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CRITICAL STUDIES IN THE CANTICA OF
SOPHOCLES: II. AJAX, TRACHINIAE,
OEDIPUS TYRANNUS

Ajax and Trachiniae, with Antigone, are probably the earliest extant plays of
Sophocles, followed by Oedipus Tyrannus. Lyric passages in Antigone were considered
in a previous article, with some general prolegomena and touching on some issues in
the other six plays.!

AJAX
172-181 7 pa oe Tavpoméda Awos Aprepus,
(~182-191) & peydla Pdris &
warep aloyivas éuds,
wppace wavddpovs émt Bovs dyelaias, 175

7 mod Twos vikas dkapmw-
Tou xdpw (7] pa kAGTwY évdpwy
pevalfleic’ dddipors eit’ éladaBoliacs)
1 xadkoBdpaé ool 7w’ *EvvdAios
v - o ,
poupav éxwr Evrod Sopds évvuyiots 180
unxavalis érelcaro AdfBav:

I have discussed elsewhere the rhetorical structure of this strophe, defending 7 pa
‘either’ in 177 against Hermann’s fpa (accepted by LJ-W).3 1 abstained there from
colometric discussion, but I take this opportunity of affirming, against L and most
edd., my lineation of 176-8 as above (~186-8 kal Zevs rxaxav kal Poifos Apyei-lwv

' C. W. Willink, CQ 51 (2001), 65-89 (hereafter CS I). ‘The vulgate’ for 4j., Trac., and O.T.
includes the editions with commentary of A. Garvie (4).), P. E. Easterling (7rac.), M. Davies
(Trac.), and R. D. Dawe (O.T.); also O. Longo, Commento linguistico alle Trachinie di Sofocle
(Padua, 1968). Newly relevant for Ajax is A. Pardini, ‘Note alla colometria antica dell’ Aiace di
Sofocle’, in B. Gentili and F. Perusino (edd.), La colometria dei testi poetici greci (Pisa and Roma,
1999), 95-120. On the chronological issue, see especially Easterling, 19-23. If Antigone is assigned
to 442-1 (so Griffith), I incline to the sequence Aj. — Ant. — Trac. — O.T rather than Aj. — Trac. —
Ant. — O.T (a fortiori Trac. — Aj. — Ant. — O.T)), finding the lyrics of Trac. closest of the three in
metric on the one hand to O.T., on the other to Eur.’s early plays (4lc. to Hipp.). For convenience
I repeat some bibliographica from CS I. The siglum LJ-W embraces the Oxford Text of
Lloyd-Jones/Wilson and their discussions in Sophoclea (1990); LJ-W? refers to their Second
Thoughts (Gottingen, 1997). West, GM refers to his Greek Metre (Oxford 1982), and West, AT to
his Aeschylus Tragoediae (edn Teubner, 1990). References to Stinton are to his Collected Papers on
Greek Tragedy (Oxford, 1990). Parker! = CQ 16 (1966), 1-26, and Parker’ = CQ 18 (1968),
241-69. As in my commentary on Orestes (Oxford, 1986, 1989), to West’s metrical symbols I add
ba (baccheus), sp (spondee), T (~~—~-—+—-), A(--—--—--—..—)and : (diaeresis), and for his
“gland gl"" I prefer respectively ¢/ ia and wil (wilamowitzianus). ‘Enoplian’ is used in an adjectival
sense (comm. Or. xx, cf. CS I, n. 13). I am again indebted to Professor C. Collard and the
anonymous CQ referee for their criticisms and corrections.

2 There are references in CS 1 to Aj. 199-200 (85), 348-9/356-7 (n. 93), 596/609 (73),
599-603/612-16 (78), 603—4/614—15 (80), 607/620 (n. 55), 622-5/634-7 (78), 629/640 (n. 49), 631
(82, and n. 25), 694/707 (n. 60), 704/717 (85), 1185/1192 (67), 1197 (89, and n. 9), 1202/1214 (n. 38).

3 Mnemosyne 51 (1998), 716.
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baTw: € 8’ dmoPalduevol | kAémTovor pifovs ol weyddor facidns): ie. as—e—e—
D? (with symmetrical word-overlap), not the vulgate — e — e — e || D.* There is indeed a
symmetry here between 177 . . . yapw and 187 . . . ¢arw; and one might compare the
certain period-end at Medea 416-17 épyetar Tipa yuvaikelwe yéver || odrére . . . But
two considerations favour the run-on here: the rhetorical unity (as argued) of 176-8,
and the unusual absence of penthemimeral or hepthemimeral caesura when 176/186 is
lineated as an iambic trimeter.’

The concluding verse 181 (~191, see below), following two iambelegi (— e — D), is not
‘alien’ (Dale, Pohlsander), but still enoplian (e - d —), the stanza ending like O.7' 895-6
€l yap al Towaide mpafeis i Tiuar, i 7{ St pe yopevew ~910-11 koddapmod Tipais
Amé v : éudavis, i éppet 8¢ Ta feia (e —e— i e i - d-);cf. also Aj. 408-9/426-7
and Hipp. 564 (~554) péhiooa 8’ ofd 1is memdrarar.’ Terminal — - « — — often invites
recognition as the catalectic correlate of — . - — . . — (D), and the colon X —. . — —1is
variously rz, t/», and X Da. It is irrelevant that — X — X — . . — — might, in a different
context, be better taken as an aeolic hipponactean (West’s 4i"). The choice is close
between pay- and uny-in 181.7

190-1 Ffun pi p’t, dvaé, é0° 8’ épdlois kAioias 190
opp’ Exwy kakay ddTw dpnt.

190 w1 semel OVG (teste Dawe)

The vulgate pun w1, dvaé (Wilamowitz) introduces an improbable hiatus. There is
little supporting evidence elsewhere in tragedy of residual digamma. LJ-W appeal to
O.C. 1485 Zeb dva, ool pwva, but that is a dochmius doubtless to be scanned with a
correption like Zed dAeéqrop in anapaests at O.C. 143.8 After Kvitala I suggest w1
u<dv>, dvaf (av easily dropping out before av-). w7 pdv + subjunctive in a strong
prohibition will be akin at once to wjv with imperative (rare in tragedy, and epic-toned)
and to emphatic o9 w7v in statements (GP 330-2). Of the variants, u? p’ (not reported
by LJ-W) may be older than pun p1 p’ (cett.), the second w2 coming in as a correction
of the unintelligible u’. w7y w1 . . . might indeed seem to be supported by O.C. 210 w1
wi w’ avépme is el (cited by Jebb); but that could well be a similar corruption of w1
u<av> dvépne . ..

192-200 AN’ dva é¢ édpdvav,

14 ’
0OV aKpatwyt

4 Cf. Andr. 789-91 welopar xal ovv Aamlfairsl oe Kevraib-lpois i omdjoar Sopl
kAewotdTwt (e — D — e — D), where the vulgate division after dop{ with brevis in longo is more
obviously incorrect.

5 Cf. Diggle, Euripidea 475, 1. 158.

¢ Sic (not ola); I have discussed Hipp. 5634 (~553-4) in CQ 49 (1999), 413.

7 unyavais H (conj. G. Wolff; ‘fortasse recte’, Dawe); cf. Bjorck, Das Alpha impurum 178. All
MSS have unyavais at Ant. 349 (pay- Bergk, Erfurdt); cf. Ant. 363 aunydvwr, 365 unyavdev.
wunxav- is similarly the norm, if we believe the MSS, in Euripidean lyric, as a hybrid like ¢rjua,
etc. (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 155-8). The position is similar in Aeschylus, with payav- attested only at
Septem 134, against Persae 113, etc.

# On correption in dochmiacs (especially Sophoclean), see n. 18 below.

° 1 am indebted to Dr Dawe for knowledge of Kvigala’s proposal us wijv in ZOEG 13 (1862),
402. He has also persuaded me that the MSS’ dup” éywv is right in 191 (no need for Reiske’s
éuuévwr), comparing the use of dupa in 140 and 167 (especially 70 oov Suua in the latter).
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ompilm moté TAWS  dywvimt oxolde,

drav odpaviav dAéywv: 195
éxOpdv 6 UPpis B8’ ardpPnTa

opuaTar év edavéuois Bdooats,

mavrwy TRakyaldvrwvt yAdooais

BapvdAynTar

éuot 8’ dxos €oTarev. 200

194 7oté] morl Zc (Ritschl): m88a Morstadt 197 Sppdr’ codd., corr. Tr 198
Baryaldvrwy L**GQR(-yel-): kayx- fere cett. (Bayy- LF); kay- Livineius (‘p’)
199 Bapvalynta Aug. b (Lobeck): -n7’ codd.

192-3. Two verses (so most edd. since Pearson), though only one in L. The short
verses are in Sophocles’ manner, and ia sp is particularly characteristic (cf. Trac.
827-8/837-8, 847/858, O.T. 1097/1109, 1333/1353, EI. 512, etc.); whereas D X e sp
lacks parallel as a single verse. For presumable neglect in L of an archetypal division,
cf. in this play 180 (Pardini 97, n. 11), 199-200 (see below), 606.

194-5. gl ia (with pause) and g/, both beginning — — — . . — . . . (the spondaic base
perhaps preferred in this context as akin to — - - — <« —. . .). gl ia is rarer than some
other compounds (K. Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 78-80), but viewable as the non-
catalectic correlate of g/ ba (the ‘phalaecian hendecasyllable’), and related also to the
frequent g/ sp (Itsumi, ibid.; cf. my note on S. E/l. 137-9 in CQ 47 [1997], 299-301).
moté is commonly emended, but defended by Garvie, comparing de! mote.

196-200. The MSS divide 196-8 as above, but treat 199-200 as a single verse (with
BapvddynT’ éuol ... ). Since - - —— . — . . —— — does not make metrical sense, it is
likely that here too, as in 192-3, two shorter verses have been combined. The ancestral
lineator will presumably have analysed 199 as a monometer ending a run of five
anapaestic metra.

The concluding . . . || - — - - — — — ||| has been recognized by most editors
since Lobeck, but not hitherto in conjunction with the transmitted division after
yAdooaws. The favoured redivision before yAdooars Bapdadynra: gives ‘twin’
clausulae...|X —..———|| X —. . ———||| (approved by Dale, Collected Papers 7), but
there is no clear warrant for that.!

There are other uncertainties in 196-8. The brevis in longo without sense-pause at
ardpPnra is surprising (unlike that at BapvdAynrar); the more so since with drdp-|
Bn0’ . . . we should have an overlapping colon like Ant. 864 (~845) kowwipard 7’
adroyév-ymr’ . . . (there followed by . . . [ g/ sp; cf. 596-7/608-9 and 602-3/615-16 in
this play). (ii) Correction of Spudr’ to dpudrac is sufficiently certain;!' but the

' Division after yA@yooais Bapvddynr’ (as LI-W) impossibly gives elision at ‘pendent close
before anceps’, i.e. at a period-end according to Stinton’s rule (326). Division after yAdooais
Bapval- (already an unusual overlap) would give a ‘dragged glyconic” in 200, against which in
Sophocles see CS I, n. 8. On the ‘full close’ effect of . . . - ———, cf. CQ 49 (1999), 409, and CS'1,
n. 7. The verse X — . . — — — (occurring elsewhere at 704/717, Ant. 1122/1133, Trac. 848/859, Med.
851/861, LT 1127/1142, 1. A. 799, Cyc. 656, Hypsipyle 61D) may be a dragged telesillean, but I
prefer to take it as a hypercatalectic extension of X — . . —— (rz -).

" On such false elisions of -a: due to ‘the habitual failure of scribes to recognise correption’,
see especially Diggle, Studies 3 (on E. Su. 60-2) and Euripidea 313 (against West’s toleration of
elided -a: ‘in later tragedy’). éppar’ should not have been accepted here without comment by
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abnormal scansion evdvéuocs is doubtfully supported by Laocoon fr. 342 yAavkés
edavéuov Aluvas in unknown metrical context. (iii) The phrasing is strange: the
metaphor is doubtfully made intelligible by the gloss <ws mip>, and the €?- epithet
sits oddly in the supposed comparison with a forest fire. (iv) Dispute continues
concerning the participle in 198. LJ-W mention only the choice between xayy- and
Bawy-, without reference to the metre, and favour Saxy- on the ground that ‘running
riot” goes better with yA@ooars than ‘laughing’. Garvie sufficiently counters that:
‘jeering naturally combines laughter and speech . . . it is a pity to eliminate the laughter
that is so regularly associated with ¥fpcs in this play’. yAdyooaus is evidently equivalent
to the longer phrase év xeproulows yAwooais at Ant. 962. Cf. also X' yeddvrwy.
raxalévrwy (accepted by Dawe) is doubtless conjectural (see LI-W, Sophoclea 271),
but not necessarily wrong for that reason; mavrwv kaya{dvrwv plausibly gives another
ia sp verse. A different conjecture Baldvrwy (cf. Hes. Op. 186, A. Sept. 571, etc.), with
the same division, would give a characteristic pentasyllable — — — — — like Ant. 844/63,
1121/32, 1137/96, etc. (CS 1, 80).1

221-32 olav édAwoas drdpos aiblovos ayyeAiav 221-2

drAaTov 008 peviTdy,

TV peyddwv davadv vmo kdqlopévay, 224-5
Tav 6 péyas udbos déer

dpot, poPoiuar 76 mpoaépmov
meplpavtos davip

Oaveirar, mapamddrTwt
Xepl ovykaTdkTas 230

kedawois Elpeow Pora kal
Boripas irmovduas.

~245-56 Wpa ‘oTiv 10N Kdpa kaddppact kpvduevov 245-6
modoiv klomav dpéabar,

7 Boov elpeaias Lvyov €(duevov 248-9

movromépwe val pebeivar 250

Tolas épéocovow dmetdds
dwkparteis Arpeidar

kal’ Hudv: TeddPnumar
ABéAevaTov Apy

Evvalyely pera Tovde Tumels, 255
Tov alo’ dmAaTos {oyet.

