
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.1

AJAX

AJAX2

172–181 � �0 τε Υαφσοπ
µα ∆ι�Κ -συενιΚ!
(~182–191) � νεη0µα Ζ0υιΚ �

ν8υεσ α�τγ�ξαΚ �ν8Κ!
 σνατε παξδ0νοφΚ �π" βο$Κ 2ηεµα&αΚ! 175
� πο� υιξοΚ ξ&λαΚ 2λασπ(-

υοφ γ0σιξ () �α λµ�υψξ �ξ0σψξ
+εφτρε-τ. 2δ(σοιΚ ε/υ. �µαζαβοµ&αιΚ)

1 γαµλορ(σαω το& υιξ. .Εξφ0µιοΚ
νονζ1ξ 5γψξ ωφξο$ δοσ�Κ �ξξφγ&οιΚ 180
νθγαξα-Κ �υε&ταυο µ(βαξ·

I have discussed elsewhere the rhetorical structure of this strophe, defending ) �α
‘either’ in 177 against Hermann’s �σα (accepted by LJ-W).3 I 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 λα" 8ε9Κ λαλ1ξ λα" Ζο-βοΚ `σηε&-/ψξ

Classical Quarterly 52.1 50–80 (2002) Printed in Great Britain 50

1 C. W. Willink, CQ 51 (2001), 65–89 (hereafter CS I). ‘The vulgate’ for Aj., Trac., and O.T.
includes the editions with commentary of A. Garvie (Aj.), P. E. Easterling (Trac.), 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 (Alc. 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-W2 refers to their Second
Thoughts (Göttingen, 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). Parker1 = CQ 16 (1966), 1–26, and Parker2 = 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
�gl and gl� I prefer respectively ch 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 I 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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ζ0υιξ· ε� δ. ;ποβαµµ
νεξοι | λµ<πυοφτι ν�ροφΚ ο= νεη0µοι βατιµ>Κ): i.e. as – e – e –
D2 (with symmetrical word-overlap), not the vulgate – e – e – e || D.4 There is indeed a
symmetry here between 177 . . . γ0σιξ and 187 . . . ζ0υιξ; and one might compare the
certain period-end at Medea 416–17 5σγευαι υιν1 ηφξαιλε&ψι η<ξει· || ο?λ<υι . . . 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.5

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.T. 895–6
ε� η1σ α= υοια&δε πσ0ωειΚ � υ&νιαι! � υ& δε- νε γοσε�ειξ ~910–11 λο?δανο$ υινα-Κ
`π
µµψξ � �νζαξ@Κ! � 5σσει δA υ1 ρε-α (e – e – � e � � d –); cf. also Aj. 408–9/426–7
and Hipp. 564 (~554) ν<µιττα δ. οB0 υιΚ πεπ
υαυαιC6 Terminal – � � – – often invites
recognition as the catalectic correlate of – � � – � � – (D), and the colon × – � � – – is
variously rz, tl^, and × D^. It is irrelevant that – × – × – � � – – might, in a different
context, be better taken as an aeolic hipponactean (West’s hi�). The choice is close
between ναγ- and νθγ- in 181.7

190–1 †νD ν@ ν.†! 4ξαω! 5ρ. Fδ. �ζ0µοιΚ λµιτ&αιΚ 190
Gνν. 5γψξ λαλ1ξ ζ0υιξ 4σθιC

190 ν@ semel OVG (teste Dawe)

The vulgate νD ν@, 4ξαω (Wilamowitz) introduces an improbable hiatus. There is
little supporting evidence elsewhere in tragedy of residual digamma. LJ-W appeal to
O.C. 1485 8ε$ 4ξα! το" ζψξH, but that is a dochmius doubtless to be scanned with a
correption like 8ε$ 2µεω>υοσ in anapaests at O.C. 143.8 After Kvíïala I suggest νD
ν<0ξ>! 4ξαω (αξ easily dropping out before αξ-). νD ν0ξ + subjunctive in a strong
prohibition will be akin at once to ν@ξ with imperative (rare in tragedy, and epic-toned)
and to emphatic ο? ν@ξ in statements (GP 330–2). Of the variants, ν@ ν. (not reported
by LJ-W) may be older than νD ν@ ν. (cett.), the second ν@ coming in as a correction
of the unintelligible ν.. νD ν@ . . . might indeed seem to be supported by O.C. 210 νD
ν@ ν. 2ξ<σθι υ&Κ ε�ν& (cited by Jebb); but that could well be a similar corruption of νD
ν<1ξ> 2ξ<σθι . . .9

192–200 2µµ. 4ξα �ω Iδσ0ξψξ!
Jποφ ναλσα&ψξι

4 Cf. Andr. 789–91 πε&ροναι λα" τ9ξ Μαπ&ραιτ& τε Λεξυα�-/σοιΚ � Mνιµ>ται δοσ"
λµειξου0υψι (e – D – e – D), where the vulgate division after δοσ& with brevis in longo is more
obviously incorrect.

5 Cf. Diggle, Euripidea 475, n. 158.
6 Sic (not οNα); I have discussed Hipp. 563–4 (~553–4) in CQ 49 (1999), 413.
7 νθγαξα-Κ H (conj. G. Wolff; ‘fortasse recte’, Dawe); cf. Björck, Das Alpha impurum 178. All

MSS have νθγαξα-Κ at Ant. 349 (ναγ- Bergk, Erfurdt); cf. Ant. 363 2νθγ0ξψξ, 365 νθγαξ
εξ.
νθγαξ- is similarly the norm, if we believe the MSS, in Euripidean lyric, as a hybrid like ζ@να,
etc. (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 155–8). The position is similar in Aeschylus, with ναγαξ- attested only at
Septem 134, against Persae 113, etc.

8 On correption in dochmiacs (especially Sophoclean), see n. 18 below.
9 I am indebted to Dr Dawe for knowledge of Kvíïala’s proposal νD ν@ξ in ZOEG 13 (1862),

402. He has also persuaded me that the MSS’ Gνν. 5γψξ is right in 191 (no need for Reiske’s
�νν<ξψξ), comparing the use of Gννα in 140 and 167 (especially υ� τ�ξ Gννα in the latter).
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τυθσ&Oθι πουA υ8ιδ. 2ηψξ&ψι τγοµ8ι!
4υαξ ο?σαξ&αξ ζµ<ηψξ· 195
�γρσHξ δ. PβσιΚ Fδ. 2υ0σβθυα
Mσν8υαι �ξ ε?αξ<νοιΚ β0τταιΚ!
π0ξυψξ †βαλγαO
ξυψξ† ηµ(τταιΚ
βασφ0µηθυα·
�νο" δ. 4γοΚ QτυαλεξC 200

194 πουA¨ που" Zc (Ritschl): π
δα Morstadt 197 Mσν8υ. codd., corr. Tr 198
βαλγαO
ξυψξ LacGQR(-γεO-): λαηγ- fere cett. (βαηγ- Lpc); λαγ- Livineius (‘p’)
199 βασφ0µηθυα Aug. b (Lobeck): -θυ. 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, El. 512, etc.); whereas D × 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 gl, 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 gl ba (the ‘phalaecian hendecasyllable’), and related also to the
frequent gl sp (Itsumi, ibid.; cf. my note on S. El. 137–9 in CQ 47 [1997], 299–301).
που< is commonly emended, but defended by Garvie, comparing 2ε& πουε.

196–200. The MSS divide 196–8 as above, but treat 199–200 as a single verse (with
βασφ0µηθυ.· �νο" . . . ). 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
ηµ(τταιΚ. The favoured redivision before ηµ(τταιΚ βασ�αµηθυα· gives ‘twin’
clausulae . . . | × – � � – – – || × – � � – – – ||| (approved by Dale, Collected Papers 7), but
there is no clear warrant for that.10

There are other uncertainties in 196–8. The brevis in longo without sense-pause at
2υ0σβθυα is surprising (unlike that at βασφ0µηθυα·); the more so since with 2υ0σ-|
βθρ. . . . we should have an overlapping colon like Ant. 864 (~845) λοιν@ναυ0 υ.
α?υοη<ξ-|ξθυ. . . . (there followed by . . . ʃ gl sp; cf. 596–7/608–9 and 602–3/615–16 in
this play). (ii) Correction of Mσν8υ. to Mσν8υαι is sufficiently certain;11 but  the

10 Division after ηµ(τταιΚ βασφ0µηθυ. (as LJ-W) impossibly gives elision at ‘pendent close
before anceps’, i.e. at a period-end according to Stinton’s rule (326). Division after ηµ(τταιΚ
βασφ0µ- (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 I,
n. 7. The verse × – � � – – – (occurring elsewhere at 704/717, Ant. 1122/1133, Trac. 848/859, Med.
851/861, I.T. 1127/1142, I.A. 799, Cyc. 656, Hypsipyle 61D) may be a dragged telesillean, but I
prefer to take it as a hypercatalectic extension of × – � � – – (rz –).

11 On such false elisions of -αι 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 -αι ‘in later tragedy’). Mσναυ. should not have been accepted here without comment by
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abnormal scansion ε?Sξ<νοιΚ is doubtfully supported by Laocoon fr. 342 ηµαφλ8Κ
ε?αξ<νοφ µ&νξαΚ in unknown metrical context. (iii) The phrasing is strange: the
metaphor is doubtfully made intelligible by the gloss <TΚ π$σ>, and the ε?- 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 λαηγ- and
βαλγ-, without reference to the metre, and favour βαλγ- on the ground that ‘running
riot’ goes better with ηµ(τταιΚ 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 PβσιΚ in this play’. ηµ(τταιΚ is evidently equivalent
to the longer phrase �ξ λεσυον&οιΚ ηµ(τταιΚ at Ant. 962. Cf. also Τ ηεµ(ξυψξC
λαγαO
ξυψξ (accepted by Dawe) is doubtless conjectural (see LJ-W, Sophoclea 271),
but not necessarily wrong for that reason; π0ξυψξ λαγαO
ξυψξ plausibly gives another
ia sp verse. A different conjecture βαO
ξυψξ (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 I, 80).12

221–32 οNαξ �δ@µψταΚ 2ξδσ�Κ α/ροξοΚ 2ηηεµ&αξ 221–2
4υµαυοξ ο?δA ζεφλυ0ξ!

υHξ νεη0µψξ ∆αξαHξ Pπο λµθιOον<ξαξ! 224–5
υ1ξ M ν<ηαΚ ν$ροΚ 2<ωει·

Vνοι! ζοβο$ναι υ� πσοτ<σποξ·
πεσ&ζαξυοΚ 3ξDσ

ραξε-υαι! πασαπµ0λυψι
γεσ" τφηλαυ0λυαΚ 230

λεµαιξο-Κ ω&ζετιξ βου1 λα"
βου>σαΚ =πποξ(ναΚC

~245–56  σα .τυ"ξ )δθ λ0σα λαµ�ννατι λσφ+0νεξοξ 245–6
ποδο-ξ λµοπ1ξ 2σ<τραι!

1 ρο�ξ ε�σετ&αΚ Oφη�ξ IO
νεξοξ 248–9
ποξυοπ
σψι ξαX νερε-ξαι· 250

υο&αΚ �σ<ττοφτιξ 2πειµ1Κ
διλσαυε-Κ `υσε-δαι

λαρ. YνHξ· πεζ
βθναι
µιρ
µεφτυοξ -σθ

ωφξαµηε-ξ νευ1 υο$δε υφπε&Κ! 255
υ�ξ αZτ. 4πµαυοΚ /τγειC

Pardini (after Dain, Pohlsander, and others). Not all such false elisions have the same cause: e.g.
Herc. 418 τ(ιOευ. �ξ (τ(ιOευαι Pflugk). Cf. also O.C. 219, where LJ-W justly regard their
ν<µµευαι for ν<µµευ. at O.C. 219 as a matter simply of ‘interpretation’.

12 Everyone since Pearson has reported L as attesting βαλγ- (and βαηγ- 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 2υασβ@υψΚ), or in LJ-W’s
Sophoclea or Second Thoughts. But Dr Dawe assures me, after another look at the facsimile of L,
that (though β and λ are very similar in appearance), the relevant letter is indeed β 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 2υ0σβθρ. and βασφ0µηθυ. (treated by LJ-W as conjectures of Lobeck and Nauck
respectively; not mentioned by Pearson and Dawe).
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245 .τυ"ξ Bergk: υιξ. codd. )δθ HNVA: )δθ υοι pler. λ0σα Tr: λσαυα codd.

A variously controversial stanza,13 presumably of five periods, L divides as above,
except in 221–2 (2ξδσ�Κ | α/ροξοΚ) ~245–6 (λα-|µ�ννατι).

