PAUSE AND PERIOD IN THE LYRICS OF GREEK TRAGEDY

It has long been accepted as a principle by editors and writers on Greek metre
that brevis in longo and hiatus in tragic lyrics often coincide with some kind of
sense-pause.’ The object of this inquiry is (i) to determine the incidence of pause
in such places, and show that it is significantly high; (ii) to show that there is a
comparable incidence in the corresponding places in strophic systems; (iii) to
show that period-ends determined by criteria other than brevis and hiatus are
attended by similar conditions.? It might seem that if all this were true it would
have been recognized long ago, particularly as the connection between sense and
metrical structure, and symmetry of sense in strophe and antistrophe, has often
been pointed out.® It has been obscured, I think, firstly because a detailed analysis
of the notion of pause in this context has been wanting; secondly because the
colometry adopted by editors is often misleading; and thirdly because suspect

or wrongly emended passages have been treated as trustworthy evidence. In this
paper* 1 propose to indicate the main lines of the method adopted, to give tables
based on these methods which I must for the moment ask the reader to take on
trust, and draw further conclusions from them which I hope will throw light not
only on particular textual problems but on the structure of Greek lyrics and of

the Greek language in general.

I. PAUSE

The word ‘pause’ has been used by phoneticians to denote any gap in the
continuity of sound utterance in speech, such as occurs in certain combinations,
e.g. ‘backchat’. This, which I call ‘phonetic pause’, is irrelevant to my purpose.
Its function is compared by Jespersen® with that of the rest in music, which is
as important to the articulation of the sound-pattern as the notes actually played.
But the musical rest is more closely analogous to another kind of pause in speech,
the pause made, consciously or unconsciously, between phrases or word-groups;
i.e. between the units of speech.® The operation of this kind of pause is bound
up very closely with that of stress and intonation, and its function, like theirs, is
diverse. But though, like them, it has a variety of expressive and affective uses,

! Cf. e.g. Dale on E. Alc. 232, Denniston-
Page, Agamemnon, pp. 239 ff. I mean by
sense-pause (or ‘pause’) a positive and signifi-
cant break in the sense, not merely ‘metrical’
pause, which means the absence of enjambe-
ment, elision or the close syntactical bind
given by postpositives and prepositives.

2 My use of the terms colon, verse, and
period, which departs from the normal con-
ventions, is explained on p. 37 below.

% e.g. by W. Kranz, Stasimon (1933), 22,
118 ff., 151 ff., 177 ff., 230; W. Kraus,
Strophengestaltung in der griechischen
Tragodie (SB Wien, 231.4, 1959), §22.

4 Read to the Oxford Philological
Society in June 1965. I am indebted to the

late Professor A.M. Dale, to Miss L.P.E.
Parker and Dr. D.C. Innes, and to Professors
K.J. Dover and H. Lloyd-Jones, for valuable
criticism and advice; to Dr. R.P. Martineau
for help on statistical method; and above all
to the generous and constant help of the
late Eduard Fraenkel, my debt to whom
throughout will be evident.

% O. Jespersen, Pbonetische Grundfragen
(1904), §122.

¢ In the closing bars of The Rake’s
Progress, Act 11, Sc. i, Stravinsky actually
uses commas in the score to mark the
phrasing. Professor Dover suggests that
‘phrasing’ is perhaps a better musical
analogy than ‘rest’.
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its main task is to make the discourse intelligible; not only by splitting it up into
lengths which can be readily understood and assimilated by the hearer, but by
serving as a pointer to the interpretation of sound which might otherwise be un-
identifiable or ambiguous.

From this last point of view, the length of such pauses is quite unimportant,
and depends on the rate of utterance. A very slow speaker may intersperse his
discourse with perceptible silences, some of which have no semantic significance
at all, but simply result from a lack of fluency or from defective speech; I call
such pauses ‘hesitations’. In a rapid speaker’s discourse, on the other hand, even
the functional pauses are reduced almost to vanishing-point. Some of them,
indeed, disappear altogether, and their function is taken over by intonation;
sometimes their function actually disappears with them, and the sense-groups
simply become longer.

The true unit of speech is not the word: we do not separate each word from the next, but
utter them in groups connected in meaning, which we call sense-groups . . . In most cases
there is no doubt as to the division into sense-groups, but some variation is due to the rate
at which we read. In quick reading the groups will tend to be longer than in deliberate
reading.

This distinction between slow and rapid delivery introduces a new and impor-
tant point.

Sentences are usually divisible into smaller groups [than breath-groups] between which pauses
may be made, though they are not essential. The shortest possible of such groups [i.e. groups
not capable of being further subdivided by pause] are called sense-groups. Each sense-group
consists of a few words in close grammatical connexion, such as would be said together in
giving a slow dictation exercise.

That is: some pauses are permissive: they may be made, but need not be. What is
it that gives this permission, and what are its limits?

The notion of an atomic sense-group, an indissoluble syntactical unit, seems to
give a clear and satisfactory answer to this question. Indeed, so far as modern
languages go, perhaps it does. But this is so largely because it is possible to check
these unitary determinations by ear: we can tell whether or not pause seems
natural. Moreover, it is not only the form of the sentence, but the context, the
interpretation to be put upon the words in this particular utterance, which
affects their articulation. This means that pause may not be deducible from the
syntax. Contrast: ‘What did you do?’ ‘I hit him, in the eye’ with ‘Where did you
hit him?’ ‘I hit him in the eye’ (cf. n.19). Consider an example given by Walter
Ripman (loc. cit. n.7): ‘To the author of the Lyrical Ballads | nature | is a kind
of home; and he may be said | to take a personal interest in the universe. There
is no image so insignificant | that it has not | in some mood or other | found its
way into his heart; no sound | that does not awaken | the memory of other years.’
There is no doubt that this analysis of the possibilities is correct, and at some
points, even in a modern scheme of punctuation, commas would be in place: viz.
after ‘Ballads’, ‘has not’, ‘other’; while in an earlier and more generous age,9
commas after ‘insignificant’, ‘no sound’ would also be normal. A pause after
‘said’ would occur only in the most deliberate utterance, as ‘said to’ is usually
taken closely together in this idiom; but it is possible, and has an evident

7 Walter Ripman, English Phonetics ized as to be almost useless as a guide to the
(1933), pp. 162-3. finer points of delivery. But before the

8 Daniel Jones, An Outline of English nineteenth century, though sometimes
Phonetics (1936), §1005. arbitrary, it may be as important as an

° Modern punctuation is so standard- actual stage direction (cf. n. 82 below).
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syntactical ground. But the pause after ‘nature’, which is doubtless right, has no
very obvious syntactical correlate. The normal unit would be ‘nature is a kind of
home’, subject and predicate; and without the ear as a guide, we should not
think of dividing it. Ripman adds: ‘Note the pause before and after “nature”,
which makes that word prominent.’ It does, of course, have this effect; and the
prominence is justified partly by the importance, and strangeness, of what is
being said, partly by the context. If the word ‘nature’ has occurred in the
previous sentence, there will simply be a selective contrast between what nature
was to Wordsworth and what it was to other men, and ‘nature’ will receive no
special stress. But if the anticipation has been sufficiently distant, or only implied,
‘nature’ is stressed, and this in itself is ground for pause. Some pauses, then, are
given by the form of the sentence; others are not, and have no grounding in the
syntactical structure, in the normal sense of syntax.

It is therefore evident that in an ancient language, with neither punctuation
nor contemporary usage as guides to delivery, the isolation of atomic sense-groups
and the determination of pause becomes exceedingly difficult. It is no wonder
that K.J. Dover'® found such an analysis too subjective to be of much help in the
problem of word order. In the face of these difficulties, it might well be thought
over-ambitious to try and determine the conditions of pause in the delivery of
ancient Greek with anything like the degree of refinement that is possible in
modern English; that we should be content to assume pause only at the main
syntactical breaks, and acknowledge that we have not the evidence to analyse
any further. But there is no need to be so despondent. In the first place, the
ancient rhetoricians and grammarians provide a substantial amount of evidence
about how they thought their languages were constructed and how they should
be read. The question that we must try to answer—what counted in Greek as a
minimum sense-group, with the possibility of pause—is not indeed one that
exercised them much; but they have enough to say about it indirectly to save us
from mere apriorism. Secondly, an objective method—or set of methods—for
determining smaller syntactical units has been demonstrated by E. Fraenkel in
a series of articles," and the categories he establishes for Greek prose can be
readily adapted to the more condensed language of lyric poetry.

I shall not in fact review the ancient evidence on this occasion, since the argu-
ment can be presented without it, and the briefest summary must suffice.
Aristotle has a good deal to say in Rbet. 3 about the articulation of a sentence
into the cola comprising it, and more to the same effect may be found in later
writers on rhetoric, namely Dionysius, Demetrius, Cicero, and Quintilian. All
these are primarily concerned with the structure of periodic prose: not with the
minimum sense-group as such, but with the arrangement of such groups within
the period to give maximum clarity and rhetorical effect. Their criteria are
partly rhythmical, but mainly semantic; the smallest unit, the kduua (incisum),
corresponds to the unit of sense, udvowa (sensus), and there are as many pauses
as there are different dudvowat. Particularly interesting for our purpose is an
analysis by Dionysius (Comp. 26) of an example from Homer (Od. 14.1-2):

% Greek Word Order (1960), p. 19. ‘Noch einmal Kolon und Satz’, SB Miinchen,

"' E. Fraenkel, ‘Kolon und Satz’, NGG 2, 1965. Further material of the same kind may
(1932), 197-213, ibid. (1933), 319—54 = be found in Leseproben aus Reden Ciceros und
KI. Beitr. 1(1964), 73—130; ‘Nachtrige zu Catos (1968), esp. pp. 201—3, 208—12.

“Kolon und Satz”, II’, KI. Beitr. i. 131—9;
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avTap 6y & Auévos mpooéfn Tpnxeiav arapmov
xwpov dv’ dVAnévra, 8t’ dkpuag,

of which he says that the first verse forms one colon, the phrase xwpov dv’
UAnévra a smaller one, and 8t’ txptac a smaller unit still, the xouudriov. He is
clearly aware that minimum sense-groups may be quite short, and are not always
syntactically independent. He is also aware of the subtle relation between syntactical
and metrical structure; though he admits that in lyric verse this is hard to define,
since if it is written across the page according to the sense-divisions, kara
8taoTolds, ‘the rhythm will escape you and you will not know where to mark
strophe, antistrophe, or epode.’ Generations of scholars trying to reconstruct the
metrical scheme of his example, the Danae poem of Simonides, have had to give
him best.

