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A NOTE ON EURIPIDES’ BACCHAE 39-42

In this portion of the prologue, Dionysus, after describing the course
of his journey (13-22), says that he first made Thebes rise up and shout
(23-25), since (émef) his mother’s sisters denied that he was a god (26-31);
wherefore (totyép) he drove them and the other women in a bacchic frenzy
(rapdxomot ppevav) to the hills (32-38).

SeT yap oAy v’ éxpabelv, xel piy Béher,

dtéheotov olcav TGV Eudv Baxyevpdtwy, 40
Sepédng e wntpdg dmoroyhoacal p’ Smep
gavévta Bynrols Salpov’ bv tixter Auf. 42

It is common to take the participial phrase at 40 as an object clause
dependent on &xpafetv!), despite the obvious objection that the resulting
point hardly needs to be made: the city already knows that it does not
celebrate the rites of Bacchos. What it does not know, and apparently
needs to learn, is that Dionysus is in fact a god?).

The participial phrase can be taken as the object clause of &xpafetv if
the ydp at 39 is strictly causal, supplying the immediate ground of the
preceding action. The sense would be: I, Dionysus, drove these women
into the hills because they must learn that they do not celebrate my rites.
But the yép does not function in this narrow manner. The reason for
Dionysus’ action (of driving the women to the hills), as Dionysus himself
has clearly stated, is simply that the city has denied his divinity (26-31),
and not the fact that they must learn that they did so®). Still less can it
be said that the action itself is caused by the additional fact (introduced
by a correlating te in 41) that Dionysus is now bound (8¢i) to defend his
mother (&roAoyfisaslat) by appearing to mortals as a god (@avévia Bvnrolg
Safuov’); for this does not give the reason why they were driven mad, but
simply the reason why Dionysus chose to act.

The vép at 39 must therefore be taken more loosely, as 39-42 sums up
the reasoning of the entire passage. Dionysus says that he drove the
women mad because (4nefl) they denied his divinity (23-38). He now adds
that he did all this because (y&p) it is necessary (8ef) that the city
thoroughly learn (£xpuafBeiv), even if it does not wish to do so (xel wi) 6éhet);
and also (t¢) because (Ydp) he is bound (8€t) to defend his mother
(dmoAroyfisacBa). In this case, however, 4télestov ofoav cannot easily be
the object of xpabeiv. For it is still extremely weak, and almost contradic-
tory, if Dionysus is made to say: ‘I drove them mad because they denied
my divinity-——and I chose to do all this because they must thoroughly learn
that they do not celebrate my rites’*).

Now, gavévia Ovqrolg dafpov’ (agreeing with w’) clearly explains
dnooyfoashu. The epiphany is the apologia. Dionysus defends his mother
not with a speech, but through an epiphany that answers precisely the
denial of her sisters®). The parallel dtéieatov ofoav (agreeing with néAw)
may also be taken circumstantially, offering an explanation of éxpafeiv:
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the city must thoroughly learn, as it is now (odcav) without his rites®). The
passage will then run as follows: Dionysus says that he drove the city wild
(23-25) because they had denied that he was a god (26-31); this is why he
drove them to the hills (32-38). And he says, in summary, that he did all
this because it is necessary that the city thoroughly learn (éx-pafeiv), even
if it does not wish to do so (xel ui) 8éhet)—for the city is now (e8eav) without
his rites—and also (te) because he is bound to offer a defense of his
mother, by appearing as the god she bore to Zeus?).

This gives us precisely the sense required. Dionysus wants to be recog-
nized as a god, and to this end he has traveled from Asia to Greece
establishing his rites (13-22). In Thebes, however, his own birthplace, his
own mother’s sisters have denied that he was born of Zeus (26-31). It is
just because of this denial that he has driven the Thebans mad (23-25, 32-
38). He now says, in 39-42, that he did all this because (ydp) it is necessary
(a) that the city fully learn—not that it has denied him (for clearly, what
the city needs to learn is not that it has denied him, but that Dionysus is
a god)®), but again, because it has denied him—even if it does not wish to
do so; and also (b) because he is bound (8¢f) to offer an apologia suae matris
that will consist not in words, but in that very epiphany through which
he will prove (against the denial of her sisters) that he is indeed the god,
Dionysus, born of Zeus (pavévta Ovirols dafuov’ dv tixter Aul)®).

WasHingToN, D.C., Howard University ALEXANDER TuLIN

1) So U. von Wilamowitz, Griechische Tragoedien, IV (Berlin 1926), 163, ‘“Trotz
allem Widerstand soll Theben fithlen, dass ihm Segen meiner Weihen fehit’’,
following F.A. Paley, Euripides with an English Translation (London 1858), ad loc.;
also E.R. Dodds, Euripides Bacchae. Edited with Introduction and Commentary,
2nd ed. (Oxford 1960), 68; J. Roux, Euripide. Les Bacchantes, II (Paris
1972), 255; W.J. Verdenius, Notes on the Prologue of Euripides’ Bacchae. Mnem. 33
(1980), 10 f.; H. Oranje, Euripides’ Bacchae. The Play and its Audience (Leiden 1984),
35 n.87; A. Rijksbaron, Grammatical Observations on Euripides’ Bacchae (Amsterdam
1991), 11 f.

2) This is obviously the point of 23-38 (see the paraphrase in the text above).
It is also clear from 13-22; see esp. 21-22: xduxel yopedous...iv’ ey éupavis Safuwy
Bporoig. Cp. 242-47, 517-18, 775-77, 857-61, 974-76, 1297-1302, 1340-45. For the
importance of this topic for the drama as a whole, see H. Yunis, A New Creed: Fun-
damental Religious Beliefs tn the Athenian Polis and Euripidean Drama (Hypomnemata
91; Gaottingen 1988), 77-81; also H.S. Versnel, Inconsistencies in Greek and Roman
Religion I: Ter Unus. Isis, Dionysos, Hermes. Three Studies in Henotheism (Leiden 1990),
158-72; and cp. n.8) infra.