221–3/245–7. Dawe (after Wilamowitz, Jebb, Dale, Dain, Kraus, Pohlsander) divides
with a pauseless breach of synapheia at οNαξ �δ@µψτ[Κ || 2ξ<σοΚ (Hermann)
α/ροξοΚ . . . (and )δθ υοι | λσαυα in ant.). LJ-W (after Pearson) divide with a different
breach of synapheia at 2ξδσ�Κ α/ροξοΚ ~ (λ0)σα λαµ�ννατ\ (ξ), i.e. as ia lk || ch 2ia^.
Given λ0σα (Tricl.), the words invite analysis rather as above, as an opening sequence
– e e � D � � ith similar to O.T. 1093–5/1105–7 (e – e – D × ith) and Troades
820–2/840–2 (� e e � D × �D). The sequence . . . – � � – � � – : � ith (cf. the ‘Archilochian
dicolon’) recurs at the end of the stanza. (Of the further emendations .τυ"ξ [Bergk]
and 3σνο- [LJ-W, for )δθ] the former merits acceptance, the latter is at best
unnecessary.14 The superfluous υοι in some MSS may derive from an intrusive υ
 with
λσ8υα, or perhaps from a superscribed υα in a tradition with λασα and λσαυα as
variants.)

In favour of οNαξ �δ@µψτ[Κ || . . . it must be allowed that Sophocles was fond of the
colon ia sp (cf. on 192–3 above) and that 2ξ<σοΚ for 2ξδσ�Κ is a slightly smaller change
than λ0σα for λσ8υα. Prima facie, moreover, 2ξ<σοΚ | . . . for 2ξδσ�Κ | . . . directly
restores responsion with L’s λσ8υα λα-| . . ., 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 λα-|µ�ννατι is unlikely to be a mere scribal aberration; a consideration telling
both against division before λσ8υα λαµ�ννατι (as Wilamowitz) and against division
after λ0σα λαµ�ννατι (as Pearson). More probably the ancestral division at λα-|
µ�ννατι 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 -δσοΚ in the strophe prevailed. If the lineator had read αξεσοΚ ~
λσαυα λα-, 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.15 The
verses D3 and – � � – – � � – – (the latter either 2ch – 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 (io^ 3io). D3 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 ʃ ar, but
no less correctly taken as pe � io � io^ ba (for the colon × – � – – � � – – , cf. Ant.
782/792; � � – � – – is a common ionic clausula). As elsewhere, indentation (if the

13 Cf. Stinton, 140–1. 14 As LJ-W2 now concede. 15 ‘Iono-choriambic’: cf. CS I, n. 15.
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sequence is not printed uno versu) preserves the ambivalence, while obviating the need
for hyphenated overlap.16

229–30/253–4 is the same without the first two syllables: ba 3io = ÷dod� ʃ ar (again
preferably with indentation rather than overlap). Ionic 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 . . . – � � – � � – � � ith as the
opening period, but with an unusual penultimate colon: � – – � � � – � � –. Stinton
(140) found it ‘hard to believe’, but there is an overlooked precedent at Pi. Ol. 10.14,
35 (etc.). Moreover the same � – – � � � – � � – occurs in enoplian context, but as the
second limb of a dicolon, at Alc. 594 (~603) ΝοµοττHξ ^σ<ψξ υ&ρευαι and Andr.
1012 (~1021) διζσε�ψξ 6µιοξ π<µαηοΚ. 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 � gl
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 sequence as � – – � � � – � � – � – � – � – –
(ba � 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 . . . × e – ||| (as at
Trac. 102/111). (Less credible would be interpretation of � – – � � – � � – as an
anaclastic form of the gl/wil hybrid – � – � � – � � – [E. El. 439/449, cf. �� � – � � – � � –
at Ba. 112/127, 115/130, I.A. 1093]. This is not an aeolic context.)

348 �` ζ&µοι ξαφβ0υαι ν
ξοι �νHξ ζ&µψξ . . .
~356 �` η<ξοΚ ξαaαΚ 2σψη�ξ υ<γξαΚ . . .

L’s text (as above; not divided as �` | 2δ, as in the vulgate) can be analysed as ia cr �
δ. But then (as pointed out in CS I*** n. 93) � for �` suggests itself as likely in both
stanzas. 2cr δ is a frequent combination, and �( for � is a routinely common error.17

The correption in ν ξοb ν ξ ζbµ ξ | ν ξοb υ. ενν ξοξυΚ. . . (like π σοb µ\σσ ρο·
in 413 below) is of a kind not infrequent in Sophocles’ dochmiacs.18

394–5 c�`¨ τλ
υοΚ �ν�ξ ζ0οΚ!
5σεβοΚ � ζαεξξ
υαυοξ TΚ �νο&! . . . 395

~412–13 π
σοι 3µ&σσοροι!
π0σαµ0 υ. 4ξυσα λα" ξ<νοΚ �π0λυιοξ! . . .

412 � π
σοι GQR (�` Brunck, edd.)

16 Cf. CS I, 69, 73–4, 76–7, and further on 596ff. below.
17 CQ 49 (1999), 417, n. 29; cf. on Ant. 1121a, 1146, 1261/1284 in CS I.
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 δs  beginning with �(, Vνοι, α�α-. Otherwise indeed rare in the
dochmiacs of Aeschylus and Euripides (if we discount virtual exclamations such as Jσα Jσα . . .),
but there are enough certain instances in Sophocles (also Ant. 1331, O.T. 663, 686, Phil. 854) to
justify ready acceptance of others created by easy conjecture, as at Ant. 1310, El. 1239; and in this
passage Hermann’s certain ν
ξοι 5υ. for ν
ξοι υ..
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If 394/412 is taken as ia cr (with �` τλ
υοΚ and �` π
σοι), we have not only split
resolution before syncopation,19 but also anomalous correption (π σοb Sµ-) in an
iambic metron. So here too (against L) the exclamation is customarily taken as
extra-metric, after Wilamowitz (cf. Parker2 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 2δ | δ), and correspondingly
divides 394–5 at ζαεξ-|ξ
υαυοξ (Pardini 114). That may well imply that the ancestral
lineator admitted lengthened ζαοΚ at the end of a dochmius within the verse; but
we shall do well to prefer redivision as δ || 2δ, comparing Eum. 149 �` πα- ∆ιοΚ· || and
Or. 1537 �` �` υ�γα· || for the exclamatory single-dochmiac opening.

401–3 2µµ0 ν. 3 ∆ι�Κ
2µλ&να ρε�Κ
^µ<ρσιοξ 2ιλ&Oει

~418–20 � Τλαν0ξδσιοι
ηε&υοξεΚ �οα"
†εdζσοξεΚ† `σηε&οιΚ 420

L  does not divide 401–2/418–19, the lineator having apparently scanned with
another lengthened -οΚ within the verse. Then, following the hypodochmiacs, either
× – � � – – – (again) or × �� � – – – (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 El. 504ff. (there mostly ia sp). Since εdζσοξεΚ is
otherwise suspect, there is no case for emending ^µ<ρσιοξ to correspond with it; still
less for Renehan’s acceptance (now seemingly favoured by LJ-W) of �� �� – – – as a
triply anomalous dochmius: not merely initial �� . . . but unparalleled initial �� . . . and
unparalleled �� �� . . . If the sense of εdζσοξεΚ is accepted, we need look no further
than Hermann’s �eζσοξεΚ (giving � – � � – – –), accepted by Dawe in his third edition.
For the more probable sense ‘unfriendly’ (irony seems unlikely), <ο?λ> εdζσοξεΚ is a
less arbitrary correction than LJ-W’s λαλ
- for εd-. For the scansion ^µερσι-, cf. O.C.
1683 and probably O.T. 1343 (Erfurdt). I write 2ιλ&Oει (for α�λ-): cf. West, AT xlv.

425–6 δ<σγρθ γροξ�Κ νοµ
ξυ. 2π�
’Εµµαξ&δοΚ· . . .

A remarkable brevis in longo without pause (in responsion with 408 . . . πσοτλ<ινερα,
but there is a comma there). If we accept the text (Nauck made excisions) we should
probably write 4πο, at least getting rid of the prepositive at period-end.20

596–608 � λµειξ1 Ταµαν&Κ! τ9 ν<ξ ποφ
ξα&ειΚ 3µ&πµαλυοΚ ε?δα&νψξ!

π8τιξ πεσ&ζαξυοΚ α�ε&·

19 Nowhere certain in Sophocles: see Diggle, Studies 18–21.
20 On this and similar disyllabic prepositions at verse-end (period-end), also Trac. 510 and

Phil. 184, cf. Stinton, 205.
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�η` δ. M υµ0νψξ
παµαι�Κ 2ζ. οg γσ
ξοΚ 600

.Ιδα-α ν&νξψξ
µειν(ξι. 5παφµα νθξHξ
2ξ@σιρνοΚ α�Aξ ε?ξHναι!

γσ
ξψι υσφγ
νεξοΚ!
λαλ1ξ �µπ&δ. 5γψξ 605
5υι ν< πορ. 3ξ�τειξ
υ�ξ 2π
υσοποξ 2aδθµοξ .ιδαξC

~609–21 λα& νοι δφτρεσ0πεφυοΚ Α/αΚ
ω�ξετυιξ 5ζεδσοΚ! Vνοι νοι! 610

ρε&αι ναξ&αι ω�ξαφµοΚ·
kξ �ωεπ<ν+ψ

πσ"ξ δ@ πουε ροφσ&ψι
λσαυο$ξυ. �ξ -σει·

ξ$ξ δ. αl ζσεξ�Κ ο�οβ(υαΚ 615
ζ&µοιΚ ν<ηα π<ξροΚ θPσθυαι!

υ1 πσ"ξ δ. 5σηα γεσο-ξ
νεη&τυαΚ 2σευ8Κ
4ζιµα πασ. 2ζ&µοιΚ
5πετ. 5πετε νεµ<οιΚ `υσε&δαιΚC 620

602 µειν(ξι. 5παφµα Lobeck: µεινψξ&αι πο&αι (vel π
α) codd. νθξHξ
Hermann: νθµHξ codd. 610 Vνοι νοι Tr: �( νοι νοι (νοι ter LAXs) 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 hi � tl sp (hag–) needs to be overlapped as gl ʃ gl sp, and similarly
pe � hag � tl sp (hag–) as ia gl ʃ 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 � tl ( = ia gl), cf. 624/635,
625/636, 1188/1195, Trac. 845/856, ?El. 479/495 (Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 79). Word-end
after × – � – – � . . . is normal in this and many similar sequences.

604–8/617–21 is more controversial; cf. Parker (2 242–3), who contemplated five
different analyses. L attests an ancestral division after λαλ1ξ ~ νεη&- (i.e. after a
glyconic), followed by – � � – | � � � � � � – | � � � � � | � � – � – – ; a colometry in which
only the central dochmius � �� �� � – convinces).21

Wilamowitz redivided as gl | ch ia ʃ – � � �� � �� � – � – – (^3ia^). 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.22 Such

21 I aspirate πορ. 3ξ�τειξ, cf. West, AT xxx.
22 Pohlsander rightly dismisses Pearson’s wildly different colometry, but does not explain why

he regards Wilamowitz’s divisions after gl and ch 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 . . . �
� �� / – � . . . is alien 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 δι. Fξ α�ξον
σοιΚ! | δι. Fξ ξε-λοΚ 5βα (~891–2 <. . .> | α�α- δαιν
ξιοι).
� – – � � – is there dochmiac or quasi-dochmiac, between � �� �� � – and – �� – � – ; not
indeed recognized as dochmiac by West, nor yet the similar � � � – � � – at Sept. 935
5σιδι ναιξον<ξαι ~ 949 ;π� δA τ(ναυι η8Κ and Eum. 837 = 870 �νA παρε-ξ υ0δε!
ζε$. But West does recognize /δε νε υ1ξ =λ<υιξ ~ τ9 δA πασ. ^+ιη
ξοφ as a dochmius
at Su. 350/361.