Now draytyvuwokew kara 8taoTohds, which in this peculiar case, according to
Dionysius, obliterates the rhythm, is in general a prescription for correct delivery
as a department of grammar, splitting up the words so as to give the phrases, and
hence the sense, which the author intended. Even at the level of avoiding gross
errors of interpretation, this already encroaches on the province of rhetoric (it is
recognized as a part of rhetoric by Aristotle); and the notion of §tagTo\” allows
for much more subtle distinctions than this.

So far the principles of sentence-division, as they appear in Aristotle, Dionysius
and Cicero, have been approached from what may be called the analytical side of
rhetoric, under the heading of compositio (oUvdeoic). But there is another part
of rhetoric indirectly concerned with analysis, namely delivery. Umokpt0tS in
rhetoric includes—or mainly concerns—the physical aspects of delivery, voice-
production, and deportment, on which ancient rhetorical training laid such stress.
Quintilian’s chapter on pronuntiatio (Inst. 11.3.30—9), in which he explains,
with examples, how passages should be read to bring out their articulation and
therefore their full meaning, is very much to the point. The categories he uses
are not here those of compositio (distinctio etc.), but the mode of analysis is
much the same. Particularly interesting is his punctuation of the opening lines
of the Aeneid, in which very subtle distinctions are brought out (11.3.30-9),
though his theoretical analysis is not equal to his practice.

More extensive evidence of the same kind is provided by the scholia on the
Iliad which deal with punctuation, mostly no doubt the work of Nicanor.'?

The elaborate system attributed to him by the scholiast on Dionysius Thrax is
quite useless and has little bearing on his practice, which is not at all doctrinaire
but often quite tentative: e.g. his note on Il. 12.243 €is 0iwvos dptoTos,
duvveadal mepl mdTpns: ‘if one were to put a light stop after dpto70s, it would
perhaps make the sense clearer.” Modern punctuation would endorse this division,
but not e.g. €xe &’ aiyida Yovpw, Sewny, dupilddoeav, apupenéa (Il. 15.309).
Nicanor’s failure to conform with modern practice earns him some hard words
from his editor Friedlander, who seems to have thought that the conventions of
his own day were laws of nature; but Nicanor’s pointing, as in the last example,
is often consistent with a perfectly legitimate view of how verse should be read.
Nicanor in fact takes a sensible line when he says of 11.2.498 Zkoiov 7€ ZKWAOY
7€ TONUKVNUOY' T' "ET€wvov ‘a very short pause is natural and reasonable after

!2 See Friedlander, Nicanoris mepl TAakic oTryuns reliquiae emendatiores (1877), ch. i.
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each name . . . there is no compelling reason to indicate this on the written page,
but it should be observed in delivery.’

I hope I have said enough to show that the attempt to go beyond the main
syntactical divisions in determining the articulation of Greek need not be aban-
doned for lack of ancient evidence. A quite different point of departure is made
available by E. Fraenkel’s methods of analysis in his articles ‘Kolon und Satz’
and its successors.'> Fraenkel’s main criteria are (i) the position of v, which
regularly stands second in its colon when not next the verb; (ii) (in Latin) the
pause at the end of the elegiac couplet, and the couplet in Horace’s epodes,
when this does not coincide with the end of a sentence; (iii) most vocatives. He
shows that by this means it is possible to isolate and classify some of the smaller
elements within the sentence or clause, which although incomplete were evidently
felt to be self-contained. The importance of Fraenkel’s results for the study of
Greek lyric verse has already been seen by S. Lauer, who applied them to a
detailed study of metrical and syntactical structure in Pindar, and in particular
to the problem of enjambment at stanza-end.'® Lauer, however, extends
Fraenkel’s categories somewhat arbitrarily, and applies them to too small a
sample. I shall also extend the categories established by Fraenkel, but I hope less
arbitrarily. (I must add that my extensions did not all have the blessing of
Professor Fraenkel himself, though my debt to him is very great.)

The categories used are as follows:

(i) Subordinate infinitive. This is obvious enough when it involves a subordin-
ate clause, but a simple prolative infinitive does not necessarily admit pause,

e.g. A. Ag. 242 mpooevvémew | Bélovoa; though it may do so if the cola are

longer, e.g. E. Andr. 120 €l 7({ oot Suvaiuay | Kos TWY SUOAUTWY TOVWY TEUEW

or Alc. 466 uatépos ov felovoas | mpo maidos xdovi kpvyar | Séuac. The longer
phrases, each filling a verse, have more rhetorical weight, and thus have an in-
dependence which a single word, unless heavily emphasized, will lack. The principle
here invoked (established by Fraenkel in ‘Kolon und Satz’'*), is important and

has many applications, as we shall see.

(ii) Participial clause: genitive absolute and participium conjunctum, i.e. a
participle functlonmg asa verb, the focal point of a word-group describing a
self-contained action.'® The simple attributive participle does not have this
independent status. Thus in A. Pers. 595 aiuaxdeioa 8" dpovpa | Alavros
mepuAvoTa | vaioos éxet Ta Iepowv (the reading of codd.) aipaxdeioa is attrib-
utive, and pause is given after dpovpa by the apposition of ‘a bloody field, the
sea-girt isle of Ajax’. With Porson’s conjecture dpovpav (which seems to me no
improvement), there is no apposition, but there is still pause after dpovpav, since
it construes with aiuaxdeioa, which is then participium coniunctum. Adjectives
may also function as participles if they have verbal force, e.g. E. Hel. 1478 §u’
dépos eide moravol | yevoiued' | dma Aac | oiwvor . . . vicovrat ‘would that,
flying through the air, we might be where . . .’ (cf. S. A]. 1217 yevoiuav | '
UNGEY ETEOTL TOVTOV . . .).

No universal rule determines whether the subject of a sentence with which a
participium coniunctum agrees belongs to the main clause or the participial
clause. In English it normally belongs to the main clause: we say ‘Anastasia,

3 See n.11 above. '8 KI. Beitr. i. 78; cf. Agamemnon,
14 Zur Wortstellung bei Pindar (1959). p. 512,
'S KI. Beitr. i. 78 ff.
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having mounted her bicycle, rode off’, not ‘Anastasia having mounted her bicycle,
rode off.” This is most often so in Greek also, e.g. A. Suppl. 540 évdev "1, |
oloTpq dpeooauéva, | pevyet duapTvoos; but not always, e.g. in Lys. 12.73
dvaoras 8¢ Onpauévns éxélevoev VUGS the subject Onpauérns is most naturally
taken with dvao7ds in the first place; cf. E. Ba. 871 fwiaowv §¢é kuvayéras |
ovvteivy dpauna kvvwv. The Lysias example is given by K.J. Dover in his Greek
Word Order, in which he does in fact treat the subject as invariably belonging to
the participle.!” A. Suppl. 540, quoted above, raises a further point: the partici-
pial clause interrupts the main clause, giving pause before and after it, although
the parts of the main clause it splits up go closely together. The same is true of
the English example ‘Anastasia, having mounted her bicycle, rode off’, and it is
not of course confined to participial clauses. For example, in ‘Music, when soft
voices die, lingers in the memory’, there is a pause before and after the temporal
clause, though ‘music’ and ‘lingers’ go closely together. This is worth stating
explicitly since it is sometimes said or implied that two elements of a sentence
which are syntactically close cannot be separated by pause. This is not so.

(iii) Apposition: S. Ant. 955 evxdn 8 dkvxohos mais 6 Apvavros, | "Héwvwv
Baothevs, kepTopiows 0pyais | . . . kKardypapkTos év Seoped. In English a pause
normally follows the apposition as well as preceding it, and this is indicated by
punctuation, as here. In Greek this is not necessarily so; e.g. at P.O. 6.4 uelydpves
Uuvor | boTépwr dpxa Noywv TéXNeTat the agreement of the (singular) verb with
the appositive suggests that there is pause before the apposition but not after it.'®
It should be emphasized, however, that the same syntactical pattern, indeed the
same words, can have more than one correct delivery.'® Thus to say that pause is
or is not admitted in a given place is not to say that the same invariably holds for
similar structures. The Pindar example is not a warrant for omitting the comma
after faotAevs in Ant. 956 as an inapplicable convention.

I extend the category of apposition in two ways. In an earlier paper to the
Classical Association®® I illustrated at some length the thesis that apposition is
much commoner in early Greek poetry than is commonly realized, and indeed is
essential to its structure. Firstly, cult titles of gods, together with the articles, are
often promoted to the status of a name, to which the actual name of the god is
appositive: e.g. in S. 0.C. 1072 7ov mévriov yawdoxov | ‘Péas pilov viov pause is
admitted after yatdoxov; cf. Trach. 208—9 T0v evpapérpav | 'ATOANwW TPOGTATAY.
This pattern may with due caution be extended to kennings or kenning-like
periphrases followed by the kUptov dvoua, the standard name or noun: e.g. Phil.
188 a 8’ ddvpdaTouos | 'Axw TNAEYarns mKpais | oinwyaic vrakove (or what-
ever the right text is): ‘the Babbler, distant Echo’. I do not make this extension
unless the periphrasis is a plausible kenning (usually a figurative compound) and
the noun either a name or capable of personification. Thus at H.F. 375 7dv 7€
XPVOOKapavoy | 86pkay mokihovwTov, which is superficially similar, pause is not
assumed after xpvookdpavov.?!

