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HYMN TO THE NYMPHS (AESCH. FRAGS. 168–168B RADT)
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AESCHYLUS’ FRAGMENTS 168–168b Radt (frags. 220a–c Sommerstein)
are preserved by three papyrus scraps found in Oxyrhynchus and pub-
lished by Edgar Lobel as P.Oxy. 2164.1 Fragment 1 (frag. 168 Radt) pre-

serves the mutilated remains of eleven lyric cola from the close of a choral ode
(lines 1–11) followed by the short run of anapaests that typically accompany the
entrance of a character (12–15). The indirect tradition indicates that this charac-
ter was Hera: her only recorded appearance on the Athenian stage.2 Judging
from its resonance in later authors, the scene must have become a famous one.3

No wonder: as the sources inform us, the goddess made a striking entrance in
the likeness of an ἀγύρτιϲ, a wandering priestess collecting alms for her devo-
tions to the nymphs of Argos.4 The rest of the fragment (lines 16–30) and the
smaller fragments 2 and 3 (frags. 168a–168b Radt) consist of a run of hexame-
ters in which the purported priestess praises the nymphs and details their powers
over humankind, with particular emphasis on marriage.
Initially attributed by Lobel to the Xantriai on account of a testimony in a

scholion to Aristophanes (Ran. 1344b Chantry), the papyrus was soon reassigned
by Kurt Latte to Semele or Water-Bearers (Ϲεμέλη ἢὙδροφόροι), a cogent con-
jecture now accepted by many.5 According to several ancient writers, when
Semele was pregnant with Dionysus, Hera came to her in disguise and tempted
her to ask Zeus to reveal himself to her in his divine glory, with predictably fatal

This paper owes much to many in its long journey to articlehood since 2009: two anonymous examiners; audi-
ences in Oxford, London, and Nijmegen; a small platoon of peer reviewers, which αἰδώς prevents me from quan-
tifying; and Ben Cartlidge, Vanessa Cazzato, Daniela Colomo, Thomas Coward, Lucy Jackson, AnnaMaganuco, and
Lucy van Essen-Fishman. Any remaining absurdities are due to my obduracy alone. Papyri and inscriptions are cited
according to the Checklist of Editions of Greek, Latin, Demotic, and Coptic Papyri, Ostraca, and Tablets (http://papyri
.info/docs/checklist) and the List of Abbreviations of Editions and Works of Reference for Alphabetic Greek Epigraphy
(https://aiegl.org/grepiabbr.html), respectively. The few unattributed translations are my own.

1. Lobel 1941. Photographs can be found in pl. I there and at www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/.
2. Hadjicosti 2006, 291, 295. On divine appearances in tragedy, see, e.g., Oranje 1984, 116–21; Parker

1999, 11–12; Hadjicosti 2006, 195–97.
3. Sommerstein 2010, 203.
4. Pl. Resp. 2.381d, from which derive Timaeus Platonic Lexicon α 4 Valente and Euseb. Praep. evang.

13.3.24; Ps.-Diogenes Letter 34.2 p. 248 Hercher.
5. Latte 1948, 47–54; see, e.g., Sommerstein 2008, 224–26; 2010, 202–3. Robertson (1983, 153–56) argues

for the earlier attribution to the Xantriai, which he sets in Argos; Radt (1985) retains it, too, and already Dodds
(1960, xxx–xxxi) was skeptical about Latte’s arguments. I reserve my own thoughts on the papyri and plot of the
Semele for a separate article.
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consequences.6 As Latte argues, Aeschylus’ play staged that version of the
myth, and the fragments of P.Oxy. 2164 represent the moment when Hera makes
contact with the chorus—probably formed by slaves of Semele—and enlists
their unsuspecting help to carry out her plan. The tattered scraps of the lyric verses
at the top of the fragment show the chorus to be concerned with Semele, with her
reputation and continuing good fortune (lines 8–11); they make an ominous
comparison with Hera (3); in the anapaests we find Semele, Zeus, and nuptials
(γάμων, 15) in disquietingly close proximity. By posing as a priestess of the
nymphs and advertising their broad powers in the sphere ofmarriage, Hera latches
on to the chorus’ concern and twists it in her favor so as to gain access to the prin-
cess and provoke her to cause her own downfall.
This article is concerned with Hera’s hexameters; specifically, with their rele-

vance to the reception, conceptualization, and reshaping of earlier poetic forms
on the tragic stage infifth-centuryAthens.Wewill argue, first, that the hexameters
are to be understood primarily as a hymn on the model of the archaic hexameter
hymn; second, that Aeschylus performs a deliberate and meaningful archaism in
recalling that ancient model rather than the lyric hymns that were current in his
time. Aeschylus thus emerges, not for the first time, as a poet of sophisticated en-
gagement with the multifarious inheritance of the poetic past and the debates of
the critical and creative present, “simultaneously a radical innovator/inventor,
and a deeply knowledgeable traditionalist, all at once: both a borrower and an
adapter of existing forms.”7 But let us proceed in order and begin from the text.

THE HEXAMETERS

The length of the hexameter piece cannot be calculated, but it was certainly not
short. There are fifteen hexameters from the beginning of the piece down to the
foot of the column in fragment 1; the next column must have had at least nine
(the length of frag. 2, frag. 3 preserving only seven), but there may have been
many more.8 Fragments 2 and 3 preserve respectively the left and right side
of a column. There is no direct evidence locating them at the same height, cap-
ping the same verses at either end, as Hans Joachim Mette conjectured, but
certain considerations of structure (which we shall examine below) support this
supposition.9 On similar considerations it is also plausible that the last line pre-
served by fragment 2 was the end, or near the end, of the hexameter piece.

The text runs as follows:

6. Diod. Sic. 3.64.3–4; Apollod. Bibl. 3.4.3; Luc. Dial. D. 12.2; Nonn. Dion. 8.181–6; Ov. Met. 3.269–74;
Hyg. Fab. 167.2, 179.2.

7. Griffith 2009 (quotation from p. 2). On Aeschylus’ engagement with nondramatic lyric and its genres,
see Griffith 2009, 14–18; and most recently Coward 2018; Swift 2018; Rawles 2018b.

8. One may get the impression from the photograph that frag. 2 represents the foot of a column, suggesting a
substantial lacuna before it. This cannot be verified on the original: the bottom of the fragment is stripped, and
there is no certainty that there was no ink where it now appears blank.

9. Mette 1958, 568; see Lloyd-Jones 1961, 16. I have attempted to verify his conjecture by examining the
horizontal fibers of the papyrus, but I cannot trace them across the two fragments. This is no proof against
Mette’s hypothesis: fibers are sometimes difficult to follow, and their continuity may have been interrupted by a
kollesis (the join between two sheets of the papyrus roll).
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νύμφαι νᾱμερτειϲ̃ κ⸤υδραὶ θεα⸥ὶ ̣αἱϲ̃ιν ἀγείρ⸤ω, frag. 1
Ἰν̣ά̣χου Ἀργείου ποταμου̃ παιϲιν̀ βιοδώροι⸤ϲ,
αἵ τε παρίϲτανται πα̃ϲιν βροτέοιϲιν ̣ ἐπ’ ἐργ[̣οιϲ
εν[̣ ] τε̣ ̣ καὶ̣ ̣ εὐμόλποιϲ ὑμ[εναίοιϲ
καὶ τ[ ν]εολέκτρουϲ ἀρτιγάμ[̣ουϲ τε 20
λευκο [̣ καλύ]μμ̣αϲιν ε[ὔ]φρονεϲ [
φω̃ϲ δεκ[ ]περ ὄμματοϲ ἐϲτ[
αἰδὼϲ γὰρ καθαρὰ καὶ ν[υ]μφοκ̣ό̣μο̣ϲ μέ[γ]’ ἀρί̣[̣ϲτα
παίδων δ’ εὔκαρπον τε[λ]έθει γένοϲ, οἱϲ̃[̣
ἵλ̣α̣ο̣ι ἀντιάϲουϲι μελίφ[ρονα] θυ̣μὸ̣ν̣ . .[ 25
ἀμ̣φότεραι, ϲύμεναι μ[
τρ̣αχεια̃ι ϲτυγεραί τε καὶ̣ [
ἀ]γχ̣ίμολοι· πολλὰϲ μεν[

]γον εὐναίου φωτὸ[̣ϲ
ϲ]έλαϲίν τε μίτραιϲ [ 30

. . .

