (mpiv a0tV eile

d16Porov/ mAfikTpov TLPOG Kepavviov, 128-129).%

1989, 204 that “Apollo would not wish to present Zeus as a maker of chaos.” That may be true; but in a discussion
of the impossibility of dvdotaocig, dvw te kai kdtw can hardly not evoke any notion of ‘up or downward’ turning,

8 Text and translations (where available) from the Alcestis here and in the following are taken from Parker 2007
nn. ad locc. The bolt of lighting is already mentioned in Apollo’s delineation of the events about to unfold (3-4),
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Accounts of Asclepius’ raising of the dead abound. While they differ in the question of
whom and how many he raised, they all agree that Zeus killed Asclepius for his attempts at
defying death. Like Euripides, Pherecydes speaks of a plurality of beneficiaries and uses an
imperfect denoting repeated action (fr. 35 Fowler: dviotn yap ioopevog tebve®dtag); the earliest
known version of the tale, however, in Pindar’s Pythian 3.54-58,” states that Zeus killed
Asclepius for resurrecting one man. These two versions are symptomatic of the situation in the
testimonies where Asclepius is said either to have brought many persons back to life—to the
point that Hades complained to Zeus about a shortage of deaths—® or, alternatively, a single
person. Among the testimonies for the latter scenario,* however, we repeatedly find long lists
with so many variants for the individual’s identity,” that, arguably, the idea of multiple

resurrections is re-introduced through the backdoor.*

but it is only here, at 127-129, that we learn why Zeus killed Asclepius. Seeck 2008 is right to emphasise Apollo’s
silence on Zeus’ reason for killing Asclepius, but I find it impossible to agree that the chorus, too, do not spell it
out. He insistently repeats the argument that the Alcestis suppresses (“verschweigt”) the cause of Asclepius’ death
lest the fact that Heracles returns Alcestis from the dead in the end raise uncomfortable questions (Seeck 2008: 13,
19, 36 and nn. on Alcestis 4 and 122-129).

¥ See below, p.000.

® Thus Diodorus Siculus 4.71.2, cf. Ovid Metamorphoses 15.535 (Edelstein&Edelstein 19451, T 4 and T 75); Diodorus
himself reads the story of Asclepius’ resurrections of the dead as an outgrowth of his reputation as a doctor who
could heal the sick against all expectation, see 4.71.1.

8 Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 I, TT 66-82, 84-86.

% Sextus Empiricus (Adversus Mathematicos 1.260-262) uses such a list to exemplify his claim that “particular
histories are both infinite, because of their great number, and without fixity, because the same facts are not
recorded by all respecting the same person” (ai 8¢ ye katd pépog iotopion dneipoi te d16 To TAROSG £lot, Kal o0y
£oT®oat 914 TO YN T& adTd Tepl Tod adTol Tapd oty iotopeicbat, 1.260) and goes on to discredit the story of
Asclepius resurrecting the dead: 00 toivuv tfig 0Utwc dnd Pevdois Unobéoews dpxopévng kal adie€ithtov Katd
TATB0G Kal TTpO¢ TV EKAoToL Tpoaipeotv petanAattopévng yévort dv Tig texvikr Oswpia (“Thus, of an
assumption which begins with a falsehood and is so multiform that it cannot be checked, and changes its shape at
each man'’s fancy, there can be no technical treatment”); transl. Bury 1949.

8 All the scholia on Pindar Pythian 3.96 (BDEGQ) Drachmann (T 73 in Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 1), for example,
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Notable in the present context is the testimony for the professed Eleusinian priest writing
under the pseudonym Amelesagoras (5" c., FGrH 333 T 3)*” who claimed that Asclepius had
resurrected Glaukos, son of Minos. It is not the only instance where this is attributed to
Asclepius rather than Polyidos.* Even if this is generally believed to be a later accretion to
Asclepius’ dubious anti-aristeia,” what very clearly emerges from this conflation is that the
similarity of Polyidos’ most famous deed to the workings of Asclepius was evident to several
ancient writers; that Polyidos, according to Hyginus and Apollodorus, ultimately revives the
child by imitating a snake, an animal very closely associated with Asclepius, may either have