'7 Op. cit., p. 20. Professor Dover tells you hit him?’; see p. 28 above.
me that he made this decision partly on the 2% *The enigmatic style in early Greek
analogy of other languages, partly for con- poetry’, delivered in 1961 (unpublished).
venience. He agrees that context could 2! The second ornamental epithet
affect the analysis. (Cf. also Ag. 1028 f.) qualifying the noun (rnAepavns,

18 | owe this example to Mr. W.S. Barrett. mowAdvwrov) is however typical of

% e.g. ‘I hit him, in the eye’ answers the  apposition. Cf. 1. 20.70 f. xpvonAdkaros
question ‘what did you do?’; ‘I hit him in kehabewn, "ApTeuts loxéarpa.
the eye’ answers the question ‘where did
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The other extension of apposition is called by Lauer, after Jespersen, ‘extra-
position’.?? The appositive takes up a pronoun whose reference is not explicit,
or the subject of a verb which in Greek may not be expressed at all, but is made
clear by the context, e.g. Od. 7.344 ¢3¢ 0 uév évda kafevde mohvTAag diog
"Obvacevs, Il 16.185 avbrika §' eis Umepw’ avaPas mapehégaro A\adpn | ‘Epueias
dkaknta, when "Apyeupovtng is the subject of the previous sentence. So at S.
Ant. 347 Kovpovdwy T€ YOAOY 0p | vidwv dupBalwy dypel | . . . Tepuppadne
dvnp all modern editors punctuate before mepuppadns, though the subject to
which it is appositive must be understood from the verb dypei in 348. This is not
difficult, as man is the grammatical subject for most of the preceding sentence,
and indeed the whole ode is about him. It must be emphasized that this pattern
depends on the clarity of the context, and I invoke it very rarely.

(iv) Co-ordinate series. This covers a wide range of categories; antithesis, con-
junction, disjunction, and asyndetic series. Antithesis needs no illustration: there
is obviously pause between clauses or even single words contrasted e.g. by uév
and &¢. Conjunction is less clear. Two factors are relevant: the length of the
members (i.e. what I have termed ‘rhetorical weight’) and their semantic relation
to each other. If the members are short and closely connected, there can clearly
be no pause between them; e.g. ‘bring me a pencil and paper’, where ‘pencil and
paper’ form virtually one idea. (We could of course construct situations in which
there would be pause, but I am dealing with standard situations.) ‘Bring me a
pencil and a ream of copying paper’ admits pause, without requiring it, before
the longer phrase; and so does ‘bring me a pencil and coffee’, where the two
members are distinct ideas and require separate emphasis. In Greek, A. Ag. 228
NiTds Te kat kAndovas marpedovs gives no pause, cf. S. Phil. 1111 dokona | kpumrd
7' €mn; E. H.F. 1219 aifduevos 70 aov bupa | kal gi\iav dudpvlov | aiud Te
mawbdpovov, where each member fills a verse, admits pause without requiring it,
and so does S. Ant. 947 kaiToL Kal yeved Tiuos, w nai mai, Katl Znros Tauledeoke
YOVAS Xpvoopurovs, where the members are semantically distinct. For such dis-
tinction as ground for semantic pause we may refer to ancient theory, which
postulated a separate kduua, incisum (or in delivery SuaoToNn), distinctio) for each
duavowa, sensus, and ancient practice as exhibited in the Iliad scholia, e.g. on

Kkal pe mpegfurdTny Tékero Kpovos dykvhounts,
dpp0TEPOY, YEVEN TE, KAl OUVEKA OT) TAPAKOLTIS
KékAnuat, ov 8é maot uer’ ddavatolow drdooes.

‘There should be a pause (Staoralréov) after dupdrepov, yeven Te, kékhnuat; for
she says it is for all these things that she is honoured, both for her birth and
because she is the wife of Zeus the king of all.” There are two distinct grounds
for her claim to the position of highest dignity: the analysis is entirely semantic,
though length of phrase may also be relevant. Nicanor, it will be recalled, even
thought a slight pause suitable after each name in 1l. 2.498 Zxoiudv Te€ Tk
7€ TOAUKVNUOY T° "ETewvdv; but in a standard situation this is unnecessary. The
same applies, mutatis mutandis, to disjunction.

When two semantically distinct elements in a sentence have a third element
in common, this element is dmo kowov. If these two distinct elements are con-
trasted, and the common element has some rhetorical and semantic weight, there

22 G, Lauer, op. cit. in n.14 above; 12. Lauer’s use of the term is however
Jespersen, Analytical Syntax (1937), ch. slightly different from Jespersen’s.
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may be pause between the contrasted elements and the common element, as well
as, or instead of, between the two contrasted elements. This is occasionally
recognized in the Iliad scholia, and makes good sense. So in E. Hel. 230 7is 7}
Dpvyww | ) Tis ‘EX\avias dno xovos | ETepe Tav . . . meUkay, the members of the
disjunction are contrasted, while the common element has sufficient weight to
stand by itself, and cannot readily be anticipated. Contrast A. Eum. 527 unt’
avapkTov Blov unTe Seomorovuevor | aivéans, where the verb can to some extent
be anticipated; cf. S. O.T. 489 7{ ydp . . . veikos €keLr’ otite mapodéy mor’ Eywy’
obre Taviv mw | Eualbov, E. Andr. 299 v’ 0vk émnde, moiov odk éNlogeTo |
Sauoyepdvrwv, Held. 608 otrwad ¢nue fecov drep 6\Bwov, ob Bapumotuov | avdpa
yevéofar (despite Murray’s comma after fapumoruov); and a fortiori such cases
as S. 0.T. 89 oiire yap Bpacvs oir’ olv mpodeioas eiul.?® This again illustrates the
important fact that the bare syntactical pattern of conjunction with common
element is not enough: a closer semantic analysis is needed for each individual
passage. (Whether this analysis is also to be regarded as a part of syntax is a
matter of terminology.)

In certain cases there may be pause between the common element and the
contrasted elements when the common element comes first, if the contrasted
elements are clearly marked off by particles: A. Ag. 737 mdpavra &' éN0ev ég
"TAlov O\ Néyout' dv | ppovnua uév . . . yaldvas, dkaokaiov 8’ dyahua mhovTov,
E. Med. 429 pakpadg &' alwv €xet | moONNG év dueTépav dvbpwv Te poipav eimeiv.
So even without uév: S. EI 497 d\\’ dmepvkot | kat Zevs kaxkav katl Poibos
"Apyeiwy ¢paTw, E. I.A. 584 év dvrwmois fAepdpoa(w) | Epwrd 7' E8wkas,
épwTt 8’ avTos énTonbns. Without an anticipatory particle, or without sufficient
contrast, pause cannot be assumed: e.g. S. O.T. 904 Zev, mavr’ dvdoowv, un
\dfou | o€ Tdv T€ oav dfavartov ai€v apxav, or Aj. 717 Alas peraveyrwadn |
Ouuov 7’ "ATpeldais ueydhwy Te vewéwy, E. Ba. 884 dmevfvvel te fpoTwov | Tovs
7' Aywwuoovvay TUWYTas Katl un 7a fewv abiovras. . .

Asyndetic series admit pause under similar conditions, namely when the
members are extended and fill the verse or when they are semantically distinct.
This needs no illustration, though as with conjunctions it is not always easy to
decide what is to count as ‘semantically distinct’. There is however a special
dispensation. When a series of adjectives follows a noun, added one by one
(‘guttatim’, to use Fraenkel’s phrase) to build up the picture, elaborating an
already completed sense, there may be pause between them in virtue of this
additive structure; e.g. Il. 15.309 &xe 8" aiyida dobpw, | Sewnv, aupiddoeay,
dpurpeméa or 7.346 (dyopn) Sewn, Terpnyvia, where Nicanor advocates punc-
tuation. Prima facie this is not necessarily so when the adjectives precede their
noun, since the sense is not yet complete; unless there is a special relation
between them, such that the second element expands and elaborates the first
(epexegesis). So in A. Suppl. 154 €l 5 un, uehavdes | MAOKTUTOY YéVog,
fINOKTUTTOY explains ueENavd€s: they are black because they are sunburnt.
Similarly with adverbs, as in Ag. 377 pAedvTwY SwudTwy Uméppev | vmép TO
BérToTov: UMéP TO féNTLOTOV explains Umépdev by making it more precise. The
older grammarians called this structure too apposition; the terminology does
underline a significant similarity to the apposition of nouns, but modern
practice is to restrict the term apposition to nouns as a matter of convenience.

I include here a type of epexegesis which is not apposition in any sense,

2% | owe this example to Mr. W.S. Barrett.
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when a new idea, which is not grammatically independent, is added to an already
completed sense. So in Sept. 755 kakwv § Wonep $akacoa kou' dyet, | TO wév mirvov,
aN\o 8’ aelpet | Tpixalov, O kal mepl mpuuvay TONEwWS KaxAd{eL, the contrast is
completed by a\\o 8’ aeipet, which is then expanded by 7pixahov k7A. The

pattern of this example, in which a new idea, whether or not appositive, leads

into a relative clause, is particularly common in early poetry from Homer on.

(v) Phrases. The extended adverb® is a phrase with some rhetorical weight
qualifying the verb but not integral to the sentence. There is no rule of thumb
for deciding what is integral and what is not: e.g. in E. El. 464 év 8¢ péow
kaTéhaume odkel paédwy | KUkAos NeNiow, | immows du mTepoéooaic, the phrase
tnmow d mTepoéaoas is clearly separable. In S. Ant. 135 8¢ 7€ pawouéva £y
0pud | Bakxevwy émémvel | Ipimais xdioTwy dvéuwv, the phrase purais . . .
dvéuwv is linked closely with énénvet by its sense; uawouévq Evv 6pud may be
taken closely with fakxevwv, but need not be: ‘who then with maddened onset |
breathed on us in frenzy with blasts of malignant wings’. It is often a matter of
emphasis. ‘Silas lived alone in a small white cottage’ may or may not have pause
after ‘alone’, according to whether the emphasis is on his solitude or on where
he lived. So in E. Andr. 1039 ék § &\eumov otkous | mpos GANov ebvaropa, either
the empbhasis falls in the first place on the desertion, then on the new partner,
making explicit the cause of the desertion (pause after oikouc); or all the emphasis
is on the new partner (no pause). This is again analogous to ‘I hit him, in the eye’
and ‘I hit him in the eye’ (see above, p. 28). In S. Ant. 982 TnAendpows 8’ év
dvrpous | Tpddn SvéXhnow év marpdals, there may be pause before or after
Tpd¢n according to whether the empbhasis is on Cleopatra’s being brought up far
away, or (which is more to the point here) among her father’s storm-winds.
Length of phrase, i.e. rhetorical weight, is also relevant, as with other categories.
In H.F. 389 av e [In\udd’ akrav | ‘Avavpov mapa mryyais | Kvkvov tewodaikrav the
two phrases indicating place each fill the verse, and thereby acquire some inde-
pendence.