Pardini (after Dain, Pohlsander, and others). Not all such false elisions have the same cause: e.g.
Herc. 418 odhler’ év (odnlerar Pflugk). Cf. also O.C. 219, where LJ-W justly regard their
wéera for péler’ at O.C. 219 as a matter simply of ‘interpretation’.

2 Everyone since Pearson has reported L as attesting Baxy- (and Bayy- after correction),
despite Jebb’s explicit contradiction of that (blaming Campbell for the ‘inadvertent’ report). No
one, however, has discussed this contradiction: one might have expected comment either in
Dawe’s Studies 1.134 (where there is a textual note on the status of 196 drapfrjrws), or in LJ-W’s
Sophoclea or Second Thoughts. But Dr Dawe assures me, after another look at the facsimile of L,
that (though S and « are very similar in appearance), the relevant letter is indeed £ in his opinion.
Jebb’s apparatus prima facie commands respect, with its careful reports of L’s lineation
(otherwise neglected until Pardini’s recent study), giving also the transmissional evidence for
the elisions drdpfBn0d’ and Bapvddynt’ (treated by LI-W as conjectures of Lobeck and Nauck
respectively; not mentioned by Pearson and Dawe).
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245 ’oriv Bergk: 7w’ codd. 76n HNVA: 67 7ou pler.  rdpa Tr: kpara codd.

A variously controversial stanza,'> presumably of five periods, L divides as above,
except in 221-2 (avdpos | aifovos) ~245-6 (ka-|]\dupact).

221-3/245-7. Dawe (after Wilamowitz, Jebb, Dale, Dain, Kraus, Pohlsander) divides
with a pauseless breach of synapheia at olav é89jAwods || dvépos (Hermann)
atBovos . . . (and %67 7ot | kpara in ant.). LI-W (after Pearson) divide with a different
breach of synapheia at avdpos aiflovas ~ (kd)pa kaldupaot (v), i.e. as ia Ik || ch 2ian.
Given rkdpa (Tricl.), the words invite analysis rather as above, as an opening sequence
—ee - D i . ith similar to O.T 1093-5/1105-7 (¢ — ¢ — D X ith) and Troades
820-2/840-2 (-ee - D x i D). The sequence . .. —««—~ . —: - ith (cf. the ‘Archilochian
dicolon’) recurs at the end of the stanza. (Of the further emendations ’o7iv [Bergk]
and dapupoi [LI-W, for 78n] the former merits acceptance, the latter is at best
unnecessary.'* The superfluous 7ot in some MSS may derive from an intrusive ¢ with
kpara, or perhaps from a superscribed 7o in a tradition with kapa and kpara as
variants.)

In favour of olav é69Awads || . . . it must be allowed that Sophocles was fond of the
colon ia sp (cf. on 192-3 above) and that avépos for avdpos is a slightly smaller change
than wxdpa for kpdra. Prima facie, moreover, avépos | . . . for dvdpos | . . . directly
restores responsion with Ls kpdra ka-| . . ., and is accepted for that reason by Pardini.
Against that, however, it is incredible that the ancestral lineator, ex hypothesi a
competent metrician, would have divided irrationally after — — . ——. — . .| ... (the
irrationality aggravated by lack of word-end in the antistrophe). At the same time the
division ka-[Adppact is unlikely to be a mere scribal aberration; a consideration telling
both against division before kpdra kaldupact (as Wilamowitz) and against division
after kdpa kaddppact (as Pearson). More probably the ancestral division at xa-|
Adppact was rational in a text as above, admitting division of the long compound
opening verse with equal legitimacy either before or after the anceps link-syllable (in
either case in the middle of a word). In such a case it is understandable that the
word-division after -6pos in the strophe prevailed. If the lineator had read avepos ~
kpata ka-, as Pardini would have us believe, he would undoubtedly (like Wilamowitz)
have divided between words before this dactyl.

224-6/248-50 modulates from dactylic/enoplian metre into iono-choriambic.!> The
verses D and — - . — — . . — — (the latter either 2¢h — or — 2io, cf. 1201/1213, O.T.
483/498, Pers. 647/652, etc.; Dale’s ‘chor enneasyll’) might indeed be taken as self-
contained; but indentation of the second colon is in line with an equally legitimate
interpretation of the sequence as a whole as D : 4io (iox 3i0). D’ commonly has the
pattern D : - . — . - — (Pers. 855-6, Ag. 113-14, Eum. 529-30, Alc. 115-16, Pho.
830-1, etc.), and in this modulation the colarion . . — . . — may be said to do double
duty, serving also as the beginning of an ionic run.

227-8/251-2 is an orthodox iono-choriambic sequence, overlappable as ia ch | ar, but
no less correctly taken as pe : io i ior ba (for the colon X — . — — . . ——  cf. Ant.
782/792; - - — - — — is a common ionic clausula). As elsewhere, indentation (if the

13 Cf. Stinton, 140-1. 4" As LJ-W? now concede. 15 “Tono-choriambic’: c¢f. CS 1, n. 15.
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sequence is not printed uno versu) preserves the ambivalence, while obviating the need
for hyphenated overlap.!®

229-30/253—-4 is the same without the first two syllables: ba 3io = “dod™ [ ar (again
preferably with indentation rather than overlap). lonic beginning - —— . . . is generally
regarded as a late fifth-century development (cf. West, GM 125), but we need not
hesitate to regard - — — : . . —— here (as at Alc. 456/468) as at least akin to ionic.

231-2/255-6 comes full circle, ending with the same ... — - . — .. -t . jth as the
opening period, but with an unusual penultimate colon: . — — i . . — . . — Stinton
(140) found it ‘hard to believe’, but there is an overlooked precedent at Pi. O/. 10.14,
35 (etc.). Moreover the same - —— : . . — . . — occurs in enoplian context, but as the
second limb of a dicolon, at Alc. 594 (~603) MoAocodv dpéwv Tiferar and Andr.
1012 (~1021) Suppedwr aAwov mélayos. Here too the diaeresis after - — — is a feature
of the pattern, and - —— : . - —. . . echoes the same at the beginning of the previous
period. Sophocles was in general fond of sequences beginning . —— :.. ., as ba : g/
at 1205/1217, O.C. 120/152, 123/155, Phil. 140/155; cf. also Pi. Nem. 6.1 (etc.). There
is indeed another possible analysis of the sequenceas « —— i« —cc— v — v — o ——
(ba i T - e—); akin on the one hand to the verse T ba (as Trac. 648/660, Alc 437/447
460/470, etc.), on the other to enoplian sequences ending with . . . X ¢ — ||| (as at
Trac. 102/111). (Less credible would be interpretation of . — — . . — . . — as an
anaclastic form of the gl//wil hybrid — . — - . —. . — [E. EIl. 439/449, cf. «c - —~ - — - . —
at Ba. 112/127, 115/130, 1. A. 1093]. This is not an aeolic context.)

348 lo pidot vavBdrar pdvor éuav pidwy . . .
~356 o yévos valas dpwyov Téyvas . . .

L’s text (as above; not divided as {w | 23, as in the vulgate) can be analysed as ia cr :
6. But then (as pointed out in CS I*** n. 93) & for {w suggests itself as likely in both
stanzas. 2cr § is a frequent combination, and i« for ¢ is a routinely common error.!”
The correptionin u vol u v $iA v|p voi 7 éuu vévrs. .. (likew pol Aipp o
in 413 below) is of a kind not infrequent in Sophocles’ dochmiacs.'®

394-5 [lw] oxdTos éuov pdos,
épefos & paevvéTaTov s éuol, . . . 395
~412-13 mépor alippobor,

, ;s - s
mapadd 7’ dvrpa kal véuos émdkTiov, . ..
412 & mépor GQR (lw Brunck, edd.)

16 Cf. CS1, 69, 73-4, 76-7, and further on 596ff. below.

7°CQ 49 (1999), 417, n. 29; cf. on Ant. 1121a, 1146, 1261/1284 in CS 1.

18 According to Conomis (Hermes 92 [1964], 40) ‘Epic correption is rare in the lyrics of
tragedy; less rare in dactylic metres than in others. There are very few examples in dochmiacs.’
Correption of exclamations is in fact frequent in the dochmiacs of all three tragedians, especially
(with split resolution) in 8s beginning with (&), dpot, alai. Otherwise indeed rare in the
dochmiacs of Aeschylus and Euripides (if we discount virtual exclamations such as épa. dpa . . .),
but there are enough certain instances in Sophocles (also Anz. 1331, O.T 663, 686, Phil. 854) to
justify ready acceptance of others created by easy conjecture, as at Anz. 1310, EI. 1239; and in this
passage Hermann’s certain udvot ér’ for uévor 7.

https://doi.org/10.1093/cq/52.1.50 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1093/cq/52.1.50

56 C. W. WILLINK

If 394/412 is taken as ia cr (with (@ orxdéros and {w mdpor), we have not only split
resolution before syncopation,' but also anomalous correption (m pot &\-) in an
iambic metron. So here too (against L) the exclamation is customarily taken as
extra-metric, after Wilamowitz (cf. Parker? 259). Since only a few MSS, and not the
best, have the ¢ in 412, the chances are that the exclamations are false in both places.
() in 394 will have come in under the influence of 348/356 and 379; and & is very often
intrusive, as at Ant. 1121, 1289, O.T. 1339, Or. 160, 161, 186, etc.

L directly gives three dochmiacs in 412-13 (divided as 28 | 6), and correspondingly
divides 394-5 at ¢aev-pérarov (Pardini 114). That may well imply that the ancestral
lineator admitted lengthened $ads at the end of a dochmius within the verse; but
we shall do well to prefer redivision as 6 || 28, comparing Eum. 149 iw mai Aios- || and
Or. 1537 iw iw Téya || for the exclamatory single-dochmiac opening.

401-3 aAdd p’ a dwos
aAkipa Beos
6Xélprov aurile

~418-20 & Zrapdvdpiot
yeiToves poal
tetppovest Apyelows 420

L does not divide 401-2/418-19, the lineator having apparently scanned with
another lengthened -6s within the verse. Then, following the hypodochmiacs, either
X —..———(again) or X .. . ———(as Trac. 846-7/857-8, etc.) is as likely as a dochmius;
cf. O.T 1208ff./1217ff. where hypodochmiacs are followed by . . — . — . — , also the
pattern of mixed short verses in E/l. 504ff. (there mostly ia sp). Since eUdpoves is
otherwise suspect, there is no case for emending éAé0pwov to correspond with it; still
less for Renehan’s acceptance (now seemingly favoured by LJ-W) of .. .. ———asa
triply anomalous dochmius: not merely initial -- . . . but unparalleled initial .. . . . and
unparalleled - - . .. If the sense of evgpoves is accepted, we need look no further
than Hermann’s éiidpoves (giving - — - - — ——), accepted by Dawe in his third edition.
For the more probable sense ‘unfriendly’ (irony seems unlikely), <odx> etdpoves is a
less arbitrary correction than LJ-W’s xaxd- for ed-. For the scansion 6A&fp-, cf. O.C.
1683 and probably O.T. 1343 (Erfurdt). I write durcile (for alr-): cf. West, AT xlv.

425-6 8épxOn xlovos poldvr’ amo
‘EMavidos: . ..

A remarkable brevis in longo without pause (in responsion with 408 . . . mpooréiuelda,
but there is a comma there). If we accept the text (Nauck made excisions) we should
probably write do, at least getting rid of the prepositive at period-end.?

596-608 @ kdewa Zadapls, oU puév mov
Y s
valers alimdakTos eddaiuwy,
maow mepidavros alel:

1 Nowhere certain in Sophocles: see Diggle, Studies 18-21.
2 On this and similar disyllabic prepositions at verse-end (period-end), also Trac. 510 and
Phil. 184, cf. Stinton, 205.
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3 \ ) ¢ 4
éyw 8’ 6 TAduwy
madaos dg’ ob xpévos 600
TS~
ISata pipvwr
Aetudove” éravia unvdv
aviipifpos alev edvdupad,
XpSvwt Tpuxduevos,
karay éAmid’ éywy 605
3 4 ) ¢ 7/
érv ué mol’ avioew
Tov améTpomov aidnAov Aidav.

~609-21 kai pot dvalepdmevtos Alas
, ” ”
EveoTw épedpos, dpot pot, 610
Oelow poaviar Edvavios:
o 3 4
ov éemépipw
N ,
mplv 67 mote Bovpiwe
kpaTotvt’ év Aper
vov 8’ ad ¢pevos olofuiTas 615
pidois péya mévlfos nipnTar,
T mplv &’ épya xepoiv
ueyioras aperas
dpida map’ apilots
émea’ émece peXéors Arpeldats. 620

602 Aewwcove’ émavda Lobeck: Xewpwviar molar (vel méa) codd. umvav
Hermann: unAév codd. 610 duow pou Tr: lar pow poe (not ter LAX®) codd.

596-603/609-616 takes rational shape with the proposals of Lobeck and Hermann
(accepted by Jebb and now by Pardini), though opinions may differ as to whether
the opening dicolon 4i : t/ sp (hag—) needs to be overlapped as g/ [ g/ sp, and similarly
pe : hag i tl sp (hag-) as ia gl [ gl sp. Here too (cf. on 227-8/248-50 above) there is
much to be said for colometry displaying the cola (as in L) as delimited by word-end
without unnecessary hyphens; always provided, however, that indentation is available
to show metrical continuity. For the combination pe : t/ ( = ia gl), cf. 624/635,
625/636, 1188/1195, Trac. 845/856, 7EIL. 479/495 (Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 79). Word-end
after X — . —— 1 ... is normal in this and many similar sequences.