facilitated or been a product of the conflation.” It is also conceivable that the confinement of

start by identifying the resurrected man of Pindar’s poem with Hippolytus: Aéyetar 8¢ 6 'AckAnmiog xpuoit
deleaoBeic dvaothioat TnnéAvtov TeBvnkdtar; but the majority (BEGQ) go on to list alternative identifications: ot
d¢ Tuvddpewv, Etepot Kamavéa, ol 8¢ TAadkov, ot d¢ "Opgikol Yuévaiov, and eventually add to that list
alternatives which themselves contain more than one person: Ztnoixopog d¢ £ni Kanavei kai AvkoOpywr ot 8¢ Sk
16 Ta¢ Mpotrridag idoaobat, oi 8¢ Sk T TOV Qpiwvar dVAxpxo¢ ST1 ToUE P1veidag idoato, @epekddrg 8¢ 8T1 ToUg £V
Aeh@oig Ovrokovtag dvaPilodv énoinoev. The list in the scholia on Euripides Alcestis 1 (2.216.16-217.5 Schwartz),
i.e. the play assuming a plurality of resurrections, starts from Pherecydes fr. 35 Fowler (see above p. 000), then
also assembles testimonia for resurrections of specific individuals: AtoAASdwpog 8¢ gpnot kepavvwdival Tov
AckANmOV émi i TOV InndAvtov dvaoctiioat, AueAncaydpag 8¢ 6t TAatkov, Haviaooig <6¢> 6t Tuvddpewv, ol
d¢ "Opgrkotl 611 “Yuévaiov, before reverting to voices vouching for a plurality of resurrections: Ztnoixopog d¢ £ni
Komavel kal AvkoOpywt, epekidng 8¢ £v tijL 1 tdv Totopiidv <did 10> ToU¢ év Aed@oic [@not] Oviiokovtag adtov
avaprdokery, @OAapxog d¢ S Tovg drveidag, TeAféoapyog O 1’ Qpiwva, oAvapxog 8¢ 6 Kupnvaiog did to Tag
TMpoitov Buyatépac avTov idcacbat [kepavvwdijval enowv].

8 Scholia on Euripides Alcestis 1, 2.216.17-18 Schwartz (see previous n.).

% E.g., schol. vet. BEGQ Pi. P. 3.96 (see above, n. 000); cf. further Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 I T 81 (Hyginus Fabulae
149), T 704a (Hyginus Astronomica 11.14).

% See Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 11, 42 n.73, 47 n.87, 51 n.100 (“At any rate, the Glaucus story has no original
relation with Asclepius.”).

%% Hyginus Astronomica 11.14 has Asclepius observe and imitate the snake to revivify Glaukos. On the snake as
Asclepius’ attribute or even his identification with a snake see Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 11, 227-231 and Ogden
2013, ch. 9 (ibid. 345-346 on Glaukos’ resurrection). Not mentioned in these accounts is Palaiphatos who in De
Incredibilibus 26 rationalises the ‘utterly ridiculous’ (mayyéAotog) myth about Polyidos revivifying Glaukos to the
effect that Polyidos treated Glaukos (who had a bowel irritation from drinking honey) with a cure he had learned
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Polyidos and the child in the tomb was interpreted as a form of incubation, a healing-method
well attested for the cult of Asclepius.”

While few ancient writers agree as to whom and how many Asclepius brought back to life,
there is an overwhelming consensus that it was Zeus who stopped him—smiting him with a
bolt of lightning—,” even though there is some variance as to Zeus’ motivation. As Ludwig
Edelstein observed,” the explanation of why Zeus killed Asclepius changed over time and is
closely connected with the question of the identity and number of those he resurrected. In
earlier versions of the myth Asclepius was punished for raising a specific individual such as
Hippolytus who had been slain by a god whose punishment Asclepius thus reversed; by the 5"
century BCE, however, a “moralistic interpretation” prevailed: “Zeus, the lord of men and the
preserver of the laws of nature, could not but punish him because he had violated the order of
the universe” (Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 I, 46). It is here that we reach a crucial point of
contact between the early discourse of Asclepius and the ‘New Polyidos’, where, as we have seen
such concerns are articulated repeatedly (ii.21, 34-36, 47-48).