10. The list draws amply on the ones in Wilamowitz 1921, 349 and n. 1 and Marcucci 2020, but unlike the
latter I only include fragments of at least one entire line. With fragments of a single line I have erred on the side

]ωϲ[ ]̣ο [̣ frag. 2
μέ]μφομα[ι

]λλαδιο [̣
] φρεϲίν· ε[̣

εὐ]δαίμων [ 5
χα]ίρετε με̣[
ἐ]κ ̣ Ζη̣νὸϲ δ[
εὔκλει̣[ά]ν θ’ [
Κάδμου ̣ τ’̣ ἀ [̣

]. . . υν̣οϲ[ frag. 3
]μα ̣ λέ̣λᾱκ[
]νό. οι̣ϲ̣ιν
]τι̣[̣ . ]ε φράζω̣
]. δέ̣χεϲθε· 5

]. . . ει·
]. . ·

(Frag. 1.16–30) Infallible Nymphs, glorious goddesses, for whom I collect alms, life-giving
daughters of the Argive river Inachus, who attend upon all mortal act[ivities], [ . . . ] and
we[ddings] with their happy music, and [ . . . maidens (?)] new to the bed of wed[lock],
white [ . . . v]eils [they are (?)] kindly, light [ . . . ] of the eye [ . . . ] For modesty is pure
and is by f [ar] the be[st] adorner of a bride, and a rich crop of children are born to those
whom [they] come to meet in propitious mood, w[ith] a plea[san]t spirit, goddesses who
come in two ways, [ . . . and also (?)] harsh, hateful, and [ . . . ] in their approach; many
women [ . . . ] of a wedded husba[nd . . . ] and with torches [and(?)] headbands [ . . . ]

(Frags. 2–3) I [b]lame [ . . . ] proclaim [ . . . in] the mind [ . . . ] ailments [ . . . ha]ppy [ . . . ] I
speak. [H]ail [ . . .] accept; from Zeus [ . . . ] and good repute [ . . . ] and of Cadmus [ . . . ]
(Trans. Sommerstein, adapted)

HEXAMETERS IN ATTIC DRAMA

Hexameter passages in Attic drama are more common than onemight think. The
Appendix (pp. 252–53 below) presents the examples known to me in tragedy
and comedy.10 I define “hexameter passages” as those cases where one or more
hexameters are, or can be reasonably conjectured to have been, a self-standing
set of verses that is clearly distinct from its surroundings, whether iambic or
lyric. Thus dactylic sequences equivalent to hexameters but interspersed with
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other verses in lyric odes fall outside the present discussion,11 as do also (for
instance) the hexameters in Euripides’ Phaethon, where the Herald switches
to trimeters inmid-sentence (frag. 773.66–73Kannicht5 lines 109–16Diggle).12

These collected examples show that hexameter passages in drama are mostly
mimetic, as it were: they recreate and reenact within the play those kinds of texts
that had an association with hexameters in “real life,” such as oracles (the single
largest category), riddles, didactic snippets, epic, hymns, and the like. Two pas-
sages are particularly apposite terms of comparison for the hexameters in frag-
ments 168–168b Radt. The first is a single line from Euripides’ Antiope
(frag. 182a Kannicht in Sext. Emp. Math. 10.315):

Αἰθέρα καὶ Γαια̃ν πάντων γενέτειραν ἀείδω

I sing of Heaven, and Earth the mother of all . . . (Trans. Collard and Cropp)

Given the verbatim coincidence, Philostratus the Elder probably alludes to
this very passage in his description of the εἰκών of Amphion singing to the lyre
(Imag. 1.10.3):13

ὁ δὲ Ἀμφίων τί φηϲι; τί ἄλλο γε ἢ τείνει τὸν νου̃ν ἐϲ τὴν πηκτίδα καὶ παραφαίνει τω̃ν
ὀδόντων ὅϲον ἀπόχρη τω̃ι ἄιδοντι; ἄιδει δὲ οἶμαι τὴν γη̃ν, ὅτι πάντων γενέτειρα καὶ
μήτηρ οὖϲα καὶ αὐτόματα ἤδη τὰ τείχη δίδωϲιν.

And what is Amphion saying?14 Certainly he keeps his mind intent on the harp, and shows
his teeth a little, just enough for a singer. No doubt he is singing a hymn to Earth because
she, creator and mother of all things, is giving him his walls, which already are rising of
their own accord. (Trans. Fairbanks)

The song which began with fragment 182a Kannicht may have developed
into a theogonic or cosmogonic narrative rather than remained focused on Earth
(and Aether), if it continued at all beyond the proem. At all events, the fragment
shows every sign of coming from a hexameter hymn embedded in the play and
probably performed, whole or in part, by Amphion in citharodic garb.15 Hexam-
eters were one traditional metre of citharodic performances; a metre, moreover,
which in a citharodic context seems to have been particularly associated with
proems such as ours (cf. ‘Terpander’ PMG 698 5 frag. 3 Gostoli; Timoth. PMG
788).16 Given Amphion’s status as almost the citharode par excellence, there is a

11. On lyric hexameters in drama, see Pretagostini 1995; Maganuco (2018) concentrates on the Sophoclean
examples. More generally, see Fraenkel 1917/18; De Martino and Vox 1996, 3: 1353–57.

12. The manuscript (Paris. Gr. 107B) splits each hexameter into two shorter cola (in this case a dactylic te-
trameter and an adonian), but this is a relatively common occurrence in tragic hexameters, both lyric (mostly)
and not (as here): see Maganuco 2018, 104–5 and n. 68.

13. λύρα is the term Philostratus uses throughout his description (seven times), except the one occurrence of
πηκτίϲ in the extract quoted here.

14. “The text is faulty. Probably the sense is ‘What do you say Amphion is doing? What else than keeping
his mind intent . . .?’ ” (Fairbanks 1931, 43 n. 3).

15. Wilamowitz 1912, 461; Power 2010, 213.
16. On hexameters in kitharodia, see Power 2010, 233–57, esp. 244–45. The other mythical singer who gets

a citharodic aria of his own in a tragedy—namely Thamyris in Sophocles’ play of the same name: cf. Ath. 1.20e,
Vita Sophoclis (test. A1 Radt) 5, Psellos (?) De tragoedia 12 with Perusino 1993, 91—also sings a hexameter
(frag. 242 Radt). On Sophocles’ Thamyris and its implications for the interaction of tragedy and kitharodia, see

of inclusivity, being aware that some may have been part of non-stichic structures. Marcucci’s volume appeared
after the (notionally) final submission of this article but before the proofs were produced; I am very grateful to
the author for sending it to me speedily and to the editors for allowing me to incorporate it.
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reasonable presupposition that a kithara or similar instrument was used (or was
represented as being used) in accompaniment to Amphion’s song,17 whether or
not Philostratus is referring specifically to a staging of the Antiope.
The other passage to be called to mind is a hexameter hymn to a “Phrygian

Queen” found in a fragment of Menander’s Theophoroumene preserved by PSI
1480.18 The details of the scene are unclear, but a sacrifice is underway and
someone is making the necessary arrangements. After a passage in iambic trim-
eters an unnamed character delivers six hexameters (lines 6–11) before the dia-
logue (?) switches back to iambics, which are interspersed with three further
hexameters (20, 22, 26) on the same subject as the first six:19

] βαϲίλεια μεγίϲτα
] ἐμ̣οὶ καὶ ϲειϲικάρηνοι
κ]ορ̣ύβαντέϲ θ’ ἁδυπρόϲωποι

θυ]ϲίαν κλειτάν θ’ ἑκατόμβαν
] θε̣ά Φρυγία βαϲ̣ί̣λ̣ε̣ι̣α̣ ̣ 10
]α ̣ τύμπανα μα̃τερ ὀρ[̣εία

χ]αι̣ρ̃᾽ Ἄγγδιϲτι 20

]. . ρ ὀλολυγμω̃ν 22

] νά̣παϲ βαϲίλεια 26

Queen almighty [ . . . ] and with heads atremble [ . . . ] and sweet-faced Corybantes [ . . . ]
sacrifice and hecatomb of splendour [ . . . ] goddess, queen of Phrygia [ . . . ] tambourines,
O [mountain] mother. [ . . . ] O hail, Angdistis! [ . . . ] joyful shouting [ . . . ] queen [in] tree-
clad valleys. (Trans. Arnott)

The Doric veneer, however inconsistent (cf. 7: ϲειϲικάρηνοι), suggests that
these hexameters were sung. Eric Handley connects our passage with a scholion
to Euripides (Andr. 103 Schwartz) mentioning τὰ ἐν Θεοφορουμένηι ἀιδόμενα
(“the [verses] sung in the Theophoroumene”), which lends additional support to
the inference from the dialect.20 Thus we have two examples of hexameter
hymns (although of a rather different kind from one another) performed in song
in classical Attic drama. We shall come back later to the possible significance
of singing for the hexameters of fragments 168–168b Radt. First, however, we
must develop an insight by Mette and examine the hymnic elements of the pas-
sage, in order to tease out further the generic implications—and complications—
of the hexameter form.21

17. Cf. the passage of De tragoedia cited in the previous note, and add the likelihood that in the Euripidean
play Amphion wore a fifth-century citharode’s costume: frag. 185.2 Kannicht with Power 2010, 213 n. 67.

18. First published by Bartoletti (1965) as two hymns from “a ἱερὸν βιβλίον composed and transmitted for
the cult of Cybele” (p. 10), reinterpreted by Pavese (1966) as a mime or a New Comedy play containing an
embedded hymn to Cybele, and persuasively assigned to the Theophoroumene by Handley (1969, 97–98).

19. I give the most recent text, that of Bastianini (2008).
20. Handley 1969, 98. The scholion had already been remarked in connexion with the fragment by Pavese

(1966, 69), who, however, did not suggest their identification.
21. Mette 1963, 142; see also Radt 1985, 283.