604-8/617-21 is more controversial; cf. Parker (> 242-3), who contemplated five
different analyses. L attests an ancestral division after xaxav ~ peyi- (i.e. after a

glyconic), followed by —« « — |-« -« < ¢« —|eeens | - - —+——;acolometry in which
only the central dochmius « -« -« . — convinces).?!

Wilamowitz redivided as g/ | chia [ — i - <« < -« « — . — — (3iar). Dawe gives
604-5/617-18 uno versu as ‘glyc. + chor.’, a virtually unique compound (see Itsumi,
ibid.). Most, after Jebb, rightly recognize the pair of - — — - . — cola, as above.”> Such

21 T aspirate 7o)’ dvioew, cf. West, AT XXX.
22 Pohlsander rightly dismisses Pearson’s wildly different colometry, but does not explain why
he regards Wilamowitz’s divisions after g/ and ¢/ ia as ‘much more reasonable’ than repetition of

the colon - — — - . —. We are certainly not committed to acceptance of L’s glyconic (on such false
octosyllables in presumably ancient colometry, cf. CQ 39 [1989], 59, n. 56); and the overlap . . . :
<« /- ...isalien to Sophocles (unlike Euripides).
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repetition of short cola is in Sophocles’ manner, and in this case has a clear precedent
at Sept. 904-5 8.” v alvopdpos, | 6t” dv veikos éBa (~891-2 <...>| alal Saiudviol).
. —— . —1s there dochmiac or quasi-dochmiac, between - .. .. . —and — .. — . —; not
indeed recognized as dochmiac by West, nor yet the similar - . - — . - — at Sept. 935
€pidt pawopévar ~ 949 ¥mo 8¢ cwpart yas and Eum. 837 = 870 éue malbeiv Tdde,
bed. But West does recognize (5e e 7av (kérw ~ o 8é map’ dirydvov as a dochmius
at Su. 350/361.

606/619 is then another dochmiac colon, like Sept. 903 kréava 8’ émvydvois. LI-W
here follow Parker, Nauck, and others in combining these seven and the following
eleven syllables, to be read somehow as some kind of iambic or trochaic tetrameter;
unappealing both prima facie and however analysed in detail. The analyses of Nauck
(ia cr ia ba), Schroder (cr ia ia ba) and Kraus (¢r tr ith, similarly Dawe) all have an
uncomfortable number of split resolutions, as Parker observed. Her own preference
(ia cr ch ba), without reducing the number of splits, incredibly has at once ia cr with
resolution before syncopation (as also Nauck),? adjacent resolutions . . . v« -« .
other than within a dochmius, and a choriamb with its first long resolved (resolved
moreover, with a split).>*

As the phrasing suggests prima facie, we must divide as above and look for a
satisfactory metrical interpretation of the concluding - -« <« i « « — . — — We might
consider taking it as a hypercatalectic iambic dimeter (2ia —), analogous to the
stanza-ending verse — ¢ — ¢ — at Trac. 102/111. But there is a more exact precedent,
likewise in dochmiac context and ending a stanza, at Sept. 214-15 &4 787 7pbnv
$oBwi i mpos paxdpwy Ards, i méAeos v’ Umepéyoiev dAwdr.”* The vulgate
analysis . . . i ch ia | 2ia~ there is questionable as the conclusion of a mainly dochmiac
stanza. - < « -~ . — (dochmius kaibelianus) plus ba is likelier; and the same could be
right here, unless perhaps Sophocles here thought of < - - - - -« — (ambivalently?) as a
resolution of the preceding - — — - - — cola.

Split resolutions are unremarkable in dochmiacs. But there is something more to be
said about émec’ émece in 620. As Jebb observed, word-doubling is unusual in
Sophocles (citing nothing nearer than 1205 épcdrwr 8’ épcdTwr . . . and fr. 686 Bapds
Evowcos, & Eévor Bapis, both with strong predicative emphasis, and epanalepses such
as Phil. 1462 Xelmopev dpds Aelmopev %0n). There scarcely seems sufficient emphasis
on émece here, functioning as a copula with d¢la predicative, to justify its doubling in
the middle of the sentence. Note also that anadiplosis of third-person verbs probably
occurs elsewhere in Greek tragedy only with the terminations -€ or -ev, never with with
either word elided.”® The only exceptions, both conjectural, are at E. Or. 1547
(Seidler)”” and Ba. 986-7 (Elmsley).?® Perhaps we should read ddida map’ dpidocs |

2 Cf. n. 19 above. 2 Tnadmissible, cf. CS1, n. 55 on Ant. 798.

B ~206-7 (mmkdv 7' dmvev (Lachmann) | mdadiwv 78w ordpat (Siaordpia Schiitz)
mupryeverav yalwaov. West rightly divides after the two cretics (unlike Murray and Page). But
then — . - — . — (with phrase-end in ant.) is surely the completion of a standard 2¢r + &
combination, not the beginning of an alien — - - — - — - - (ch ia with a terminal resolution un-
paralleled in Aeschylus) followed by 2ia.. This is not the place to consider further the crux in 207.

26 There are certainly no other exceptions in Aesch. or Soph. As to Euripides, who commonly
doubles such verbs, see Diggle’s detailed study in Euripidea 388ft.

7 ¢reo’ émece is variously uncertain there (with sundry variants and alternative
interpretations in the scholia), in an otherwise textually doubtful setting. The truth there could
well be émeaémece (from émeiomimrw), as I hope to argue elsewhere.

% Read éuo-ev éuodev, [d] Bdryar, rather than éuol” éuolev . . . Interpolation of & is very
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éme’ émece: the glorious deeds are now mere words (cf. émea udvov Herc. 112) associ-
ated with enmity (d¢iAa) on the part of the dpilor Atridae.

622-33 7 mov Talatdu
(~634-45) wév ovvrpodos duépat
AevkdiL T€ yrpat
waTp VW 6TAY vosolvTa 625
épevoBdpws drovone,
aldwov atdwov
Q) > ~ 7’ 14 bl ~
008’ olkTpas ydov Spvilos andods
o , 2y
foeL SVopopos, A
se g Y
6évTérovs peév adas 630
Opivmoer, xepdmAaxTor 6’
év orépvoioL mecolvTal
dovmor kal moAids duvypa yaitas.

626 ¢pevoBdpws Dindorf: -pdpws vel -udpws codd. 631 yepémAarror Erfurdt:
-mAnkTou codd.

The stanza begins with pe : ¢/ (ia gl), then pe : t/ - : ith, like 599ff./612ff. in the previ-
ous stanza-pair, but shifting briefly into enoplian metre in the cadence . . . ¢/ - : ith. For
- . — . — behaving as an enoplian rather than aeolic measure, cf. 194-5 above, also
Trac. 883, EIl. 248. Then the short verse — - - — - — (self-contained, followed by a change
of metre) is either dod or 8, followed by a run of differently ambivalent verses, best
taken as iono-choriambic: 3io ( = ph©) | Jio~ ba ( = dod” : ar) | 2io : 2io | io “2io (=gl
ba).” Tonic analysis does better justice to the invariably long second position and to
the elided postpositive 6’ in 6301 (cf. n. 53 below). But ———. . ——: ———_ . ——isalso
D — i D —(cf. Pers. 584-90/591-7, Med. 629-30/638-9), in line w1th the nod towards
enophan metre in 625-6/637-8.

701-5 vov yap éuol puélel yopevoar:
Ikaplwy 8 vmép medayiwy <mépwr>
wodwv dvaé AmdAwv
6 AdAws elyvwaotos

éuot Evveln dua mavtos ebdpwr 705
~714-18 mavl’ 6 uéyas xpdévos papaivet,
ko00€v avavdatov parifain’ <€’/yw'y’> 715

b4 o / 3y 37
av, eo7é v’ €€ aédmrwy
Alas peraveyvdioln
Ovpod 7’ Arpeldais peydlwv Te veucéwr.

701 xopevoar <- — . —> Hermann, Lobeck 702 wedayiwv NVZc: -éwv cett.
<mépwr>,cf. 412 714 post papaiver add. Te kal pAéyer codd., om. Stob. 1.97.18,

common (cf. CS'I, 85 w1th n. 84) For the placmg thus of the anadiplosis, cf. Hel. 650, where 1
should now read wdow 3’ duov &éo-luer éyopev, dv éuevov . . . (not as proposed in CQ 39
[1989], 59); there appears to be room for moow y auov €|xopev . . . in P. Oxy. 2336.

¥ On the favourite ph‘ (West, GM xii), also Ant. 787/797, 944/955, 970/981; EI. 472/489,
828f1./842fT.; Phil. 203/212, 710/721; O.C. 701/714; cf. CS'1, 49.
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del. Livineius 715 dvaddarov Lobeck (cf. A. Sept. 897): -nrov Codd (-akTov
Hsch) d)aﬂcracp. Livinejus <6'yw'y> cf. O.T 504 718 Ovpod 7" Hermann:
~uov A, -pdv NG”’F*, -pov cett.

In 701/714 the verse — . - — . — i . — — repeats both 698/711 and the cadence of
700/713; a multivalent verse, at once dod plus ba, & plus ba, a form of hipponactean
(West’s “"hi) and an iono-choriambic enneasyllable (dkin to both ¢k ia and the ana-
creontic), cf. Ag. 448 (~467) dAorplas Sal yvvaikds, Pers. 659/666 (following 23),
O.C. 130/161, etc. The longer version — -t —— — (Hermann, Lobeck),
with . .. 7€ kai pAéyerin ant. and a supplement in str., is metrlcally anomalous, ba ia
scarcely if at all occurring in lyric iambics before late Euripides.*

In 702-3/715-16 — - . — . — . . — (with darica’) is not perhaps incredible, if taken as
d % d (followed by - ith), akin to e X d and d X e (as 399/416, Trac. 637/644, Ant.
1116-17/1127-8, Alc. 573/583).3! But welayéwv is otherwise under grave suspicion,
as argued by Renehan (CPh 87 [1992], 347-9), not only as needing emendation of
pariéapn’3? LI-W’s kedevfwrv for melayéwv postulates an unlikely gloss, and is
otherwise unacceptable (not only because ‘over seas’ is different from ‘over paths’, cf.
the acc. kélevba at Od. 3.71, 177, etc.). Unless we redivide, we have not only the rare
long anceps following choriamb in 715,33 but also (at ¢arifaiu’ | dv) impossible
elision at pendent close before single short (i.e. at period-end); while redivision

gives either — - . —. — . —/— 1 . —. — . —— || still with the abnormal long anceps after
ch, and now also period-end following non-catalectic trochees, or « — . — — abnormally
following 28.

The variant welayiwv is a clue pointing rather to the loss of a noun such as
<mépwv> completing a second dochmius (before or after medayiwv), cf. 412 7wdpot
aAippofor; and it is not difficult to find a corresponding supplement in the antistrophe,
for preference darifap’ <éywy™ dv (cf. O.T. 504-6 odmor’ éywy’ dv...
karapainy).>

704/717 is the same X — . . — — —as 199 and 200 (qq.v.). Period-end at edyvworas is
acceptable (with little or no sense-pause); or did Sophocles perhaps intend
edyvaroTws?

879-90 7is dv 89Td pot, Tis dv dlomdvwy
c P > ”
aAaddv éywv diimvouvs dypas, 880

30 Stinton, 119ff; cf. CS 1, 80. papaiver [1€] rai $pAéyer would give a likelier ba cr; or one
might consider . . . | pAéyer Te kal papaiver, with the lacuna before yopetoar in 701, giving a
cadence immediately repeated in 703/16. But there is no defect of sense to favour such a lacuna. A
reader suggests that the context arguably requires ‘the longer version’ with 7e xal ¢Aéyey; so
indeed may an interpolator have opined (first perhaps simply writing kal $pAéyet as a marginal
gloss).

31 Garvie mentions I A. 556 (~571); and Diggle mentions E. Su. 999/1022, Or. 8401, Ba. 410,
I.A.547, 553, 574, 576, 764-5 (Euripidea, 506, n. 56).

32 arioays’is certainly a conjecture of Livineius. The only variant (negligible) is par({-.

3 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 426-7 on Hipp. 1387-8.

3 Alternatively pariaupn” dv <ép-lyov>. 28 | 2iar is quite normal; 28 - i ith less so, but in line
with . ... ¢ ithin 625-6/637-8. For dochmiac thus synartete with following iambic, cf. Sept. 420,
Ba. 1185. A reader is troubled by the postulate of ‘lacunae in both strophe and antistrophe’; but
words do drop out, and we can surely accept some coincidences of word loss. Much of course
depends on the separate plausibility of the supplements.
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7 7is "Odvpmddwy
Ocav 7 puradv
Boomopiwy morapdv Tov dusbuuor
el ol whaldpevor Aedoowy 885
amdor; oxérla yap
eué ye Tov pakpdv aXdTav mévwr odplmwe
w) meddoar Spduwe,
AN duévmrov dvdpa w1y Aebeoew Smov. 890

~925-36 eueddes TdAas, éueldes xpovwe

oTepedppwr dp’ éfavicoew kakav

poipav amepeciwy
mévwy: Toid pou

mavvvya kal paébovr’ dveorévales 930
wudppov’ éxllodom’ Arpeidars

ovAlwt ovv mdber

uéyas dp’ v éxetvos dpxwv xpdévos mnudTwy
oS ApLoTxeELp 935

<—..—> dmlwv ékert’ dyawv mépL.

931 dudppov’] wudppwr codd. 936 <ypvoodérwr> Musgrave; alii alia

After 26| 25 | the sequence —« « — v« — 1 c —— . — 1 —..— ..~ i, .. suggestsa
convergence of D and §, — - - — . - —in 881/928 stdndmg for — - - — X —in the same
way as - —— - - —at 604-5/617-18 (q.v.) seems to stand for - —— X —. At the same time
the second — - . — . - —is synartete (elision in ant.) with . — . — . | thus constituting the

beginning of an enoplian sequence (elegiambus, D - e - ).