Another type of phrase with semantic independence is a phrase functioning as
a clause, often because a noun has verbal force: e.g. A. Ag. 748 mound Awdc
teviov = Um0 Awds mepumbueros, or in S. Ant. 135 (quoted above) pawouéva Evv
Opugd = £ov uavig dpucMeros. This is not uncommon in early poetry, especially
lyric, owing to the density of the language, as Dornseiff has remarked:** nouns or
noun-phrases are often found where the standard prose expression would contain
some part of a verb.

Finally, the linking phrase, often prepositional,?® but not necessarily so; e.g.
Ag. 158 Tois &’ dudpwrov | alhwov aihwov eimé, ‘in tune with this, say “sorrow,
sorrow”’. . .

(vi) Selective contrast.?” Contrast, as a form of emphasis, has been an important
factor in several of the categories already discussed. Selective contrast means that
two contrasted ideas are given contrasted predicates; e.g. in Hel. 625 0 uév xpdvos |

% The phrase is borrowed from an (adverbial) phrase having enough
Fraenkel’s term ‘Erweiterung’ (KI. Beitr. rhetorical weight to stand on its own.
i. 77 f., 82, 91, 120, 122), but has a slightly 5 F. Dornseiff, Pindars Stil (1921),
different sense. Fraenkel means by the p. 86: ‘Die Sprache der Chorlyrik ist mehr
term a further elaboration in epexegesis dem einzelnen Wort als dem Satz zuge-
(which I have included under ‘series’, e.g. wandt’, usw.
Ag. 3778 Vmépyev, vmép TO BéATioTOV) 26 Cf. Fraenkel, KI. Beitr. i. 98 ff., 137.

before which there is pause: I mean by it 27 Ibid., 103 ff.
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malawds, 1 8 TépYis apTiws Tdpa, 0 Xpovos is contrasted with % Tépo s, makawds
with @pTiws mdpa. We should perhaps hesitate to posit pause after xp0vos, since
the terms are too short to have rhetorical weight. Contrast ibid. 1650

éc uév yap aled Tov mapdvra vov xpovov

KEWMY KATOIKEW oolow év 80O €xon:

émet 8¢ Tpolas éaveorddn fddpa,

Kat Tois $€oic mapéoxe Tolvou’, oUKETL.
(éc uév . . . xpdovov might also be regarded as the equivalent of a temporal clause);
or in lyric verse A. Ag. 433 oUS uév ydp 7is Emeuev, | oidev, dvTi §€ pwTwv | TevXn
Kai 0mo80¢ €is EkdoTov Souous dgukpeirat, where selective contrast gives pause
after émeuyev, wrwdv, even though the uév and 8€ clauses are not quite sym-
metrical. A critical case is E. Ba. 907 uvplat 8’ €t pvpliois | eioty EAmibes - ai pév |
TENEVTWOW &V ONBw | Bporoic, ai §' dméfnoav, where the contrast is clear, but
ai ueév, ai 8¢ very short.

(vii) These are too obvious to need illustration, but the criterion must be used
with caution: sometimes a vocative goes closely with what precedes (dAX’ Dueis,
w dvbpec), sometimes with what follows—it may even be followed by an enclitic.
Vocatives often reinforce cola otherwise determined: Thuc. 1.120. 1 T0US uév
vyap Aakedauoviovs, ¢ dvdpes Euuuaxot, 0Ok &v Ert aitiaoaipeda . . . MUy 5é
doot fvrnA\\d-ynoav od 8idaxns Séovrar (selective contrast; the example is from
Fraenkel®®): S. Ant. 948 KkaiTol kal Yeved Tiuios, & mai mai, | kac . . . (quoted
above).

This must suffice as a survey of the main types of pause and their limits. Of
the others that remain, some, such as anaphora and interjection, are obvious.
Others, such as similes and the complement of comparatives, will depend on
sentence-structure and emphasis; but the principles on which they are to be
decided have already been fully illustrated.

II. VERSE AND PERIOD

The analyst of Greek lyric metre traditionally has two main tasks: to analyse
the metrical scheme into smaller groups, commonly called ‘cola’, which may
be, and often are, in synaphea; and to determine the larger groups (‘periods’)
into which the strophe or stanza is articulated. These tasks are of course to some
extent interdependent, but each poses some questions which may be answered,
or left open, independently of the other. I am not precisely concerned with either.
My aim is to determine those places in the scheme, marked by brevis in longo,
hiatus, and other features, where metrical pause is invariable and sense-pause
normal,?® and so to discover the incidence of sense-pause at these places. I am
only incidentally concerned with colometry as such, the analysis into smaller
groups, to the extent that any arrangement for a particular stanza must have an
acceptable colometry. Nor am I in general concerned with the largest articulations,
except where they coincide with the groups I have defined, which are commonly
called ‘verses’. I can therefore leave open some questions posed by these two
kinds of analysis which may be undecidable or pseudo-questions, or to which the
answers may be arbitrary or subjective.*®

28 Ibid. 104. in BICS 5 (1958), 13—24; by the latter, the
2 For metrical pause and sense-pause kind of vague and indecisive structural con-

see n.1 above. siderations often adduced by Kraus, op. cit.,
3¢ By the former I mean the type of (n.3) e.g. p. 83 on Ag. 223; cf. pp. 41 f.

problem acutely discussed by L.P.E. Parker  below.
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I depart from standard terminology in certain ways. The term ‘colon’ is com-
monly used both for a metrical and for a syntactical group, and in a study of the
relation between metre and syntax this ambiguity is a hazard. I have therefore
reserved ‘colon’ for a syntactical group, and used ‘verse’ for the metrical group
commonly called ‘colon’ (i.e. successive verses may be in synaphea). What is
commonly called ‘verse’ I term ‘minor period’; the larger divisions of the stanza,
commonly called ‘periods’, I term ‘major periods’. Since I am mainly concerned
with minor periods, I shall normally call minor periods simply ‘periods’, and
distinguish between minor and major periods only where the distinction is
relevant.?! The resulting terminology may seem inelegant or even confusing,
but apart from eliminating an awkward ambiguity it has a further advantage for
my purpose: it underlines the distinction, central to my inquiry, between groups
closing in brevis, hiatus, etc., where metrical pause is invariable and sense-pause
normal, and those groups which may or may not end in metrical pause, i.e. may
be in synaphea. If these definitions are borne in mind, I do not think they need
be a source of confusion.

I. The safest guide to period-end is brevis in longo and hiatus.3* A syllable is
said to be brevis in longo when it is short by prosody, but licensed to count as a
metrical long at the end of a verse. (I shall follow Maas’s practice in restricting
the term anceps”a to an indeterminate element within the verse or period, i.e.

a metrical place which may be filled by either a short or a long.) Both brevis

in longo and hiatus are liable to ambiguity. Not all hiatus marks period-end,
since a long syllable in hiatus may be short by correption; but in dramatic lyrics
correption is restricted to certain metres, and ambiguity is rare. Again, it may
not always be possible to tell, without the control of strophic responsion,
whether a short syllable is to be elided or written plena scriptura. Otherwise 1
shall assume that apart from well-known exceptions (e.g. before and after an
exclamation) hiatus invariably marks period-end. The assumption is not proof
against error, since there are a very few places in Pindar where hiatus (and brevis
in longo) apparently occur in mid-verse, and the same might be true of tragic
lyrics, as e.g. Kraus and Pohlsander have maintained.® I shall revert to this point

3! In my use of the terms ‘minor period’
and ‘major period’ I follow Dale (LMGD
11 ff., 195 ff.). My use of ‘period’ also
corresponds more or less with that of
Irigoin, ‘Colon, vers et période’,
Kwpuwdorpaynhuara (1967), 65 ff. But
since I have no use for his distinction
between colon and verse as separate
functional categories (on which see
L.P.E. Parker in Lustrum 15 (1970), 52—3)
—cola being in ‘verbal synaphea’ (i.e. having
elision or word-overlap), verses in ‘prosodic
synaphea’ (i.e. with metrical pause but no
proven period-end)—I need only one term
for the smaller divisions, and as ‘colon’ is
disqualified, ‘verse’ seems the obvious can-
didate. (Dale in LMGD) uses ‘colon’ but not
‘verse’ as a functional category.) For places
in the metrical scheme with neither
synaphea nor proven period-end, I use
Maas’s term ‘contact’ (GM, §66); a contact
is a potential period-end, not a separate

category like Irigoin’s ‘vers’.

3% This is the criterion by which

A. Boeckh first determined the verses in
Pindar (‘minor periods’ in my terminology),
and it was presently extended to lyric verse
in general by G. Hermann in his Elementa
Doctrinae Metricae (1816), pp. 715—16
(IIL.xviii.7). Despite W.]. Koster, Mnemos.
3 (1950), 30—2, this guide is not infallible,
but it is sound enough for my purpose. For
its real and supposed limitations, see below,
n.33 and pp. 41, 52.

323 The traditional term syllaba anceps
is however a misnomer: see L.E. Rossi,
‘Anceps, vocale, sillaba, elemento’, RFIC
91(1963), 52—71.

33 Kraus, op. cit., p. 146 n.2 (hiatus);
Pohlsander, Metrical Studies in the Lyrics
of Sopbocles (1964), p. 157 (hiatus), p. 162
(brevis), where he lists some supposed cases.
(Cf. Snell, Pindar,® ii.173). See below, p. 41.
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later. But the evidence of Pindar suggests that if such cases do occur in tragedy,
they will be very few, and will not much affect the argument.