606/619 is then another dochmiac colon, like Sept. 903 λυ<αξα δ. �πιη
ξοιΚ. LJ-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), Schröder (cr ia ia ba) and Kraus (tr 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),23 adjacent resolutions . . . �� �� . . .
other than within a dochmius, and a choriamb with its first long resolved (resolved,
moreover, with a split).24

As the phrasing suggests prima facie, we must divide as above and look for a
satisfactory metrical interpretation of the concluding � � � � � � � � – � – –. We might
consider taking  it as  a hypercatalectic iambic dimeter (2ia –), analogous to the
stanza-ending verse – e – e – at Trac. 102/111. But there is a more exact precedent,
likewise in dochmiac context and ending a stanza, at Sept. 214–15 δD υ
υ. )σρθξ
ζ
βψι � πσ�Κ ναλ0σψξ µιυ0Κ! � π
µεοΚ Nξ. ;πεσ<γοιεξ 2µλ0ξ.25 The vulgate
analysis . . . � 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 5πετ. 5πετε in 620. As Jebb observed,  word-doubling is  unusual  in
Sophocles (citing nothing nearer than 1205 �σ(υψξ δ. �σ(υψξ . . . and fr. 686 βασ9Κ
ω�ξοιλοΚ! � ω<ξοι βασ�Κ, both with strong predicative emphasis, and epanalepses such
as Phil. 1462 µε&πονεξ ;ν8Κ µε&πονεξ )δθ). There scarcely seems sufficient emphasis
on 5πετε here, functioning as a copula with 4ζιµα 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 -ε or -εξ, never with with
either word  elided.26 The only exceptions, both conjectural, are at E. Or. 1547
(Seidler)27 and Ba. 986–7 (Elmsley).28 Perhaps we should read 4ζιµα πασ. 2ζ&µοιΚ |

23 Cf. n. 19 above. 24 Inadmissible, cf. CS I, n. 55 on Ant. 798.
25 ~206–7 =ππιλHξ υ. 4πφεξ (Lachmann)  | πθδαµ&ψξ †δι1 τυ
να† (διατυ
νια Schütz)

πφσιηεξευ8ξ γαµιξHξ. 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 2cr + δ
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 388ff.

27 5πετ. 5πετε 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 �πετ<πετε (from �πειτπ&πυψ), as I hope to argue elsewhere.

28 Read 5νο-|µεξ 5νοµεξ! c�¨ β0λγαι, rather than 5νοµ. 5νοµεξ . . . Interpolation of � is very
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5πε. 5πετε: the glorious deeds are now mere words (cf. 5πεα ν
ξοξ Herc. 112) associ-
ated with enmity (4ζιµα) on the part of the 4ζιµοι Atridae.

622–33 � ποφ παµαι8ι
(~634–45) νAξ τ�ξυσοζοΚ 3ν<σαι

µεφλHι υε η@σαι
ν0υθσ ξιξ Jυαξ ξοτο$ξυα 625
ζσεξοβ
σψΚ 2λο�τθι!

α/µιξοξ α/µιξοξ
ο?δ. ο�λυσ8Κ η
οξ GσξιροΚ 2θδο$Κ
mτει δ�τνοσοΚ! 2µµ.

^ωφυ
ξοφΚ νAξ nιδ1Κ 630
ρσ@ξθτει! γεσ
πµαλυοι δ.

�ξ τυ<σξοιτι πετο$ξυαι
δο$ποι λα" ποµι8Κ 4νφηνα γα&υαΚC

626 ζσεξοβ
σψΚ Dindorf: -ν
σψΚ vel -ν(σψΚ codd. 631 γεσ
πµαλυοι Erfurdt:
-πµθλυοι codd.

The stanza begins with pe � tl (ia gl), then pe � tl � � ith, like 599ff./612ff. in the previ-
ous stanza-pair, but shifting briefly into enoplian metre in the cadence . . . tl � � ith. For
– – – � � – � – behaving as an enoplian rather than aeolic measure, cf. 194–5 above, also
Trac. 883, El. 248. Then the short verse – � � – � – (self-contained, followed by a change
of metre) is either dod or δ, followed by a run of differently ambivalent verses, best
taken as iono-choriambic: 3io ( = phc) | 3io^ ba ( = dod� � ar) | 2io � 2io | io ÷2io ( = gl
ba).29 Ionic analysis does better justice to the invariably long second position and to
the elided postpositive δ. in 630–1 (cf. n. 53 below). But – – – � � – – � – – – � � – – is also
D – � D – (cf. Pers. 584–90/591–7, Med. 629–30/638–9), in line with the nod towards
enoplian metre in 625–6/637–8.

701–5 ξ$ξ η1σ �νο" ν<µει γοσε$ται·
.Ιλασ&ψξ δ. ;πAσ πεµαη&ψξ <π
σψξ>

νοµ`ξ 4ξαω `π
µµψξ
M ∆0µιοΚ εdηξψτυοΚ
�νο" ωφξε&θ δι1 παξυ�Κ εdζσψξ· 705

~714–18 π0ξρ. M ν<ηαΚ γσ
ξοΚ νασα&ξει!
λο?δAξ 2ξα�δαυοξ ζαυ&ωαιν. <5ηψη.> 715

4ξ! εlυ< η. �ω 2<µπυψξ
Α/αΚ νευαξεηξ(τρθ
ρφνο$ υ. `υσε&δαιΚ νεη0µψξ υε ξειλ<ψξC

701 γοσε$ται <� – � –> Hermann, Lobeck 702 πεµαη&ψξ NVZc: -<ψξ cett.
<π
σψξ>, cf. 412 714 post νασα&ξει add. υε λα" ζµ<ηει codd., om. Stob. 1.97.18,

common (cf. CS I, 85 with n. 84). For the placing thus of the anadiplosis, cf. Hel. 650, where I
should now read π
τιξ η. 3ν�ξ 5γο-|νεξ 5γονεξ! kξ 5νεξοξ . . . (not as proposed in CQ 39
[1989], 59); there appears to be room for ποτιξ η ανοξ ε¨γονεξ . . . in P. Oxy. 2336.

29 On the favourite phc (West, GM xii), also Ant. 787/797, 944/955, 970/981; El. 472/489,
828ff./842ff.; Phil. 203/212, 710/721; O.C. 701/714; cf. CS I, 49.
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del. Livineius 715 2ξα�δαυοξ Lobeck (cf. A. Sept. 897): -θυοξ codd. (-αλυοξ
Hsch.) ζαυ&ταιν. Livineius <5ηψη.>, cf. O.T. 504 718 ρφνο$ υ. Hermann:
-ν
ξ υ. A, -νHξ NsGησFac?, -ν�ξ cett.

In 701/714 the verse – � � – � – � � – – repeats both 698/711 and the cadence of
700/713; a multivalent verse, at once dod plus ba, δ plus ba, a form of hipponactean
(West’s �hi) and an iono-choriambic enneasyllable (akin to both ch ia and the ana-
creontic), cf. Ag. 448 (~467) 2µµουσ&αΚ δια" ηφξαιλ
Κ, Pers. 659/666 (following 2δ),
O.C. 130/161, etc. The longer version – � � – � – � � – – � – � – (Hermann, Lobeck),
with . . . υε λα" ζµ<ηει in ant. and a supplement in str., is metrically anomalous, ba ia
scarcely if at all occurring in lyric iambics before late Euripides.30

In 702–3/715–16 – � � – � – � � – (with ζαυ&ταιν.) is not perhaps incredible, if taken as
d × d (followed by � ith), akin to e × d and d × e (as 399/416, Trac. 637/644, Ant.
1116–17/1127–8, Alc. 573/583).31 But πεµαη<ψξ is otherwise under grave suspicion,
as argued by Renehan (CPh 87 [1992], 347–9), not only as needing emendation of
ζαυ&ωαιν..32 LJ-W’s λεµε�ρψξ for πεµαη<ψξ postulates an unlikely gloss, and is
otherwise unacceptable (not only because ‘over seas’ is different from ‘over paths’, cf.
the acc. λ<µεφρα 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 ζαυ&ωαιν. | 5ξ) impossible
elision at pendent close before single short (i.e. at period-end); while redivision
gives either – � � – � – � – / – � � – � – � – – || still with the abnormal long anceps after
ch, and now also period-end following non-catalectic trochees, or � – � – – abnormally
following 2δ.

The variant πεµαη&ψξ is a clue pointing rather to the loss of a noun such as
<π
σψξ> completing a second dochmius (before or after πεµαη&ψξ), cf. 412 π
σοι
3µ&σσοροι; and it is not difficult to find a corresponding supplement in the antistrophe,
for preference ζαυ&ωαιν. <5ηψη.> 4ξ (cf. O.T. 504–6 οdπου. 5ηψη. 4ξ . . .
λαυαζα&θξ).34

704/717 is the same × – � � – – – as 199 and 200 (qq.v.). Period-end at εdηξψτυοΚ is
acceptable (with little or no sense-pause); or did Sophocles perhaps intend
ε?ηξ(τυψΚ?

879–90 υ&Κ 5ξ δ>υ0 νοι! υ&Κ 5ξ ζιµοπ
ξψξ
3µιαδ8ξ 5γψξ 2eπξοφΚ 4ησαΚ! 880

30 Stinton, 119ff.; cf. CS I, 80. νασα&ξει cυε¨ λα" ζµ<ηει would give a likelier ba cr; or one
might consider . . . | ζµ<ηει υε λα" νασα&ξει, with the lacuna before γοσε$ται 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 υε λα" ζµ<ηει; so
indeed may an interpolator have opined (first perhaps simply writing λα" ζµ<ηει as a marginal
gloss).

31 Garvie mentions I.A. 556 (~571); and Diggle mentions E. Su. 999/1022, Or. 840–1, Ba. 410,
I.A. 547, 553, 574, 576, 764–5 (Euripidea, 506, n. 56).

32 ζαυ&ταιν. is certainly a conjecture of Livineius. The only variant (negligible) is ζαυ&O-.
33 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 426–7 on Hipp. 1387–8.
34 Alternatively ζαυ&ωαιν. 5ξ <5σ-/ηοξ>. 2δ | 2ia^ is quite normal; 2δ � � ith less so, but in line

with . . . � � ith in 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.

60 C. W. WILLINK

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

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


1 υ&Κ .Οµφνπι0δψξ
ρε8ξ 1 �φυHξ

Βοτποσ&ψξ πουανHξ υ�ξ nν
ρφνοξ
ε/ πορι πµαO
νεξοξ µε�ττψξ 885

2π�οιr τγ<υµια η1σ
�ν< ηε υ�ξ ναλσHξ 2µ0υαξ π
ξψξ ο?σ&ψι

νD πεµ0ται δσ
νψι!
2µµ. 2ν<ξθξοξ 4ξδσα νD µε�ττειξ JποφC 890

~925–36 5νεµµεΚ υ0µαΚ! 5νεµµεΚ γσ
ξψι
τυεσε
ζσψξ 4σ. �ωαξ�ττειξ λαλ1ξ
νο-σαξ 2πεισετ&ψξ

π
ξψξ· υο-0 νοι
π0ξξφγα λα" ζα<ροξυ. 2ξετυ<ξαOεΚ 930

nν
ζσοξ. �γροδ
π. `υσε&δαιΚ
ο?µ&ψι τ9ξ π0ρει·
ν<ηαΚ 4σ. �ξ �λε-ξοΚ 4σγψξ γσ
ξοΚ πθν0υψξ

�νοΚ 2σιτυ
γεισ 935
<– � � –> Jπµψξ 5λειυ. 2η`ξ π<σιC

931 nν
ζσοξ.¨ nν
ζσψξ codd. 936 <γσφτοδ<υψξ> Musgrave; alii alia

After 2δ | 2δ | the sequence – � � – � � – � � – – � – � – � � – � � – � . . . suggests a
convergence of D and δ, – � � – � � – in 881/928 standing for – � � – × – in the same
way as � – – � � – at 604–5/617–18 (q.v.) seems to stand for � – – × – . 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, nν
ζσψξ in 931 ends a period, in responsion with ε/ πορι, but it may
well be significant that L lineates 885–6 as υ�ξ nν
ρφνοξ ε/ πορι πµαO
νεξοξ |
µε�ττψξ . . . (dividing after an iambelegus). 2ia || δ is not indeed impossible (less
probably 2ia | δ with πορ\ lengthened before πµ-). But 2ia δ 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. nν
ζσοξ. (paired with
�γροδ
π.) is an easy correction (it is credible that the lineator here misinterpreted
-ζσοξ as -ζσψξ). For the enoplian cadence . . . � – � � – � � – – –, cf. Hec. 650, 1068,
Herc. 1018, 1033, 1185–7, Tro. 267, Ion 718, Pho. 122, Or. 1256/1276.35

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 η[σ. But τγευµbS ηSσ is
perhaps a not impossible alternative scansion.36 Although the elements here are
cretics, the context is primarily dochmiac.

35 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 . . . – � � � – � � – ×  – are vulnerable to
misinterpretation (cf. CQ 38 [1988], 93 on Herc. 1016–20); likewise . . . – � � � – � � – � � – (as
177/187 above, Trac. 884–5, qq.v.).

