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THE TRAGEDY RHESUS?
BY Joan C. ROLFE,

LTHOUGH the Rhesus has been handed down to us as one of

the tragedies of Euripides, its genuineness was suspected even

in antiquity, for in the first of the two arguments which we possess,

after & brief outline of the plot, we read these words: rofive rd 8pdpa

Tma viboy drevdnauy, EdpuriBoy 8 ) evact Tiv yip Sodocheaor uEliov

tmagaivery yapastiipa, &y pévrow rols Sdaoxelius ds yriows deayi-

ypawray, wal §) wipi Th perdpoie 8 dv adrg molvwpayporivy rov Eipi-
wibyy dpodoyel.

In modern times the discussion was first revived over two centuries
ago by Joseph Scaliger, whose conclusion is : * ¢ auctor Rhesi vetustissi-
mus, qui sine dubio non est Enripides.’

Since his time the discussion has been vigorously carried on, and
almast every one who has given his attention to the study of Euripides,
or of the Greek drama in general, has had something to say on the
question. In 1863 Frederic Hagenbach, who took the authorship of
the Rhesus as the subject of his inaugural dissertation,” did a service
to future investigators by giving* a full st of those who had discussed
the question up to his time, together with a brief summary of their
views.

To this dissertation the reader may be referred for fuller partic-
ulars. It is enough to say here that while the majority of critics are
of the opinion that the play is not the work of Euripides, hardly any
two agree as to the author or the time in which he lived. Tt has

! This peper, written in Latln, was accepted in 1885 by the clessical focolty of
the Cornell University as a dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.
‘While the general plan of the dissertation remaing unchanged, it has been wholly
tewritten, and a noumber of additions and corrections have been made. A

2 Proleg. ad Manilium, pp. vi. fol,

¥ De Rheso Tragoedia, Dasle, 1863, :

4 pp. 6, 7, and §1-6a2.
358508



Gz - Jokn €. Rolfe.

heen ascribed to Sophocles,! te the younger Euripides? to one of the
Alexandrine Pleiad,? and to an obscure and tasteless imitator,' about
whase period there is a wide divergence of opinion. One distin-
guished critic® thought that the many absurdities which he saw in the
Rhesus could best be accounted for by supposing that it was a com-
bination of a tragedy and a comedy, intended for the fourth place in
a tetralogy, in lieu of a satyric drama. This last view has found only
a single supporter.®

The opposite view, that our Rbesus was written by Euripides, was
ably sustained by Vater? and Hartung? and is still held by some
competent critics.

Hagenbach's dissertation was reviewed favorably by Rauchenstein?
and unfavorably by Schenkel® The question has since been made
the subject of special discussion by Menzer,! who supported Her-
mann's view ; by Albert,” who thought the Rhesus & youthful work of
Euripides ; by Néldecke® who merely decides that the drama was
not written by any one of the three great tragedians, nor in their
time ; and by Eysert,"* who does not attempt to determine the author
and date of the play, but only to show that it is not abnormal in its
language, and that it is not the work of an imitator.

Views on the date and authorship of the Rhesus have also been
pronounced incidentally in histories of Greek literature and works
of various kinds dealing with the Greek drama. Such views are
more likely ta be unbiased, and the present state of the controversy
may be shown, and incidentally that the question is still an open one,
by quoting three opinions of this kind.

1 Gruppe, Ariadmre, pp. Til=x.

9 M. Anton. Delrio, Proley. in Senscae Tragredias, p. wod,

® Hermunn, Opuscnls, IIL pp. 262-310.

& Hagenbach and others.

& Dindock, Ewuripides, Ed. Ozon, pp. 560 fol.

® Spengler, P Kboe Fragvedte, Program d. gym. e Dilren, 1857.
T Findiciar. ¥ Ewripider Restitulur,
b Fakn's Fakvb. f. Phil, 89, pp. 569-571.