It is not just the relation of human knowledge and the divinely sanctioned laws of physis
that plays a role in Polyidos, but equally the question of monetising that knowledge. As noted
above, Euripides pits Minos’ tyranny and wealth against Polyidos’ sophia and sunesis; perhaps

most acutely at ii.23-25:

from a doctor named Drakon.

1 See Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 1 TT 441-442; 11 145-158. An incubation of Polyidos, however not in connection
with Glaukos’ revivification, is attested in Pindar Olympian Ode 13.74-76 (on which see Carrara 2014, 21-23).

%2 See Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 1 TT 105-115.

%% See Edelstein&Edelstein 1945 11, 46-51.
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e

mAovteic T & dAAx ur| kel Evviévar (Polyidos fr. 641.1)
gv <1 yap SAPw<L> @avAdtnc éyylyvetat, (~Polyidos fr. 641.2)

nevia 8¢ copiav EAaye dix to ductuyéc (Polyidos fr. 641.3)

You're rich, but don’t think you understand the rest.
Ineptitude arises in prosperity,

whereas on account of disadvantage poverty has wisdom as its lot.

Variants of ii.25 circulated widely in antiquity, and, irrespective of its particular form,” it
stands in pointed contrast to the gnomic line which heads the account of Asclepius’ raising of a
dead man in Pindar’s third Pythian, an ode that probes the possibility of resurrecting the dead

and exposes its limits (3.54-60):%

GAAG k€pdet kat coia dédetar.

ETPATEV KAl KETVOV dydvopt piobdt
XPLOOG €V XEPOLV PAVELG

&vdp’ €k Bavdatouv kopioat

fon cAwkdta: xepol § Gpa Kpoviwv

plpaig 8t dugoiv Gunvodv otépvwv KaOeAev

* The attractive variant found in Clement, Stromateis 4.5.24.4, with cuyyevéc/Evyyevés in lieu of Suctuyéc, is the
preferred—and in my view still preferable—reading in most editions of the fragment to date, see
Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024: 26-27, comm. ad loc. The reading cuyyevéc/Euyyevég leads more naturally to
the reflections on physis in the immediately following lines, ii.26-30. For the proverbial nevia 8¢ cogiav EAaye—an
abbreviation of the Euripidean line according to Zenobios 5.72 (see ibid. koppatik®¢ tobto ék T@V Edpitidov
efAkvotan), see TrGF 5 app. ad loc.

% Text and translation: Race 2012. See the discussions of Young 1963, 27-68 and Pelliccia 1987.



36

WKEWG, alBwVv O KEPALVOG EVESKIUPEV UOPOV.
X1 T& €01kdTa TP
dapdvwv paotevéuey Bvataic gpaciv

yvévta to map moddg, olag eipev aioag.

But even wisdom is enthralled to gain.
Gold appearing in his hands
with its lordly wage
prompted even him to bring back from death a man
already carried off. But then, with a cast from his hands,
Cronus’ son took the breath from both men’s breasts
in an instant; the flash of lightning hurled down doom.
It is necessary to seek what is proper from the gods
with our mortal minds,

by knowing what lies at our feet and what kind of destiny is ours.

In Pindar’s account, Asclepius is not just punished for raising a dead man, but for having
accepted a bribe of gold to do so; the repetition of xepoiv (gold in Asclepius’, the thunderbolt in
Zeus’ hands) foregrounds the ill-fated exchange and points to the very different values at play
in human economy on the one hand and the divinely sanctioned workings of nature on the
other. As so often, the system of equivalence and interchangeabilty—itself a form of
analogising—on which any monetary economy is predicated poses a problem here.