In the vulgate, dpdppwr in 931 ends a period, in responsion with ei 706, but it may
well be significant that L lineates 885-6 as 7ov dudfvpov el mofr mAalduevov |
Aevoowv . . . (dividing after an iambelegus). 2ia || 6 is not indeed impossible (less
probably 2ia | 6 with 7067 lengthened before 7A-). But 2ia § is a standard combination
(Ag. 1156/1167, etc.), and one expects synapheia, if not synartesis (as at Eum.
158-9/165-6, Med. 1280/1291, etc.), in the absence of pause. wuddpov’ (paired with
éxfodém’) is an easy correction (it is credible that the lineator here misinterpreted
-ppov as -¢pwv). For the enoplian cadence . . . : —- - — . . —— — cf. Hec. 650, 1068,
Herc. 1018, 1033, 1185-7, Tro. 267, Ion 718, Pho. 122, Or. 1256/1276.3

886/932 seems then to be a self-contained pair of cretics ( — - — : , like O.C.
1685/1712) with a breach of synapheia in the strophe at yap. But oxew\La yap is
perhaps a not impossible alternative scansion.?® Although the elements here are
cretics, the context is primarily dochmiac.

3 Cf. comm.Or. p. 288, and K. Itsumi, BICS 38 (1991-3), 245. The list could be extended with
exx. with short penult. (e.g. Andr. 827) and/or a different word-division before the cadence, e.g.
Andr. 831, Pi. Ol 6.5, etc.). Sequences ending . . . — - - i — . . — X — are vulnerable to
misinterpretation (cf. CQ 38 [1988], 93 on Herc. 1016-20); likewise . . . — -« - i —. . — . . —(as
177/187 above, Trac. 884-5, qq.v.).

36 For such resolution before change of metre without sense-pause, cf. Hec. 10667 elfe pot
Supdtwy alpatder PA ¢ap v | dxéoar’ dréoato TudAdy, i Alie, péyyos dmalddas, also
Diggle, Euripidea 398, n. 122 on Pho. 294.
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887-9/933-5 is then another member of the large class of dochmiac sequences that
begin and end as dochmiac without comprising an integral number of §s.3” < ——. ——
- —(as Med. 1251/1261, etc.) is 6.0 in my notation. So here 6 : « —— .~ —.— 1 §is
06.08; virtually the same as PV, 574-5/593-4, 582-3/601-2.

890/936 is — - - — - — . — - — . —, beginning with apparently dochmiac rhythm, but
proceeding in such a way as to constitute a trimeter ch 2ia. The same trick is played
(similarly ending an iambo-dochmiac stanza) at Rhesus 464-6/830-2: — . . — . — . —.

—.—(ch2ia)|-— <<= (8) |~ —«—<———(chiasp; not, as usually taken, 26 with an
irregular - — — —); cf. CS I, 69. A case might be made here and elsewhere for the
notations ds2ia and 2ia~d for apparent instances of x .. . .. . — (‘kaibelianus’)

combined with a dochmius; cf. CS'1, 89 (on Ant. 1275/1299).

900-2 dpot éudv véoTwy: 900
” , y
Wpot, katémedres, dvaé,
Tévde cvvvadTav, Tdas

~946-8 apot dvatyfrwy
dtoodv é0pdnoas dvavd’
épy’ Arpedav Tdd’ dyer

—+<«+<———]...seems here to be at once a dochmius and a contracted D (cf. the
choerilean D : X D). Then ——..—..—-:—.———_.— (=D i e —e) has in the
antistrophe an instance of the rarecut...—.—— i —. —:cf. Anz. 1129, O.T 890/904
(651 and 1336 are rather different, see below), O.C. 1077; Alc. 227 (suspect, I think),
Med. 634/643, Hipp. 1149.3 Most instances are in enoplian (D/e) contexts, e — : e
being akin to D — : e (as O.T. 1088, 1090).

1190 tava Tav evpwdn Tpolavt

~1197 @ mévou mpdyovor Tévwy
1190 év rav Ahrens  Tpotav Wilamowitz 1197 fort. & wévwy mévor mpdyovou

1190 is variously problematic (justly obelized by Dawe). Emendation giving another
‘chor. dim. B’ (or wil), like 1187 7av dmavorov alév éuot ~ 1194 keivos dvnp ds
oTuyepwv earlier in the stanza, is the most plausible line of attack. It may be
fortuitous that dv (du) for dvd is not attested elsewhere in Sophocles.® The hapax
€dpcddn remains uncertain (including its sense), but Musgrave’s edpvedy Tpolav is
doubtfully worth a place in the apparatus. (‘Dragged glyconic’ is everywhere doubt-
ful in Sophocles [CS 1, n. 8], and particularly unlikely with unequal responsion.
Dawe’s latest suggestion av’ [Hermann] edpdidea Tpwiav improbably gives the
responsion ~ <. . . [cf. Itsumi® 68].)

In the first instance this gives a responsion of wil and g/, probably not elsewhere in
Sophocles before Philoctetes (CS 1, n 9). Little violence, however, is needed to obtain

37 Cf. CS1, 87 (on Ant. 1262-3/1285-6).

3% Cf. Parker! 1ff., who does not, however, mention all my exx. There is probably no instance in
Aeschylus (West, Studies in Aeschylus 177).

¥ To the handful of certain or possible instances in Aeschylean and Euripidean lyric
mentioned by Bond on Herc. 389 add ?Pho. 1516 (Diggle, Euripidea 348).
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another wil ~ wil responsion like 1187/1194—merely a transposition postulating that
mévwy was skipped before 7évor and restored at the end of the verse; a transposition
otherwise likely (or alternatively & mdvor mévwv . . .), since the cognate words are
normally juxtaposed in such paregmena, as at 866 mdvos mévov mévwe péper; cf. Niobe
fr. 400.2 wévwe mévov éx vukTos dAAdooovoa (missed in my commentary on Orestes
816-18), Sept. 851 7( 8’ dA\o v’ 7 mévor mévwy épéoTion; etc.

I write & (not ) in 1197, cf. & wdvou Sept. 739, & mwévos Cho. 466 (West).*

TRACHINIAE "
94-102 XOPOX
(~103-11) ov aloda voé évapilouéva
TikTeL kKaTevvdlel Te ployilduevor, 95

Alov Aliov aird

TovT0, Kapifar Tov Akur-
vas w80 pot w60 [wol] wais
, y a - - ,

valew wot’, & Aaumpdl orepomrdt Ppleyéfwr,

2 , 3y A N

7 movtiovs avddvas 7 100
diooas av’ ameipovs kAbels

eim’, & kparioTebwy kot Supar

98 woudel Tr  yds Schneidewin 100 7wovriovs pler.: -as L (~L") 101 dis0ds v’
dmelpovs Dawe: Stooaiow dmelpoiou(v) codd. (-ais -ows Tr)  kpugels Stinton

The metre is mostly straightforward enoplian (D/e). The opening - ¢ D | . .. (like
Hel. 1107, etc.) is analogous to - e e | ... Then iambelegi ( — ¢ — D) frame the
palindromic sequence D — | e — e — D . For the concludingrun—e—e : —e—e|—e—e -,
cf. Hipp. 759-63/771-5; here in effect with clausular e¢ — (cf. 498/508) rather than
clausular ith. X e X e —is analogous to X D X ¢ — (the elegiambus).

In 98 Easterling rightly follows Triclinius (with Jebb, cf. Stinton, 204-7); not w66 pot
[mais] (Wunder, LJ-W, Davies); but yds is plausible (Dawe; cf. Stinton, 448 n. 6).

Jebb was right also in 100-1 (followed by Stinton, Longo, Dawe, and Easterling) in
taking the alternatives as essentially ‘sea’ and ‘dry land’. wovriovs adddvas adds to
‘sea’ the idea of ‘ramifications’, reflecting the complex of sea-ways and much-
indented coastline familiar to Greek navigators; ‘(the) two continents’ elaborates ‘dry
land’ in accordance with a common view of the world (sc. ‘Europe and Asia’; LSJ s.v.
ymewpos 111, amplified by Longo). LJ-W (and still LJ-W?) perversely take the
alternatives (reading ITovrias) as ‘In the channels of the Black Sea? Or leaning on
the two continents?’ (so Lloyd-Jones in the Loeb). Against this (i) ITovrias adAdvas
(to be understood as ‘the Bosporus, the Propontis and the Hellespont’) is a phrase
at once obscure and too narrow for a specification of ‘East’, and also odd as objective

40 For the recommended distinction between ¢ and & (the former often exclamatory, but only
in conjunction with an expressed or implied second-person address; the latter in ‘non-allocutory’
exclamations, often in self-pity), cf. on Hipp. 366 and 669 in CQ 49 (1999), 412 withn. 17 and 416
with n. 26.

4! There are references in CS I to Trac. 102/111 (n. 22), 116-17/126-7 (67), 221 (n. 60), 497-8
(71), 497-9/507-9 (n. 22), 517 (79), 5234 (n. 90), 848/859 (85), 849/860 (n. 38), 880 (n. 60),
1009/1030 (n. 86).
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to valer (does one dwell in channels?). (ii) ‘Leaning on (the) two continents’ is even
odder: supposedly referring to the Western ‘pillars’, but 7meipos does not mean
‘pillar’, and the image is grotesque. Why, in any case, should so precise a location be
designated, when the Chorus have no idea where Heracles may be? It is surprising
that Davies subscribes to this widely contemned interpretation (cf. also West, CR 41
[1991], 301).

xkAbels is best taken as ‘having made his resting-place’, so with the implication
‘not coming home™.* Pi. O. 1.92 A\deod mdpwi khibels (of the hero Oenomaus) and
1l. 5.709 valeore (like valed here) . . . Auvne kexAiuevos Knduaide offer sufficient
support.*? Stinton’s kpueels was clever;* but (as Easterling has pointed out) ‘hidden’ is
doubtfully appropriate. Dawe’s svflels was more certainly misconceived (see Stinton),
also his later e/ . . . o¢p’ afpeis (ed. 3); but I accept his neglected proposal diosas dv’
ameipovs: we then have two accusative phrases both governed by the one ‘environ-
mental’ preposition, according to an elegant dm6 xowod idiom,* and we no longer
have avAdvas governed by valer.

I read movriovs (a reading surprisingly not reported by Easterling) for the vulgate
movtias. The latter is indeed attested in L, but only there and only in conjunction with
-{ovs suprascribed by the first hand. Either adAdv is here masc. as at P V. 731, or we
have a stylish two-termination use as at Alc. 595 (cf. KB 1.536-7, Diggle, Euripidea
167). Either way we have a more euphonious chiastic sequence of accusative plural
terminations.

112-21 mola yap &or’ dxduavros
(~122-131) 7 véTov 1) Bopéa Tis

/ B b > 4 /
KUUOT <€V> €UpEL TOVTWL
S s s
Bavt’ émévr’ av Sov 115
ovTw 8¢ Tov Kadpoyery
Tpédet, 16 8’ adéer, BidTov
moAvmovor domep mélayos
Kpnowov: add 7is Oecov
alev avaumAdrnTov Aida 120
’ 3 /
oe dépwv épire.

114 <é> Erfurdt; <dv> Porson, Wakefield 115 émdvr’ av] émidvra 7’ codd.
117 orpédper Reiske

The picture in 112-15, before odrw . . . 116ff., is simply of ‘many’ sequential waves
(‘following on’) ‘tirelessly’ (i.e. unremittingly) driven by a north or south wind, as seen
by a hypothetical observer ‘in a wide sea’. There is no ‘ebb-and-flow’ or ‘rise and fall’
in this image (pace Easterling). The direction of flow may change with a change of
wind (cf. the comparison of Oedipus with a xvpatomAné drrd storm-buffeted from
four quarters in O.C. 1238-49), but that does not affect the essential point of com-
parison, namely the unremitting molvmovia of the hero’s life as an ‘environment’ akin

4 Cf. M. L. West, BICS 26 (1979), 11 (with an unnecessary gloss ‘reclining between his
labours’).

4 Stinton objected that Stocaiow dmelpows here ‘denotes the area within which Heracles is to
be found, not a particular place near which he is situated’. But with Dawe’s emendation of that
phrase the specification of ‘particular place’ is given rather by the initial 76: . . . ;

* Tbid. 207-9. Note also the ‘common’ confusion of A and p (Diggle, Euripidea 469-70).

4 Bruhn, Anhang 97; dvd ‘environmental’ as O.T. 477-8, O.C. 1058, etc.
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to the notoriously rough Cretan sea; despite which (aAAd . . .) some god always
preserves him from death.

As to the text, we need dv with dore . .. 7is . .. dow. The vulgate kdpar’ <dv> is
defended by LJ-W, who say (without giving a parallel) that dv thus ‘falls into place
after the subject’; but a belated dv needs rather to be adjacent to the verb. That can
easily be arranged: the participles in 115, in different tenses, do not need coordination
with ‘and’; without which, indeed, the ‘following on’ (not ‘ebb and flow’) is more
clearly expressed.

Then in 116-17 (much discussed) 7péper 116 was rightly taken by Campbell as
‘encompasses’ (cf. Hipp. 367 & mévor Tpédovres BpoTois), perhaps with a suggestion
of ‘daily bread’ (Stinton, LJ-W). The popular orpéder (Dawe, Easterling) does not
suit the simile, in which there is no idea of turning, nor even of ‘wracking’ (a sense in
any case not well supported by parallels). 76 6’ adée: then alludes to the contrasting
glorious aspect of the molvmovia;*® semi-parenthetically, since it is not this positive
aspect which is countered by dAAd . . . Stinton was unhappy about the antithesis thus
of Tpéper and adéew (and considered emending the latter), but the verbs, though often
associated, are by no means necessarily nearly synonymous. The force of 7péee: is
clear enough from the context as a whole; likewise the contrasting sense of avéeu, as
signalled by 70 8’ . .. The subject of both verbs is then (as things stand) the whole

phrase BLéTov moAVTovoy cZ')Gﬂ'Gp we’)\a'yos Kvpﬁ(ﬂ,ov.47

For the lineation of 120-1 (~130-1) without word-split, cf. on Aj. 227-8/251-2
(pp. 54-5).