Wilson 2009, 59–79; on its metatheatrical and metamusical angle, see respectively Torrance 2013, 269 and
Weiss 2018, 47.
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HERA’S HEXAMETERS AS A HYMN

The genre with which our hexameters are most readily associated is that of the
so-called “rhapsodic hymns.” The label is admittedly dissatisfactory: the long-
standing opposition between “rhapsodic” and “real” or “cult” hymnswhich it un-
derwrites is to a large extent artificial, as recent studies have shown.22 I use the
phrase only as a convenient shorthand for the kind of hymnic poetry in hexam-
eters that we know for the most part from the Homeric Hymns and which is also
represented in the proems toHesiod’s Theogony andWorks andDays.23 From the
formal point of view, “rhapsodic” hymns (but much the same applies to hymns in
lyric metres too) typically fall into three sections: “satisfyingly enough”—as
Richard Janko put it—“beginning, middle, and end.”24 The transition from Be-
ginning to Middle usually hinges on a relative pronoun; that fromMiddle to End
is usually marked by a second-person address to the deity. An examination of
these formal features in fragments 168–168b Radt highlights the way in which
Hera’s hexameters set themselves within this tradition of “rhapsodic hymns”
while departing from it in a number of ways.
A hymn’s Beginning briefly introduces the deity, whose name is then ampli-

fied by epithets, appositions, participles, and the like.25 Normally the name is
in the accusative, governed by an expression that foregrounds the act of sing-
ing: “I sing” (Hymn. Hom. 12, 18, 27), “I shall sing” (Hymn. Hom. 6, 10, 15,
23, 30), “I begin singing” (Hymn. Hom. 2, 11, 13, 16, 22, 26, 28, cf. 9.8),
“Sing, O Muse” (Hymn. Hom. 4, 9, 14, 17, 20), and so forth.26 Our hexameters
too have a clearly delimited Beginning (lines 16–17) that introduces, identifies,
and extols the nymphs descended from the Argive river-god Inachus.27

However, two departures from common usage are evident. Firstly, the nymphs
are not in the acccusative, governed by a verb of singing or an equivalent expres-
sion, but stand on their own, either as a nominativus pendens with an implied εἰϲι
(as the third person παρίϲτανται at line 18 suggests) or, less probably, as a voc-
ative, while the first-person verb is embedded in a subordinate clause (16).28 This
anomaly is not unique, in that a similar opening with the verb of singing rele-
gated to a subordinate clause is found in Alcaeus’ hymn to Hermes (frag. 308
Voigt):

22. The distinction originates with Meyer (1933, 1–9) and is developed by Bundy (1972, 44–45) (to whom
the phrase “rhapsodic hymn” is due); Race 1990, 102–6; 1992, 19–31; Furley and Bremer 2001, 1: 42–43 (with
two important qualifications). The distinction is further qualified by Petrovic (2012, 155–68), and challenged
more forcefully—and rightly—by Metcalf (2015, 107–11). For a concise bibliography of recent studies on
Greek hymns, see Metcalf 2015, 107 n. 13.

23. On the proem of the Theogony as a hymn, see Friedländer 1914; Minton 1970; Janko 1981, 20–22. On
that of the Works and Days, see Meyer 1933, 38–39; Minton 1962, 197–200; Janko 1981, 22. On the largely
identical structure of the Homeric Hymns, see Janko 1981, 9–16.

24. Janko 1981, 9, whose terminology I adopt for the sake of clarity. On the function of this structure, see at
least Calame 2011.

25. Janko 1981, 10–11.
26. On such expressions in Greek hymns, see Race 1990, 104–5, and in greater detail Metcalf 2015, 130–41.

The emphasis on the singer and/or the act of singing is by no means limited to “rhapsodic” hymns: cf. Lasus
PMG 702; Pind. frags. 29, 89a Snell–Maehler; Pae. 2.1–5, 6.1–15, 127–31, 7b.1–22, 18.1–5; Soph. PMG
737(i).2, etc.

27. They have been identified with the Argive springs Amymone, Automate, Hippe, and Physadeia: Lobel
1941, 30. On the Danaid nymphs and their presentation by Aeschylus, see also Bachvarova 2009.

28. Nominative: Cantarella 1948, 114; Taplin 1977, 427. Vocative: Lasserre 1949, 144–45. See Radt 1985,
283.
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χαιρ̃ε, Κυλλάναϲ ὀ μέδειϲ, ϲὲ γάρ μοι
θυ̃μοϲ ὔμνην, τὸν κορύφαιϲιν αὔταιϲ
Μαια̃ γέννατο Κρονίδαι μίγειϲα
παμβαϲίληϊ

Greetings, ruler of Cyllene—for it is of you that I wish to sing: you whom Maia bore on the
very mountain-tops, having lain with Zeus, son of Cronus, king of all. (Trans. Campbell)

The second and more striking departure is the first-person verb itself. While
the opening words would lead the listener to expect a verb of singing, Hera
ends the line with a verb of . . . begging (16 ἀγείρω). The assonance between
ἀγείρω and the expected ἀείδω only amplifies the jarring effect, highlighting as
it does both the evocation of this hymnic trope and the forceful deviation from
it.29 While recalling the trope and indeed fulfilling it (because she is perform-
ing the hymn, whether in song or not), Hera—unlike the hymnic rhapsode—
elides her role in that capacity and instead introduces to the chorus the persona
she dons in the play.
The Middle (from line 18 onward) is opened by a relative pronoun, in ac-

cordance with tradition, although in our case—oddly—it is the second relative
of the piece, not the first (18 αἵ τε, not 17 αἵϲιν).30 In the longer Homeric Hymns,
the relative usually introduces an extended mythological narrative (which is also
standard in the hymnic output of lyricists such as Pindar), or sometimes a present-
tense description of the deity’s activities or powers, in which case one speaks
of a “descriptive” or “attributive” hymn;31 some of the longest hymns have
both.32 Here “epic” τε (18) signals the latter.33 The fragmentary lines from there
to where fragment 1 breaks off contain a description of the nymphs’ activities
and powers, which may have continued at some length in the next column.
However, when compared to most other “descriptive hymns,” the Middle of

the hexameters in fragment 168 Radt shows an important difference. While
hymns such as Hymn. Hom. Pan and Hymn. Hom. 19 and 27 depict the respec-
tive deities in a divine or at any rate nonhuman milieu, our hexameters depict
(and explicitly emphasize, cf. line 18) their relation to “all human activities”; es-
pecially, as we soon realize, those relating to marriage and childbearing.34

Among the Homeric Hymns a good comparandum is the hymn to Earth (Hymn.
Hom. 30). Like the corresponding section of Hera’s hexameters, the Middle of
this hymn (lines 2–16) starts from an extremely broad claim: Earth “nourishes

29. A similar strategy is employed in the opening line of the “Getty hexameters” (SEG LXI 755) published
by Jordan and Kotansky (2011), where ἀείδω is replaced instead by the magician’s ἐπαείδω.

30. See Janko 1981, 9–11. On the Greek “Relativstil der Prädikation” the locus classicus is Norden 1923,
168–76, who coined the phrase.

31. Respectively Minton 1970, 359–60, and Janko 1981, 11–12.
32. For a “descriptive” section in a primarily narrative hymn, see, e.g., Hymn. Hom. Ap. 2–13, 182–206;

Merc. 576–78; Ven. 2–44 (albeit with lapses into narrative).
33. Cf. Thomas 2011, 152, on ὅϲ τ’ at Hymn. Hom. Pan 2.
34. Arguably this focus of the Middle section also invites reinterpretation of βιοδώροιϲ at line 7. In its own

context, the epithet is naturally connected with the life-giving properties of water, especially given the reference
to famously πολυδίψιον Argos (Hes. frag. 128 Merkelbach–West in Strabo 8.6.7–8); indeed, a possible way to
account for the otherwise anomalous genealogy (the Argive spring-nymphs are usually said to be daughters of
Danaus, and thus only the great-great-great-great-granddaughters of Inachus) is simply to conceive the Argive
springs as daughters of the Argive river. But, with hindsight from the Middle, the compound can be read as a
reference to the powers ascribed to the nymphs in the sphere of marriage and childbirth.
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everything there is on the land, both all that moves on the holy land and in the
sea and all that flies: they are nourished from your bounty” (2–4, trans. West; cf.
line 17 of our fragment). The hymnist then asserts the goddess’ power to give or
withhold favor from mortals (6–7, cf. our 25–28) and elaborates in detail on the
fabulous consequences for the man who benefits of her generosity (7–16); there
is a striking verbal parallel with our fragment in the section about childbearing
(5 εὔπαιδέϲ τε καὶ εὔκαρποι τελέθουϲι ~ 24 παίδων δ’ εὔκαρπον τε[λ]έθει
γένοϲ).35 Other examples of human-focused hymnic Middles are found in the
prooemial hymn of the Works and Days (3–8) and a section of that of the The-
ogony (80–103), where Hesiod praises the all-encompassing powers of Zeus and
describes the Muses’ active patronage of singers and kings.36 Outside hymns
stricto sensu, a parallel worth noting is the aretalogy of Hecate in the Theogony
(429–49). In that passage, Hecate’s beneficial (and less beneficial) actions to-
ward men in the various walks of life are listed in detail together with the honor
she receives as a result.
In fragment 168Radt there is a good dramatic reason for this human focus.Hera’s

persona was that of a wandering priestess in search of donations: her interest in
stressing the all-encompassing importance of the divinities she served is obvious.
If the fragment does come from Semele or Water-bearers and Hera’s aim in this
scene was to gain access to the pregnant princess, the disguised goddess’ focus
on nuptial themes will have been especially apt to arouse the interest of the chorus,
Semele’s slaves, her primary audience in this scene. For the spectators, who were
privy to the priestess’ true identity and intentions, it will also have been laden with
tragic irony in her mention of marriage (lines 19–20)—which Semele’s tryst with
Zeus was not; of bridal αἰδώϲ (23)—which Semele surely lacked, at least from
Hera’s perspective; of the double-edged power of the nymphs (25–27)—which
Semele was going to experience to her detriment.37 No less ominously, Ἰνάχου . . .
παιϲίν (17) easily triggers a reminiscence of another daughter of Inachus: another
object of Zeus’ lust and of Hera’s vindictive wrath, Io.
The smaller fragments 2 and 3 (frags. 168a–b Radt) show one hint each of

coming from the End. Their respective position, as we saw, is conjectural,38

but it seems unlikely that fragment 2 may have been placed any further up than
this relative to fragment 3: although there are exceptions, such as Alcaeus frag-
ment 308 Voigt quoted above and perhaps also Pindar fragment 33c Snell–
Maehler,39 the hymnic salutation here instantiated by 6 χα]ίρετε typically (and,