Nor is brevis in longo always a sure guide, partly because the colometry is
sometimes uncertain, so that the brevis may be short within the verse; partly
because it is often difficult, even when the colometry is clear, to decide whether
a given syllable is in brevis in longo or link anceps. Thus in O.T. 900

008’ éc Tov "APaiol vady, | 008€ Tav ‘Olvumiay

simple inspection will not reveal whether we have two short periods, the first
ending in brevis in longo, or one longer period with link anceps. The status of a
brevis may sometimes be determined quite easily. An element cannot be anceps
if it is preceded or followed by a short (other than in biceps) or anceps within
the period.** So in Ant. 585 drac | 006év éNNeime yeveas ém mAndos Epmov |
duowov Coore movTiov | oibua the second syllable of E€pmov (i) cannot be a short
element, since the corresponding syllable in the antistrophe is long; (ii) cannot
be anceps, since it is followed by a short; so (iii) must be brevis in longo.*
Again, since metrical period is the same for strophe and antistrophe (and any
further repetititon, as in Pindar), a given ambiguity in the strophe may be resol-
ved in the antistrophe. So S. Trach. 112 moANG ydp 50T’ dkGuavros | # vérov #
Bopéa s, is shown by the corresponding wv émyeupopuévas aldeia uév, dvria §°
0low to be link anceps, not brevis in longo. Contrariwise in E. Med. 426 émel
avtdyxno & buvov | Gpoévwy yévvq, Uuvov is shown by the hiatus in 418.. . .
¢auar-| Epxerat to be the end of a period. In Pindar, where the same metrical
structure is repeated many times, it is often possible to determine all the periods
unambiguously, as Boeckh demonstrated in his edition. But in the lyrics of
tragedy the pattern is repeated only once, and only some of the periods can be
so determined. There remain a number of places where period-end is neither
excluded (by word-break or elision) nor established (by hiatus or unambiguous
brevis in longo); these places Maas terms ‘contacts’. Whether such contacts
constitute period-end can sometimes be determined, though in general less
securely, by other means.

I1. Catalexis. This is an awkward term to use in the analysis of lyric metres,
since as Dale well says (LMGD 20) it implies a degree of analysis kara uérpov
which is often impossible or inappropriate, and is best restricted to describing
the relation of a given verse to its context. Thus in anapaests a paroemiac is
undoubtedly catalectic, and always marks period-end.*® But in lyric metres a
‘paroemiac’ (or enoplian) is often the first member of a longer compound, linked
by its final anceps. A pherecratean is catalectic in relation to a preceding gly-
conic, and the resulting priapeum is always followed by period-end (or nearly
always). But it is also a verse in its own right, as in the refrains of Aeschylus’
Agamemnon and Supplices or Euripides’ Heracles; and at Alc. 962

éyw kat dua Movoag
Kar MeTApoLos pEa, Kal
TAELOTWY AYAUEVOS NGy WV

3 GM, §35; LMGD 94, 179;W. Theiler, 36 As observed by G. Hermann, op. cit.
Mus. Helv. 12 (1955), 183 f.; Pohlsander, (n.32 above), pp. 378—9. This is true only
163. of marching anapaests, not of lyric anapp.,

35 Possibly €pmwv should be read, but where the paroemiac is a verse in its own

the example will serve. right, e.g. S. El. 193, 233-5.
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Kkpeiaoov ovdeév 'Avaykas
nUpoV, 0UG€ TL pdpuakov, KTA.

the grouping is most likely pher. + 2 glyc., pher. + glyc. Again, the analogous
aristophanean is found repeated in a continuous chain as at Ba. 73:

W uakap BoTis evdak
MWV TENETAS FEWV €l
8¢ PoTav ayoTevet.

(the metrical pattern is then repeated); cf. A. Cho. 387—9. In iambics the bacch-
ius, though it may be in the usual sense ‘catalectic’, is not a safe guide to period-
end unless it is followed by short or anceps, since-a following long may be in
syna_;)hea, as in Ag. 197 7piBw Katétawov twdos "Apyel | wv - émel 8¢ kal mkpwv
.. .*" Outside iambics the sequence is not always recognizable as the end of a
verse when it is followed by a short syllable. Alc. 1002

Alita moré mpotifay’ dvdpas,
vov 8’ €aTi uakatpa daluwy

could be read either as two enoplia, or as telesilleion + hipponacteum; there is
little to choose on purely metrical grounds, and word-division and syntax are not

decisive. But in the strophe 991

[

d\a uév 61 A ued nuwv,
p\a 8€ v—v— 38

the anaphora favours the former interpretation, and in that case (as Dale ad loc.
observes) there will be period-end at 7. This is in fact an application of
the rule stated above, that anceps is never preceded or followed by short or
anceps. For in some lyric metres the pendant close (to use Dale’s terminology),
if it does not make a period, has final anceps, unlike the bacchius in iambics,
which must have final long (but see also pp. 64-6 below). So if the enoplian

at Alc. 991/1002 is not followed by period-end, the final element is anceps,
though in fact there is a long syllable in both places. But in that case anceps
would be followed by a short syllable (anceps element), fjuwv ¢i\a, which is
impossible; therefore there is a period-end at fucv.

‘Catalexis is always a mark of period-end’ can in fact by restated in a more
restricted form without the term catalexis: ‘pendant close is always a mark of
period-end, if it is followed by a short or anceps’.*® This rule is reliable enough;
the difficulty is in applying it, since pendant close cannot be confidently identified

37 L.P.E. Parker has now given a more
precise definition to the concept of
‘catalexis’, which makes it usable even in
metres which are not analysable kara
uérpov; she also shows that catalexis is
nearly always attended by metrical pause,
and that cases like Ag. 197 are very rare

(CQ N.S. 26 (1976), 1428, esp. 20 n.17).

Cf. the postscript of this paper, pp. 64-6.
3 The reading is immaterial to the
structure.
% For anaphora at the beginning of a
period, cf. A. Pers. 950—1, Sept. 166—7;

S. Ant. 791; E. Alc. 460, Suppl. 73—4.

% But not if it is followed by double-
short, or by a long which cannot be anceps.
Thus in ionics elision and word-overlap is
not uncommon (cf. also A. P.V. 183, S.

0.C. 135). There are however certain metres,
such as repeated bacchii, where o - - is regu-
larly followed by short; see BICS 20 (1975),
84. (N.B. In applying this rule, I treat the
first element of an aeolic base as long unless
there is a short syllable there in one or both
places. If the base is resolved, I treat the first
element as biceps wherever possible.)
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without a well-established colometry, and this is often not possible.

The rule I have just formulated means that pendant close followed by short
or anceps can never coincide with word-overlap or elision. This is by no means
generally accepted; thus Elmsley’s (7°) at Ag. 229 alwwva mapdévewy 7' | €devro
is preferred by Page to Miiller’s aicd 7€ mapdévewov, and his supplement (§°) at
ibid. 251 70 uéX\ov & | émel yévour' Gw k\Vos is favoured by both Page and
Fraenkel. The rule is not however my invention; Wilamowitz observes it rigor-
ously in his colometry, and occasionally implies it in his comments. So
Hermann’s reading, followed by Murray, at E. Held. 751 dyyeNiav pou évéykair’
| laxnoare 8" ovpave (évéykar' codd.), impossibly breaks the rule, and Wilamowitz
reads éveykeiv (or évéykar).*! Two possible objections must be met. First, it
might be argued that we can never be sure, in iambics, that a bacchius ends a
verse, rather than beginning the next one. This is met by the observation that the
sequencev - - v - v - within the verse in 1amb1cs is extremely rare in Aeschylus,
Sophocles, and the earlier plays of Euripides;*? so the prcsumptlon is that in this
sequence v - - is clausular. The second objection is more serious. Granted that
the sequence v~ - - - is not normally admitted within the verse, it might be
said that I have not shown it to be inadmissible within the period. To show this I
must anticipate my conclusion, though I think without petitio principii. The
incidence of pause after pendant close is comparable with the incidence of pause
at period-end marked by brevis and hiatus, a criterion universally accepted. We
may safely conclude that pendant close followed by short or anceps also marks
period-end, since otherwise we should expect no significantly high incidence of
pause there. It follows, then, that elision or word-overlap is inadmissible at such
places, and readings such as aiwva mapdévewd 7' | €devro at Ag. 229 or 70
uéXhov 8’ | émec . . . at ibid. 251 may be rejected out of hand.

I11. Limit to the length of period. Maas observed (GM, §65) that the longest
period in Pindar was eight metra, and that pcnods in tragedy were rarely longer.
If we take eight metra as the limit in tragedy,*® we find that the incidence of
pause at period-ends so determined is closely comparable with the incidence of
pause at period-ends otherwise determined (viz. by criteria I and II). This criterion
is clearly not so reliable, since longer periods may occasionally be admitted (the
deliberately long period or pnigos is cultivated in some metres); the measure is
sometimes hard to apply, when the metre is not strictly kata uérpov; and though
it indicates that at least one contact in a given passage must end a period, it can-
not help us to distinguish which of several possibilities is the right one—there may
indeed be more than one. But it is useful as a check, since it may sometimes warn
us against adopting an impossible colometry. For instance, it strongly supports
the ionic interpretation of P.V. 397 ff. against the choriambic division favoured
by Wilamowitz and Page, which gives either a long period or no contact with
pause in elther place. This confirms the arguments from word-division adduced
by Fraenkel.*

41 GV 451 n.2: ‘Elision ist hier undenk-  equivalent to seventeen or eighteen ictus.

bar.’ (Dain of course allows longer periods than
4% See BICS 22 (1975), 88—95, esp. this, since his ‘period’ is my ‘major period’.)
93—4. 44 Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore
43 Cf. GM, §65. In practice I have di Pisa, Serie 11, 23 (1954), 275 ff. (= K.
admitted periods of eight metra+- -, since Beitr. 1.396 ff.). The argument from word-
this is very common. By the count of division is persuasive, but not in itself
ictus suggested by A. Dain, Traité de sufficient.