138-40 & kal o€ Tav dvacoav éNmiow Néyw
/S sy >
7d8” alev loyew: émel
1is BHde Térvowolt] Ziy’ dPovlov eldev; 140

The vulgate colometry 3ia | ia ith || ba ith has an unwelcome brevis in longo without
sense-pause at (de. No one seems to have contemplated division as above, without the
breach of synapheia and with the question 7is . .. eldev; stylishly filling a complete
verse (3ia~). For émel at the end of a syncopated iambic dimeter, cf. Ag. 393. It costs
little to write 7ékvous for -owst. The wrong colometry may indeed be ancient, giving
three trimeters.

205-8 avolodvédTw 88pos épectiots <ovv> dAadais 205
0 ueAAdvvudos, év 8é kowos dpoévwr
Tw Kdayyad Tov edpapérpav . . .

dvolodvédrw Burges: -are KZg: -ere cett.  8duos Burges (cf. & 6 mas ofkos):
dduous codd. 206 <ovv> (cf. Pho. 335) épeorioto<w> Blaydes, Radermacher
aadayais ZgZo, fort. recte

I follow Stinton (417) in taking 205-6 as dochmiac (88 ¢r = 863 in my notation,
cf. on A4j. 887-9/933-5 above). Others with the same or metrically equivalent wording
divide after 8éuos with a pauseless breach of synapheia. In 206 my ovv offers an
unconsidered further possibility, at once accepting dlaAais (see also Mastronarde on

4 For Heracles as roAdmovos in contrary senses, cf. Herc. 1190-6 etc. (CQ 38 [1988], 86fT.).

47 The slight awkwardness of this would disappear if we wrote 76 Blov (anagrammatically) for
BiéTov or BloTos molvmovos (the latter suggested to me by Professor Diggle).
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Pho. 335) and avoiding the split -ow dA-. But dAalayais could yet be right (see LI-W,
Sophoclea 157).4%

212-17 Bodre Tav oudomopov Aprepw *Oprvylov
élapafdlov dudimvpov
yeirovas e Nopdas: 215
aelpopatr 008’ dmdioopat
ToV avAdv, & TUpavve Tds éuds dpevds.

The vulgate divides as 2ia || 4da | ch ith. Better, without the breach of synapheia at
opdamopav ||, is to regard the sequence as an expansion of iambelegus (to phrase-end
at dueimupov) plus ithyphallic, dividing the former either as above (as < € « D?> i .. D)
or with an overlap at "Op-/rvylav (as-e- D [ 4).%

In 216 there is no need for aipopar (Lloyd-Jones), pace Davies, or for monosyllabic
scansion of dei- (Easterling); still less for dioonar (Dawe, after Reiske’s deloopad).
X d X e is unexceptionable in enoplian context, cf. 637/644, Aj. 398/416, ?A. Su. 59/64
(and conversely X e X d, as Ant. 1142/1151, O.T. 870/880, Alc. 573/583). dewp-, cf. Ant.
418. The false elision -ou’ for -opar in the MSS is unremarkable (cf. n. 11 above),
whether simply scribal or favoured here as yielding an iambic dimeter.

517-22 T67<€ 8>’ v xepds, Mv 6 TréfwvT mdTayos
Tavpelwy 77 dvduryda kepdTwv,
M 8’ dudimAkTor kKAinakes, v 8¢ werw- 520
mwv TéASevTat
mhjypata kal oTévos dudoiv:

- —— .. —occurs (in a very different context) at Hipp. 740 xépar Daélfovros
olkTwt daxpiwy ~T150 (v’ 3ABédwpos atéer {abéa (11 + ch). But here 6w is surely
corrupt. We cannot have archery by one party in the middle of a wrestling bout
(so, rightly, Easterling against Jebb); but it makes even less sense to imagine noise
generated during the contest by an unused bow and/or quiver. Musgrave’s rapo@v
(accepted by Dawe in his third edition) is not a suitable word (see LSJ), and the cor-
ruption remains unexplained. My guess would be that 76¢wv came in as a mistaken
gloss on omAwv (sic), which should rather have been interpreted as ‘of hooves’. For
bovine émAal, cf. h. Merc. 77, Hes. Op. 489, and especially Pi. Py. 4.225-6 Béas, ol
A8y’ dmo Eavlav yvdBwv mvéov katopévoro mupds, | xadxéars 8’ SmAais
apdooearov x06v’ duefduevor (of the fearsome male animals tamed by Jason).
Substitution of 8’ émwAdv for 8¢ 76éwv will give a barely possible verse « — <« — . — <«
— (X d X d)analogous to X d X e and X e X d (cf. on 216 above). I think that we should
go further and write 7é7<e 6> %jv . . . giving another anapaestic verse like 504/514
(there following the same — - - — . . ——as 522; cf. also the same - . — . - ———. . —1in
enoplian context at 959/968). 2an (A) associates no less comfortably with the

4 LJ-W appear to accept in Sophoclea that the metre is dochmiac, despite their adherence (still
in Second Thoughts, 91) to the vulgate iambic lineation. dAaday is probably better than a
‘ghost word” (Mastronarde). As to the split resolution, dochmiac X — .:. . — is in general rare
in tragedy (CQ 49 [1999], 418-19), and would be unique here in Sophocles; though cf. the verse
X oo—o—<ico—atPi. OL 1.9 (etc.: 38, 78, 107).

4 Stinton (338) does not mention this as an 1nstance of ‘period-end without pause SO
presumably he too analysed without verse-end at Sudomopév. For the iambelegus running on, cf.
520ft. below, also Herc. 1067-8 (there —e - D - D; CQ 38 [1988], 96).
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following — — — < « — « . — — (4da~ = sp D -) here; cf. (in reverse sequence) Eum.
1040-1/1044-5. 7é7¢ &’ . . . is otherwise likely for the anaphora following 513ff. oi
767" doMeis | loav . . . (cf. GP 165). 7é7e should not, of course, be misinterpreted as
émera.

In 520-2 Headlam’s -wAwcrou for -mAextou is probably right, accepted by Dawe. But
then obeli are merited by the metrical oddity of -mwv dAdevra (- i « - — - ?) appended
with overlap to an iambelegus (- e — D). Lengthened -a before 7A- is unlikely, and
brevis in longo (in mid phrase) intolerable. I suggest <éAdevr’> SAdevra, with
rhetorically appropriate emphasis. The overlapping continuation of the iambelegus
will then be a more normal D - : D —, like 112-13 moAda yap dor’ dxdpavros i 7
VC;’TO'U 7:} BOPE’(I TLS.

640-1 6 kaA\Pdas Tdx’ vuiv
adAos ok avapoiov . . .

tl X i E is enoplian, and a short pendent syllable (~ . . . meTpaia 633) is to be
expected (though not perhaps as mandatory in Sophocles as it would be in Euripides;
cf. below on O.T. 196-7/209-10). The correction duiv here is credited by LJ-W and
Davies to Itsumi, overlooking that Dawe had rightly attributed it to Triclinius. A
similar correction of 7juiv, neglected by LJ-W, appears without attribution in Dawe’s
text at E/l. 496 in the sequence D - i E.>!

826-30 TdL Aios avrdmade kal 7dd” Sphids
éumeda katovpiler
TRS yap dv 6 pn Aeboowy
<X o« > €70 mor’ €7’ émimovov
éyot Qavaw Aatpelav; 830

~836-40 dewoTdTwt wev Udpas mTPOOTETAKWS
thdoparit, pedayyaita v’
dupryd v ducile
tNéoaov [0°]T Umo pévia SoAduv-

Oa kévrp’ émléoavrar 840

837 8’ Wakefield 838 aixiler codd. 839 6’ del. Gleditsch ¢dvia Heath,
SoAiduvba Hermann: ¢oiv- et SoAd- fere codd.

826/836 is usually (not by Jebb, who follows L; cf. also Stinton, 135-6) divided as
ar || — - ——, with brevis in longo in the strophe. There is no sense-pause after 36pas in
836, and dod - i e —is akin to the verse D — : e—at O.T. 1088.3

After that we have the favourite short verse X «. . — — — twice (cf. on 846-7/857-8
below), unusually with an elided postpositive at verse-end in 837 (or, if we prefer, at the
beginning of the following verse).>® As to the text, attempts to explain ¢dopare are at

0" Apparent — - - — - | . . . is similarly open to suspicion at Ant. 812 and 860 (CS I, 78-9).

*! Dain claimed 7uiv there as his own correction, overlooking that he had been anticipated by
Waunder.

52 The multivalent — - - — - — quite often behaves like — - - — - - — as an enoplian unit, even as ¢/
( = X dod) may behave like X D or T (as at 640, O.T. 1096, etc.).

33 Full close is normal following . . . - ——— (n. 10 above). The exception here is justified by the
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best implausibly forced.* Of numerous -ar¢ conjectures by far the best is Blaydes’s
neglected Bdupar: ‘tincture’ (cf. Ar. Ach. 112, Pax 1176, etc.), both technically (Bd.u-
corrupting to ¢d.u-) and for the sense. There is a double point: the robe had been
dipped in Nessus’ blood (éBasa 580); but the blood was also poisonous because of the
Hydra’s blood in which Heracles” arrows had been dipped (éfaipev 574). Then 7’
(following uév, GP 374-6) is likely to be right here for an ‘additive’, not simply
‘balancing’, point. durciler (not aix-), cf. Aj. 403. For the shift to finite construction, cf.
GP369,n. 1.

In 839-40 the usual procedure is to delete Néooov 8’ after Erfurdt and Gleditsch
(sometimes vmo as well, after Dindorf), with pelayyaira in 837 then taken as
substantival. That is scarcely possible. Longo compares the use of kvavoyairns in
Il. 20.144 and Od. 9.536; but the ‘titular’ epithet (in the nominative) there ends a
verse, preceded by the verb of which ‘Poseidon’ is already understood as the subject.
The residue of 839 is then somehow taken as a dochmius in responsion with 829 ér¢
ot &’ émimovov, followed as above by 2ia.>® But we cannot simply excise Néaoov
0’ or Néooov 0’ Umo (though 6’ is indeed unwanted). More probably we need a
supplement in 829. We can then write Onpos ¥mo . . . in 839 (glossed by the proper
name, cf. fpaxAéovs 854, ddveoevs Phil. 1139) as the appropriate noun with
pe/\ayxawa and with the right metrical value for another iambic sequence, beginning
wv v ww o i ... like 825/835.%° For the supplement in the strophe <déAwov> then
suggests itself (recurring at 835), or else <érv ¢pdos>.>" As things stand we have to
understand something like ¢ds with 6 un Aedoowr, but no parallel is cited for that.

846-8 7 mov téAoa. oTévert,
7 mov adwdv yAwpav
TéyyeL Sakpiwy dyvav:

~857-9 & 1é7€ Qoav viudav
dyayes am’ almewds
7dvd” Olyallas alypdr

‘stichic’ nature of the repeated cola (cf. the similarly unusual . . . Aewrov 8’| ...or... Aemrov |
6’. .. at Sappho 31.9-10). In such cases I do not indent the following verse, even as one does not
indent following elision at verse-end in non-lyric stichic metres. (4;. 631-2 is different, at any rate
if the sequence there is 2io : 2io.)

> Easterling rightly rejects Lloyd-Jones’s Seworépw: (approved by West). Heracles is doomed
(835), on the one hand (.év) because the poison has a Hydra origin, and further because of its
enhancement (with mingling, duutya) by Nessus; a sequence of thought spoilt by ‘more terrible
than the Hydra’ in the uév-clause. But her defence of ¢douare does not convince: there is surely
real (if indirect) contagion from both Hydra and Centaur, not an ‘apparition’ to be understood
‘not literally’.

5§ . i ith is possible in itself, though such overlap from dochmius into following iambic is
rare; cf. n. 34 above.

56 With split resolution at — -i- - . .. as El. 212, Phil. 201 (and in ia sp verses also at 846, 847,
EL 508, Phil. 836/52); cf. Parker? 252. To retain ¢oivio. SoAduvfa would give another split
resolution. ¢évia doAduvba is probably right, with a more normal pattern.

T <&ri dpdos> was suggested to me by Professor Diggle (comparing 1. 7" 232-3 for the triple
éry). Gleditsch’s <mdvwv> after -movov, though technically good, is painfully otiose, and
Aeboowv does really need an object (<¢pas> Hartung, <¢dos> Wunder).
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The short penult. in 846 is uniquely anomalous. The colon — .. . — — — occurs (also
twice) at 827-8/837-8 above, El. 128/145, 160-1/180-1, Phil. 835-6/851-2; repeatedly
in El. 504-15. For the same in Eur., cf. Ton 149-50, 896 (perhaps consciously
‘Sophoclean’). It is certainly X -« - . .. (Parker? 258). Whether the penult. also is
anceps is much more doubtful, though accepted by Parker, after Dale, on the strength
of ... oréved here. Everywhere else (given dik<e>{ats at El. 515), including the corres-
ponding verse here, the colon ends with . . . ———, and is naturally taken as ia sp; a form
of iambic dimeter with dochmiac affinities indeed, but still strictly speaking iambic.*®

Suspicion once aroused may well embrace the adjacent dlod, taken by com-
mentators as a rather strange adverbial neuter plural (Jebb ‘desperately’, Easterling
‘despairingly’, neither offering a parallel). Blaydes proposed A6’ aldlet. But if oréve
came in as a gloss, it is as likely to have come in as clarification of a verbless phrase.
The structure % mov . .. |7 mov . .. at the beginning of successive cola is consistent
with epanalepsis like Ba. 534-6 érv. . .| éru. . . peMjoer. Ex. gr., something like 7 mov
éAods dras (causal gen.) would be stylish.