Read against Pindar’s account of the Asclepius myth, the lines of the ‘New Polyidos” suggest

that Euripides’ Polyidos is determined to avoid any imitation of Asclepius, not least by
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emphatically rejecting Minos’ wealth and outspokenly dissociating it from any true knowledge

and wisdom. An explicit rejection of “wealth” already occurs at ii.13-14:

un ot 8idov cv mAodtov GvTl Thic ufic

Yuxic kakr| yap Kticic anoddchat Piov.

Don’t offer me wealth in exchange for my

life: to sell a life is a bad way to earn.

The editors may well be right not to put much weight on the difference between vy and Biog
in their translation—but what do the lines mean? In the first sentence, I take Polyidos to be
telling Minos not to offer him wealth in exchange for an act he knows will kill him, i.e. that will

come at the cost of his own uxn; we might compare Creon’s accusation against the guard at

Sophocles, Antigone 322:
Kal TadT € dpyvpwl YE TNV YPuXNV Tpodoig

and (you did) this (sc. let the forbidden burial happen), giving up your life for

money.

Here, too, accepting money for committing a capital crime is termed a sale of one’s Ypuyn. In
Euripides’ Alcestis, in turn, we find the idea of the {ux1 as an object of trade when the Chorus

say to Alcestis (461-462):
oL TOV aUTAC
£TAag éo1v GvTi 060G AUeTPat

Puxag €€ "Ada ...
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You dared to take from Hades your own husband in exchange for your life.”

Related is the familiar thought, repeated more than once in the play, of death as a debt (to
Hades/Plouton) we all have to pay.” Alcestis’ dealings with Hades, however, consist in an
exchange of one Yoy for another Ypuxf—her own for that of Admetus; Apollo’s attempts at
bringing money into the equation are emphatically rejected by Thanatos already at the
beginning of the play.”

In its gnomic generality, the New Polyidos’ contrived kakn y&p ktficic aroddcOat fiov (ii.14)
is more widely applicable; it is either a generalised restatement of Polyidos’ refusal to sell his
own Puxn or frames the reviving of Glaukos for money as a sale of a life, or both.

The new lines of the Polyidos strongly suggest that the myth of Asclepius looms in the
background of the play and that the seer, faced with the task of bringing Glaukos back to life, is
determined to distance himself from the action that earned Asclepius the wrath of Zeus. In all
likelihood, however, he would end up performing it in the play, and with success: if Euripides’
play ended as the mythographers would have us expect, Polyidos did bring the dead prince

back to life. Not unlike the Alcestis, Polyidos thus seems to invoke the example of Asclepius to

°® The expression &vti + possessive pronoun + Yoy (again of Alcestis’ Yuyr) also occurs at 282-284: £y¢ oe
npeoPedovoa kvl Th¢ éunc/ Yuxfic kataothonox e&¢ téd eloopdv/ Oviiokw (“1, giving you precedence, and
having, in preference to my own life, appointed you to see the light of day, am dying”); compare also 900-901,
with a numeral in lieu of the (implied) possessive pronoun: §6o & &vti wd¢ “Adng YPuxdag/ ... ovv av Eoxev (“Hades
would have had two souls together ..., instead of one”).

*7 Alcestis 418-9: ... yiyvwoke 8¢/ (¢ ndorv quiv katdaveiv d@eiletar; 782: fpotoic dmact katdaveiv d@eiAetar, cf.
Euripides Andromache 1271-1272; F 10 (Aegeus); for further parallels; Wankel 1983: 147-149. Admetos’ father
Pheres offers a clever variation at Alcestis 712 (quoted above n.000).

*® In the stichomythia of the prologue, Apollo attempts to convince Thanatos to let Alcestis live to old age, arguing
that this will come with a rich burial (56 kav ypadc 8Antat, mhovsiwg Tag@rostat); Thanatos sharply replies that
what Apollo is proposing is a law that benefits the rich (57 tpd¢ v éxdvrwv, @oife, Tov véuov tibrg), for “those
with means could buy death at an old age” (59 wvoivt’ &v oic mdpeott ynpatoi Oaveiv).
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question, but ultimately reinforce, the singularity and irreversibility of death—only then to
call it into question once more, as another person is wrestled from the grip of death.