35. The date of Hymn. Hom. 30 is unknown. Richardson (1974, 69) suggests that it is “perhaps the earliest
piece which may be influenced by the Hymn to Demeter,” but does not exclude a date in “a much later period”;
L’Homme-Wéry (1995) situates the hymn in Attica after Solon’s “liberation” of the land of Eleusis. The evi-
dence may be insufficient to pinpoint an allusion to that poem on Aeschylus’ part—or possibly the reverse,
if the hymn is classical rather than archaic—but the coincidence is remarkable and these two passages are
the only known occurrences of εὔκαρποϲ referring to human fertility before, presumably, Soph. frag. 847 Radt.
Especially if the hymn is Attic, direct influence should not be discounted. On the Middle of Hymn. Hom. 30, see
also Calame 2011, 343.

36. See Janko 1981, 20–22.
37. See Latte 1948, 50–51; Cavallone 1980, 96–101; Lucas de Dios 2008, 598; Sommerstein 2008, 227;

Bachvarova 2009, 302–3.
38. See p. 235 and n. 9 above.
39. On the Pindaric fragment, see D’Alessio 2005, 135–37, 148–49, contra Mingarelli 2003, 129.
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in “rhapsodic hymns,” invariably) opens the End and is the first imperative that
comes after the Middle.40

What suggests a part of the End in fragment 168b is δ]έχεϲθε, if it is the true
reading at line 5. A prayer for reception is sometimes found at the beginning or
at the end of a hymnic piece (cf. Pind. Pae. 5.45, 6.5, 6.181–82). This trope is
connected to a conception of the hymn as a gift or offering to the deity, which
the deity is requested to accept so as to create or sustain a bond of reciprocal
favor (χάριϲ) with the worshipper.41 The hymnic quid pro quo is made explicit
in the close of the Hymn to Earth which we just examined: πρόφρων δ’ ἀντ’
ὠιδη̃ϲ βίοτον θυμήρε’ ὄπαζε (18; cf. Hymn. Dem. 494; Hymn. Hom. 31.17). The
hymnic salutation itself is really no mere salutation, but is tightly linked to this
conception: the deity is asked to “take pleasure” in the song that he or she is
offered, and thus to accept it and look favorably on the worshipper as a result.42

In the surviving record the prayer for reception with δέχομαι is unattested in
hexameter hymns, unlike in lyric hymns (Pindar, just cited) and dedicatory
epigrams (cf. CEG 1.345; 3675 Paus. 5.24.3; 418), but Aeschylus may easily
have transferred it to the hexameter medium.43 Lastly, ἐ]κ ̣Ζη̣νόϲ (frag. 168b.7)
could potentially come from a prayer such as those often found in the hymnic
End (beside the three just mentioned, see Hymn. Hom. 6.19–20, 10.5, 11.5, 13.3,
15.9, 20.8, 22.7), with Hera asking the nymphs to grant the chorus (?) some boon
from Zeus (cf. Solon frag. 13.3 West, where the speaker asks the Muse for pros-
perity “from the blessed gods”).
A final caveat should be made. Although one would expect both χα]ίρετε

and δ]έχεϲθε to fulfil their regular hymnic function in fragments 168a–b, noth-
ing in the limited available evidence rules out a perverted use. As far as the
surviving text goes, both imperatives could also be addressed to the chorus.44

Hera would thus be greeting them and requesting them for actual reception
into the palace, as presumably was necessary for her to carry out her plan. On this
interpretation, the last three lines of fragment 168a (which seem to contain a
prayer) may have been an invocation of blessings on the house if its inhabitants
welcomed the supposed priestess and accepted her services. If it were so, the devi-
ation from the norm in the End would resemble the one we observed in the Be-
ginning, with the clear evocation of a norm highlighting the simultaneous and
dramatically forceful departure from it.
It can thus be affirmed that Hera’s hexameters evoke a number of hymnic

topoi and purposefully hark back to the “rhapsodic” hexameter hymn, in part
directly, in part in a meaningfully devious way.45 Yet this primary model does

40. Hymn. Hom. Bacch. 11; Ap. 545; Merc. 579; Ven. 292; Pan. 48; Hymn. Hom. 6.19, 7.58, 9.7, 10.4, 11.5,
13.3, 14.6, 15.9, 16.5, 17.5, 18.10, 12, 21.5, 22.6, 25.6, 26.11, 27.21, 28.17, 29.13, 30.17, 31.17, 32.17, 33.18;
Hes. Theog. 104; cf. Ion frag. 26.15 West. See Janko 1981, 15–16; D’Alessio 2005, 146.

41. See Pulleyn 1997, 43–55; Depew 2000, 59–65; Petrovic 2012, 155–56, 162–64.
42. See Keyßner 1932, 131–32; Bundy 1972, 49–53; Race 1992, 8–10.
43. On the reception motif in dedicatory inscriptions, see Day 1994, 55.
44. Sommerstein 2008, 233.
45. One wonders whether the verses which Callimachus devoted to the Argive nymphs in Aet. 3 (frags. 65–

66 Pfeiffer 5 Harder in P.Mil.Vogl. I 17, P.Oxy. 2211) had something to do with our fragment. Frags. 65 and
66.1–6 contain a description of contemporary ritual activity involving the respective springs, and frag. 66.7–
9 presents a clear hymnic End. No unambiguous points of contact can be found: χαίρετε is too stereotypical
an element to flag a direct reference, and the hymnic End is paralleled elsewhere in the Aetia. We cannot even
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not exclude other, more indirect references. Firstly, the metre may convey an
echo of wedding-song,46 which would tie nicely both with the subject-matter
of our hexameters and (if the play is indeed the Semele) their context and one
possible interpretation of the choral piece that precedes them (frag. 168.1–
15 Radt). Although what Hera sings is in no way a wedding-song, the sit-
uation and purpose of her interaction with the chorus makes it plausible that
hymenaean echoes are operative and deliberate, especially given the likely
evocation of that song-type in explicit terms—and with a nod to choral perfor-
mance—at line 17 (εὐμόλποιϲ ὑμ[έναιοιϲ). Hexameters are also a typical metre
of incantations (ἐπωιδαί),47 and wandering divines who solicited offerings—a
rather disreputable category, it seems—were sometimes bracketed with sorcerers
and their ilk.48 Some such texts contain, among other things, a list of the all-
encompassing powers of the respective deities or of the benefits that they
confer on whoever performs certain acts.49 So perhaps the metre and content
of the Middle of Hera’s hexameters echo this aspect of that kind of perfor-
mances, too.50 Finally, there are striking parallels with begging-songs, or
“begging-and-blessing songs,” such as PMG 848 and the Samian Eiresione;
the latter is for the most part in hexameters, and it resonates with the list of
blessings in exchange for donations that we see in the Aeschylean fragment.51

Hera’s disingenuous, manipulative act, then, commingles different kinds of
songs and their different effects. It conveys a flavor of the merry wedding songs
that so suit the chorus’ fantasies about Semele’s marriage with Zeus, and of the
yearly songs which promised all good fortune in exchange for gifts; perhaps also
a reminder, for the audience, of the less agreeable connotations of the persona
which the goddess dons in this scene. And as the parallels from structure, content,
and diction examined above make clear, the primary referent being evoked is

tell whether the entire aition was framed as a hymn from the beginning or only so construed in retrospect from
the hymn-like conclusion. It should still be noted that the surviving earlier part can be understood as a “descrip-
tive” Middle with a sustained human focus, although one with a heavy Callimachean slant. Bachvarova (2009,
291) mentions Call. frag. 66 in her discussion of Aeschylus’ hexameters but refrains from positing a direct link.