36 For such resolution before change of metre without sense-pause, cf. Hec. 1066–7 ε/ρε νοι
^νν0υψξ α=ναυ
εξ βµ ζSσ ξ | 2λ<ται. 2λ<ταιο υφζµ
ξ! � .µιε! ζ<ηηοΚ 2παµµ0ωαΚ, 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 δs.37 � – – � – –
� – (as Med. 1251/1261, etc.) is δ^^δ in my notation. So here δ � � – – � – � – � – � δ is
δδ^^δδ; virtually the same as P.V. 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: – � � – � – � – �
– � – (ch 2ia) | � – �� � – (δ) | – �� – � – � – – – (ch ia sp; not, as usually taken, 2δ with an
irregular � – – –); cf. CS I, 69. A case might be made here and elsewhere for the
notations δ^^2ia and 2ia^^δ for apparent instances of × �� � �� � – (‘kaibelianus’)
combined with a dochmius; cf. CS I, 89 (on Ant. 1275/1299).

900–2 Vνοι �νHξ ξ
τυψξ· 900
Vνοι! λαυ<πεζξεΚ! 4ξαω!

υ
ξδε τφξξα�υαξ! υ0µαΚ·

~946–8 Vνοι 2ξαµη@υψξ
διττHξ �ρσ
θταΚ 4ξαφδ.

5ση. `υσειδ8ξ υHιδ. 4γει·

– � � – – – | . . . seems here to be at once a dochmius and a contracted D (cf. the
choerilean D � × D). Then – – � � – � � – � – � – – – � – (– D � e – e) has in the
antistrophe an instance of the rare cut . . . – � – – � – � – : cf. Ant. 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. 1149.38 Most instances are in enoplian (D/e) contexts, e – � e
being akin to D – � e (as O.T. 1088, 1090).

1190 †2ξ1 υ1ξ ε?σ(δθ Υσο&αξ†
~1197 s π
ξοι πσ
ηοξοι π
ξψξ

1190 5ξ υ1ξ Ahrens Υσοaαξ Wilamowitz 1197 fort. s π
ξψξ π
ξοι πσ
ηοξοι

1190 is variously problematic (justly obelized by Dawe). Emendation giving another
‘chor. dim. B’ (or wil), like 1187 υ1ξ 4παφτυοξ α�Aξ �νο" ~ 1194 λε-ξοΚ 3ξDσ JΚ
τυφηεσHξ earlier in the stanza, is  the most  plausible line of attack. It  may be
fortuitous that 4ξ (4ν) for 2ξ0 is not attested elsewhere in Sophocles.39 The hapax
ε?σ(δθ remains uncertain (including its sense), but Musgrave’s ε?σφεδ> Υσο&αξ is
doubtfully worth a place in the apparatus. (‘Dragged glyconic’ is everywhere doubt-
ful in Sophocles [CS I, n. 8], and particularly unlikely with unequal responsion.
Dawe’s latest suggestion 2ξ. [Hermann] ε?σ(δεα Υσψaαξ improbably gives the
responsion � � . . . [cf. Itsumi2 68].)

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

37 Cf. CS I, 87 (on Ant. 1262–3/1285–6).
38 Cf. Parker1 1ff., who does not, however, mention all my exx. There is probably no instance in

Aeschylus (West, Studies in Aeschylus 177).
39 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
π
ξψξ was skipped before π
ξοι and restored at the end of the verse; a transposition
otherwise likely (or alternatively s π
ξοι π
ξψξ . . .), since the cognate words are
normally juxtaposed in such paregmena, as at 866 π
ξοΚ π
ξοξ π
ξψι ζ<σει; cf. Niobe
fr. 400.2 π
ξψι π
ξοξ �λ ξφλυ�Κ 2µµ0ττοφτα (missed in my commentary on Orestes
816–18), Sept. 851 υ& δ. 4µµο η. 1 π
ξοι π
ξψξ �ζ<τυιοι; etc.

I write s (not �) in 1197, cf. s π
ξοι Sept. 739, s π
ξοΚ Cho. 466 (West).40
TRACHINIAE

TRACHINIAE 41

94–102 ΓΟΣΟΤ
(~103–11) kξ α�οµ1 ξ9ω �ξασιOον<ξα

υ&λυει λαυεφξ0Oει υε ζµοηιO
νεξοξ! 95
.µιοξ .µιοξ α�υH
υο$υο! λασ$ωαι υ�ξ `µλν@-

ξαΚ π
ρι νοι π
ρι cνοι¨ πα-Κ
ξα&ει που.! � µανπσ8ι τυεσοπ8ι ζµεη<ρψξ!
1 ποξυ&οφΚ α?µHξαΚ 1 100

διττ1Κ 2ξ. 2πε&σοφΚ λµιρε&Κ·
ε/π.! � λσαυιτυε�ψξ λαυ. Gννα·

98 νοι del Tr η8Κ Schneidewin 100 ποξυ&οφΚ pler.: -αΚ L (~L1s) 101 διττ1Κ 2ξ.
2πε&σοφΚ Dawe: διττα-τιξ 2πε&σοιτι(ξ) codd. (-α-Κ -οιΚ Tr) λσφζε&Κ Stinton

The metre is mostly straightforward enoplian (D/e). The opening � e D | . . . (like
Hel. 1107, etc.) is analogous to � e e | . . . Then iambelegi ( – e – D) frame the
palindromic sequence D – | e – e – D . For the concluding run – 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. × e × e – is analogous to × D × e – (the elegiambus).

In 98 Easterling rightly follows Triclinius (with Jebb, cf. Stinton, 204–7); not π
ρι νοι
cπα-Κ¨ (Wunder, LJ-W, Davies); but η8Κ 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’. ποξυ&οφΚ α?µHξαΚ 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.
)πεισοΚ III, amplified by Longo). LJ-W (and still LJ-W2) perversely take the
alternatives (reading Ποξυ&αΚ) as ‘In the channels of the Black Sea? Or leaning on
the two continents?’ (so Lloyd-Jones in the Loeb). Against this (i) Ποξυ&αΚ α?µHξαΚ
(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 V (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 with n. 17 and 416
with n. 26.

41 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), 523–4 (n. 90), 848/859 (85), 849/860 (n. 38), 880 (n. 60),
1009/1030 (n. 86).
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to ξα&ει (does one dwell in channels?). (ii) ‘Leaning on (the) two continents’ is even
odder: supposedly referring to the Western ‘pillars’, but )πεισοΚ 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).

λµιρε&Κ is best taken as ‘having made his resting-place’, so with the implication
‘not coming home’.42 Pi. Ol. 1.92 `µζεο$ π
σψι λµιρε&Κ (of the hero Oenomaus) and
Il. 5.709 ξα&ετλε (like ξα&ει here) . . . µ&νξθι λελµ&νεξοΚ Λθζιτ&δι offer sufficient
support.43 Stinton’s λσφζε&Κ was clever;44 but (as Easterling has pointed out) ‘hidden’ is
doubtfully appropriate. Dawe’s τφρε&Κ was more certainly misconceived (see Stinton),
also his later ε� . . . τζ. 2ρσε-Κ (ed. 3); but I accept his neglected proposal διττ1Κ 2ξ.
2πε&σοφΚ: we then have two accusative phrases both governed by the one ‘environ-
mental’ preposition, according to an elegant 2π� λοιξο$ idiom,45 and we no longer
have α?µHξαΚ governed by ξα&ει.

I read ποξυ&οφΚ (a reading surprisingly not reported by Easterling) for the vulgate
ποξυ&αΚ. The latter is indeed attested in L, but only there and only in conjunction with
-&οφΚ suprascribed by the first hand. Either α?µ(ξ is here masc. as at P.V. 731, or we
have a stylish two-termination use as at Alc. 595 (cf. KB I.536–7, Diggle, Euripidea
167). Either way we have a more euphonious chiastic sequence of accusative plural
terminations.

112–21 ποµµ1 η1σ  τυ. 2λ0ναξυοΚ
(~122–131) 1 ξ
υοφ 1 βοσ<α υιΚ

λ�ναυ. <�ξ> ε?σ<ϊ π
ξυψι
β0ξυ. �πι
ξυ. 5ξ /δοι· 115

οPυψ δA υ�ξ Λαδνοηεξ>
υσ<ζει! υ� δ. αdωει! βι
υοφ

ποµ�ποξοξ  τπεσ π<µαηοΚ
Λσ@τιοξ· 2µµ0 υιΚ ρεHξ
α�Aξ 2ξανπµ0λθυοξ .ιδα 120

τζε δ
νψξ �σ�λειC

114 <�ξ> Erfurdt; <5ξ> Porson, Wakefield 115 �πι
ξυ. 5ξ¨ �πι
ξυα υ. codd.
117 τυσ<ζει Reiske

The picture in 112–15, before οPυψ . . . 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 λφναυοπµDω 2λυ0 storm-buffeted from
four quarters in O.C. 1238–49), but that does not affect the essential point of com-
parison, namely the unremitting ποµφποξ&α of the hero’s life as an ‘environment’ akin

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

43 Stinton objected that διττα-τιξ 2πε&σοιΚ 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 π
ρι . . . r

44 Ibid. 207–9. Note also the ‘common’ confusion of µ and σ (Diggle, Euripidea 469–70).
45 Bruhn, Anhang 97; 2ξ0 ‘environmental’ as O.T. 477–8, O.C. 1058, etc.
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to the  notoriously rough Cretan sea; despite which (2µµ0 . . .) some god always
preserves him from death.

As to the text, we need 4ξ with  τυε . . . υιΚ . . . /δοι. The vulgate λ�ναυ. <5ξ> is
defended by LJ-W, who say (without giving a parallel) that 4ξ thus ‘falls into place
after the subject’; but a belated 4ξ 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) υσ<ζει 116 was rightly taken by Campbell as
‘encompasses’ (cf. Hipp. 367 s π
ξοι υσ<ζοξυεΚ βσουο�Κ), perhaps with a suggestion
of ‘daily bread’ (Stinton, LJ-W). The popular τυσ<ζει (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). υ� δ. αdωει then alludes to the contrasting
glorious aspect of the ποµφποξ&α;46 semi-parenthetically, since it is not this positive
aspect which is countered by 2µµ0 . . . Stinton was unhappy about the antithesis thus
of υσ<ζει and αdωει (and considered emending the latter), but the verbs, though often
associated, are by no means necessarily nearly synonymous. The force of υσ<ζει is
clear enough from the context as a whole; likewise the contrasting sense of αdωει, as
signalled by υ� δ. . . . The subject of both verbs is then (as things stand) the whole
phrase βι
υοφ ποµ�ποξοξ  τπεσ π<µαηοΚ Λσ@τιοξ.47

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

138–40 7 λα" τA υ1ξ 4ξατταξ �µπ&τιξ µ<ηψ
υ0δ. α�Aξ /τγειξ· �πε"
υ&Κ Fδε υ<λξοιτcι¨ 8>ξ. 4βοφµοξ εZδεξr 140

The vulgate colometry 3ia | ia ith || ba ith has an unwelcome brevis in longo without
sense-pause at Fδε. No one seems to have contemplated division as above, without the
breach of synapheia and with the question υ&Κ . . . εZδεξ; stylishly filling a complete
verse (3ia^). For �πε" at the end of a syncopated iambic dimeter, cf. Ag. 393. It costs
little to write υ<λξοιΚ for -οιτι. The wrong colometry may indeed be ancient, giving
three trimeters.

205–8 2ξοµοµφω0υψ δ
νοΚ �ζετυ&οιΚ <τ9ξ> 2µαµα-Κ 205
M νεµµ
ξφνζοΚ! �ξ δA λοιξ�Κ 2στ<ξψξ
/υψ λµαηη1 υ�ξ ε?ζασ<υσαξ . . .