1 Phifolagur, XX, . 484,

N D Rheto Tragoedia, Badin, 1867,

W D¢ Rhere Tragocdia, Halle, (B8,

18 D¢ Rhesi fabulie actits ¢f forees, Schwerin, 1877,

W Rhzssr im Lickie des Eviv. Sprachgedrauches, Bihm. Leipa, 1891,
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Bergk in his Griechische Literaturgeschichte discusses the matter
at some length ; his view may be summarized as follows :—

The Rhesus is the work of an imitator of Aeschylus, who lived
after the clese of the Peloponnesian war, but before the time of
Alexander the Great. He has followed his model closely in the lan-
guage and in the external details, but has missed the Aeschylean
spirit. The play does not deserve the excessively severe criticism
which has been passed on it. The choruses, especially the beautifal
one beginning with v. a3, are deserving of the highest preise? It
must be admitted, however, that the author lacked dramatic power,
and that he has not made the most of his sobject, which iz well
adapted to a drama’ The play shows not the slightesé sign of the
style of Euripides* It cannot be Alexandrine. The author has
been mdirectly influenced by Euripides and his school. Bergk's
view with regard to the alleged Zoddxhacy yuparripe of the Rhesus
had best be quoted in full: ‘Fom dem Geiste des Sophokles st hier
#ichts wahrsunchmen, und wenn uns auch keine von den frihesten
Tragidien des Sophokles erhalten ist, so kémpen wir doch muver-
sichtlich voraussetzen, dass sie des grossen Namens nicht unwiirdig
waren. Indes enthilt jene Bemerlung, richtig verstanden, einen
beachtenswerthen Fingerzeig, Sophokles hat in der emsten Periode
seiner dicterischen Thatigkeit sich vorrugsweise an Aeschylus an-
geschlossen und namentlick den Stil jene Meisters sich angeeignet,
jedoch in der massvollen Weise, die jedes Werk des Sophokles kenn-
zeichnet. An diese dlteren Tragéidien des Sophokles mochte der
Rhesus hinsichtlich der Behandlung der Sprache erinnem ; desn mur
© diesen Punkdt hatten jene Kritiker sm Aupe)

The other side of the question is supported by Christ in his Gree-
chische Litteraturgeschichie® He says : ¢ Der Rhesus ist nichts anderes
als ein fliadis carmen diductum in actus. Die Echtheit der Traghdie
ward pach den Didaskalien schon in dem Altertum angezweifelt, in-

I Yol. IT1. pp. 6ra-6rg.

3 Bergk thinks that this chorns may be derived from an old * Follsliad

¥ The opposite view is held by many critics. See especially Beck, Diafrifer,
p. 266. :

4P, 615. ‘Tm Uebrigem hat der Rbesus nicht die entfernteste Aehnlichkeit
mit der Weise des Euripides . , . wovon sich nicht die peringste Spur zeigt.

b 1n Iwan Millers Sandbuch, Vol, VIL pp. 203, 204.
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dem die alexandrinischen Kunstrichter in ihr mehr den sophoklei-
schen Character finden wollten, Day dann sich nun kaum ouf etwas
anderes als den Mangel an curipidelschem Fathos besichen ; denn von
der cigenthichen Kunst des Sophokies Ksst sich nock weniper eftvas
in der Tragidie finden.  Aber dieselbe weicht so sehr von der Art der
Medea, der Troades, und aller erhaltenen Tragidien des Euripides
ab, dass sie entweder aus ein ganz anderen Kunstperiode unseres
Dichters stammt oder fibecthanpt filschlich demselben zugeschrieben
wurde. Fiir die Unechtheit sprachen sich Valckenaer und Hermann ;
aber dass Chorlieder® von so kumstvollem und reichem Versbau wie
die des Rhesos sind, in der Zeit der alexandrinischen Plefas, an
welchem Hermann dachte, noch gedichtet worden seien, Aaf durchanus
keine Wakrscheinfehleir, Glanbwiirdiger ist daher die Ansicht der
alten Gramatiker Krates, Dionysodorus, und Parmeniskos, denen sich
in unserer Zeit Vater und Hartung angeschlossen haben, dass der
Rhesus ein Jugendstiick des Euripides sel. In der That hatte Eurip-
ides nach den Didaskalien, wie in der Hypothesis bezeugt ist, einen
Rhesus geschrieben, und konnte demnach héchstens nur davon die
Rede sein, dass der euripideische Rhesos durch das gleichnamige
Stilck eines anderen Tragikers verdringt worden sei.  Auf die Jugend-
zeit des Euripides firht aber auch der politische Hintergrund der
erhaltenen Tragtidie, der mit der Grlindung ven Amphipolis am
Strymon (um 453) zusammenhingt, Der Rhesos ist also das alteste
Stick des Euripides, und aus dem Vergleich desselben mit der Medea
kann man ermessen, welche gosserordentliche Fortschritte der
Dichter in der Darstellungen der Leidenschaft und der Erregung
tragischer Effeckte gemacht hat.'