3) This is stressed by the A-B-A structure of 23-38, which first offers the fact
(23-25)—then the reason for it (émel; 26-31)~—and then repeats the original fact
(totydp; 32-38). The unity of the passage would be destroyed by adding on a new
reason for the action.

4) Oranje (35 n.87) says that ‘‘it does not matter to Dionysus that Thebes still
has to learn his rites, but it does that Thebes shall understand to the bitter end
(&x-) that she has not been initiated into his rites’’. This strong formulation avoids
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some of the triviality of the view under discussion. But in order to achieve this end,
Oranje must bury the significance of the whole of v. 40, while placing an enor-
mous burden upon the prefix éx- that is not semantically necessary (for éx- having
the more general sense of ‘thoroughly’, and so serving only to intensify the verb,
see R. Renehan, Studies in Greek Texts [Gottingen 1976], 24 ff.; also n. 7) infra),
and which is therefore difficult to justify since nothing in the preceding lines has
prepared us for the notion that Dionysus is especially concerned that the city learn
to this bitter end. Nor is this notion picked up again subsequently and explained;
contrast n. 8) infra. We are never told why Dionysus, at this stage of the play (cp.
Dodds ad v. 52), should make this threatening prediction, and such foreshadowing
is difficult to square with the fact that Pentheus is given several opportunities to
repent (Yunis, 79 f.; Versnel, 165 f.), and so must himself bear at least some
responsibility for his own disaster (cp. 1120 f. tafg duats apaptioat; also Versnel,
170 ff.). Oranje’s view would be more attractive if it were syntactically required
that the participle clause be taken as the object of éxpafeiv. But this also is not the
case; see n. 7) infra. )

5) Cp. 42 (pavévta Bvnrotg Safpov’ v tixter Au) with 27 (Aibvucov odx Epaoxov
¢xgbvo Atdg).

6) Rijksbaron, 11 f., realizes that the participles of 40 and 42 (&tékestov oloav
and gavévta) are likely to be syntactically parallel, but thinks that the te of 41 links
both of these two participles as object clauses of éxuafetv, while dmoloyfioacfou is
simply an infinitive of purpose dependent upon gavévta. This produces the very
awkward construction such that néAw is both subject and object of éxpafetv in vv.
39-40, but only its subject in vv. 41-42, where a new accusative object (i’) is sud-
denly introduced. Besides, the neat and simple arrangement of clauses: (39) 8¢t +
acc. + inf., (40) pple. agreeing with the previous accusative, (41, joined by <e to
the preceding lines) inf. + acc., (42) pple. agreeing with the previous accusative,
shows that we are probably dealing simply with two parallel constructions. As
such, the te in 41 can only join the two infinitives of 41 and 39, each of which is
thus dependent upon the initial 3¢%, and each of which is governed by its own sub-
ject accusative.

7) This interpretation would seem to have usage on its side. éxpabetv is com-
monly used with a simple accusative, or with an object clause introduced by ¢
(Soph. Phil 71), et (Eur. And. 715 f., 1050 f.; Soph. El. 1223; Aesch. PV 816 f.)
or t{ (Eur. Ion 266; Phoen. 863 {.; Soph. OT 1439, 1443; OC 114 {.). But unlike
the simple pavBévew (cp. Ba. 1113 xaxob y&p éyyds dv dudvbovev), bupabetv never,
so far as I am aware, appears in tragedy with a participial object clause. Nor is
it used absolutely ‘‘pro 8daxffivax aut moudevlijvar’’, as P. Elmsley, Euripides’ Bac-
chae (Lipsiae 1822) suggests ad loc. On the other hand, the word is occasionally
used very loosely, without any stated object, where the sense must be determined
from the general context: see OT 116-17; 008 &yyehds i oddt ovumpdxtwp
0800/xate®®’ 8rtov tig éxpabowv éxpoat’ &v; 576: 'Expdvlav’c ob yap 37 govedg
&Adoopat; 834-35: Ewg & &v olv/ mpdg Tob mapbvtog dxpdbng, ¥’ éAnida.

8) Cp. n. 2) supra. The understood object of #xpaleiv, then, is not & du&
Baxyeduara (Elmsley). Dionysus, who is the speaker of vv. 39-42, twice more uses
forms of u«B- in a similar context, where again it is the recognition that Dionysus
is a god that is at issue: see 490 ot 8 duafiog ye xdoefolvt’ é¢ wov Bedv (cp. 480,
duabet, also in the mouth of Dionysus); and especially 1340-45 At. tait’ odyi Bvntob
matpdg Exyeyoxs Aéyw/ Atbvusog, dAAL Znvés: el 82 owopovelv/ Eyvewd’, 81" odx 78éAete,
Tov Atdg yovov/ edBarpovelt” &v..../Ka. Aibvuoe, AoodpesBs o°, AduxAxapev./ Av. 6’
8udbe0’ fuds, Gre OF xpfv, ovx fidere. The only other occasion on which Dionysus
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uses some form of this word (657 wpéva todg Abyoug pdle) is obviously of a different
order.

9) I would like to thank Profs. J.M. Bremer and L. Tarin for their helpful
remarks. I would also like to thank the graduate students of Catholic University,
with whom I had the great pleasure of reading Euripides’ Bacchae during the
Spring of 1993.