2ξοµοµφω0υψ Burges: -αυε KZg: -ευε cett. δ
νοΚ Burges (cf. ΤL M π8Κ οZλοΚ):
δ
νοιΚ codd. 206 <τ9ξ> (cf. Pho. 335) �ζετυ&οιτ<ιξ> Blaydes, Radermacher
2µαµαηα-Κ ZgZo, fort. recte

I follow Stinton (417) in taking 205–6 as dochmiac (δδ cr = δδ^^δ in my notation,
cf. on Aj. 887–9/933–5 above). Others with the same or metrically equivalent wording
divide after δ
νοΚ with a pauseless breach of synapheia. In 206 my τ9ξ offers an
unconsidered further possibility, at once accepting 2µαµα-Κ (see also Mastronarde on

46 For Heracles as ποµ�ποξοΚ in contrary senses, cf. Herc. 1190–6 etc. (CQ 38 [1988], 86ff.).
47 The slight awkwardness of this would disappear if we wrote υ� β&οφ (anagrammatically) for

βι
υοφ or β&ουοΚ ποµ�ποξοΚ (the latter suggested to me by Professor Diggle).
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Pho. 335) and avoiding the split -τιξ 2µ-. But 2µαµαηα-Κ could yet be right (see LJ-W,
Sophoclea 157).48

212–17 βο8υε υ1ξ Mν
τποσοξ -συενιξ .Οσυφη&αξ
�µαζαβ
µοξ 2νζ&πφσοξ

ηε&υοξ0Κ υε Ξ�νζαΚ· 215
2ε&σοναι ο?δ. 2π(τοναι
υ�ξ α?µ
ξ! � υ�σαξξε υ8Κ �ν8Κ 0σεξ
ΚC

The vulgate divides as 2ia || 4da | ch ith. Better, without the breach of synapheia at
Mν
τποσοξ ||, is to regard the sequence as an expansion of iambelegus (to phrase-end
at 2νζ&πφσοξ) plus ithyphallic, dividing the former either as above (as � e � D2

� �� D)
or with an overlap at .Οσ-/υφη&αξ (as � e � D ʃ A ).49

In 216 there is no need for α/σοναι (Lloyd-Jones), pace Davies, or for monosyllabic
scansion of 2ε&- (Easterling); still less for 4ιτοναι (Dawe, after Reiske’s 2ε&τοναι).
× d × e is unexceptionable in enoplian context, cf. 637/644, Aj. 398/416, ?A. Su. 59/64
(and conversely × e × d, as Ant. 1142/1151, O.T. 870/880, Alc. 573/583). 2εισ-, cf. Ant.
418. The false elision -ον. for -οναι in the MSS is unremarkable (cf. n. 11 above),
whether simply scribal or favoured here as yielding an iambic dimeter.

517–22 υ
υ<ε δ>. �ξ γεσ
Κ! �ξ δA †υ
ωψξ† π0υαηοΚ
υαφσε&ψξ υ. 2ξ0νιηδα λεσ0υψξ!
�ξ δ. 2νζ&πµιλυοι λµ&ναλεΚ! �ξ δA νευ(- 520

πψξ †^µ
εξυα†
πµ@ηναυα λα" τυ
ξοΚ 2ν0ο-ξ·

� – � � – � – – � � – occurs (in a very different context) at Hipp. 740 λ
σαι Ζα<ροξυοΚ
ο/λυψι δαλσ�ψξ ~ 750 Nξ. ^µβι
δψσοΚ αdωει Oαρ<α (tl + ch). But here υ
ωψξ 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 υαστHξ
(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 υ
ωψξ came in as a mistaken
gloss on οπµψξ (sic), which should rather have been interpreted as ‘of hooves’. For
bovine Mπµα&, cf. h.Merc. 77, Hes. Op. 489, and especially Pi. Py. 4.225–6 β
αΚ! οz
ζµ
η. 2π� ωαξρ8ξ ηξ0ρψξ πξ<οξ λαιον<ξοιο πφσ
Κ! | γαµλ<αιΚ δ. Mπµα-Κ
2σ0ττετλοξ γρ
ξ. 2νειβ
νεξοι (of the fearsome male animals tamed by Jason).
Substitution of δ. Mπµ8ξ for δA υ
ωψξ will give a barely possible verse � – � � – � – � �
– (× d × d) analogous to × d × e and × e × d (cf. on 216 above). I think that we should
go further and write υ
υ<ε δ>. �ξ . . . giving another anapaestic verse like 504/514
(there following the same – � � – � � – – as 522; cf. also the same � � – � � – – – � � – in
enoplian context at 959/968). 2an (A) associates no less comfortably with the

48 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. 2µαµαη@ is probably better than a
‘ghost word’ (Mastronarde). As to the split resolution, dochmiac × – ��� � – is in general rare
in tragedy (CQ 49 [1999], 418–19), and would be unique here in Sophocles; though cf. the verse
× �� – � – ��� � – at Pi. Ol. 1.9 (etc.: 38, 78, 107).

49 Stinton (338) does not mention this as an instance of ‘period-end without pause’, so
presumably he too analysed without verse-end at Mν
τποσοξ. For the iambelegus running on, cf.
520ff. 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. υ
υε δ. . . . is otherwise likely for the anaphora following 513ff. οz
υ
υ. 2οµµε-Κ | /ταξ . . . (cf. GP 165). υ
υε should not, of course, be misinterpreted as
5πειυα.

In 520–2 Headlam’s -πµιλυοι for -πµελυοι is probably right, accepted by Dawe. But
then obeli are merited by the metrical oddity of -πψξ ^µ
εξυα (– � � � – � ?) appended
with overlap to an iambelegus (– e – D).50 Lengthened -α before πµ- is unlikely, and
brevis in longo (in mid phrase) intolerable. I suggest <^µ
εξυ.> ^µ
εξυα, with
rhetorically appropriate emphasis. The overlapping continuation of the iambelegus
will then be a more normal D � � D – , like 112–13 ποµµ1 η1σ  τυ. 2λ0ναξυοΚ � 1
ξ
υοφ 1 βοσ<α υιΚC

640–1 M λαµµιβ
αΚ υ0γ. ;ν"ξ
α?µ�Κ ο?λ 2ξαστ&αξ . . .

tl × � E is enoplian, and a short pendent syllable (~ . . . πευσα-α 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 ;ν"ξ here is credited by LJ-W and
Davies to Itsumi, overlooking that Dawe had rightly attributed it to Triclinius. A
similar correction of Yν-ξ, neglected by LJ-W, appears without attribution in Dawe’s
text at El. 496 in the sequence D � � E.51

826–30 υHι ∆ι�Κ α?υ
παιδι· λα" υ0δ. ^σρHΚ
5νπεδα λαυοφσ&Oει·
πHΚ η1σ 5ξ M νD µε�ττψξ
<× �� �> 5υι που. 5υ. �π&ποξοξ

5γοι ραξ`ξ µαυσε&αξr 830

~836–40 δειξου0υψι νAξ PδσαΚ πσοτυευαλ`Κ
†ζ0τναυι†! νεµαηγα&υα υ.
4ννιη0 ξιξ 2ιλ&Oει
†Ξ<ττοφ cρ.¨† Pπο ζ
ξια δοµι
νφ-

ρα λ<ξυσ. �πιO<ταξυα· 840

837 δ. Wakefield 838 α�λ&Oει codd. 839 ρ. del. Gleditsch ζ
ξια Heath,
δοµι
νφρα Hermann: ζο&ξ- et δοµ
- 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 PδσαΚ in
836, and dod � � e – is akin to the verse D – � e – at O.T. 1088.52

After that we have the favourite short verse × �� � – – – 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).53 As to the text, attempts to explain ζ0τναυι are at

50 Apparent – � � – � | . . . is similarly open to suspicion at Ant. 812 and 860 (CS I, 78–9).
51 Dain claimed Yν"ξ there as his own correction, overlooking that he had been anticipated by

Wunder.
52 The multivalent – � � – � – quite often behaves like – � � – � � – as an enoplian unit, even as tl

( = × dod) may behave like × D or T (as at 640, O.T. 1096, etc.).
53 Full close is normal following . . . � – – – (n. 10 above). The exception here is justified by the
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best implausibly forced.54 Of numerous -αυι conjectures by far the best is Blaydes’s
neglected β0νναυι ‘tincture’ (cf. Ar. Ach. 112, Pax 1176, etc.), both technically (β0Cν-
corrupting to ζ0Cν-) and for the sense. There is a double point: the robe had been
dipped in Nessus’ blood (5βα+α 580); but the blood was also poisonous because of the
Hydra’s blood in which Heracles’ arrows had been dipped (5βα+εξ 574). Then υ.
(following ν<ξ, GP 374–6) is likely to be right here for an ‘additive’, not simply
‘balancing’, point. 2ιλ&Oει (not α�λ-), cf. Aj. 403. For the shift to finite construction, cf.
GP 369, n. 1.

In 839–40 the usual procedure is to delete Ξ<ττοφ ρ. after Erfurdt and Gleditsch
(sometimes Pπο as well, after Dindorf ), with νεµαηγα&υα in 837 then taken as
substantival. That is scarcely possible. Longo compares the use of λφαξογα&υθΚ 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 5υι
που. 5υ. �π&ποξοξ, followed as above by 2ia.55 But we cannot simply excise Ξ<ττοφ
ρ. or Ξ<ττοφ ρ. Pπο (though ρ. is indeed unwanted). More probably we need a
supplement in 829. We can then write ρθσ�Κ Pπο . . . in 839 (glossed by the proper
name, cf. Yσαλµ<οφΚ 854, ^δφττε�Κ Phil. 1139) as the appropriate noun with
νεµαηγα&υα and with the right metrical value for another iambic sequence, beginning
– �� � �� � � . . . like 825/835.56 For the supplement in the strophe <2<µιοξ> then
suggests itself (recurring at 835), or else <5υι ζ0οΚ>.57 As things stand we have to
understand something like ζHΚ with M νD µε�ττψξ, but no parallel is cited for that.

846–8 � ποφ †^µο1 τυ<ξει†!
� ποφ 3διξHξ γµψσ1ξ
υ<ηηει δαλσ�ψξ 4γξαξ·

~857–9 7 υ
υε ρο1ξ ξ�νζαξ
4ηαηεΚ 2π. α�πειξ8Κ
υ0ξδ. Ο�γαµ&αΚ α�γν8ι·

‘stichic’ nature of the repeated cola (cf. the similarly unusual . . . µεπυ�ξ δ. | . . . or . . . µεπυ�ξ |
δ. . . . 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. (Aj. 631–2 is different, at any rate
if the sequence there is 2io � 2io.)

54 Easterling rightly rejects Lloyd-Jones’s δειξου<σψι (approved by West). Heracles is doomed
(835), on the one hand (ν<ξ) because the poison has a Hydra origin, and further because of its
enhancement (with mingling, 4ννιηα) by Nessus; a sequence of thought spoilt by ‘more terrible
than the Hydra’ in the ν<ξ-clause. But her defence of ζ0τναυι does not convince: there is surely
real (if indirect) contagion from both Hydra and Centaur, not an ‘apparition’ to be understood
‘not literally’.

55 δ � � ith is possible in itself, though such overlap from dochmius into following iambic is
rare; cf. n. 34 above.

56 With split resolution at – ��� � . . . as El. 212, Phil. 201 (and in ia sp verses also at 846, 847,
El. 508, Phil. 836/52); cf. Parker2 252. To retain ζο&ξια δοµ
νφρα would give another split
resolution. ζ
ξια δοµι
νφρα is probably right, with a more normal pattern.

57 <5υι ζ0οΚ> was suggested to me by Professor Diggle (comparing I.T. 232–3 for the triple
5υι). Gleditsch’s <π
ξψξ> after -ποξοξ, though technically good, is painfully otiose, and
µε�ττψξ does really need an object (<ζHΚ> Hartung, <ζ0οΚ> 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. Ion 149–50, 896  (perhaps consciously
‘Sophoclean’). It is certainly × �� � . . . (Parker2 258). Whether the penult. also is
anceps is much more doubtful, though accepted by Parker, after Dale, on the strength
of . . . τυ<ξει here. Everywhere else (given 2ιλ<ε>&αιΚ 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.58

Suspicion once aroused may well embrace the adjacent ^µο0, taken by  com-
mentators as a rather strange adverbial neuter plural (Jebb ‘desperately’, Easterling
‘despairingly’, neither offering a parallel). Blaydes proposed ^µ
. α�0Oει. But if τυ<ξει
came in as a gloss, it is as likely to have come in as clarification of a verbless phrase.
The structure � ποφ . . . | � ποφ . . . at the beginning of successive cola is consistent
with epanalepsis like Ba. 534–6 5υι . . . | 5υι . . . νεµ@τει. Ex. gr., something like � ποφ
^µο8Κ 4υαΚ (causal gen.) would be stylish.