46. I owe this point to Esmée Bruggink and André Lardinois. Several fragments of Sappho with a more or
less overt matrimonial theme are in hexameters (frags. 104(a), 105(a), (c), 106, and perhaps 107–9 Voigt). On
the performative complexity of Sappho’s “epithalamian” songs, see Power 2019, esp. 86–91; the editors’ for-
bearance allows me to add a reference to Faraone 2020, 318–27 on Sappho. Hunter (1996, 16) connects Erinna’s
choice of metre for her Distaff to the Sapphic antecedent, “a bitter variation in the same metre for what is a rather
different kind of ‘farewell.’ ”

47. The best-known examples today are probably the “Getty hexameters” (SEG LXI 755) and the related
texts that had been found on tablets in Himera (SEG L 1001, ed. pr. Manni Piraino 1976, 693, 697–98; see Jor-
dan 2000a), Selinus (SEG LIX59 1125–26, ed. pr. Rocca 2009, 23–30), Locri Epizephyrii (SEG XLIX 1360, ed.
pr. Costabile 1999, 42–53; see Jordan 2000b, 96–101), and Phalasarna (I.Cret. II 19.7 5 SEG XLII 818, ed. pr.
Ziebarth 1899, 129–32; see Jordan 1992). An overview of these and similar texts in Rocca 2009, 31–43, 45–48.
On the Getty hexameters, see Faraone and Obbink 2013 and the first part of Antonetti 2018a. On ἐπωιδαί as a
genre, see Furley 1993. Needless to say, hexameters were also the typical metre of Orphic material, from epic
narratives and hymns to the golden lamellae that accompanied the faithful into the grave. These, however, seem
to have even less in common with frags. 168–168a Radt.

48. Hippoc. Morb. sac. 1 juxtaposes μάγοι τε καὶ καθαρταί καὶ ἀγύρται καὶ ἀλάζονεϲ; see also Aesch.
Ag. 1273 (with Fraenkel 1950, 3: 591); Soph. OT 387–9; Pl. Resp. 364b–365a; and compare the rapacious
χρηϲμολόγοι of Ar. Pax 1052–126 and Av. 959–91. On ancient Greek ritual begging and its practitioners, see
Robertson 1983; Giammellaro 2012; Serafini 2016.

49. E.g., “Getty hexameters” 2–5, cf. 38–40, 50.
50. On “magic” utterances in Aeschylus, see Griffith 2009, 24–25.
51. See Palumbo Stracca 2014a; 2014b; 2017; Budelmann 2018, 255–60 (quotation from p. 255). The

Samian Eiresione is preserved by the Vita Homeri Herodotea: West 2003, 394–97.
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the “rhapsodic hymn”; not simply transplanted from “reality” into tragedy, of
course, but recreated, adapted to context, even distorted in a few significant ways
while maintaining the clear imprint of the model—without which, indeed, the
distortions would lose their potency.52

Granting the qualifications just given, then, Mette and Radt’s use of the word
“hymn” with reference to Hera’s hexameters is justified. Without prejudice to
either wedding songs (to which we shall return) or magic spells, the continuation
of this article explores the implications of Aeschylus’ elaborate reference to the
tradition of “rhapsodic hymns” in fragments 168–168b Radt.

GENERIC ARCHAEOLOGY (1)

Hexameter poems with religious content (broadly intended) are attested in the
late Archaic and Classical periods. TheHomeric Hymn to Hermes dates from the
late sixth century or the early fifth; other Homeric Hymns have been assigned to
the fifth century altogether (Pan, 20, 31, 32).53 Variously dated to the late sixth
or early fifth century but earlier than theHomeric Hymn to Demeter according to
some (so earlier than the early sixth century) is a hymn to Demeter that its anon-
ymous commentator attributes to Orpheus (frags. 387–89, 392–93, 396–97
Bernabé inP.Berol. inv. 13044).54 TheOrphic text preserved by the commentary
in the Derveni papyrus (Bernabé II/3 171–269) can perhaps be called hymnic;55

the papyrus probably belongs in the late fourth century, but the hexameter text
may be as much as a century older.56 The ἐπωιδαί found in the “Getty hexam-
eters” and other lead tablets, spanning the period from the mid-fifth century to

52. On the issue of genre as pertaining to archaic Greek poetry, see most recently the papers in Foster,
Kurke, and Weiss 2019a, especially the introduction (Foster, Kurke, and Weiss 2019b) and Ford 2019. As Ford
shows, there is no question in reality of “pure” genres which then become “mixed” as a sort of degradation; the
construction of a genre—what he terms “generification”—is an ongoing, active process from the beginning. A
logical consequence is that a song-type does not somehow lose a grasp on its identity by absorbing elements
from other song-types normally connected with other contexts or practices. Tragedy, with its openly but intri-
cately mimetic nature, creates a further complication. On the one hand, in order for mimesis to be effective, the
object represented or enacted needs to be discernible; on the other hand, tragic mimesis is never straightforward,
and this is powerfully true of tragedy’s absorption and reelaboration of lyric genres, as Weiss (2019) emphasizes—
generic malleability squared. Yet for this very reason the dramatic recasting of a nondramatic form—even when
that form is as regimented and distinctive as that of the “rhapsodic hymn” and is evoked as clearly as it is in frag.
168 Radt—is on a continuum with the dynamic variety that belongs to the non-dramatic instantiations of that form.

53. Janko 1982, 140–43, 184–85, with earlier bibliography; Thomas 2011, 169–71; West 2012, 240. Janko’s
methodology has been challenged by Jones (2010) and Rodda (2016); I do not presume to judge the statistical ques-
tion, but Janko’s dates ofHymn. Hom. Merc. and Pan are among those least reliant on his statistics, and a date in or
near the fifth century has been commonly accepted for both hymns both before and after his work. Thomas (2020,
1–23) dates Merc. to “c.450, with a considerable margin of uncertainty on either side” (p. 23) and a terminus post
quem of 522, the date of Hymn. Hom. Ap.; Cannatà Fera (2021, 158–61) places it “al sesto secolo, o al più tardi ai
primi decenni del quinto” (p. 161) because Pindar alludes to it.

54. Ed. pr. Buechler 1907; see most recently Currie 2012 ~ 2016, 79–104 (arguing that it is a source for
Hymn. Hom. Dem.).

55. The bare text of the papyrus was first published clandestinely twenty years after its discovery in ZPE 47
(1982), in the unnumbered pages after 300; the official critical edition with introduction, translation, and com-
mentary is Kouremenos, Parássoglou, and Tsantsanoglou 2006. Janko (2001, 1–15) argues that the author of the
commentary is Diagoras of Melos.

56. Kouremenos, Parássoglou, and Tsantsanoglou 2006, 8–10.
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the tail end of the fourth, are also a ritual text of sorts.57 Also from the fourth
century dates a curious devotional poem inscribed by the nympholept Pantalces
in his cave near Pharsalos (I.Vallée Enipeus 73).58 There must have been other
examples of which little or no trace remain, and of course there were going to be
more in the Hellenistic era, from most of the Hymns of Callimachus to Theoc-
ritus 22 and the anonymous Epidaurian hymn to Asclepius.59

Most of these texts bear no significant formal similarities to “rhapsodic
hymns” beyond the use of the hexameter. The exceptions are the latest few of
the Homeric Hymns—and at least Hermes, the only one among them that can
be dated with some objectivity, belongs early in the century, if not slightly earlier
still—and the “Orphic” hymn to Demeter, which is quite possibly older than
Aeschylus’ lifetime. The other, later texts have little in commonwith the hexam-
eters of fragments 168–168a Radt except the metre. Unless the surviving mate-
rial deceives us much, the prevalent medium for hymnic poetry in the Classical
period (and certainly in Aeschylus’ days) was lyric, mostly performed by cho-
ruses. The Homeric Hymns themselves have comparatively little resonance in
fifth-century Athenian texts.60 Pindar’s cult poetry—on the narrowest possible
definition of “cult poetry,” and discounting anything that may not have made
it to Alexandria—amounts to one book of Hymns, one of Paeans, two of Pro-
sodia, and two or three of Parthenia. Simonides had at least one book apiece
of Hymns, Paeans, and Prosodia; ditto Bacchylides. The output of these three
poets alone dwarves what little we know of equivalent poetry in hexameters.
Add the compositions of the many minor lyricists whose names we sometimes
know but little of which has come down to us, and the picture of lyric’s dom-
inance over hexameter in songs for worship becomes even starker.
The significance of Aeschylus’ choice of the hexameter for the hymn to the

Nymphs becomes correspondingly clearer. As far as the evidence allows us to
go, the generic model which he recalls and recasts is specifically the older
model offered by the Homeric Hymns and by the other rhapsodic προοίμια
such as Hesiod’s. Not the lyric hymns that were mostly sung in the public wor-
ship of his day, and with which tragedy engaged extensively,61 nor whatever
hexameter compositions were used in Orphic or other cults; rather, a specific
poetic form which had been prevalent in earlier centuries but which was on the
wane in the fifth. What Aeschylus can be seen to perform is an operation of
conscious archaism that eschews the common stuff of the tragedian’s own pre-
sent in favor of pointedly more ancient material. On the surface, this seems

57. See p. 243 and n. 47 above. On the date of the Getty hexameters, see Bremmer 2013, 25 (earlier than
the destruction of Selinus in 409 BCE but later than Eur. Hec., from which it appears to borrow a rare com-
pound—if indeed the borrowing goes in that direction); Tribulato 2018; Antonetti 2018b, 111–16 (the in-
scription belongs early in the fourth century, and moreover it is unlikely to come from Selinus, where it
was commonly located since the ed. pr.).