It may be unsurprising that Asclepius plays an important role in discussions of the
boundary between life and death, but his close association with eschatological speculations in
poetry, and with their specific language traced here, is remarkable. Lucian of Samosata, never
not a perceptive critic, seems to have picked up this association: in his Alexander the False
Prophet, the eponymous impostor prophet declares a snake to be none other than the reborn
Asclepius and addresses it as 8i¢ tex0évta, 6te GANot dnag tiktovt’ dvBpwmor (14), a distorted
echo of the Odyssean Circe’s words which itself comments on death, (re)birth, singularity vs.

repetition.

6. Some conclusions and an eschatological postscript

The reading of the ‘New Polyidos’ which I have proposed above will contribute, I hope, to our
understanding of the new lines of Polyidos and help with the play’s contextualisation in Attic
drama and fifth-century philosophical discourse. In a close reading of two sections of the
papyrus, col. ii.15-16 and col. ii.26-30, I have adduced an array of texts in order to show that
the new lines of Polyidos reflect concerns with nature and human life and death that can be
traced across Euripides’ ceuvre.

Euripides is not a dogmatic thinker, and the reflections we find articulated by various
characters in what remains of his plays—a corpus now significantly enriched by the tantalising
verses of P.Phil.Nec. 23v—might not amount to any consistent or unified system of thought.
Remarkably, however, the tension between what is fixed and stable and the dynamics of
change that is at issue in the “New Polyidos” has been used to characterise Euripides’ own

position. In his discussion of this “lay poet’s” beliefs regarding the soul, Erwin Rohde said

(1925: 433):
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“But it was not given to him to settle down in any fixed set of opinions, all his convictions
were provisional, mere hypotheses adopted for the purpose of experiment ... When all
convictions were involved together in a state of perpetual change and instability, the
conception of the nature and being of the soul and its relation to the powers of life and death

could not alone remain in fixed and dogmatic certainty.””

seskok

The varied ideas on human life and death I have traced in the Polyidos may also shed new light
on the fundamental question of what, if any, thematic connection there might be between the
two plays represented on P.Phil.Nec. 23v, a matter already raised in the editio princeps. Space
does not permit me to offer any detailed arguments but I will sketch out a few suggestions in a
brief eschatological postscript.

In the editio princeps, the editors note that what we have in the New Euripides papyrus are
“two substantial excerpts from two Euripidean plays that do not represent an obvious type,
formally or thematically”, all the while noting that both excerpts “prominently feature a tomb
and both treat the topic of the proper pursuit and application of wealth” and suggesting that
both excerpts might stem from “scenes of great tension” (Gehad/Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein 2024:
5). We may add that in either play, the tomb in question very likely holds the remains of a
child, and that the great tension in either case arises among parents unwilling to accept the
loss of their offspring.

There is good reason to bring what else we know of the respective plays into our
consideration (as I have indeed done in the discussion of Polyidos). After all, to state the

obvious in simplest terms, the papyrus as we have it must be a fragment from a larger “whole”:

*® German original: Rohde $1921: 248.
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whoever wrote down these lines of Ino and Polyidos must have written more of them (the lines
from Ino do not have a title corresponding to MoAvidov at i.38, and the final sentence, ii.49-50,
is grammatically incomplete). In light of the ideas I have traced in Polyidos, it strikes me as

1% contains a reflection on the vicissitudes of life

remarkable that what we know as Ino fr. 415
that crucially hinges on comparison between humans and plants: the speaker not only claims
that human life is governed by the same kUkAog as “earth’s fruitful plants (kapmnipoig e yfig

@utoic)” (3) but describes its end with the metaphor of “being harvested” (5).""" As

Gibert/Trnka-Amrhein ((Interpretation) Year: p. xxx) point out, this latter expression may
well be “echoed” in our papyrus, .25 (= Ino fr. 419.4): &dudcOe T@vde dvctnvov Bépoc (“reap
these actions’ miserable harvest”).