882–8 ΓοC υ&Κ ρφν
Κ! 1 υ&ξεΚ ξ
τοι!
υ0ξδ. α�γν8ι β<µεοΚ λαλο$
ωφξε-µεr πHΚ �ν@ταυο πσ�Κ ραξ0υψι ρ0ξαυοξ 885
3ξ�τατα ν
ξα τυοξ
εξυοΚ

�ξ υον8ι τιδ0σοφr
�πε-δεΚ †� ναυα-α† υ0ξδ. Pβσιξr

886 3ξ�τατα¨ 2ξ- codd. 888 ναυα-α L, -α&α cett.; να-α Conington

884–5 is usually taken as 2ia || D (or 2ia | D if -υο is lengthened before πσ-; cf. Aj. 885,
Phil. 1111, O.C. 684). Stinton accepted ‘period-end without pause’ here. But
the whole constitutes an enoplian verse � e � D2 (cf. – e – e – D2 at Aj. 176–7/186–7,
q.v., � e – D2 at Alc. 903–4/926–7, etc.), following a glyconic of the form – – – � � – � –
(cf. on Aj. 626/637) and followed by a dicolon �� D × � ith like Andr. 124–5/133–4
(cf. Archil. frs. 168–71 W.). The breach of synaphaea at ρ0ξαυοξ || 3ξ�τατα (3ξ-, cf.
Aj. 628) has more justification, at phrase-end between sequences of some length;
cf. Ant. 967 3µοΚ.

In 888 both Davies and Easterling accept the inappropriately reproachful, if not
gratuitously offensive, address � ναυα&α (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 s ν0υαια
(Dawe), with Blaydes’s υ0ξδε <υ1ξ> Pβσιξ padding out a trimeter, is indeed not much
better. LJ-W mention Ag. 1214 �ο9 �ο�! s s λαλ0, but that is not parenthetic, and
λαλ0 is commonly substantival, unlike ν0υαια. The exclamation postulated here is
quite different in tone and context: inserted in the middle of a question (of a common

58 Irregular responsion . . . � – � – is attested in the sub-dochmiac 2ia verse � �� � �� � � – � –
at E. El. 1149/1157 and Or. 152/171. But of the cola × �� � – � – and × �� � – – – here, only the
latter is a form of iambic dimeter. A tripody surely cannot correspond with a dimeter. The
associable × – � – – – (El. 512) is certainly ia sp (× 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 δs, 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 ν0υαια (pl.) supposedly referring to the
same thing as ‘this PβσιΚ’. Conington saw that ψ ναυαια is likely to conceal a vocative
να-α (to the Nurse, cf. Hipp. 243, 311); an insight surprisingly not mentioned in LJ-W’s
discussion. �πε-δεΚ! � να-α! υ0ξδε <υ1ξ> Pβσιξ will give a satisfactory syncopated
trimeter (ia lk), as likely as 3ia in lyric. But � να-α <να-α> will obviate the need for the
prosy <υ1ξ>. For the doubled vocative, cf. Ag. 973 (etc.) 8ε$ 8ε$, 1490/1514 βατιµε$
βατιµε$, Phil. 797 � Ρ0ξαυε Ρ0ξαυε, Andr. 504 (etc.) ν8υεσ ναυεσ, Ba. 582–4
δ<τπουα δ<τπουα . . . � Βσ
νιε Βσ
νιε.

893–5 ΓοC <| 5·> 5υελεξ 5υελε
νεη0µαξ 2ξ<οσυοΚ 6δε ξ�νζα
δ
νοιτι υο-τδ. .Εσιξ�ξC 895

Easterling has the support of a scholion in preferring 3 ξ<οσυοΚ to 2ξ<οσυοΚ. But
the definite article is otiose in conjunction with 6δε, and LJ-W rightly approve the
sense ‘this bride without a (marriage) ceremony’ (cf. 2ξφν<ξαια λυµC at Pho. 346ff.).
With Sξ οσυοΚ 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.59

Before that, 5υελεξ 5υελε (Tr; -λεξ -λεξ 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.60 For the dochmius ending with resolution before
change of metre, cf. Hec. 1066–7 (the same . . . δ | T . . .), cited in n. 36 above.61

The vulgate divides either after νεη0µαξ or after νεη0µαξ 3, always with a
metrically unacceptable first verse. Dawe, dividing as Dale, annotates 5υελ. 5υελε
νεη0µαξ 3 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 5υελ. 5υελε (Schröder) 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 †�<! �8υ< ν. �8υ< νε
δ�τνοσοξ ε?ξ8ται! 1005
�8υ< νε δ�τυαξοξ·†

π8ι <π8ι> νοφ +α�ειΚr πο- λµ&ξειΚr
2ποµε-Κ ν. 2ποµε-Κ·
2ξαυ<υσοζαΚ J υι λα" ν�τθι·

~1023–30 � πα-! πο$ που. εZr υ8ιδ< νε υ8ιδ< ν. <�>
πσ
τµαβε λοφζ&ταΚ· 1025

| 5· �` δα-νοξ·

59 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 Aj. 196–200.

60 <| 5>, cf. 1004, 1026, etc., below. There are indeed other possibilities on similar lines: e.g.
<ζε$·> 5υελεξ 5υελεξ. Or one might insert V or ζε$ or | 5 or simply δ@ at the end of the verse.

61 On anadiplosis in dochmiacs, see especially Diggle, Euripidea 376–8.
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ρσ(ιτλει δ. αl ρσ(ιτλει δειµα&α
διοµο$Κ. Yν8Κ
2που&βαυοΚ 2ησ&α ξ
τοΚ· 1030

The antistrophe appears to be sound, though ν. <�> for νε seems a plausible
improvement in 1024;62 beginning with either 3δ | δ or 3δ | ia sp, depending on the
scansion of | 5 (α�α-) �(.63 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 (� �� � ��� � – � –).64

In 1004–6 there is probably compound corruption. Ellendt’s ε?ξ8τραι seems certainly
necessary (for -8ται, v.l. -0ται). A variant Pτυαυοξ for δ�τνοσοξ is attested by a
scholion in L. The truth could perhaps be something like this:

| 5· �8υ< ν. Pτυαυοξ! �8υ< ν. �
δ�τνοσοξ ε?ξ8τραι· 1005

<| 5· �` δα-νοξ·>

The lacuna usually, after Coxon, indicated after the initial | 5 is now located later,
as a verse corresponding with, and very probably identical to, the exclamatory verse |
5· �` δα-νοξ· at 1026 (a responsion thus like Aj. 694/707, Andr. 1175/1188). The
variant Pτυαυοξ is taken as a survival of truth. δ�τυαξοξ may have come in either as
a corruption of that or as a synonym of δ�τνοσοξ (or both). εαυε νε δφτυαξοξ
εφξατ(ρ)αι and εαυε νε δφτνοσοξ εφξατ(ρ)αι will then have been transmitted as
variants. The same corruption of ν. � to νε (as in the antistrophe) is postulated at the
end of the first (2δ) verse. �8υε has the normal trisyllabic scansion, not with �α- 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.65 As usual in
tragedy, the hexameters are ‘enoplian’ (D � �� D – , nearly all with strong caesura) and
with Doric vocalization.66

In 1010–11 . . . π
ρεξ 5τυ.! � | π0ξυψξ ’Εµµ0ξψξ 2διλ(υαυοι 2ξ<σεΚ! οBΚ δD | . . .
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 νε before πσ- seems as likely. � frequently precedes or
follows an imperative (Ag. 22, Herc. 792 [Verrall], Alc. 234, Tro. 335, Cho. 942, etc.); at E. El.
112–13/127–8 τ�ξυειξ. . . . � | 5νβα . . . it both follows and precedes. In general � very often ends
a verse, and a similar emendation seems likely at Hipp. 1372 ν<ρευε νε υ0µαξ. �· (codd.
υ0µαξα).

63 For � ��� – . . . in dochmiac context, cf. on �` �( . . . in CS I, n. 96 (also n. 18 above).
64 Verses of the pattern – – – � – – � – – – can be ‘sub-dochmiac’ (indeed admitting the

annotation δ^^δ); cf. El. 203/223, Phil. 829/845. For the sub-dochmiac iambic dimeter, cf. CQ 49
(1999), 420. I observe en passant that . . . 2που&βαυοΚ 2ησ&α ξ
τοΚ || is like Hipp. 883 . . .
δφτελπ<σαυοξ ^µο�ξ λαλ
ξ || (CQ ibid.).

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

66 1011 ’Εµµ0ξψξ (s.v.l.), 1013 nµελ
ναξ, 1019 �ν1ξ �(ναξ, 1021 µαρ&ποξοξ δ. ^δ�ξαξ, 1035
�ν8Κ, 1037 τ1 ν0υθσ and υ1ξ. ^ξ0τινοξ is likely in 1014 (cf. Gξατιξ Hipp. 756; CS I, 73), and
υ0ξδ. 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 ’}µµαξεΚ π0ξυψξ. I should prefer
π0ξυψξ ’}µµαξ<Κ <η.> with no change of word-order and an appropriate additional
emphasis.

OED. TYR.

OEDIPUS TYRANNUS 67

151–8 � Ψ ∆ι�Κ 3δφεπAΚ Ζ0υι! υ&Κ πουε υ8Κ ποµφγσ�τοφ
ΠφρHξοΚ 2ηµα8Κ 5βαΚ
Ρ@βαΚr �λυ<υαναι ζοβεσ1ξ ζσ<ξα δε&ναυι π0µµψξ!
�@ϊε ∆0µιε Παι(ξ!
2νζ" το" 3O
νεξοΚ· υ& νοι 1 ξ<οξ 155

1 πεσιυεµµον<ξαιΚ
 σαιΚ π0µιξ �ωαξ�τειΚ
γσ<οΚ! ε�π< νοι! � γσφτ<αΚ
υ<λξοξ .Εµπ&δοΚ! 4νβσουε Ζ@να·

~159–67 πσHυα τA λελµ
νεξοΚ! ρ�ηαυεσ ∆ι�Κ 4νβσου. `ρ0ξα!
ηαι0ογ
ξ υ. 2δεµζε1ξ 160
-συενιξ! 7 λφλµ
εξυ. 2ηοσ8Κ ρσ
ξοξ ε?λµ<α ρ0ττει!
λα" Ζο-βοξ Iλαβ
µοξ! †�` �`†
υσιττο" 2µεω&νοσοι πσοζ0ξθυ< νοι!

ε/ πουε λα" πσου<σαΚ
4υαΚ Pπεσ ^σξφν<ξαΚ 165
π
µει Yξ�ταυ. �λυοπ&αξ
ζµ
ηα π@ναυοΚ! 5µρευε λα" ξ$ξC

151 Yδφ- pler. (~ L) 154 Παι(ξ (dubitanter) L-J/W: -0ξ codd. 158 ζ@να P:
ζ0να cett. 159 λελµον<ξψ(ι) DAs+ 162 �` semel Heath; fort. � � 165
;πεσοσξφν<ξαΚ Musgrave 166 Yξ�ταυ.¨ �ξ- codd.

The chorus begin with 6da^ (||) 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.68 The hexameters also, as usual, have diaeresis after the fourth
dactyl, giving the pattern D � � � – � � � D^ (d –).69 The rest of the stanza is a long
dactylic run, with strikingly symmetrical word-divisions, usually lineated as 4da | 6da |
6da^. But with that lineation the 6da verse – � � – � � – � – – � � � � – � � – � � � is

67 There are references in CS I to O.T. 159–66 (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).

68 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 � � � – � � �D at Aj. 172–3/182–3
(cf. O.C. 228–9, 241–2, Tro. 825–6/845–6, Pho. 351–2, 1555–6, Phaethon 84–5/92–3).

69 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 D2) are convenient.
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oddly amorphous. Colometry λαυ. �ξ
πµιοξ is preferable here,70 with indentations
as above.71 The sequence D � � � – � � � D is already at once 4da � D and D � A; and
the whole period, as an expansion of the basic (‘enoplian’) hexameter D � �� D – , is at
once 16da^ and D11

� �� D – (paroem).72

I write Ζ0υι (personified) in 151 in line with Ζ@να 158 (cf. Aj. 173, El. 1066); for the
rectifications Παι(ξ in 154 and Yξ�ταυ. in 166, cf. West, AT xlix and xxx. In 162 �` �`
needs correction, but there is no compelling reason to look further than Heath’s single
�(, with long iota;73 we might, however, perhaps consider writing � �.74

168–78 s π
ποι! 2ξ0σιρνα η1σ ζ<σψ
π@ναυα· ξοτε- δ< νοι πσ
παΚ

τυ
µοΚ! ο?δ. 5ξι ζσοξυ&δοΚ 5ηγοΚ 170
Fι υιΚ 2µ<ωευαι· οdυε η1σ 5ληοξα

λµφυ8Κ γροξ�Κ αdωευαι οdυε υ
λοιτιξ
�θ&ψξ λαν0υψξ 2ξ<γοφτι ηφξα-λεΚ·
4µµοξ δ. 5ξ 4µµψι πσοτ&δοιΚ 6πεσ εdπυεσοξ Gσξιξ 175
λσε-ττοξ 2ναιναλ<υοφ πφσ�Κ Gσνεξοξ

2λυ1ξ πσ�Κ Iτπ<σοφ ρεο$·

~179–89 Fξ π
µιΚ 2ξ0σιρνοΚ Gµµφυαι!
ξθµ<α δA η<ξερµα πσ�Κ π<δψι 180

ραξαυαζ
σα λε-υαι 2ξο&λυψΚ·
�ξ δ. 4µογοι ποµια& υ. �π" ναυ<σεΚ

2γ1ξ πασαβ(νιοξ 4µµορεξ 4µµαι
µφησHξ π
ξψξ =λευ>σεΚ �πιτυεξ0γοφτιξ· 185
παι`ξ δA µ0νπει τυοξ
εττ0 υε η>σφΚ JναφµοΚ·

70 It seems not unlikely that the alternatives λαυ1 δ0λυφµοξ and λαυ. �ξ
πµιοξ in Ar. Nub.
650–1, defining �φρνο& 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 �µαζαβ
µοξ 2νζ&πφσοξ (above, p. 66).