58. Ed. pr. Giannopoulos 1919; see further Decourt in I.Vallée Enipeus ad loc. and Larson 2001, 16–18.
59. SEG XXX 390, ed. pr. Mitsos 1980; see also the commentary in Wagman 1995, 226–36.
60. The two main exceptions are Thuc. 3.104.4–6, where the historian quotes two passages from Hymn.

Hom. Ap., and Sophocles’ Ichneutai, which presupposes Hymn. Hom. Merc.; see Vergados 2013, 79–86; Thomas
2020, 20–22. For other possible cases, see Faulkner 2011a, 196–99; Clay 2016.

61. On tragedy’s engagement with lyric, see most recently Swift 2010; Rodighiero 2012; Andújar, Coward,
and Hadjimichael 2018; Weiss 2018.

TRAGIC HEXAMETERS AND GENERIC ARCHAEOLOGY 245



quite appropriate for a tragedy set in the remotest mythical past. It is also ap-
propriate to a character’s solo performance, given that cult poetry in lyric me-
tres was mostly choral.62 But let us also remember the speaker and the context:
the lines are uttered by the queen of the Olympian gods in her only recorded
appearance on the tragic stage.63 The effect may have been one of uncanny
archaism, unsettling and somewhat incongruous in its dramatic situation yet
appropriate to the priestess’ true identity.
Such generic archaeology is far from unique in the fifth century. There are ex-

amples even before Aeschylus; but let us start from Euripides. Take the prologue
of the Andromache. After a short but remarkably explicit preparatory mono-
logue in iambics (91–102), the heroine laments her woes in elegiac couplets
(103–16). This is the only monody in elegiacs in surviving Attic drama, and Eu-
ripides’ choice of metre has puzzled commentators. Denys Page speculated that
Andromache’s lament represents a survival of an earlier Peloponnesian tradition
of elegiac lament in Doric, whose output sadly vanished without a trace.64 Ewen
Bowie has recently drawn a connection with the lost narrative elegies of the
sixth-century poet and virtuoso of the aulos, Sacadas of Argos.65 In his recon-
struction, Sacadas may have composed an Ἰλίου πέρϲιϲ with which both An-
dromache’s monody and, later, the Argive elegiacs of Callimachus’ Baths of
Pallas can be conjectured to have engaged.
Yet, in the context of this study it is more interesting to recall two arguments

that were proposed by Thomas Rosenmeyer and (before he turned to Sacadas)
by Bowie himself. Rosenmeyer argues that Andromache’s elegiac lament de-
rives from a recently-drawn connection between the term ἔλεγοϲ, which in his
view originally designated a mournful tune or song, and the elegiac metre
(ἐλεγειο̃ν): “The first scholar poet, Euripides, acted upon the combination,
and in the Andromache wrote a piece in elegiac couplets which was designed
to invoke the shades of the early elegos of whose form he had himself no in-
kling.”66 Bowie has the semantics the other way around: in his view, ἔλεγοϲ
originally indicated elegy as ametrical form, but in the late fifth century the word
was given a folk-etymological meaning, “sung lament,” and Euripides presented
this combination on the stage.67

Both of these hypotheses cast Andromache’s elegiacs as an active, self-
conscious exercise in literary history. Which of the two is truer matters relatively
little provided that their common premise stands: that there was not a particular
association between lamentation and elegy in archaic times. And really there was
not. Archaic elegy encompassed a broad variety of themes, and as far as our evi-
dence goes, lamentation was a minor one at best. There is no archaic corroboration

62. I owe this point to Vanessa Cazzato.
63. Hadjicosti 2006, 291, 295.
64. Page 1936, 215–17. Page’s theory has had a long afterlife in spite of frequent skepticism; among recent

contributions, see Faraone 2008, 127–37 and Nobili 2011, with bibliography.
65. Bowie 2014, 47–51. The narrative character of Andromache’s elegiacs is also emphasized by Lulli

(2011, 14–18).
66. Rosenmeyer 1968, 225.
67. Bowie 1986, 24–27.
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for the later idea that lament was foundational to elegy.68 Euripides, then, is not re-
flecting or perpetuating an elegiac continuum, but (re)creating the past according to
contemporary ideas about it. In his time, elegies were not generally mournful, nor
were dirges generally composed in elegiacs, any more than either of these things
had been the case in the sixth and seventh centuries. On this interpretation, in the
Andromache Euripides appropriated the newly “discovered” connection between
elegiacs and lament and projected it onto a mythical time—by definition, the time
of the true origins of things—while enacting it on the stage.
One could also compare, again, the scene of the Antiope discussed above: “a

primal citharodic scene” where “the first mortal citharode” Amphion charms an
enthralled audience with a song on—fittingly—the beginnings of the world (frag.
182aKannicht), and the supernatural power of those songs is sanctioned at the end
of the playwith a prophecy byHermes, the very inventor of the lyre (frag. 223.119–
26Kannicht).69 No recreation of a lost poetic or musical past there, but the sense of
literary history being staged—the aetiology of kitharodia as an art form—is pow-
erfully present; one is reminded of the citharodic genealogy, as it were, asserted
much more explicitly by Timotheus at the end of the Persians (PMG 791.221–
33: πρω̃τοϲ Orpheus, then Terpander, νυ̃ν δέ Timotheus).70 If the interpretation
of fragments 168–168bRadt proposed in this article is correct, Aeschylus had done
something quite similar to both these Euripidean plays in the Semele some decades
earlier, with Hera performing not a lyric composition like the typical hymns of her
time, but a hymn in the old, “Homeric” style. The possibility of playing on the
epithalamian overtones of the hexameter and on Eiresione-like resonances will
have been one more reason for this choice, or at least a positive side effect.
There is another similar case of generic archaeology, one closer in time to Aes-

chylus: namely Bacchylides 18, which patently echoes drama with its repeated
exchange between a single character (however represented in performance)
and a group. It has been suggested that the ode is an inheritor of the supposed
ancient form of dialogic dithyramb from which drama was said to derive (Arist.
Poet. 4, 1449a),71 or that it anticipates the dramatic turn of some later dithyram-
bographers, whose poems “approximated to the character of opera,” in the words
of Sir Richard Jebb,72 or again that it is influenced by tragedy or in competition

68. The dispute on this topic continues, and the bibliography is vast. See lastly Faraone 2008, 132–37; Nagy
2010; Lulli 2011, 12–20; Budelmann and Power 2013, 12–13, 16–17, with plentiful references to earlier schol-
arship. Faraone and Nagy firmly believe in archaic lamentatory elegy; Lulli agrees with Bowie (1986, 24–27)
that elegy was not originally lamentatory, and persuasively identifies the aulos as the point of contact between
elegy and threnody, which allowed the two to be overlapped in the late fifth century (pp. 18–20); Budelmann and
Power argue that there was indeed a lamentatory strand of elegy since archaic times, but that it was “only one
strand, in fact not the most prominent” (p. 13), and that Bowie’s argument on Euripides’ active foregrounding of
it still has merit. Lamentation is in evidence in the epigram carved on the late sixth-century Ambracian
polyandrion, on which see the insightful analysis by Estrin (2019); whether this represents the fabled archaic
lamentatory elegy transposed onto stone, or an early attempt at a Kreuzung between sepulchral epigram and el-
egy, or a sepulchral epigram so long that it reads like an elegy to the modern critic, I do not presume to know.

69. Power 2010, 213 (to whom the quotations belong); see pp. 237–38 above.
70. On this passage and its import for Timotheus’ poetics, see LeVen 2014, 97–101.
71. Blass 1898, lx.
72. Jebb, 1905, 233–34 (quotation from p. 234). See also Duchemin in Irigoin, Duchemin, and Bardollet

1993, 40–41.
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with it.73 But a better explanation comes from Luigi Battezzato, who sees in it a
reconstructive archaism such as has been identified in Andromache’s elegiac
lament and such as we will attempt to highlight further in Hera’s hymn to the
nymphs: “offering the audience some sort of dithyrambic tragedy, as if he
wanted to provide a reconstruction of the origin of tragedy from dithyramb.”74

If the notion that drama arose ἀπὸ τω̃ν ἐξαρχόντων τω̃ν διθυράμβων is not
Aristotle’s own invention but was already current in some form in the early or
mid-fifth century,75 then Bacchylides can be seen as rolling back this account
of the development of drama and cleverly setting his proto-dramatic dithyramb
not only in the past of myth but also in that of literary history.

PERFORMANCE

Before proceeding to the final section we must tackle the issue of the perfor-
mance of our hexameters. They are commonly assumed to have been sung.76

This is a reasonable supposition, yet nothing in the text itself demands this con-
clusion. The two ostensibly Doric forms in the hymn, νᾱμερτειϲ̃ (frag. 168.16)
and λέλᾱκ[ (168b.2), are both attested also in the spoken parts of tragedy and
are thus indecisive.77 Whoever wrote a longum over the respective alphas in
our papyrus presumably took them for Doric, but one reader’s assumption about
dialect—which may or may not have been based in sound scholarly tradition—
has no necessary bearing on the original performance. On the other hand, in the
hexameters there is nothing that is not compatible with the stylized Doric veneer
of tragic lyric: the absence of clear Doric features is balanced by an identical ab-
sence of clear Attic features. Fragment 168.28 πολλαϲ (unaccented on the papyrus)
can be either the accusative plural πολλάϲ or the Doric genitive singular πολλα̃ϲ.78

The text preserved by the papyrus is altogether inconclusive.
The hypothesis of lyric hexameters is rendered attractive by the fact that cult

poetry in fifth-century Greece seem to have been generally sung rather than
recited. Both of the embedded dramatic hymns discussed earlier (Eur. frag. 182a
Kannicht and the one inMenander’sTheophoroumene) were probably performed
as song, at least the first of them with purposeful instrumental accompaniment.
The arguable echoes of wedding-song in our hexameters also support this view:
hymenaeans and epithalamians were composed for singing, not for recitation.