882-8 Xo. 7is Bvuds, 7 Tives véoou,

Ssr sy .

Tavd’ alypdl féleos karkod
. Ao \ , ,
Evveide; mads éurjoaro mpos Javdrwe Odvarov 885
avioaca udva oTovéeVTOS
év TopdL addpov;

émeides T& partatat Tdavd’ Hfpw;

886 dvioacal dv- codd. 888 paraia L, -ala cett.; paia Conington

884-5 is usually taken as 2ia || D (or 2ia | D if -7o is lengthened before mp-; cf. Aj. 885,
Phil. 1111, O.C. 684). Stinton accepted ‘period-end without pause’ here. But
the whole constitutes an enoplian verse - e - D? (cf. — e — e — D* at Aj. 176-7/186-7,
q.v., - e — D? at Alc. 903-4/926-7, etc.), following a glyconic of the form ———. . — . —
(cf. on Aj. 626/637) and followed by a dicolon .. D X : ith like Andr. 124-5/133-4
(cf. Archil. frs. 168-71 W.). The breach of synaphaea at fdvarov || avdcaca (dv-, cf.
Aj. 628) has more justification, at phrase-end between sequences of some length;
cf. Ant. 967 alos.

In 888 both Davies and Easterling accept the inappropriately reproachful, if not
gratuitously offensive, address & parala (the context at Med. 152 is quite different),
and Easterling implausibly deals with the metrical problem (an apparently defective
iambic trimeter) by making two short verses (2ia~ | cr). The interpretation & pdraia
(Dawe), with Blaydes’s ravde <rav> UBpw padding out a trimeter, is indeed not much
better. LJ-W mention Ag. 1214 ({od lov, & @ kaxd, but that is not parenthetic, and
kard is commonly substantival, unlike pdraia. The exclamation postulated here is
quite different in tone and context: inserted in the middle of a question (of a common

% TIrregular responsion . . . - — - — is attested in the sub-dochmiac 2ia verse « <« « o« < i — . —
at E. El. 1149/1157 and Or. 152/171. But of the cola X .« . — . —and X .. . — — — here, only the
latter is a form of iambic dimeter. A tripody surely cannot correspond with a dimeter. The
associable X — . ——— (EL 512) is certainly ia sp (X e sp), cf. Aj. 193, 198, 400/417, O.T. 1097/1109,
1333/1353, El. 487/503, O.C. 1076/1087. The ’dochmiac affinities’ of this ia sp colon are seen
partly in its association with Js, partly in the occurrence of correption (cf. n. 18 above) and
greater tolerance of split resolution. But these affinities cannot include ‘optional drag’. It is one
thing to lengthen a usually short penult., quite another to shorten the first syllable of a spondee.
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type before an extended narrative), and with pdraca (pl.) supposedly referring to the
same thing as ‘this §8pts’. Conington saw that w parawa is likely to conceal a vocative
pala (to the Nurse, cf. Hipp. 243, 311); an insight surprisingly not mentioned in LJ-W’s
discussion. émeides, & paia, Tavde <tav> Bpw will give a satisfactory syncopated
trimeter (ia [k), as likely as 3ia in lyric. But & paia <paia> will obviate the need for the
prosy <7av>. For the doubled vocative, cf. Ag. 973 (etc.) Zeb Zev, 1490/1514 Baoiled
Bacied, Phil. 797 & Odvate Odvate, Andr. 504 (etc.) pdrep patep, Ba. 582-4

85’0’770’7’(1 86/0'7TOTG. e (f) BPO,/J,Lﬁ Bpé/J,L€

893-5 Xo. <& &> &rexev éreke
, > . o ,
peydAav avéopros dde viuda
8époiot Totod’ "Epwiv. 895

Easterling has the support of a scholion in preferring ¢ véopros to dvéopros. But
the definite article is otiose in conjunction with dde, and LJ-W rightly approve the
sense ‘this bride without a (marriage) ceremony’ (cf. avopévaia wrd. at Pho. 346ft.).
With d@v  @ros we can also divide as above, so as to end with . . . | T ba || 2ia, with an
effect of double clausula; T ba as 648/656, Alc. 437/447, etc.>®

Before that, érexer érexe (Tr; -kev -kev codd.) could be an iambic monometer, but
seems more likely to be a defective dochmius, the context suggesting a need for an
exclamation of grief at this point.®® For the dochmius ending with resolution before
change of metre, cf. Hec. 10667 (the same ... §| 7. . .), cited in n. 36 above.®!

The vulgate divides either after weydlav or after uweyddav d, always with a
metrically unacceptable first verse. Dawe, dividing as Dale, annotates érex’ érexe
peydAav a as ‘ia. dim. cat.” (catalectic verses cannot end with a prepositive, and the two
split resolutions are horrible). Davies, dividing a syllable earlier, annotates «« <« <. « —
(sic) as a dochmius (impossibly, and also inconsistently with his commentary). The
vulgate é€rex’ érere (Schroder) is culpably treated as the paradosis by LJ-W (a mis-
representation not remedied by Davies). It is in fact an anadiplosis of most unusual
form (see above on Aj. 620), and the elision should not be regarded (as by Dale) as a
routinely ‘simple emendation’.

1004-9 téé, éaré n’ éaré e
dvouopov edvdoad, 1005
A 4 7/
éaré pe SvaTavov T
maL <mar> pov hadets; moi kAvets;
5 A s -
amoldels u’ dmolels:

> ’ o \ ’
avaTeTpod)as O TL KOl [J,UO"Y]L'

~1023-30 & mal, ol wot’ €l; TAOé pe TASé p’ <d>
mpéoAafe kovdicas: 1025
é ¢ lw daipov

% T ba and - e ba are related verses, - - — - . — . — often behaving as an ‘enoplian expansion’ of
<=« —(comm.Or. xx). T, cf. also Ant. 879, 967/978, 1115/1126. T sp, frequent in Eur. (as Andr.
862, Ion 1482) occurs first at Trac. 646/655. For the ‘double clausula’, cf. on 4;. 196-200

00 <& &, cf. 1004, 1026, etc., below. There are indeed other possibilities on similar lines: e.g.
<¢ei-> érexev érexev. Or one might insert & or ¢ev or € € or simply 6 at the end of the verse.

' On anadiplosis in dochmiacs, see especially Diggle, Euripidea 376-8.
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Opcdriorer 8 ad Bpdriorer detaia
diodods” uds
amoriBaros dypla véoos: 1030

The antistrophe appears to be sound, though pu’ <&> for pe seems a plausible
improvement in 1024;% beginning with either 38 | § or 38 | ia sp, depending on the
scansion of € € (alaf) (.5 Secure responsion returns in 1007-9/1028-30, with a shift
to anapaests (with a transitional verse of eight longs) and a typical ‘sub-dochmiac’
iambic dimeter with symmetrical split resolution (- -« - - feo—.o)%

In 1004-6 there is probably compound corruption. Ellendt’s edvacfac seems certainly
necessary (for -aoat, v.l. -doar). A variant Sorarov for dvouopov is attested by a
scholion in L. The truth could perhaps be something like this:

N ¥ A 4 y @ A 4 RN
€ € €aTé (L VOTATOV, €ATE (U
, PN
Svouopov edvdchar: 1005
Wow aa R A
<é ¢ i Saipov->

The lacuna usually, after Coxon, indicated after the initial € ¢ is now located later,
as a verse corresponding with, and very probably identical to, the exclamatory verse &
€ o daipov: at 1026 (a responsion thus like Aj. 694/707, Andr. 1175/1188). The
variant JoTaTov is taken as a survival of truth. ¥oravor may have come in either as
a corruption of that or as a synonym of &douopov (or both). eare ue Svoravov
evvao(B)ar and eate pe dvopopov evvac(f)ar will then have been transmitted as
variants. The same corruption of u” & to ue (as in the antistrophe) is postulated at the
end of the first (25) verse. éare has the normal trisyllabic scansion, not with éa- mono-
syllabic as in some conjectures.

1010-14/1031-5, 1018-22. At Phil. 839-42 similar hexameters constitute a mesode.
Here it is the further hexameters (divided between the Old Man and Hyllus) that
constitute a mesode, with nothing corresponding after the antistrophe.®® As usual in
tragedy, the hexameters are ‘enoplian’ (D : .. D —, nearly all with strong caesura) and
with Doric vocalization.®

In 1010-11. .. 7d0ev €07, & | mdvrwy ‘EXdvawv ddikdTaTol dvépes, ofs o | . . .
the text is suspect, since the point should not be that the persons addressed are ‘the
most unjust of all the Greeks’, but rather (much more pointedly) that ‘you Greeks are

62 Neither brevis in longo nor lengthened ué before 7p- seems as likely. & frequently precedes or
follows an imperative (4Ag. 22, Herc. 792 [Verrall], Alc. 234, Tro. 335, Cho. 942, etc.); at E. EL
112-13/127-8 otvrew’ ... & | éufPa . . . it both follows and precedes. In general & very often ends
a verse, and a similar emendation seems likely at Hipp. 1372 pélere pe valav’ &- (codd.

TdAava).
% For . .i.—...in dochmiac context, cf. on iw i) . . .in CSI, n. 96 (also n. 18 above).
 Verses of the pattern — — — : — — i — — — can be ‘sub-dochmiac’ (indeed admitting the

annotation 6~0); cf. EL 203/223, Phil. 829/845. For the sub dochmlac iambic dimeter, cf. CQ 49
(1999), 420. I observe en passant that . . . dmoriBartos dypila véoos || is like Hipp. 883 .
SvaexmépaTov dloov kardv || (CQO ibid.).

5 A precedent (if Trac. precedes) for the questioned structure of Held. 73-117 (defended in
CQ 41[1991], 525-9).

51011 “ EMdvewv (s.v.1), 1013 dAexduar, 1019 éuav papar, 1021 Aabimovor 8 38vvav, 1035
éuas, 1037 oa parnp and rav. vdowuov is likely in 1014 (cf. dvacw Hipp. 756; CS 1, 73), and
Tavd’ should be written at Phil. 840.
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the most unjust of all men’. It is his fellow countrymen in a broad sense that Heracles
has benefited by his labours. LJ-W accept Koechly’s “EAAaves mavrwv. I should prefer
mavrwv “EXavés <y’> with no change of word-order and an appropriate additional
emphasis.

OEDIPUS TYRANNUS

151-8 *Q Aiwos advemes Pdri, Tis mote Tds moAvypioov
ITvBdvos dylads éBas
OBas; éxtérapar pofepav Pppéva Selpart malwv,
3 /e 4 ’
ijie dae TTawdv,
auepl ool alduevos: i pou 7 véov 155
1) mepiTeAlopuévats
o , se s
apats malw éfavioes
xpéos, eimé o, & xpvoéas
Térkvov "EXmidos, duBpore Priua-

~159-67 mpdTa o€ kekAduevos, Bvyarep Aws duPpor’ Abava,
S s \
yatdoydv T’ adeddeav 160
Aprepw, d kukddevt’ dyopds Opdvov edrAéa Odooer,
kal Doifov éxafdlov, Tio (ot
A /’ 4 4
TpLocol aAeéipopor mpoddvmTé pod,
el moTe kal mpoTépas
p o ; ,
ATAS UTEP OPVUUEVAS 165
méAew icar’ éxromiov
$ASya mijuaros, éNete Kal viv.

151 5dv- pler. (~ L) 154 ITawdv (dubitanter) L-J/W: -dv codd. 158 $rjpa P:
ddpa cett. 159 kexlopévar(t) DA+ 162 i semel Heath; fort. & & 165
vmepoprupévas Musgrave 166 rppioar’] Hv- codd.

The chorus begin with 6dan (||) 2ia (||) 6da~ (||) paroem, or in enoplian notation D : ..
D-()-E(]) D: - D—(]) - D —; the verses all self-contained but with no visible
breach of synaphea.’® The hexameters also, as usual, have diaeresis after the fourth

dactyl, giving the pattern D : i Dr (d —).% The rest of the stanza is a long
dactylic run, with strikingly symmetrlcal Word divisions, usually lineated as 4da | 6da |
6da~. But with that lineation the 6da verse — - - —« - — i —— i .. i —. . — 1 .18

" There are references in CS I to O.T. 15966 (n. 61), 171-2/183-4 (70), 465-6/475-6 (n. 14),
469 (69), 483 (n. 46), 490/504 (n. 38), 870/880 (88), 883/897 (n. 86), 1096-7/1108-9 (n. 51), 1186
(n. 61), 1197 (n. 8).

® For this hexameter-form (anciently termed ‘enoplian’), cf. Ag. 104, Hipp. 1102, Andr. 103,
etc. The alternation of double- and single-short cola has a heritage stemming from the epodes of
Archilochus (frs. 168-71, 182-7 West, etc.). Cf. Andr. 117ff. as a more extended development
(probably later in time), discussed in Mnemosyne 54 (2001), 724-30. The opening hexameter here
can be viewed as a catalectic correlate of the opening sequence D i - . —- . i Dat 4j. 172-3/182-3
(cf. O.C. 228-9, 241-2, Tro. 825-6/845-6, Pho. 351-2, 15556, Phaethon 84-5/92-3).

® d—and 2da. are alternative notations of the colarion — - . — — (adoneus, ad), which may also
behave as the catalectic correlate of — - - — .. — (D). Opinions may differ as to whether — — at the
end of a hexameter stands to — - - in a ‘catalectic’ relationship; but notations (as West) such as
4da~for —. . —. . —. . ——(not for — . . —. . — . . —, which is D?) are convenient.
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oddly amorphous. Colometry xar’ évédmAwov is preferable here,” with indentations
as above.”! The sequence D i - . —. . : Disalready at once 4da : D and D : A; and
the whole period, as an expansion of the basic (‘enoplian’) hexameter D : .. D —, is at
once I6da~and D' : .. D — (paroem).”