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

72 D11 as a further extension of the sequence D, D2, D3, etc. Hcld. 615–18/626–9 (if earlier) may
be viewed as a step towards this, with D6 (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 γσ<οΚ/π
µει and υ<λξοξ/ζµ
ηα between – D and D – are at once double-short
(dactylic) and anceps-biceps (enoplian; cf. n. 70 above).

73 So S. Stelluto, RIFC 120 (1992), 400 (who also defends Pπεσ, against ;πεσ-, in 165). For
wrongly doubled �(, cf. 1186, Aj. 891, Ant. 869, Trac. 1026 (the opposite fault at Trac. 1031,
E. Su. 804, Tro. 1327, Ion 912, 150). LJ-W2 now allow that �( with long iota is ‘not impossible’
(cf. CS I, n. 61). The anacoluthon λελµ
νεξοΚ . . . πσοζ0ξθυ< νοι has been much discussed, and
LJ-W commend without adopting Blaydes’s conjectures λ<λµοναι � and α�υH for �` �(. The
first would be more appealing if  we had reason for regarding the variant λελµον<ξψ(ι) as a
reading older than λελµ
νεξοΚ; but that is evidently not the case. As to the second, ‘I 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 Il. 5.135, 6.510 and Barrett on Hipp. 23. It is arguably made less ‘harsh’
by exclamation at the syntactical shift; perhaps also by the echo of 3O
νεξοΚ . . . ε�π< νοι in the
strophe.

74 Corruption of �/V to �( is very common (CS I, n. 95). For allocutory/exclamatory � with
imperative (with or without a vocative as well), cf. n. 62 above.
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υHξ Pπεσ! � γσφτ<α ρ�ηαυεσ ∆ι
Κ!
ε?Hπα π<ν+οξ 2µλ0ξ·

183 2γ1ξ πασαβ(νιοξ Nauck: 2λυ1ξ πασ1 β- codd. 182 �π" CFNPA+: �πι Lac,
5πι pler. 184 =λευ>σεΚ O: =λυ- cett. 185 παι`ξ Π et LacKt: παι1ξ cett. η8σφΚ
Bothe 187 υψ¨ξ Π (Kennedy): Fξ 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.75 168–70/179–81 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 � D2 –
(reflecting � D – in 154/62, also the paroemiac in 170/181). The sequence 4da (open-
ended) | × – . . . was to become a Sophoclean mannerism (recurring at once in
177–8/188–9).76 Then in 173–5/184–6 the hybrid compounds ia � paroem and pe �
paroem (= ia + 4da^) 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.77

In 174 Dobree’s 4µµ[ι is widely accepted, but ‘one after another’ is the sense
required.78 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 4µµορεξ 4µµ[ι, by contrast, both mode and location are relevant. We
should not wish to anticipate that 4µµ[ι here; nor is it easy to see why 4µµ[(ι) should
have been corrupted here but not in 183.

In 183 several considerations favour Nauck’s 2γ0ξ for 2λυ0ξ. (i) The main emphasis
should be on loud lamentation; by suppliants at altars, indeed, but presumably at
various altars (4µµορεξ 4µµαι). 2λυ1ξ πασ1 β(νιοξ 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 4µογοι and ναυ<σεΚ actually
visible to the spectators. (ii) The genitive µφησHξ π
ξψξ has a better construction as
governed by 2γ1ξ . . . �πιτυεξ0γοφτιξ (at once objective and causal, cf. Phil. 751–2,
Andr. 1037) than as governed only by �πιτυεξ0γοφτιξ (a verb in itself apt to govern a
dative, as at Ag. 790) or by =λ(ε)υ>σεΚ (as Jebb takes it). (iii) πασαβ(νιοξ is in itself a
plausible compound (cf. �πιβ(νιοΚ). (iv) The recent 2λυ0ξ 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 s π
ποι, cf. on Trac. 852 above; 182
�π" (with Jebb);79 184 =λευ>σεΚ (with Dawe);80 η8σφΚ Bothe (added in the apparatus).81

75 Cf. Dale (Collected Papers, 207) who similarly indents the third, fifth, and last verses.
76 Here unlike nearly all the later exx., as not iambic following the dactyls; cf. next n.
77 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 I, 69). – � � – � � followed by × – . . . other than iambic occurs elsewhere
only in Phil. (677–8/692–3, etc.).

78 So Jebb; for the construction (sc. �π&), cf. KG 1.444 Anm.4 (but the adjacent πσοτ- here is
scarcely relevant, since πσ
Κ cannot stand for �π& in such expressions).

79 Not 5πι (Pearson, Dawe, LJ-W, without comment). 5πι = 5πετυι makes no sense. Only
Dawe, and only in his collations (Studies 2), reports the reading �πι (sic).

80 Exact responsion is obviously likely here.
81 Cf. Björck, Das Alpha impurum 173–4 η>σφΚ -�ψ -φνα is naturally the (epic, Attic) spelling
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190–202 -σθ υε υ�ξ ναµεσ
ξ! kΚ 190
ξ$ξ 4γαµλοΚ 2τπ&δψξ

ζµ<ηει νε πεσιβ
θυοΚ 2ξυι0Oψξ!
παµ&ττφυοξ δσ0νθνα ξψυ&ται π0υσαΚ
4ποφσοξ! ε/υ. �Κ ν<ηαξ

ρ0µανοξ `νζιυσ&υαΚ 195
ε/υ. �Κ υ�ξ 2π
ωεξοξ Jσνψξ

Ρσ@ιλιοξ λµ�δψξα·
†υ<µει η1σ ε/ υι ξ9ω 2ζ>ι

υο$υ. �π. �νασ 5σγευαι·†
υ
ξ! � υ8ξ πφσζ
σψξ 200

2τυσαπ8ξ λσ0υθ ξ<νψξ!
� 8ε$ π0υεσ! ;π� τHι ζρ&τοξ λεσαφξHιC

Μ�λει. 4ξαω! υ0 υε τ1 γσφ-
τοτυσ
ζψξ 2π. 2ηλφµ8ξ 204

β<µεα ρ<µοιν. 5ξ 2δ0ναυ. �ξδαυε-τραι
2σψη1 πσοτυαρ<ξυα! υ0Κ υε πφσζ
σοφΚ
`συ<νιδοΚ α/ηµαΚ! ω9ξ αBΚ

Μ�λι. Gσεα δι0ιττει·
υ�ξ γσφτον&υσαξ υε λιλµ@τλψ

υ8τδ. �π(ξφνοξ η8Κ 210
ο�ξHπα Β0λγοξ! ε?&ψξ

ναιξ0δψξ Mν
τυοµοξ!
πεµατρ>ξαι ζµ<ηοξυ.

†2ηµαHπι – � – †
πε�λαι .π" υ�ξ 2π
υινοξ �ξ ρεο-Κ ρε
ξC 215

190 -σθ Elmsley: -εα codd. 192 πεσιβ
αυοΚ Elmsley 194 4ποφσοξ PVpcAC+
(-ποσ- FG): 5π- pler. 196 Jσνψξ Doederlein: -οξ codd. 198–9 υ<µοΚ H. Müller
9νασ Dindorf 200 υ�ξ � υ8ξ Hermann: υ8ξ � GR: υ�ξ � cett. et Π
204 2ηλφµ8ξ Elmsley: -ψξ vel -Hξ codd. 205 fort. β<µθ 208 fort. Gσθ
211 ε?&ψξ (εdιψξ Fac) M. Schmidt: εdιοξ codd. 212 Mν
τυοµοξ LsPaXs: νοξ
-
pler. 214 2ηµαHπι <τ�νναγοξ> G. Wolff, 2ηµαHπα (Hartung) <δαaαι> Arndt,
<ξφλυ<σψι> J. H. H. Schmidt

Mostly straightforward lyric iambics (ia cr | lk | 3ia^ || 3ia | ia cr | ith || . . . || 2ia | lk | ia
cr | lk | 3ia^ ), but with an enoplian dicolon – D – | ith at 196–7/209–10.82 The split
resolution in the last verse is remarkable (more so, across a comma, in the strophe).83

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. ηασ�ευαι); E. Hipp. 213,
1074, El. 754, 1327, Tro. 441, Pho. 960, Ba. 178, Rh. 294, 609, frs. 627. Doric ηασφ- is likely in
lyric, as transmitted at Ichn. 250 (teste Page; contra Lloyd-Jones, also Diggle). But the MSS offer
only η>σ- here, and likewise at Alc. 969, Rh. 549, E. fr. 369.6 (= Erechtheus 3.6D).

82 An ‘Archilochian dicolon’ (cf. Archil. frs. 168–71 West), untypical (for tragedy) in its long
ancipites; contrast Sept. 756–7/764–5, Med. 990–1/996–7, I.T. 403–4/417–18 (all � D � � ith).

83 Most split resolutions in lyric iambics are ‘sub-dochmiac’, as in Trac. 1009/1030 (p. 71
above). But cf. Trac. 657–8 πσ"ξ υ0ξδε πσ�Κ π
µιξ 3ξ�τειε ξατιHυιξ Iτυ&αξ (Parker2 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. LJ-W accept Hermann’s υεµε-ξ,
mentioning also Kayser’s υεµε- and the latter’s punctuation after η0σ. These do
not satisfy, and most will subscribe to their further comment ‘forsitan lateat gravior
corruptela’. I propose two small changes:84 υ<µθ for υ<µει,85 and υο$δ. for υο$υ.. The
sense is then that, whereas other gods have either diurnal or nocturnal υ<µθ, at once
‘rites’ (cf. Ba. 485 υ1 δ. =εσ1 ξ�λυψσ 1 νερ. Yν<σαξ υεµε-Κ; LSJ υ<µοΚ 6) and
‘spheres of action’ (υ<µοΚ 3), the υ<µθ of this abominated god, by implication
funerary, are, with little remission, both diurnal and nocturnal. υο$δ. in 199 also
gives a clearer antecedent to the following υ�ξ . . . The υ<µθ at once ‘proceed’ and, as
deaths, ‘come’.86

In 190 the form -σεα is generally accepted without comment. But this accusative is
always -σθ elsewhere in tragedy (including lyric), except as corrupted to -σθξ.87 It is
hard to see why Sophocles should have favoured an abnormal spelling and/or
scansion here in responsion with 203 Μ�λει. 4ξαω . . . It might be argued that it is no
easier to account for corruption of normal -σθ to abnormal -σεα. But the near
equivalence (see further below) of -θ and -εα in words like β<µθ/β<µεα could have
made copyists careless in the spelling of apparently analogous terminations (perhaps
also influenced by accusatives like βατιµ<α).

In 192 πεσιβ
θυοΚ is ‘such that there is βο@ around’ (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 677–9);
debate as between ‘active’ and ‘passive’ is sterile. βο@ as ‘war-cry’ is an attribute of
Ares as war-god; and likewise, but as τυ
ξοΚ (as elaborated in 182–7 above), an
attribute of this 4γαµλοΚ Ares. There is no need for Dindorf ’s -υοξ or Dawe’s -ζοβ-.
ζµ<ηει (of Ares), cf. Pho. 251; here the ‘fire’ metaphor follows on the heels of 186
παι`ξ . . . µ0νπειC 2ξυι0Oψξ ‘confronting (me)’. Not 2ξυι0Oψ (Hermann), neces-
sarily with the sense ‘and I entreat Ares . . .’ (rather than further prayer to the ρεο"
2µεω&λαλοι 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
2ξυι0Oψ (lit. ‘confront’, only by extension ‘entreat’) is not used of entreaties to gods.

In 194 Dawe rightly prefers 4ποφσοξ, which gives π0υσαΚ a much clearer construc-
tion. The variant 5ποφσοξ will have been prompted by the following ε/υ. �Κ . . .