73. On this and the preceding points, see Vox 1982, 134–35 and nn. 14–16. For Ode 18 as a response to
tragedy, see Burnett 1985, 117, 121–23; Zimmermann 1992, 96–97, 100; Calame 2013, 349.

74. Battezzato 2013, 96.
75. This is, obviously, a big “if.” Some corroboration may come from the later, “operatic” dithyrambs ref-

erenced by Jebb, such as Philoxenus’ Cyclops or Galatea (PMG 815–824, 966 5 frags 1–714 Fongoni, see
Ferrin Sutton 1983; Fongoni 2014, 97–115): they too, on this hypothesis, may be exploiting this conceit to fuse
narrative and dramatic elements. (A different reading in Power 2013, who argues for an engagement with the
citharodic nomos instead.) The date of Bacchyl. 18 is not known; Severyns (1933, 56–59) places it in the period
between 490 and 474 (see also Barron 1980, who explores the political implications of a date in the 470s), but
Maehler (1997, 211–14), after Merkelbach (1973), argues for 458.

76. See, among others, Lobel 1941, 27; West 1982, 128; Radt 1985, 283; Taplin (1977, 427) is more cau-
tious (“Hera chants or sings”).

77. Aesch.Pers. 246 ναμερτη̃; Soph. Trach. 173 ναμέρτεια;Εur.Hipp. 55 λέλακεν;Hec. 678 λέλακαϲ, 1110 λέλακ᾽;
cf. Ar. Ach. 410 λέλακαϲ (paratragic). See Björck 1950, 128–29, 230, 280–84; more broadly, Willi 2019, 101–5.

78. The absence of a longum on alpha need not signify that the form was felt to be unproblematic, i.e., Attic.
In the choral ode that precedes Hera’s hymn, none of the identifiable Doric alphas (2 ἀλοιφα̃[ι], 7 βιοτά,
9 [C]εμέ̣λαϲ) is marked by a longum.

248 ENRICO EMANUELE PRODI



Begging-and-blessing songs likePMG 848 and the SamianEiresione, whichAes-
chylusmay havewished to echo in delivery as well as in content, similarly seem to
have been sung or chanted. But the surviving portions of our hymn to the Nymphs
fail to provide evidence that the same is true of it. Conversely, two facts can be
thought to militate against this hypothesis: that there is no other certain example
of an actor’s monody in Aeschylus,79 and that P.Oxy. 2164 writes the hexameters
stichically, whereas lyric hexameters—unlike their spoken counterparts—tend
to be split into two cola each in ancient and medieval manuscripts of tragedy.80

But neither of these objections is definitive. Firstly, the principle of “einmal heißt
keinmal” should not be pressed too far. As for the second point, the correspon-
dence between colization and mode of delivery is not without exceptions in the
manuscript transmission.81While sung delivery is undemonstrable on the existing
evidence, it remains at least possible. Following on from the previous section, the
implications that this hypothesis has if true are worth exploring. It is to this brief
exploration that the final section of this article is devoted.

GENERIC ARCHAEOLOGY (2)

The argument made by Rosenmeyer and Bowie on the elegiacs in Euripides’
Andromache actually goes some way beyond what we have argued so far for
the hexameters in Aeschylus fragments 168–168b. If either of those scholars is
correct, in Euripides’ case it is not simply a matter of archaism—of recalling a
known but outdated aspect of the past over the equivalent aspect of the pre-
sent—but of (re)constructing a past which is not known or remembered with
certainty; indeed, a past which may never have existed in the first place. If our
hexameters were sung rather than recited, then the two cases become closer.
What sort of delivery “rhapsodic” hymns such as the Homeric Hymns may

have been destined to in fifth-century Athens is not known with certainty. If
they were publicly performed at all, it stands to reason that the normal medium
will have been the same as that of other hexameter poetry in such contexts,
namely, recitation.82 In this connection we should recall the concept that Greg-
ory Nagy calls “diachronic skewing.”83 This is the process whereby terms that
were true, or were conceived as being true, at an early, foundational stage of a

79. Taplin 1977, 427. The Bassarids certainly featured Orpheus singing (frag. 23 Sommerstein 5 frag. 23.1
Radt 1 trag. adesp. 144 Kannicht–Snell), which could provide the desired parallel; yet a fragment in the same
metre must be assigned to the chorus (frag. 23a Sommerstein 5 frags. 23.2 1 341 Radt), which suggests a lyric
exchange like, e.g., that between Cassandra and the Argive elders in Ag. 1072–177 rather than a true monody.

80. I owe this point to Anna Maganuco.
81. The hexameters in Euripides’ Phaethon must have been spoken not sung, since the Herald switches to

(surely spoken) iambic trimeters in mid-sentence, yet the Paris palimpsest splits them into two (see above,
p. 237 and n. 12). Conversely, PSI 1480 writes the hexameters in the Theophoroumene stichically while schol.
Eur. Andr. 103 Schwartz suggests that they were sung, or at least regarded by scholars as sung. Similarly, the
hexameters at Ar. Pax 1270, 1273–74, 1276, 1282–83, 1286–87 are repeatedly said to be sung (cf. the forms
of ἄιδω in the surrounding dialogue: 1267–68, 1271, 1278, 1285, 1289, 1297, 1300, 1303), yet the manuscripts
write them out stichically like the epic verses that they are. But on this last passage see also n. 86 below.

82. There is no explicit testimony on performances of the Homeric Hymns in this period. Both Pindar
(Pae. 7b) and Thucydides (3.104) know Hymn. Hom. Ap. in relation to the Delian cult, which may suggest a
tradition of performances of the poem at least there. On the ancient reception of the Hymns, see Faulkner
2011a, 175–205.

83. Nagy 1990, 21.
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tradition are perpetuated throughout that tradition despite being belied by inter-
vening developments: “diachronically valid without being synchronically true.”84

It is the process that legitimized, for instance, Virgil saying arma virumque cano
even though the Aeneid was not actually composed for singing. The earliest epic
bards probably sang their compositions,85 and the verb remained attached to the
genre ever after. As far aswe can tell, spoken rather than sung deliverywas already
standard for epic recitations in fifth-century Athens.86 In such contexts, ἀείδειν
was already disconnected from its literal referent, and the repeated references to
the poet’s own singing in “rhapsodic” hymns (if they were so performed) must
also have sounded in this way to an audience of Aeschylus’ time.
If this is true, and if conversely the hymn in fragments 168–168b Radt was

actually sung, then it can be suggested that Aeschylus is imaginatively revers-
ing the “diachronic skewing” that had seen hexameters part ways with song.
By going back to the turning point he reinstates song where it belongs, as the
very texts of the ancient “rhapsodic” hymns explicitly suggest. Just as Euripides
was to give Andromache a lamentatory Ur-Elegie that went against the reality of
his own time, Aeschylus’ Hera sang her hexameter hymn in a way that had fallen
out of use in historical reality but which was open to recovery and recreation as
myth on the tragic stage.87

To conclude, fragments 168–168b Radt provide another intriguing, and
intriguingly early, example of tragedy’s capability to reinterpret and reshape dif-
ferent poetic forms and traditions. Any modern reader of fifth-century literature
will readily associate the explicit “doing” of literary history (and self-history) with
Old Comedy; we have recently come to acknowledge that the poets of the
so-called New Music programmatically did the same.88 A powerful sense of lit-
erary history and of the poet’s capability to construct his own place within it, in-
cluding from the point of view of genre, is already in evidence in the poetry of
Simonides and Pindar,89 and Bacchylides does something even more adventurous

84. Nagy 1990, 21.
85. See West 1981, 113–29.
86. Nagy 1990, 24 and n. 29; see also West 1981, 113–15, 124. This is not to say that epic hexameters can-

not possibly have been sung in fifth-century Athens. A possible example is the scene of Ar. Pax cited at n. 81,
where a boy sings epic excerpts (and another boy an elegy) at Trygaeus’ wedding with Peace. But comedy is not
a dependable guide to reality (the martial content of the verses is the point of the joke after all), and the fact that
most of the dialogue in that scene is also in hexameters may cause one to wonder whether the epic verses too
may actually have been recited, like the surrounding hexameters must have been (so, e.g., Rosenmeyer 1968,
220–21; Olson [1998, 307, cf. 272] invokes “a formal “performance style” short of song, citing West). In that
case, the recurring forms of ἄιδω are to be explained as “diachronic skewing.” But one should also be wary of
assuming that the prevalent, “official” mode of delivery was the only one in existence.