métrique grecque (1965), pp 160 ff., this is
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IV. Structure. Under this heading may be grouped a number of more or less
vague indications of period-end, listed as marks of period-end by, e.g. Kraus and
Pohlsander.*® They are seldom reliable unless they coincide with the determina-
tions given by one of the rules already stated, and I may safely omit them with-
out affecting my argument. If treated with caution, they may indeed by useful;
for example, catalexis, in the normal sense, can be a factor in the choice between
possible contacts given by criterion III, the limit of eight metra. But they are
often the basis for highly subjective colometry. In particular, it is sometimes said
that period-end which is not determined by these means has no significance for
the metrical structure of the stanza and may be ignored: e.g. in S. O.T. 1196 ff.
the periods given by structural indications (also by I and III) are at 1198 0Aov
(= 1188 évaptduw) and 1201 dvéoras (= 1192 dmoxkAivar). But there is also
hiatus at 1201 ka7 | éuos. This is regarded by Kraus as hiatus within the period.
So Phil. 184 otV ) Aactwy uerd | 9npwv is regarded by Pohlsander as brevis
within the period.* Kraus remarks (loc. cit. n.30 above): ‘when the periods are
unmistakable on other grounds the poet is indifferent to such matters.” How does
he know? It is of course just possible that in a very few places in tragedy there is
hiatus within the period, just as there seems to be in Pindar. But to assume that
this is so whenever there is no structural indication is to jettison the best evidence
for period-end that we have. After all, there are very many period-ends in Pindar
where there is no structural indication. If we wish to distinguish between those
period-ends which are clearly marked by structure and those which are not, we
should rather (to borrow Dale’s terminology) speak of ‘major’ and ‘minor’
periods: so here the first verse of the third major period is marked by hiatus as
a minor period. Incidentally, the minor period may be as short as the metron:
e.g. A. Eum. 511 w Aika, with hiatus before and after it, is a very short minor
period. In E. Hcld. 608—9 oUirwa ¢nu dewv drep \Swov, o fapvmoruov | dvdpa
yevéodat, Miss Dale concluded in LMGD! (27) that there could not be period-
end at fapumoruov as well as at yevéadau, since the adonean is too short to form
a period. This view is incorrect, and Miss Dale told me that she ceased to hold it.

Of the four means of determining period-end I have listed—I, brevis in longo
and hiatus; II, pendant close followed by short or anceps (which I shall call
catalexis); III, limit of eight metra; IV, structure—the first two are the most
important for my argument, and I shall now say a little more about a character-
istic ambiguity of each. I said that we cannot tell from simple inspection whether
inS. O.T. 885 008’ & Tov "Afaiot vadv, ov8€é tav "'Olvumiav the second syllable
of vaov is brevis in longo or (short) anceps within the period. (p. 38 above). If
we compare the strophe (885) Alkas d¢dfnTos, ov6€ Saiudvwy €6n géfwr two
factors appear which favour link anceps: the short syllable in both places, and
the enjambment after o€ which though not strictly a prepositive is closely
linked with what follows.*” Moreover this is a standard enoplian compound,
similar to the archilochian; cf. O.T. 1096 ine ®oife, oot 6€ | TadT’ UpeoT’ €in =
1108 Nvugdv ‘EAwwvidwy, aic mheioTa ouumaiel, with enjambment in both
places, or EI 486 d vw karémedvev aiox( | aTais év aiketas = 501 ei un 768 ¢
@daoua vukToS | €0 Karaoxnoet, with word-overlap in the long anceps syllable in
accordance with Maas’s law (Pearson’s division as teles. + - - v - - -is surely

% Kraus, op. cit., §§10—25; Pohlsander, adjectives on the preposition see p. 60
op. cit., ch. x. below, with n.76.
46 Cf. n.33 above. For the effect of the 47See JHS 96 (1976).
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wrong, despite 479 -+~ - -). There is in fact little point in marking division
here; we should rather recognize a single compound verse. Now consider H.F.
1199-1201:

aid duevos 70 oov buua
Kat pu\iav oudpulov
aiud e madopovov.

Are these three periods, or one period with anceps linking each hemiepes? There
is no antistrophe to help. The compound would be regular and the link syllables
are short, but this time each verse forms a syntactical colon admitting pause. It
would be a tempting dishonesty to treat the Sophocles cases, where there is no
pause, as anceps, and the Euripides case, where there is, as brevis in longo. It is a
temptation I have resisted, though perhaps not with complete success. Here Dale
is probably right to treat the syllable as anceps,*® though we cannot be sure. In
general I have followed Dale’s practice in LMGD of treating syllables as anceps
wherever it is plausible. I have also followed her in regarding anceps as plausible
in some places which earlier writers have assumed to be brevis in longo. (But in
her article ‘Observations on Dactylic’™*® she takes this interpretation too far.) A
syllable must not however be treated as link anceps unless the elements which it
links are recognizable as standard verses in themselves and are commonly found
in standard compounds, or in the synartete periods of dactylo-epitrite. For
example, with Murray’s division at E. Hipp. 563 Sewa ydp mavrd morinve,
uéltooa &' | ola Tic memérarat, the last syllable of uéltooa cannot be brevis in
longo, since it is followed by elision; it must therefore be link anceps. But what
does it link? The pherecratean is normal, but the first element comes out as
----- vu=-u- -, which is not found (nearest is the blunt dragged verse at E. El.
174/97-----vo- - -, which is clausular). Hence some other colometry is pre-
ferable, viz.

Sewa yap ta mavr’ émmvel, uéooa 8 ot-|

a TI§ memoTarat,

as Barrett divides.

This touches a theoretical problem which is sometimes raised. How is long
anceps to be distinguished from long in pendant close? In iambics the last
syllable of pendant close is unambiguously long; but in e.g. an aristophanean
- v u -u-x regarded in isolation as a metrical schema, the last syllable may be
anceps. Suppose in a given passage the last syllable in both strophe and anti-
strophe is in fact long. Is the metrical place long or long anceps? The answer is,

I think, that in the absence of any indication from the four criteria I have listed,
we cannot tell, though the question seems significant. We can only apply the neg-
ative test I have just mentioned: the syllable must not be treated as link anceps
unless the elements it links are standard verses in their own right, and regularly
enter into standard compounds.

The characteristic ambiguity which besets catalexis is in the division of verse,
between pendant close with word-break and blunt close with word-overlap. This
raises the second main question in metrical analysis, how verses within the period
should be divided. Verse-end most often coincides with word-end (diaeresis); but
as synaphea prevails within the period, word-overlap (caesura) and elision at

4% IMGD 175 f.
4 WS 77 (1964), 19—20 = Collected Papers (1969), p. 190.
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verse-end are not uncommon, and in some metres are actually cultivated. We can,
in fact, make a broad comparison between the observable tendencies in certain
metres; e.g. word-overlap is comparatively rare in iambo-trochaic metres, compar-
atively frequent (though not so frequent as diaeresis) in choriambics and kindred
metres.’® But such generalizations are not much help in deciding about a partic-
ular place. The safest guides are: (i) the analogy of other verse-forms or sequences
of verse-forms elsewhere; (ii) a repeated metrical pattern—though this is often not
available. Suppose the following division were suggested for S. Ant. 100-2:

dKTIS deXiov, dodrans A
TO KAANLOTOV €MTATUAGW chor. dim.
davév Onfa TWY TPoTELWY GAOS. chor. dim. ++ -

We might argue (i) that the last verse is otherwise unknown (see above on Hipp.
563); (ii) that the normal analysis into three glyconics gives a repeated metrical
pattern which is (a) a normal feature in Greek lyric, (b) common in this metre, (c)
coheres with the rest of the strophe to make a readily intelligible structure. If
Hec. 447 ff. is divided according to word-end, we get:

oL UE TAV UENEQY TOPEVOELS; hipp.

7¢O Sovhoovvag mpos oikov enopl.
kndeio’ deltoua; -—v-v-

7 Awpidoc Bpuov aiag; enopl.

The first two and the last are normal verse-forms and suitable in this context, but
the third is out of place except in a trochaic sequence. The accepted division is:

ol e TAY eNéAy MOPEY-

O€Ls T¢ Sovhéouvos mpos oi-

Kkov kTndeio’ dpikouar;
Awplos bpuov aias;

This gives 3 glyc. + aristophanean, a repeated pattern with catalectic clausula,
characteristic in Greek as in other poetry. This particular sequence is also a fav-
ourite of Euripides, particularly with word-overlap.®! This overlapping by one
syllable, which Maas calls ‘dovetailing’,%? is characteristic of aeolic-choriambic
metres. So at S. 0.C. 668

ebimmov, Eéve. 706" X~
pac KoV KpATLoTA YaS Emavia,
this division, giving glyc. + glyc. + ba. (phalaec.) is preferable, apart from the
glyconic context, to:
ebimmov, £éve, TaoSe xWpas hipp.
{KoD Ta kpdTi0TA YAS EMavAa. enopl. + - -3

The principle of the ‘repeated pattern’ must not however be pushed too far.
At E. Med. 441 ff. Murray divides:

% LMGD 134, 145 1. practice of dovetailing exhibits the conflict
51 LMGD 145 f. of two tendencies, one towards the simpler
52 GM, §59. asynartete structures (e.g. of Archilochus),

%3 Cf. Bacchylides 18, on which see Snell” the other towards more complex structures
p- 35, GV 263. Wilamowitz remarks that the which desiderate caesura.
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ool 8’ olite marpos Sduot,

Svotave, uedopuioasdat,

noxdwv mdpa, TWY T€ NEKTP WV

d\\a Baoihela kpeloTwWY
Séuotow éméora.

This gives teles., 3 enopl., reiz. The repetition of the enoplians is superficially
attractive, but it is no more likely to be right than the alternative:

ool 8’ olite marpos Sduot,
Svorave, uedopuioa-
odat udxdwv mapa, TGV T€ Nék-
Tpwv UAAa faoiiewa kpelo-

owv Souolow éméora,

2 teles., 2 glyc. + pher. In fact the first division makes four period-ends without
pause (in strophe and antistrophe), the second only one. In the absence of any
good metrical reason for choosing the first, the second should certainly be
adopted.>*

There is no question that in these examples the correct division gives word-
overlap. Less obvious is E. EL. 699 ff., where Wilamowitz divides:

dTa\ag vmo uarépos 'Apyei-

WV Opéwv ToTé KANSLWY

év moMaiot uével dauais-
=713 ff. Jouerat 8’ émirvavro xpvonia-

TOL, OENaYElTo &' dv’ doTv
mop émBouior "Apyelwr.