If beside these views we set those of v, Wilamowitz-Moellendorf,
we shall see how little the best scholars agree about the Rhesus. In
his brilliant monograph entitled De Rhess scholtis disputafiuncula he
says:? ¢ Constat hanc tragoediam circa Demosthenis aetatem ex fani-
lafione cum Sophoclis fum FEuripidis ortam esse Athenis! In his
edition of the Herakles* of Euripides he adds: ‘Die nachahmung
des Sophokles ist in den motiven und der stiliserung der personen
nicht minder greifbar als in der diction und namentlich der metrik.’

1 CI. Bergk'a opinion of the Choruses, p, 63 above.
% As v. Wilamowitz says (p. 72 below) it is not certain that Parmeniscus held
this view, Ly A b 4L,
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Foreseeing that this view will be assailed, he says:! ¢ Quaesiverit quis-

plam ex caecs praecitue guorum feraz haec aelas est Sephocks
admiratoribus, quomodo is qui tot et tam gravia vitia Rheso expro-
baverit, de Sophoclea cogitare potuerit imitatione, His answer is
that the ‘ plumbens imitasor’ did not do justice to his model. He has
but a slight opinion of the play, which he characterizes as ¥ medioeris
fngenis fetus.'

That two centuries of discussion have led to so little regult, and
that there is still an excuse for writing on the guestion, is due in a
great measure to the methods of the disputants. Almost without
exception they have begun with a preconceived theory of the auther-
ship of the play, and have supported their theory without regard to
any other possibility. This is especially true of Valckenaer, Beck,
Hermann, Gruppe, Vater, end Hartung. These earlier disputants,
too, have argued largely on what are called aesthetic grounds ; that is
to say, they have attempted to show that the Rhesus is or iz not
worthy of Furipides. How subjective and how thoroughly unsatis-
factory this kind of criticisr is, especially when used to support a
preconceived view, may be judged from the results. Valckenaer,
Hermann, and others of that faction saw absolutely no merit in the
drama ; it seemed to them a pitiful plece of patchwork, made of bits
taken from Homer and the three great tragedians, put together with-
out taste or skill. To Vater and Hartung, on the contrary, it seemed
a very meritotious piece of work, and Gruppe reached the climax by
regarding the Rhesus as an early work of Sophocles, part of a trilogy
with which he won his first dramatic victory! In supporting these
views their authors have heaped on the play the most extravagant
praise and the most unreasonable condemnation, and have thus offered
opportunities to their adversaries, without strengthening their own
cause,

The preblem has also been attacked from the point of view of the
language and style* and of the metre,? but no more satisfactory con-
clusions have been reached, mainly because no one apparently has
begun the investigatior with an anbiased mind.

In this paper the non-aesthetic arguments, from the didascaliae and

1 D¢ Rhesi Scholits, p. 12, & Hermann, Hagenbach, Menzer, Albert.
2 Spengler, Menger, and other.