87. One could extend this argument to the scene in Andromache: the distichs are certainly sung, as shown by
the Doric coloring (and arguably by their colization), so if elegy in the fifth century was not normally sung, sing-
ing was another aspect of Euripides’ (re)creation of elegy’s origins. But the question whether elegy was normally
recited or sung is still too uncertain to allow more than hypotheses. See most recently Budelmann and Power
2013, with bibliography (arguing for a style of delivery “in between” speech and song).

88. LeVen 2014, 83–112; see also Power 2013.
89. For literary history in Simonides and Pindar, see respectively Rawles 2018a, 23–129 and Spelman 2018.

On Pindar’s explicit discussion of genre, Exhibit A is frag. 128c Snell–Maehler, most recently discussed under
this lens by Foster, Kurke, and Weiss (2019b, 15–18) and Ford (2019, 66–67) (see also the commentary by
Cannatà Fera 1990, 136–56); also relevant are frag. 70b Snell–Maehler (dithyramb), frag. 140b Snell–Maehler
(paean), and the intriguing references to the “invention of the dithyramb” in schol. Ol. 13.25c Drachmann (frags. 71,
115 Snell–Maehler).
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in Ode 18, as we have seen. Tragedy had a long and productive tradition of en-
gagement with lyric, and Euripides’ inclination toward metapoetry and metamusic
has been explored especially richly in recent scholarship.90 Bacchae in particular
has been noted for its innovatively archaizing mousike, with the choral odes look-
ing back to the dithyramb and, significantly, to Aeschylean models.91

It should come as no surprise, then, that Aeschylus is found to do something
similar in his time. Not an explicit assertion of self-positioning vis-à-vis a tra-
dition or an auctor, which the tragic medium would hardly allow, but nonethe-
less an act of sophisticated engagement with literary and generic history and
with contemporary reflections about it.92 Interestingly, he does this not in a
choral ode—perhaps the most natural place, and certainly the most common,
for heightened engagement with poetic tradition—but in a solo part, whether
spoken or sung. Nor was this necessarily the only example of his casting his
creative gaze on other poetic forms and traditions in the Semele. As schol. Ap.
Rhod. 1.636a Wendel relates, “Aeschylus introduces her [sc. Semele] pregnant
and possessed by the god, and the women touching her belly similarly pos-
sessed by the god.” The women who touched Semele’s belly must have been
the “water bearers,” the slaves who made up the chorus, and their Dionysiac
possession must therefore have been realized as a choral ode. In a tragedy linked
so closely with the birth of Dionysus, it would have taken no great leap of the
imagination for the poet to cast that song as the archetypal dithyramb, the
aitiology for the other major genre performed at the City Dionysia and perhaps,
at one remove, of tragedy itself.93 But even without this further speculation, the
play offers us an Aeschylus who is a voracious and sophisticated receptor of
other song. By borrowing the ancient form of the “rhapsodic hymn” and adapt-
ing it to the scene in fragment 168 Radt—expertly weaving it into its surround-
ings, infusing it with pertinent overtones of epithalamian and magic hexameters
and of folk begging-songs, twisting the beginning and perhaps the end in a way
that suited the dramatic situation and its function in the plot—he proves once
again to be the “radical innovator” and “deeply knowledgeable traditionalist,
all at once.”94

Magdalen College, Oxford

90. See most recently the monographs by Torrance (2013) and Weiss (2018) respectively, and several essays
in Andújar, Coward, and Hadjimichael 2018. Torrance (2013, 268–81) deals with tragedy and satyr play by po-
ets other than Euripides, and Weiss (2018, 36–52) with Aeschylus and Sophocles. Weiss (2018, 52–53, 57)
makes the point that the amount and extent of metamusical references increases not only between Aeschylus
and Sophocles, on the one hand, and Euripides, on the other, but also from Euripides’ earliest plays to his latest.

91. See Weiss 2018, 241–45; 2019, 188–89. On the Bacchae’s archaism more broadly, see already Dodds
1960, xxxvi–xxxviii.

92. On generic reflection in Aeschylus’ choruses, see, e.g., Coward 2018; Swift 2018; Rawles 2018b.
93. A connection between the dithyramb and the birth of Dionysus is alleged by Pl. Leg. 3.700b and can be

inferred also from Pind. frag. 85 Snell–Maehler and Eur. Bacch. 519–21; see Ieranò 1997, 159–64. On the pos-
sibility of an early fifth-century date for the notion that tragedy derived from the dithyramb, see Battezzato 2013,
96 and p. 248 above.

94. Quotations from Griffith 2009, 2.
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APPENDIX

HEXAMETER PASSAGES IN ATTIC DRAMA

Tragedy
Aesch. frag. 168–168a Radt (Semele or Water-Bearers): hymn
Eur. frag. 182a Kannicht (Antiope): citharodic hymn

frag. 540a.8–10 Kannicht (Oedipus): riddle
cf. Sen. Oed. 233–38: prophecy

Soph. Phil. 839–42: solemn protestation, with oracular overtones
Trach. 1010–14, 1018–22, 1034–40
frag. 242 Radt (Thamyris): citharodic genealogy

Theodect. TrGF 72 F 4 Snell (Oedipus): riddle
F 18 Snell: riddle

Comedy
Alexis frag. 22 K.–A. (Archilochus): para-hymnic invocation of Archilochus
Antiphanes frag. 192.1–4, 7–8, 19–19 (Riddle): riddles

frag. 194.1–5 K.–A. (Sappho): riddle
Ar. Eq. 197–201, 1015–20, 1030–34, 1037–40, 1051–60, 1067–70, 1080–95: oracles,

with overspill of the hexameters into the dialogue
Pax 119–23: parody of a dactylic ode from Eur. Aeolus (frags. 17118 Kannicht)

1063–1114: oracles, with hexameter dialogue
1270–83, 1286–89, 1292–93, 1298, 1300–1301: singing of epic verses (also Ar-

chil. frag. 5.1–3 West, in elegiacs), with overspill of the hexameters into the
dialogue

Av. 967–68, 971–73, 975, 976–79, 983–85, 987–88: oracles
Lys. 770–76: oracle
Ran. 1528–33: prayer
frag. 29 K.–A. (Amphiaraus): incantation
frag. 86 K.–A. (Babylonians): oracle?
frag. 149 K.–A. (Danaids)
frag. 308 K.–A. (Peace II): oracle?
frag. 714 K.–A.

Callias frag. 9 K.–A. (Cyclopes): epic, Odysseus speaking to the Cyclops?
? Crates frag. 33 K.–A. (Samians): didactic
Cratinus frags. 6, 7, 8 K.–A. (Archilochuses): epic?

frag. 94 (Cleobulinas): riddle
frag. 135 K.–A. (Laws): parody of Solon frag. 11.5 West
frag. 136 K.–A. : epic?
frags. 149, 150 K.–A. (Odysseuses): epic; frag. 149 possibly spoken by Odysseus,
frag. 150 by the Cyclops

frags. 161, 162 K.–A. (Panoptai)
frag. 183 K.–A. (Pylaia)
frags. 222, 223, 224 K.–A. (Seriphians): at least the first two from an oracle or
prophecy; the first includes a comical response

frag. 253 K.–A. (Chirons): ὑποθη̃και of Chiron
frags. 254, 255 K.–A. (Chirons)
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frag. 280 K.–A. (Seasons): didactic?
frag. 349 K.–A.: didactic, parody of Hes. Op. 299–300
frag. 350 K.–A.
frag. 351 K.–A.
frag. 352 K.–A.: parody of Il. 14.291
frag. 353 K.–A.: gnomic? oracle?
frag. 354 K.–A.: oracle, parody of the one quoted by Hdt. 8.96.2

Cratinus Jr. frag. 8 K.–A.: oracle
Diphilus frag. 125 K.–A.: incantation, with several Homeric borrowings
Eubulus frag. 27 K.–A. (Dionysius): oracle?

frag. 106.1–4, 11–12, 16–17, 21–25 K.–A. (Karion-the-Sphinx): riddles
frag. 107 K.–A. (Karion-the-Sphinx): riddle

Eup. frag. 249 K.–A. (Cities): oracle?
frag. 315 K.–A. (Golden Race): gnomic

Hermippus frag. 63 K.–A. (Basket-Carriers): catalogue, opening with a formulaic verse
(Il. 2.4821)

frag. 77 K.–A.: catalogue
Men. Theophoroumene lines 6–11, 20, 22, 26: hymn
Metagenes frag. 4 K.–A. (Breezes or Blockhead)

frag. 19 K.–A.: gnomic, parody of Il. 12.243
Pherecrates frag. 162 K.–A. (Chiron): didactic, parody of the Μεγάλαι Ἠοίαι and

Μεγάλα Ἔργα according to Ath. 8.66, 364a–d
Phrynichus frag. 75 K.–A.
Plato frag. 3 K.–A. (Adonis): oracle

frag. 189.9–22 K.–A. (Phaon): didactic
Teleclides frag. 49 K.–A.: allusion to ὑποθη̃και of Chiron?
Theopompus frag. 31 K.–A. (Medos): epic?

cf. Epicharmus:
? frag. 113.51(d–e).415 K.–A. (Pyrrha and Prometheus): modeled on Il. 9.63
frag. *121 K.–A. (Sirens): song of the Sirens
? frag. 224 K.–A.
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