Enopl. (vvD- ), hemiepes (D -), hemiepes with spondaic close (D -). That this
colometry is right is shown both by the internal structure, giving the pattern a, a,
a+b, which is very common in Greek metre (as in the popular poetry of other
European languages), and by the closely analogous passages at Tro. 256 ff.:

pinte, Tékvov, {adéovs KAp-
dag kat dmo xpoos évdv-
TV 0TEPEWY (€EPOVS TTONLOUS.

and Ba. 73 ff. (see above, p. 39). But Denniston says, ‘This seems to me most
artificial.” The suppressed premiss is clearly that at verse-end diaeresis is natural,
word-overlap artificial. The same prejudice can I think be seen at work in a more
controversial case, Hipp. 127 ff. Wilamowitz, Méridier, and Barrett divide:

Téyyovaa, depuag &' émt voora méTpas
evaliov kaTéBar\’ - 6Gep uot
mpwTa ¢ars nAJe deomoivas.

The alternative colometry is given by Murray:

54 Cf. Hcld. 914-16 = 923-5, where divide Hec. 910—12 = 919—21 as three
Murray'’s division (three e oplians) gives an  enoplians (as no modern editor in fact does)
impossible word-break at 924-5: would give an impossible word-division in

911-12 =920-1. (Divide tel. + glyc., hipp.;

Eoxev 8’ UBpts dvdpos @ Yv-

uos fv mpo sikas Blaws, hipp.)

where we can divide tel. + hipp. Again, to
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TéYYOovOQ F€P-
UaS &' émt vTa mETPAs ev-
aliov katéfal)’ - oJdev
poL mpwdTa ¢aris nAde Seomoivag.

Wilamowitz explains: ‘ich habe gelernt, auf die gleichmassige Wortabteilung in
Strophe und Antistrophe zu achten’, etc.; but word-break is not necessarily an
effective guide in this type of ambiguity. Barrett tells us that ‘unity is given [to
the stanza] by three cola ending in ~vv-u--’, i.e. 128, 129, and 124 above
(mayav mpoteioa komuveow). But such ‘echoes’, though heavily relied on by Kraus,
are of little value in determining colometry. The first division gives the rare verse
- —u—vu—u~ - (unparalleled in this form, though it is implied by the blunt version
at 525 below, "Epws, "Epws, 0 kar’ duuarwy, cf. Or. 816/285-5-vu=~v-). The
blunt interpetation favoured by Murray gives: ia. + chor. dim. (dragged) + glyc. +
glyc. - -. For this form of dragged dimeter cf. El 116 kai u’ érekev KA\vraynorpa,
corresponding with dragged glyconic, which is common enough and occurs just
below at Hipp. 141, 143 (cf.-vu----- at 70 above); for glyc. - - cf. Med. 184,

Ion 1060, Cycl. 510, and probably S. Phil. 218, all clausular; and I.T. 1093. Murray’s

division gives a regular pattern of normal verses, and is therefore to be preferred.
These examples could be multiplied, but the moral is that diaeresis (word-end) is
not a safe guide to colometry in aeolic metres. This is important for my inquiry
because an interpretation giving pendant close and diaeresis sometimes introduces
unnecessary period-end without pause by catalexis.

Are there any purely metrical conditions which are alone enough to license
period-end without pause? There are two types of verse in which period-end
without pause is significantly frequent. (i) The refrains of Aeschylus in Supplices
and Agamemnon, and two passages assimilated to them by Wilamowitz: the
repeated hemiepe at Pers. 584 ff. and the repeated pherecrateans at Sept. 295 ff.
(we may add the refrains in the first stasimon of Euripides’ Heracles). In these
eighty lines of Aeschylus there are thirteen cases of period-end without pause:
this cannot be accident. Why this is so is 2 matter of speculation; I believe I have
a plausible answer, but I will not pursue it here.>®

(ii) Dochmiacs. Dochmiacs in tragedy are sui generis: they are often not
arranged in stanzas, and it may be that the notion of ‘period’ does not apply to
them in the same way as it does to other metres. Certainly the normal conditions
do not obtain at ‘period-ends’ in dochmiacs or hypodochmiacs determined by
criterion I (brevis or hiatus); the incidence of places without pause is markedly
higher than in other metres (see Tables XI and XII). (Criterion II is not applic-
able, since all dochmiacs are blunt; and criterion III, limit of eight metra, should
probably not be applied either.) I have therefore omitted dochmiacs from the
general count, and listed them separately. Table XI also lists separately non-
dochmiac verses followed by dochmiacs, where there is a similarly high incidence
of places without pause. This may seem to involve a circular argument. But if
dochmiacs are in fact significantly different from other metres, the procedure is
justified, and if they are not, it does not assist my general argument.

55 I shall treat this matter elsewhere. that the refrain-pattern has much in common
The low incidence of sense-pause in these with the stanza-patterns of monodic lyric, in
refrains may have some connection with the  which pause seems to be treated in rather
intermediate category of ‘verse’ postulated the same way.

by Irigoin (cf. n.31 above). It is worth noting
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The general picture of a high incidence of verse-end without pause in doch-
miacs is modified if we consider only the incidence of pause at brevis in longo
or hiatus and exclude the corresponding places in strophic systems (Table XI,
col. 3). The proportion of places without pause in Aeschylus and Euripides
(25-8 per cent, 19-4 per cent) is again far higher than the norm (10-8 per cent,
10-7 per cent: Table I). It is somewhat higher for Sophocles also (146 per cent
as against 12-6 per cent), but the difference is less; at the same time, there is a
marked discrepancy between the proportion of places without pause at brevis
or hiatus, and the proportion at corresponding places (353 per cent). Moreover,
the four places without pause at brevis or hiatus in Sophocles are all hypodoch-
miacs in the remarkable series of hypodochmiacs at Aj. 401 ff. = 418 ff. and at
O.T. 1208 ff. = 1217 ff. The oddity of these passages has often been noted, and

they should probably be omitted from the count.

N.C. Conomis, in his careful survey ‘The Dochmiacs of Greek Drama’,% has
reached a quite different conclusion: there are no cases of brevis or hiatus in
dochmiacs without change of speaker, change of metre or pause, except those
involving exclamations, which are disqualified. That change of speaker always
licenses brevis and hiatus is true: I have omitted such places from the count, in
dochmiacs as in other metres. It is also true that a special licence is given by
exclamations, or following exclamations.>” I have not taken change of metre
into account, since this does not seem to be a relevant factor in other metres

(see below).%®

Conomis does not count hypodochmiacs as dochmiacs for this

purpose, as [ do; but this is immaterial, since they are important only in the
passages of Sophocles which I have suggested should be eliminated anyway. He
seems to have reached his extreme conclusion (1) by interpreting ‘change of
metre’ very strictly;*® (2) by emending some places on purely metrical grounds,
thus begging the question;*° (3) by omitting others;®! and (4) through not

%6 Hermes 92 (1964), 23—50.

$7 Cf. p. 37 above. 1 do not however
regard a simple vocative as an exclamation,
as he does, op. cit. 43 (iii) (a): e.g. Sept.
150 kAbw | wéTvd “Hpa.

%8 Change of metre to dochmiac, on the
other hand, does seem to be a significant
factor; see above, and on Table XII.

59 At Alc. 120- v~ v v v aq indubitable
dochmaic, is followed by =vv ~u- -, (Dale’s
analysis as choriambic dodrans with resolu-
tion can be ruled out in early Euripides.)
This is a regular clausula to dochmiacs, and
is clearly related in rhythm (cf. LMGD 104;
L.P.E. Parker, op. cit. (p. 39 n. 37)). It is
unreasonable to insist that there is a change
of metre here. At A. Suppl. 843 -vwvu v v
is followed by---<v -, then by-vuv—-vu-.
The intermediate verse links the dochmiac
with the hemiepes: it is itself either, or both
(cf. LMGD, loc. cit). Conomis himself
allows -uw-uou-as a form of dochmiac at S.
Aj. 881, 884, and notes that---vu-at A.
Sept. 891, 892 is shown to be dochmiac by

the antistrophe at 904, 905 v~ =+ - (op. cit.

35).
5% A. Cho. 958 (his suggestion 76 un

(9" is perhaps a slip for (u), read by Page;
but the pronoun impairs the universality of
the prescription); Eum. 783; E. Andr. 833
(the following kaAvnTew mémAots is un-
doubtedly a dochmiac, whatever the correct
text at 838: fort. T6Auas Saias | &v €pt’, as
I shall argue elsewhere). He presumably
emends Sot to Bois in A. Suppl. 854, and
5ud to Sual in Ag. 1133; rightly, since the
one is required by the sense, and the other
is hardly a change. He need not however
have emended. Eum. 840 nvéw ToL uévos
dmavtd Te kdTOV, since pause is given by the
phrase in conjunction (series). (But no
reasonable restoration of Ag. 1090—1 will
give pause at moAAa ovvioTopa, despite
Murray’s comma.) E. Ba. 1002 is undoubt-
edly corrupt; I am less convinced that the
brevis is due to corruption in Pho. 177.

S1 A, Suppl. 649 (he presumably accepts
Weil’s conjecture); E. H.F. 1060 (the
exclamatory force of vai, which he rightly
invokes to explain the internal hiatus, does
not extend to the terminal hiatus). He
should not treat S. Trach. 1024 735¢ ue
T@5€ ue mpoaAafe kovpioas as lengthening
before mute and liquid (op. cit. 39), since
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reckoning that the number of places with pause at brevis and hiatus in dochmiacs
is quite small, so that a very small number of exceptions may be a significant
proportion of the whole. Conomis is I believe right about Sophocles.® But even
if we grant all his conditions, and count only those very few places he has omitted
or emended away metri gratia,%® the proportion of places without pause is still
higher for Aeschylus and Euripides in dochmiacs (Aeschylus, 16°5 per cent;
Euripides, 7-2 per cent; combined, 11-6 per cent) than in other metres (Aeschylus,
10-8 per cent; Euripides, 10-7 per cent; combined 10-7 per cent: see Table I). It
may be noted that the proportion of brevis and hiatus at verse-end in dochmiacs
to all contacts in dochmiacs is no lower than in other metres, when dochmiacs
account for less than 10 per cent of the lyrics in tragedy (compare the relevant
figures in Table XI with those in Tables I and II).