In 205 scan β<µ S, if sound; and similarly Gσ S 208. But the truth could well be -θ in
both places.88

84 But I also accept Erfurdt’s 9νασ (with Pearson; contra, Björck, 175), cf. CS I, n. 59.
85 υ<µθ, rather than υ<µεα, for the scansion × – � – � – � – (~211); cf. n. 88 below.
86 Cf. LSJ 5σγοναι V. On υ<µοΚ in tragedy, see F. M. J. Waanders in Misc. Trag. Kamerbeek

(Amsterdam, 1976), 475–82.
87 Schwyzer (1.576) does not even mention -σεα as a possible form of the accusative.
88 Attic poets used both -θ (commonly) and non-Attic -εα in the plural of neuter nouns in -οΚ,

presumably, as Elmsley opined, with a consistent difference of scansion. It is hard to believe that
they indifferently used -θ and -εα in lyric in the same words with the same scansion. Transmitted
-εα is usually - S without ambiguity; invariably so, following a long syllable (e.g. 4µηθ/4µη S,
π<ξρθ/π<ξρ S, υε&γθ/υε&γ S). The same is usually apparent also in nouns with short penult. as
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In 211 εdιψξ (sic) in F, corrected to -oξ, may well be a mere slip (Dawe). But ε?&ψξ
ναιξ0δψξ Mν
τυοµοξ is nonetheless likely to be the truth (εφιψξ easily corruptible to
-οξ following βαλγοξ); cf. Pho. 656–7 πασρ<ξοιτι Ρθβαaαιτι λα" ηφξαιω"ξ ε?&οιΚ.

477–9 ζοιυ8ι η1σ ;π. 2ησ&αξ
Pµαξ 2ξ0 υ. 4ξυσα λα"

π<υσαΚ †TΚ υα$σοΚ†! . . .

478 π<υσαΚ¨ -αιΚ FG+, -α-οΚ ?LacKRV TΚ¨ M ?Lac υα$σοΚ¨ λαφσ
Κ (potius
λα$σοΚ cf. EM 493, 54) Bergk ex Photio λαφσ
Κ· M λαλ
Κ! οPυψ Τοζολµ>Κ (fr.
1059 Radt)

Dawe’s uncertainty is more persuasive than LJ-W’s confident acceptance of
πευσα-οΚ M υα$σοΚ. (i) 4ξυσα λα" π<υσαΚ makes a natural pair (hendiadys); λα"
πευσα-οΚ, by contrast, makes an odd third after ;π. 2ησ&αξ Pµαξ 2ξ0 υ. 4ξυσα (what
are 4ξυσα if not rocky?). (ii) ‘. . . the bull’, taken as ‘like a bull’, is an inept
comparison at the end of this explanatory sentence, even if υα$σοΚ 2ξ. Pµαξ 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 λαφσ
Κ (λα$σοΚ) here, M λαλ
Κ makes sense, but not the only possible
sense; e.g. ‘the polluted/accursed person’ or ‘the quarry’ might have been a more
accurate gloss. We might then consider writing J <ηε> λα$σοΚ.

483–4 δειξ0 νε ξο$ξ δειξ1 υασ0ττει
τοζ�Κ ο�ψξορ<υαΚ . . .

483 νε ξο$ξ Nauck: νAξ οlξ codd.

A choriambic tetrameter, but also – 2io � 2io^ (the same sequence is repeated,
followed by a clear shift to ionics beginning � � – – . . .).89

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

651–7 ΟιC υ& τοι ρ<µειΚ δ>υ. ε�λ0ρψr
ΓοC υ�ξ οdυε πσ"ξ

ξ@πιοξ ξ$ξ υ. �ξ Jσ-
λψι ν<ηαξ λαυα&δεταιC

ΟιC οZτρ. οlξ 7 γσ@&OειΚr 655
ΓοC οZδαC

4γθ/4γεS. There are scarcely any places in the whole of tragedy where the tradition offers -εα 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 -θ is enhanced by the nearby λσ0υθ (201). Cf. E. El. 1228 ν<µεα and 1231 ζ0σεα,
with ζ0σθ nearby (1221). That -εα spellings may be erroneous is further suggested by the
abnormal -σεα in 190 above.

89 Iono-choriambic (for the colon – � � – – � � – –, cf. Pers. 633–5/640–2), etc.; cf. CS I, n. 15.
Ionics follow in 487ff. Lines 483–4/498–9 and 485–6/500–1 are thus better not overlapped as 2ch ʃ
2ch, given the availability of indentation to show continuity.
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ΟιC ζσ0Oε δ@· υ& ζ@ιΚr
ΓοC υ�ξ �ξαη> ζ&µοξ ν@που. �ξ α�υ&αι

τ9ξ 2ζαξε- †µ
ηψι 4υινοξ �λβαµε-ξ†.

657 µ
ηψι¨ µ
ηοξ L, -ψξ K+ βαµε-ξ 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 ΙοC and ΓοC 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.90 The utterance of Οι./Ιο. in 651/680 is usually shown as a
dimeter (suggesting song, despite Jocasta’s Attic vocalization ναρο$τ0 η. mυιΚ Y
υ�γθ). 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 – � e at 890/904, cf. on Aj. 948 above. I indent ξ@πιοξ . . ., 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 τ9ξ 2ζαξε- βαµε-ξ 4υινοξ µ
ηψι. µ
ηψι will have moved
next to 2ζαξε-. The false �λβαµε-ξ (βαµε-ξ is clearly right with �ξ α�υ&αι) perhaps
entered from the margin.

873–4 Pβσιξ ζφυε�ει υφσαξξ&Κ· PβσιΚ! ε�
ποµµHξ ;πεσπµθτρ>ι ν0υαξ . . .

873 Pβσιξ . . . υφσαξξ&Κ Blaydes: PβσιΚ . . . υ�σαξξοξ 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 PβσιΚ ζφυε�ει υ�σαξξοξ Pβσιξ· ε� . . .,
despite its commendation by LJ-W and inclusion in their apparatus). We surely need
PβσιΚ as the thing initially ‘begotten’, which then with a progression becomes the
subject of the calamitous ‘rise and fall’. (Against Fraenkel, the pattern Pβσ- ζφυ- υ�σ-·
PβσιΚ! ε� . . . is supported by the similar asyndetic pattern . . . ρε�ξ α�υο$ναι· | ρε�ξ ο?
µ@ωψ . . . at the end of the stanza.)

1197–9 JτυιΚ λαρ. ;πεσβοµ1ξ
υοωε�ταΚ �λσ0υθταΚ †υο$†

π0ξυ. ε?δα&νοξοΚ Gµβοφ! . . .

1197 is suspect not only for the long penult. (short in the corresponding place, and
in itself a rarity in Sophocles),91 but even more so for the word-end after long penult.92

Reisig’s ο? for υο$, accepted by LJ-W, gives quite the wrong sense, as several reviewers

90 Cf. Aj. 364–93, Ant. 1312–16/1334–8, El. 1398ff./1422ff. (the rule applicable also to Aesch.
and Eur.); O.C. 510ff./521ff. is a rare exception.

91 Cf. CS I, 66 with n. 8. 92 Cf. Parker1 12.
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have pointed out. �Κ | π0ξυ. (olim Hermann, Blaydes) is better (�Κ dropping out after
-αΚ), cf. Trac. 489 ε�Κ 6παξρ. mττψξ, Pho. 1642 ε�Κ 6παξυα δφτυφγ@Κ, P.V. 736 �Κ υ1
π0ξυα, etc. But, given ε(ι)Κ, it costs nothing to write εBΚ, adding further emphasis to the
‘superlative’ statement; cf. Aj. 636 (Lloyd-Jones, for �λ), Sept. 6, etc. (LSJ εBΚ 1b).

1201–3 �ω οg λα" †βατιµε9Κ λαµ>ι
�ν�Κ† λα" υ1 ν<ηιτυ. �υ&-

ν0ρθΚ . . .

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 λαµ>ι to λµ�ειΚ (Heimsoeth, Dawe) and
Elmsley’s βατιµε9Κ �ν�Κ | λαµ>ι. Not λαµ>ι <υ.> �ν�Κ (Blaydes), with the υε both
otiose and questionably late. λαµ>ι βατιµε9Κ | �ν�Κ would give wil in responsion with
gl: not impossible, but doubtful before late Sophocles (cf. on Aj. 1190).

1307–11 α�α- α�α-! δ�τυαξοΚ �η(!
πο- η8Κ ζ<σοναι υµ0νψξr π8ι νοι
ζροηη1 διαπψυ8υαι ζοσ0δαξr 1310
†�`† δα-νοξ! Nξ. �ω@µοφC

Jebb took the whole of 1307–11 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^).93 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 I.T. 215 +αν0ρψξ Α?µ&δοΚ
�π<βαταξ).94 As an anapaestic verse, 1311 is further anomalous as having a split
resolution other than in the second position of the first metron.95 It follows that the
cadence . . . � δα-νοξ! Nξ. �ω@µοφ 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 �` <�`>;96 or even �`
<�` δα-νοξ> δα-νοξ! Nξ. �ω@µοφ as two dochmiacs.97

1329–31 `π
µµψξ υ0δ. �ξ! `π
µµψξ! ζ&µοι!
M λαλ1 λαλ1 υεµHξ �ν1 υ0δ. �ν1 π0ρθ· 1330
5παιτε δ. . . .

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

94 Cf. West, GM 53–4, 121, 198. For . . . – �� � � � – – || cf. also I.A. 123, but that yields to a
plausible transposition (Herwerden, cf. Diggle, Studies 45).

95 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 � υ<λξ.! `γαιHξ . . ., Ion 921 5ξρα
µογε�ναυα . . . Lyric anapaests did not fall within the purview of Parker’s article on split
resolution in CQ 18 (1968).

96 Giving either ia δ or δ^^δ, cf. on Ant. 1267–8/1290–1 in CS I, 87. Similar doubling of �( is
widely accepted at Trac. 1031 (Bergk), E. Su. 804 (Triclinius), Ion 912 (Paley), 1502 (Hermann),
Tro. 1327 (Kirchhoff ).

97 Cf. P.V. 694 �` �` νο-σα νο-σα (lect. incert.).
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~1349–51 Gµοιρ. JτυιΚ �ξ kΚ c2π.¨ 2ησ&αΚ π<δαΚ
ξον1Κ �πιποδ&αΚ µ$τ< ν. 2π
 υε ζοξοφ 1350
5σφυο . . .

1329 � ζ&µοι pler. (~L+) 1330 λαλ1 semel L+ �ν1 υ0δ. ¨ υ0δ. L+ π0ρθ
Elmsley: -εα codd. 1349 2π. (�π. O) del. Tr 1350 ξον1Κ Hartung: ξον0δοΚ
codd. (quocum �π" π
αΚ Müller) µ$τ< ν. Bothe: 5µφτ< ν. vel 5µφτεξ fere codd.
(5µαβ< ν. LacV, ν. Tr) 1351 5σσφυο pler.

In 1330 we should write π0ρθ (with Elmsley), as at O.C. 1078 (likewise verse-end), cf.
4γθ Pers. 573, 581, Sept. 78, etc.; π0ρ S here (cf. n. 88 above) would be an impossible
resolution at period-end before hiatus. (LJ-W2 appear to commend an extraordinary
scansion of �ν1 υ0δ. �ν1 π0ρεα as � ��� � ��� � � [‘kaibelianus’] with two split
resolutions and brevis in longo, rather than a normal dochmius � ��� �� � –; it is
scarcely an advantage that correspondence with this is given by the minority reading
5µαβ< ν. in 1350.)

In 1350 other possibilities include µ0βε ν. or µ0βεξ/5µαβ. with ν. transposed to
follow JΚ, but Dawe rightly accepts Bothe’s simple µ$τ< ν. (and attributes ν. 5µαβ. to
Linwood, not Kamerbeek). LJ-W should not have accepted Kennedy’s otiose <ν.>
following 2π
 υε ζ
ξοφ, 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 5υ. 5τυ. 2λο�ειξ Yδοξ8ι! ζ&µοι ~ βσουο-Κ �λµ@ρθξ Fξ 5ζφξ 4πο

� – � – – � – � – � – becomes a normal syncopated trimeter (ia ^2ia) with Heimsoeth’s
plausible supplements <τ9ξ> Yδοξαι and �λµ@ρθξ <5ξ>; 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.98

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

98 Stinton, 15–16; cf. also Parker1 15, and my discussion of Hcld. 81/102, 90 in CQ 41 (1991),
526–7.
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