Plutarch, in turn, in On the Delays of Divine Vengeance, offers a tragic quotation from a speech
of “Ino regretting her deeds” which editors have long connected with Euripides’ eponymous

play.'” The passage in question is worth considering in context (556a-b):'*

190 The 5 lines are quoted, with some variations, in Stobaeus 4.41.19, lines 3-5 are also found in a cluster of

quotations in the Plutarchan Consolation to Apollonius 104a-b. The first two of these quotations (Euripides,
Phoenissae 558 as well as Ino fr. 420.2-3) are presented as having been cited and discussed by Demetrius of
Phalerum. Ino Fr. 415.3-5 immediately follows on from these and in its turn precedes a truncated version of
Pindar Pythian 8.95-96 which omits the Pindaric énduepot at the beginning line 95.

'" Euripides, Ino F 415: &vacoa, ToAAoTG EoTiv &vOpddnwv kakd,/toic & dptt Ajyel, Toig 8¢ kivduvog uoleiv./

KUKAOG ydp a0TOG KapTipoig te Yiig utoic/ OvnTdv te yevedr tv uv abéetan Plog,/ Tdv 8¢ @Oivel te kal
Bepiletar maALv.

'% The attribution was first suggested by Valckenaer 1767, 173; a thorough argument in favour of the attribution,

which takes into account Plutarch’s acquaintance with the texts of Euripides more generally, is provided by Di
Gregorio 1980, 59-60; see Kannicht ad loc.

' Text and translation: de Lacy/Einarson 1959.
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(dote kabdmep tfig Tvodg dkovouev &v toi¢ Oedtporg Aeyolong, €@’ oig #8paoe

UeTapeAOUEVNG,

@iAat yuvaikeg, nd¢ &v €€ dpxiic d6uoug

ABdUaVTOG OlkNoatlUl TOV TETPAYUEVWY

dpdoaca undév; [Euripides, **fr. 399]

TadTA EKGOTOL TV TTOVNP@V TV PuXNV AvaroAelv év adtit kai dtadoyilecbat,
Q¢ av EkPaoca Thg uvAUNG TV GOIKNUATWY Kai TO cLVeLdO§ €€ £aUTiig

gkPalodoa kai kabapa yevouévn Biov GANov €€ apxf¢c frwoelev.

Hence, as we hear Ino say in the theatres, regretting her deed:

Oh, dearest women, would that once again
Within the halls of Athamas I dwelt

As one that had done nought of what is done!

so the thought that the soul of every wicked man revolves within itself and
dwells upon is this: how it might escape from the memory of its iniquities, drive

out of itself the consciousness of guilt, regain its purity, and begin its life anew.

Assuming that the lines are indeed from the Ino, I would not want to pass over the fact that
Plutarch glosses them as an articulation of Ino’s impossible wish “to live a second life from the
start” (Blov &AAov €€ dpxfig Prdoeiev). In other words, it is not unthinkable that the two plays
represented on P.Phil.Nec. inv. 23v are in fact juxtaposed because they share an interest in
human death and ways of reversing or averting it—or an interest in life and ways of extending

or doubling it.
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Many have felt an urge to connect the contents of the two plays, which both revolve, if in
very different ways, around the death of children and the parents’ reactions to their
bereavement, with the findspot of our papyrus: a tomb containing the remains of a woman and
a child. I shall resist the temptation to add to this. I will, however, simply point out that I
learned, from Basem Gehad’s presentation at the conference in June 2024, that another, still
unpublished, papyrus from the same excavation in the Philadelphia necropolis, P.Phil. Nec.
inv. 17, contains Iliad 11.666-73, from the speech by the old Nestor which features the famous

iteratum €10’ ¢ nPworut Bin 8¢ por Eunedog €in (670).'
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