I write @dr (personified) in 151 in line with @rjua 158 (cf. Aj. 173, EL. 1066); for the

NI

rectifications ITawav in 154 and spvioar’in 166, cf. West, AT xlix and xxx. In 162 iw (w

needs correction, but there is no compelling reason to look further than Heath’s single

{w, with long iota;”® we might, however, perhaps consider writing & .7

168-78 @ mémou, avdpifua yap pépw
mjuara: vooel 8¢ ot wpdmas
a1dMos, 008 évt dpovridos €yyos 170
G Tis dAé€eTar ovTe yap éxyova
kAvtds yfovos aléerar olite TékoLow
inlwv kaudTwy dvéyovat yuvaikes:
dAdov 8’ dv dAAwt mpoacidois dmep ebmTepov Gpvww 175
KPELGOoOV AUaLULaKéTOV TUPOS BpiLevoy
artav mpos éomépov Beod

~179-89 &v wéAis avdpilbpos AAvTal,

vmAéa 8¢ yévebda mpos médwe 180
favatagdpa keirar dvolkTws:

3 )y 4 3y \ /

év 8’ ddoyor modwal 7’ éml patépes
ayav mapaPuiov dAlofev dAlat

Avypdv mévwy (keThpes émoTevdyovow: 185

mowwy 8¢ Adumer oToV6ETOd TE YNPUS GUAVAOS

0 1t seems not unlikely that the alternatives xara Sdxrvlov and kar’ évémliov in Ar. Nub.
650-1, defining pvfuol of which the pupil is expected to have an understanding, in effect refer to
alternative modes of what we should call colometric analysis. Many passages can be analysed in
alternative ways, and simple counting of metra may well not be uniquely correct. Counting of
metra is of course impossible in ‘dactylo-epitritic’. For the colon .- D (as part of a longer
dactylic/enoplian sequence), cf. on Trac. 214 éhadafdlov dupimupov (above, p. 66).

! Dawe similarly lineates 154-8/163-7 with indentations, but preserves purely dactylic cola:
4da : 4da (with a contraction) i 2da : 4da : ... There is no unique virtue in that.

2 D" as a further extension of the sequence D, D?, D?, etc. Hcld. 615-18/626-9 (if earlier) may
be viewed as a step towards this, with D® (4da + D) : .. D — as an expansion of the opening
enoplian hexameter (D : -« D — ) in 608/619. The ambivalence is such that the symmetrical
pyrrhic words ypéos/méAer and Téxvov/pAdya between — D and D — are at once double-short
(dactylic) and anceps-biceps (enoplian; cf. n. 70 above).

¥ So S. Stelluto, RIFC 120 (1992), 400 (who also defends dmep, against Smep-, in 165). For
wrongly doubled i, cf. 1186, Aj. 891, Ant. 869, Trac. 1026 (the opposite fault at Trac. 1031,
E. Su. 804, Tro. 1327, Ion 912, 150). LJ-W? now allow that {w with long iota is ‘not impossible’
(cf. CS'1, n. 61). The anacoluthon kexAduevos . . . mpopdvyTé ot has been much discussed, and
LJ-W commend without adopting Blaydes’s conjectures xéxdopar & and aire for i (. The
first would be more appealing if we had reason for regarding the variant kexlouévw(d) as a
reading older than kexAdpevos; but that is evidently not the case. As to the second, ‘T ask’ is surely
feeble in a context calling for an impassioned appeal. The anacoluthon is of a kind familiar
enough in general, including epic poetry, if not elsewhere in tragic lyric; cf. KG 2.105-7. To the
parallels cited by Jebb add //. 5.135, 6.510 and Barrett on Hipp. 23. It is arguably made /ess ‘harsh’
by exclamation at the syntactical shift; perhaps also by the echo of d{duevos . . . elmé poc in the
strophe.

™ Corruption of &/ to i) is very common (CS 1, n. 95). For allocutory/exclamatory ¢ with
imperative (with or without a vocative as well), cf. n. 62 above.
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-~ 4 5 / / 7’
TV Umep, & xpvoéa Boyarep Aids,
edoma méwpov dAkdy:

183 dyav mapafdpiov Nauck: dxrav mapa B- codd. 182 émi CENPA+: ém L™,
émupler. 184 (kerijpes O: lier- cett. 185 madw 1 et LKt mawaw cett.  ydpus
Bothe 187 rw]v I1 (Kennedy): dv codd.

The second strophic pair again mixes single- and double-short cola, with some
new developments. Period-ends are certain after the third, fifth, sixth, and seventh
verses.”® 168-70/179-81 is 2ia | 2ia | paroem, or in enoplian notation — ~E |- ~E| .. D —
(cf. — E in 152/160). Then in 171-2/182-3 we have 4da (again) followed by . D* —
(reflecting -« D — in 154/62, also the paroemiac in 170/181). The sequence 4da (open-
ended) | X — . . . was to become a Sophoclean mannerism (recurring at once in
177-8/188-9).7° Then in 173-5/184-6 the hybrid compounds iz i paroem and pe :
paroem (= ia + 4dar) are obviously related (the latter with precedents at Pers.
970-1/988-9, Ag. 108-9/126-7, 116/134); both recur in Hipp. 1102-10/1111-19 (nearly
contemporary?). The concluding 4da : 2ia~ is the first of many instances of this, or a
closely related, combination in Sophocles.”

In 174 Dobree’s dAAa. is widely accepted, but ‘one afier another’ is the sense
required.” In this sentence (unlike Th. 2.4, cited by Dawe) there is no place for variety
of mode or destination, the image being of a constant progression like a migratory
flight. At 183 dXofev dAAar, by contrast, both mode and location are relevant. We
should not wish to anticipate that &AXa: here; nor is it easy to see why dAAa(v) should
have been corrupted here but not in 183.

In 183 several considerations favour Nauck’s aydv for axrdv. (i) The main emphasis
should be on loud lamentation; by suppliants at altars, indeed, but presumably at
various altars (dAofev dAlar). dkrav mapa Bdpiov puts too much stress on ‘altar’
(at the expense of ‘lament’), and apparently on a particular altar. The reference can
scarcely be to an altar in front of the palace, with the dloyor and patépes actually
visible to the spectators. (ii) The genitive Avypdv mévwy has a better construction as
governed by dyav . . . émioTevdyovow (at once objective and causal, cf. Phil. 751-2,
Andr. 1037) than as governed only by émiorevdyovow (a verb in itself apt to govern a
dative, as at Ag. 790) or by ik(e)77pes (as Jebb takes it). (iil) mapaBwuiov is in itself a
plausible compound (cf. émiScdpios). (iv) The recent axrav at 178 is not in favour of
a recurrence here in a quite different sense; but it may do something to explain the
error.

More trivial differences from the OCT are: 168 & wdmou, cf. on Trac. 852 above; 182
émi (with Jebb);” 184 {xerijpes (with Dawe);% yapvs Bothe (added in the apparatus).8!

5 Cf. Dale (Collected Papers, 207) who similarly indents the third, fifth, and last verses.

6 Here unlike nearly all the later exx., as not iambic following the dactyls; cf. next n.

" As El 125-6/141-2, etc. Cf. Dale (ibid.) and West, GM 129-30. Not Ant. 340-1/351-2,
which is 4da : sp ith (CS'1, 69). — . - — . - followed by x —. . . other than iambic occurs elsewhere
only in Phil. (677-8/692-3, etc.).

™8 So Jebb; for the construction (sc. ém), cf. KG 1.444 Anm.4 (but the adjacent 7poo- here is
scarcely relevant, since mpds cannot stand for éx{ in such expressions).

" Not & (Pearson, Dawe, LJ-W, without comment). ém. = éreort makes no sense. Only
Dawe, and only in his collations (Studies 2), reports the reading ém (sic).

8 Exact responsion is obviously likely here.

81 Cf. Bjorck, Das Alpha impurum 1734 yfpvs -dw -vua is naturally the (epic, Attic) spelling
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190-202 Apn 1€ ToV padepdv, os 190

viv dyalkos domibwy

bAéyer pe mepfomTos avrialwy,

malloovTov Spdunua vwTicol TATpas

amovpov, elt’ és uéyav
Odrapov Appirpitas 195

elr’ és Tov améevov Gpuwv
Oprikiov kKAVdwva
4 \ b \ k] ~

tréde yap el TL vOE ddi
ToUT ém’ Yuap épyerart

Tév, & TAv MUPPEpwY 200
aoTpamdyv KpdTn vépuwy,

5 ~ ’ < \ ~ ’ A

& Zeb mdTep, vmo odi plicov kepavvde.

Adke dvaé, Td Te oa ypv-
cooTpéPwy am’ dykvAdy 204
BéXea Oéow’ dv adduar’ évdareiobar
dpwya mpooralévra, Tds Te muppdpovs
Aptépidos alydas, Edv als
Ak’ Spea Sudioaer
TOV XPUGOUITPAY TE KIKAOKW
7408’ émdvupov yds 210
olvdyma Bdkyov, edlwv
pawddwy ouéaTolov,
melachijvar pAéyovt’
tayladme— - — T

/ E) \ \ k] 7 3 ~ 7
medkar ml Tov dméTiyuov év Beois Hedv. 215

190 Apn Elmsley: -ea codd. 192 mepifdaros Elmsley 194 dmovpov PVPCAC+
(-mop- FG): ém- pler. 196 Spuwv Doederlein: -ov codd. 198-9 7élos H. Miiller
dpap Dindorf 200 76v & 7dv Hermann: 7av & GR: 7ov & cett. et [1
204 dyxvdav Elmsley: -wv vel -@&v codd. 205 fort. Bédn 208 fort. &pn
211 ediwv (ediwv F*) M. Schmidt: ediov codd. 212 dudorolov L’PaXs: pové-
pler. 214 dyladm <cippayor> G. Wolff, dyladma (Hartung) <daiac> Arndt,
<vuktépwe>J. H. H. Schmidt

Mostly straightforward lyric iambics (ia cr | Ik | 3ia~ || 3ia | ia cr | ith || . . . || 2ia| Ik | ia
cr | Ik | 3ia~ ), but with an enoplian dicolon — D — | ith at 196-7/209-10.8> The split
resolution in the last verse is remarkable (more so, across a comma, in the strophe).®?

In 190-7 the chorus pray (in the first instance to Athena, previously associated with
Apollo and Artemis) for the banishment from Thebes of the unmartial ‘Ares’

in trimeters and non-lyric anapaests: A. Su. 460, Eum. 569, P V. 78 (v.l. yapverai); E. Hipp. 213,
1074, El. 754, 1327, Tro. 441, Pho. 960, Ba. 178, Rh. 294, 609, frs. 627. Doric yapv- is likely in
lyric, as transmitted at Ichn. 250 (teste Page; contra Lloyd-Jones, also Diggle). But the MSS offer
only y7p- here, and likewise at Alc. 969, Rh. 549, E. fr. 369.6 (= Erechtheus 3.6D).

2 An ‘Archilochian dicolon’ (cf. Archil. frs. 16871 West), untypical (for tragedy) in its long
ancipites; contrast Sept. 756-7/764-5, Med. 990-1/996-7, L. T 403-4/417-18 (all - D - : ith).

8 Most split resolutions in lyric iambics are ‘sub-dochmiac’, as in Trac. 1009/1030 (p. 71
above). But cf. Trac. 657-8 mpilv Tdvde mpos méAw dviceie vaoidTw éotiav (Parker” 245).
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currently afflicting the land. The stanza climaxes with a remarkable appeal to Zeus to
destroy the abominated god with his thunderbolt. In between, 198-9 is unintelligible
as transmitted, though the metre is well preserved. LI-W accept Hermann’s releiv,
mentioning also Kayser’s redei and the latter’s punctuation after ydp. These do
not satisfy, and most will subscribe to their further comment ‘forsitan lateat gravior
corruptela’. I propose two small changes:® 7é\y for 7é\et,®® and 7065” for Tod7”. The
sense is then that, whereas other gods have either diurnal or nocturnal 7é\y, at once
‘rites’ (cf. Ba. 485 7a 8’ iepa vikTwp m ued’ nuépav Teleis; LS) 7édos 6) and
‘spheres of action’ (7élos 3), the 7éAn of this abominated god, by implication
funerary, are, with little remission, both diurnal and nocturnal. 7056’ in 199 also
gives a clearer antecedent to the following 7ov . . . The 7éAy at once ‘proceed’ and, as

deaths, ‘come’.%¢

In 190 the form Apea is generally accepted without comment. But this accusative is
always Apn elsewhere in tragedy (including lyric), except as corrupted to Apnv.¥7 It is
hard to see why Sophocles should have favoured an abnormal spelling and/or
scansion here in responsion with 203 Adked’ dvaé . . . It might be argued that it is no
easier to account for corruption of normal Apn to abnormal Apea. But the near
equivalence (see further below) of - and -ea in words like BéAn/BéAea could have
made copyists careless in the spelling of apparently analogous terminations (perhaps
also influenced by accusatives like Baciléa).

In 192 7mepifénros is ‘such that there is Bory around’ (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 677-9);
debate as between ‘active’ and ‘passive’ is sterile. Bor) as ‘war-cry’ is an attribute of
Ares as war-god; and likewise, but as ordvos (as elaborated in 182-7 above), an
attribute of this dyaAxos Ares. There is no need for Dindorf’s -rov or Dawe’s -¢of3-.
PAéyew (of Ares), cf. Pho. 251; here the ‘fire’ metaphor follows on the heels of 186
mawwy . . . Addumer. avtid{wy ‘confronting (me)’. Not avrid{w (Hermann), neces-
sarily with the sense ‘and I entreat Ares . . .” (rather than further prayer to the feot
aleéikaror addressed in 159-67). The chorus cannot, in the same stanza, address one
prayer to Ares (‘please go away’) and another to Zeus to ‘destroy’ Ares; moreover
avrialw (lit. ‘confront’, only by extension ‘entreat’) is not used of entreaties to gods.

In 194 Dawe rightly prefers dmouvpov, which gives mdrpas a much clearer construc-
tion. The variant érovpov will have been prompted by the following ei7’ és . . .

In 205 scan BéA 4, if sound; and similarly ¢6p & 208. But the truth could well be -y in
both places.®

8 But I also accept Erfurdt’s dpap (with Pearson; contra, Bjorek, 175), cf. CS'I, n. 59.

85 7é\n, rather than 7é)ea, for the scansion X —. — . — . — (~211); cf. n. 88 below.

8 Cf. LSJ épyopar V. On 7é)os in tragedy, see F. M. J. Waanders in Misc. Trag. Kamerbeek
(Amsterdam, 1976), 475-82.

87 Schwyzer (1.576) does not even mention Apea as a possible form of the accusative.

88 Attic poets used both -7 (commonly) and non-Attic -ea in the plural of neuter nouns in -os,
presumably, as Elmsley opined, with a consistent difference of scansion. It is hard to believe that
they indifferently used -7 and -ea in lyric in the same words with the same scansion. Transmitted
-ea is usually - & without ambiguity; invariably so, following a long syllable (e.g. dAyn/dAy 4,
mé&vOnlmévl &, TelynlTely &). The same is usually apparent also in nouns with short penult. as
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In 211 edwwv (sic) in F, corrected to -ov, may well be a mere slip (Dawe). But edi{wv
pawddwy oudorolov is nonetheless likely to be the truth (evwwv easily corruptible to
-ov following Baryov); cf. Pho. 6567 maplévoior Onfaiaiot kal yvvaiély edlos.

4779 bourde yap m’ dyplav
UAav dvd T’ dvrpa Kol
mérpas tws Tadpost, . ..

478 mérpas] ~ais FG+, -ajos 7L* KRV ds] 6 1L*  radpos] kavpds (potius
kadpos cf. EM 493, 54) Bergk ex Photio kavpds: ¢ kards, oltw ZoporAis (fr.
1059 Radt)

Dawe’s uncertainty is more persuasive than LJ-W’s confident acceptance of
merpaios 6 Tabpos. (1) dvrpa kai mérpas makes a natural pair (hendiadys); rai
meTpaios, by contrast, makes an odd third after v’ dypilav JAav dvd 7’ dvrpa (What
are dvrpa if not rocky?). (ii) *. . . the bull’, taken as ‘like a bull’, is an inept
comparison at the end of this explanatory sentence, even if Tadpos dv’ vlav was a
proverbial phrase for a wanderer (text and interpretation of Theocr. 14.43 are in fact
uncertain). The chance that Bergk was right gives a further ground for preferring obeli.
If Photius read xavpds (kadpos) here, 6 karxdés makes sense, but not the only possible
sense; e.g. ‘the polluted/accursed person’ or ‘the quarry’ might have been a more
accurate gloss. We might then consider writing 6 <ye> kaipos.

4834 Sewd pe vodv Sewad Tapdooet
godos olwvobéras . . .

483 pe voiv Nauck: uev odv codd.

A choriambic tetrameter, but also — 2io : 2io~ (the same sequence is repeated,
followed by a clear shift to ionics beginning - . ——. . .).%

Argument for and against Bergk’s we vov has strangely neglected Nauck. It is the
chorus’s ‘thinking’ that is disturbed; ue gives a peg for the following participles; and for
the construction, cf. KG 1.289-90, Diggle, Euripidea 365, n. 4, etc.

651-7 Ou.  7{ oot Bédews o7’ elxdfw;
Xo. TOV 0lTe Tply
vijmov viv 1”7 év Sp-
Kwt péyav kataideoat.
Ou.  oiol’ odv & xpHileis; 655
Xo. oida.

dxmldxed. There are scarcely any places in the whole of tragedy where the tradition offers -ea and
disyllabic scansion is either impossible or very unlikely (as at Hel. 1119), and only a few, though
there is a clutch of them here, where such scansion is possible but contrary to exact responsion.
The case for -7 is enhanced by the nearby xpd7rn (201). Cf. E. El. 1228 uélea and 1231 $dpea,
with ¢dpn nearby (1221). That -ea spellings may be erroneous is further suggested by the
abnormal Apea in 190 above.

8 Tono-choriambic (for the colon — - « — — - < — —, cf. Pers. 633-5/640-2), etc.; cf. CS 1, n. 15.
Tonics follow in 487ff. Lines 483-4/498-9 and 485-6/500—1 are thus better not overlapped as 2¢h [
2ch, given the availability of indentation to show continuity.
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Ou. bpdle 81 T Pijis;
Xo. 7Tov évayh ¢pildov wimor’ év alrion
ovv apavel TAGywe drywov éxPaleivt.

657 Aéywi] Ayov L, -wv K* Badeiv Tr et Suda

Two exchanges (651-4, 655-7), both beginning with a divided trimeter. The first
divided trimeter is followed by two dimeters (or 3cr : ia); the second (differently
divided) by four dochmiacs. The corresponding dialogue in the antistrophe (678-96) is
between fo. and Xo. Only the latter sings in these stanzas, in line with the rule that
unsymmetrical assignation (to different personae) normally occurs only in the spoken
verses of strophic amoibaia.”® The utterance of Ov./lo. in 651/680 is usually shown as a
dimeter (suggesting song, despite Jocasta’s Attic vocalization paflodod y’ jris 7
TUx7). In what is properly taken as the first part of a divided trimeter, the cut . . . — :
— . — is unremarkable, since it falls at the penthemimeral caesura. The same metrical
trick is repeated at 1336-7/1356-7. For the apparently similar, but certainly sung, verse
—e— i eat 890/904, cf. on Aj. 948 above. I indent vijmiov . . ., since the corresponding
divided trimeter at 680 ends with word-overlap.

The corruption in 657 has been variously treated, but no one seems to have proposed
the simple transposition odv dpavel Badelv dripov Adywi. Adyw: will have moved
next to ddavei. The false éxPaleiv (Baleiv is clearly right with év airiat) perhaps
entered from the margin.

8734 UPpw putever Tupavvis: Ppis, €l
moA\GY VmepmAnahi pdTav . . .

873 fpw . .. Tupavvis Blaydes: 3Bpts . . . 70pavvov codd.

Dawe’s note, citing convincing parallels, remains persuasive against the latest
defence of the paradosis by F. E. Romer in Eranos 98 (2000), 9-24 (which surprisingly
fails even to mention Fraenkel’s proposal 18pis ¢vreder tdpavvor Ofpw: el. ..,
despite its commendation by LJ-W and inclusion in their apparatus). We surely need
UPBpis as the thing initially ‘begotten’, which then with a progression becomes the
subject of the calamitous ‘rise and fall’. (Against Fraenkel, the pattern 9Bp- ¢v- T0p-
UPpts, el . . . is supported by the similar asyndetic pattern . . . fedv alrodpac | feov od
Méw . . . at the end of the stanza.)

1197-9 6otis kal’ dmepPolav
Toéevoas ékpdtnoas Trovt
4 3 > 7’ 14
mavt’ eddaipovos 6APouv, . . .

1197 is suspect not only for the long penult. (short in the corresponding place, and
in itself a rarity in Sophocles),’! but even more so for the word-end after long penult.”
Reisig’s o0 for Tov, accepted by LI-W, gives quite the wrong sense, as several reviewers

N Cf. Aj. 364-93, Ant. 1312-16/1334-8, EI. 1398ff./1422fF. (the rule applicable also to Aesch.
and Eur.); O.C. 510ff./521ff. is a rare exception.
o1 Cf. CS1, 66 with n. 8. %2 Cf. Parker' 12.
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have pointed out. és | 7dv7’ (olim Hermann, Blaydes) is better (és dropping out after
-as), cf. Trac. 489 €ls dmavd’ 1joowy, Pho. 1642 els dmavra dvorvyts, P V. 736 és ta
mdvTa, etc. But, given e(1)s, it costs nothing to write efs, adding further emphasis to the
‘superlative’ statement; cf. Aj. 636 (Lloyd-Jones, for éx), Sept. 6, etc. (LSJ €fs 1b).

1201-3 é¢ od kal taciAeds kaliu
éuost kal Ta péyior’ éri-
wabns . ..

The hiatus in the middle of a phrase at the end of the first glyconic of a run is
incredible. The choice lies between changing kaAse to xkAdews (Heimsoeth, Dawe) and
Elmsley’s Bacideds éuos | kadji. Not kadje <r’> éuos (Blaydes), with the e both
otiose and questionably late. kalfjt Bacideds | éuos would give wil in responsion with
gl: not impossible, but doubtful before late Sophocles (cf. on 4;. 1190).

1307-11 alai alai, dvoTavos éyd,
ol yds ¢pépopar TAduwr; maL ot
pOoyya Swarwrarar popddav; 1310
tlwt daipov, v’ é&hMov.

Jebb took the whole of 130711 as ‘anapaests’ (p. xciii); likewise (presumably) Dawe
and Pohlsander, who exclude these verses from their analyses of the lyrics. 1307-10 are
indeed anapaests, but lyric (with Doric vocalization); 1311, however, resists recognition
as a paroemiac (2ia»).”> The paroemiac never ends with . . . .. — — — (a cadence proper
rather to non-catalectic anapaests); and its fourth position is virtually never resolved,
except (very rarely) in the pattern .« — — .. : - - —— (as LT 215 gapdfwv AdASos
éméBacav).®* As an anapaestic verse, 1311 is further anomalous as having a split
resolution other than in the second position of the first metron.?® It follows that the
cadence . . . : daipov, v’ é&nMAov should be recognized as dochmiac (with iambo-
dochmiacs following in 1313-20/1321-8). For such a dochmiac clausula to non-
catalectic lyric anapaests, cf. S. El. 225, 244, E. Hec. 180 (as Hermann), 182, etc. It may
suffice then to take the (& as extra-metric. Or the truth could be i <iw>;"° or even iw
<lw Saiwov> daiuov, v’ ééfov as two dochmiacs.”?

1329-31 AméAwv 748 Gv, AméAwv, didot,
6 KaKd Kakd TEAOV éud 1748’ éua mdby: 1330
éraice 8. ..

% Jebb thought it necessary only to comment on a paroemiac ending with three long syllables
(in itself unremarkable in lyric anapaests).

% Cf. West, GM 53-4, 121, 198. For . .. — .. i . . —— || cf. also 1. 4. 123, but that yields to a
plausible transposition (Herwerden, cf. Diggle, Studies 45).

% Diggle (Euripidea, 117, n. 81) seems to imply that split resolution does not occur at all in
anapaests. Initial —-:. — .. .. . does indeed occur, e.g. Tro. 159 & 1éxv’, Axaiov . . ., lon 921 évfa
Aoxevpata . . . Lyric anapaests did not fall within the purview of Parker’s article on split
resolution in CQ 18 (1968).

% Giving either ia § or 8~0, cf. on Ant. 1267-8/1290-1 in CS 1, 87. Similar doubling of i) is
widely accepted at Trac. 1031 (Bergk), E. Su. 804 (Triclinius), fon 912 (Paley), 1502 (Hermann),
Tro. 1327 (Kirchhoff).

T Cf. PV. 694 oy lw poipa woipa (lect. incert.).
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~1349-51 6Aol’ SoTis v os [dm’] dyplas médas
vouas émmrodias Aooé u’ amé e dovov 1350
éputo . ..

1329 & ¢idow pler. (~L+) 1330 kara semel L+ éua 7d8’°] 748’ L+ mafy
Elmsley: -ea codd. 1349 dn’ (émx” O) del. Tr 1350 vopas Hartung: vouddos
codd. (quocum émi wdas Miiller) Adaé u’ Bothe: Elvoé u’ vel élvoer fere codd.
(éNaPé w’ L*V, w Tr) 1351 éppuro pler.

In 1330 we should write mafn (with Elmsley), as at O.C. 1078 (likewise verse-end), cf.
dxm Pers. 573, 581, Sept. 78, etc.; waf & here (cf. n. 88 above) would be an impossible
resolution at period-end before hiatus. (LJ-W? appear to commend an extraordinary
scansion of éua 7dd’ éua mdabea as - -i- - -i. . ~ [‘kaibelianus’] with two split
resolutions and brevis in longo, rather than a normal dochmius - -i. « « —; it is
scarcely an advantage that correspondence with this is given by the minority reading
éAafé pn’in 1350.)

In 1350 other possibilities include Adfe p’ or Aafev/édaf’ with p’ transposed to
follow 65, but Dawe rightly accepts Bothe’s simple Adaé w’ (and attributes p” éAaf3’ to
Linwood, not Kamerbeek). LJ-W should not have accepted Kennedy’s otiose <p’>
following amd 7e ¢dvov, giving elision at verse-end in responsion with clear
period-end (hiatus with syntactical pause). The hiatus without sense-pause in ant. is
unremarkable at change of metre.

1339/1359 ér’ €07’ arovew ndovdr, pidol~ BpoTols éxAflny dv épuv dmo

«—.——1i—.—.—Dbecomes a normal syncopated trimeter (ia »2ia) with Heimsoeth’s
plausible supplements <gdv> 7dovar and éxdjfny <dv>; but precedents in Pi. Ol
13.3/11 etc. and Py. 8.7/14 etc. may be added to the parallels cited by Stinton (15), after
Wilamowitz and Dale.”

Highgate, London C. W. WILLINK
willink@classicfm.net

% Stinton, 15-16; cf. also Parker' 15, and my discussion of Hcld. 81/102, 90 in CQ 41 (1991),
526-7.
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