Conomis’s conclusions are evidently endorsed by D.L. Page, who applies them
in his Oxford Text of Aeschylus. Page emends on metrical grounds in three rele-
vant places, and suspects the text in two others, noting in his apparatus that
certain features are especially rare in dochmiacs, or even illegitimate.** His notes
imply two principles besides those of Conomis: (1) that brevis in longo is suspect
in dochmiacs even with pause in both places, which is plainly false;*® (2) that two
dochmiacs forming a dimeter can never be split by brevis or hiatus, with or with-
out pause.®® But two successive dochmiacs do not always form a dimeter. If they
are in synaphea, we know that they do; if they are split by brevis or hiatus, we
know that they do not. Page’s principle is mere petitio principii.

I come now to two metrical conditions which are commonly held to license
period-end without pause, but which I find do not do so. The first is that period-
end without pause (or rather brevis and hiatus without pause, since this is the
only form of period-end for which syntactical conditions are commonly recog-
nized as relevant) is licensed by change of metre. If this were so, we should
expect to find a significantly higher incidence of period-end without pause at
change of metre than at other places. We do not find this. Period-end does of
course occur at change of metre more often than not, and so there are more cases
of period-end without pause here than at other places. This may be how the
popular belief originated. There is one exception, which I have already mentioned:
viz. when the change is to dochmiac. This might be because the dochmiac rhythm
is so clearly defined.

It is also widely held that catelexis in itself licenses period-end without pause;
or, to the put the same view in a milder form, that brevis in longo (or hiatus) in
pendant close is less surprising than in blunt close. So Fraenkel (on Ag. 229) says
of the blunt brevis in longo at Suppl. 135, and the corresponding hiatus at 145:

besides the rarity of this feature, which he
himself stresses, it implies synaphea, which
is here ruled out by the strophe 1004, given
any reasonable arrangement and text (cf.
Barrett, Hippolytus, p. 407). If this is a
dochmiac, as he asserts, there is brevis with-
out pause in both places. But it could be
~vu-vu-uu-usatype of prosodiac (see
JHS 96 (1976), 144 n. 87).

2 The one certain exception is O.T.
1350 Avoé u' dnd Te povov | €ovro, where
@dvov at least is sound and correption is
ruled out by the strophe. In Table XII

count hypodochmiacs as dochmiacs, which
Conomis does not.

3 A. Suppl. 649, Cho. 958, Eum. 783,
840; E. Andr. 833, H.F. 1060.

¢ Suppl. 649, Cho. 958, Eum. 783
Sept. 109, Fum. 149.

%% See his apparatus at Sepz. 109 (pause
at 128 is given by the vocative).

66 See his apparatus at Eum. 149 (cf. at
ibid. 783). (Platt’s conjecture at Eum, 149,
which he recommends, is refuted by the
evidence he himself gives.)
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‘this is still more suprising than when it accompanies catalexis.” But it is only
more surprising if we assume that some licence is given by the purely metrical
circumstance of catalexis or pendant close. If this were so, we should expect to
find a higher incidence of period-ends without pause in pendant close than in
blunt; but in fact, where comparison is possible, we do not in general find this.
For period-end marked by brevis and hiatus, the proportion without pause in all
tragedy is higher in blunt close than in pendant (by about 20 per cent), which
makes if anything the other way. (In Aeschylus the opposite tendency appears:
there may be a special reason for this, but the figures are probably too small for
it to be significant; see Table III). The proportion without pause at period-end
marked by catalexis is also rather higher in Aeschylus and Sophocles than at
period-end marked by brevis and hiatus at blunt close. Again, this indication is
not positive enough to warrant a special metrical licence. So apart from doch-
miacs and Aeschylean refrains, no special metrical conditions appear to affect
the incidence of pause at period-end.

ITII. TABLES AND CONCLUSIONS

The incidence of pause at brevis and hiatus, blunt and pendant close, and
places corresponding to brevis or hiatus in strophic systems, is set out in Tables
I—IV. I infer from these that the conditions for all period-ends determined by
brevis and hiatus may be regarded as more or less the same; these are set out in
Table V. Some general conclusions are then drawn, set out in tabular form in
Table VI. An analysis of pause at verse-end in an ode of Pindar (0.1) is given as a
control (Tables VII, VIII). The incidence of pause at period-ends determined by
criterion II (‘catalexis’) and III (limit of eight metra) is then set out beside that
determined by I (brevis and hiatus) in Table IX. Figures in accordance with
Table IX are given for the individual plays of Euripides, showing some sort of
chronological pattern (Table X). Dochmiacs, excluded from the other tables, are
given in Tables XI and XII. Stanza-end is excluded from the count throughout.

Figures for individual plays are not given, apart from Table X. These, and the
full table of period-ends in tragedy on which they are based, will appear in a
fuller treatment of the subject. For the sake of brevity I list here only those
period-ends where in my judgement there is no pause.

Places without pause. The following are the places which, according to my text, colometry,
and analysis, are period-ends without pause. They are listed for each play under I, brevis or
hiatus and corresponding place; II, ‘catalexis’; III, limit of 8 metra; DI, brevis or hiatus and
corresponding place in dochmiacs; DII, brevis or hiatus in verses not themselves dochmiacs
which are followed by dochmiacs. In strophic systems both places are given. An asterisk
indicates pause. B (b) = blunt (pendant) brevis in longo; H (h) = blunt (pendant) hiatus;
BH (bh) = blunt (pendant) brevis in hiatu.

A. Pers. 1 572b*/580, 585h/592*, 635h*/642h*, 637*/644H. 11—, 111 70/78*.
DI —. DII —.

Sept. 1298b*/315*, 299*/316b*, 899H/908*, 940/953b*. II 288/305%,
295/312*,297*/314. 111 293*/310, 737/745*, DI —. DIl 769H*/775.

Suppl. 1154b/168*, 159/173B*, 664*/675h, 663b*/674*, 664*/675h,
781*/790B. 11 526/533*, 698*/704. 111 42*/52, 99/106*, 543*/552,
1066/1092*. DI 635/649H*, 843B*/854*(?). DII —.

Ag. 1219/229b*, 416*/433b, 417bh/434*, 688*/706b, 985B*/999, 1116*/1127.
I1 196/209*, 218/228*, 224*/234. 111 372/391*, 441*/460, 978*/991. DI
1090BH*/1095, 1114H/1125*. DI 1143B*/1153.
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Cho. 178b*, 436/441H*. 11 350*/368, 351*/369*, 625/633*. 111 76*, 590/
599*,607*/618, 784/795*. DI 958H*/969*(?). DII —.

Eum. 1374h*/378, 527b*/539, 555*/563*. 11 —. Il 322*/335. D1 783 =
813H*, 8402 = 8733B*. DII—.

P.V.1—.11130*/146, 111 536*/540. DII —. DII 584*/604B, 690b*.

. Aj. 1221B*/225,407/405BH*, 629B/639*, 704B/717*. 11 232*/255, 1207/
1219*. 111 631*/642*. DI 401B*/418*, 402B*/419BH, 404/422B*,
405*/423BH, 406/4242B*, DII 885*/930*, 887B*/932, 889H/934*(3).

EL 11062b/1074h*, 11 164/185%, 1086/1094*. 111 123/139*, 481/497*,
1058*/1071.

O.T.1172b*/183, 492h*/507, 890H/904*, 1193/1202H*. I1 152/159*,
975/986*. 111 —. DI 1350H*/1360. DII 1338B/1358*.

Ant. 1105b/122*, 585b/596*, 812b*/829, 944*/955b, 948/959H*, 1119b*/
1130, 1122*/1133H. 11 336*/346, 975*/986. 111 338/349*, 361*/371,
786/796*, 1117/1128*, DI 1320H/1344*. DII —.

Trach. 1 115H/125*, 139b*, 498*/509h, 500H/511BH*, 844*/855H, 884B*.
11 223*, 648*/656. 111 118*/128. DI 846H/857*. DII 845*/856B.

Phil. 1 173/184B*, 392B/508*, 862B*, 1083/1103B*, 1090*/1111B*,
1127B/1150*, 11 683/699*, 1125*/1148. 111 1143*/1166. DI —. DII
398H/514*.

0.C. 1132B*/163, 669b/682*, 675*/688BH, 679/692h*, 1215H/1229.
I1513/525%, 515%/527, 1243*. 111 127/159*, 677*/690, 704*/715*,
1051*/1066, 1076*/1087, 1219*/1235. DI 1449H/1464*. DII 1454B/
1469*, 1560B/1572*.

. Alc. 1400h/412*, 593*/601H. 11 117*/127, 234*, 455*/466, 461*/471.
111 462*/472, 574/584*, 582*/598, 906*/929*, 966*/977. DI 120B*/130H.
DII —.
Med. 1418h/426b*, 850/860b*. 11 853*/863. 111 434*/441, 992/997*. DI —,
DII —.
Hcld. 1608b*/619*, 773*/780h, 774*/781h. I1 — 1II 357/366*, 612/623*,
897/906*, 913*/922. DI —. DII —.
Hipp. 1 141H/151%, 734H/744*. 11 738*/749, 1124*/1135, 1129/1140*.
IIl —. DI 818H/837*, 827H/845*. DII —.
Andr. 1278B/288*, 298B*/307B, 790B*(?); 796B*. I1 120/129*, 1017/
1025*. III —. DI —, DII —,
Hec. 1 4672H* /4763, 632/642H*, 11 471/480*, 927/937*, 946*. 111 —, DI —,
DII —.
Suppl. 1 44B/50, 72B/80*, 365B/369*, 1003b/1027*, I1 996*/1019. 111 56*/
64,59/67*,61*/69*. DI —. DII —,
H.F.1359b*/375*, 673*/687B*, 1036b*. II 382*/397, 389/403*. 111 415/
432*,652*/670, 682/696*, 783/800*. DI 1060H*. DII 1069BH*.
lon 1 860h*. 11 217*/236, 1075/1091*, 1083/1112*, 11l 1052*/1065. DI —.
DII 685b/704*, 690H/706*(?).
Tro. 1517b/537*, 826H*/846, 830H/849*, 1086h*/1104. 11 323/340*. III
800/810*. DI 309B/327*. DII —.
ElL 1143B/160%*, 145/162b*, 1177B*/1190. II —. III 707/720%, 710*/723,
862/876*. DI —. DII —,
I.T. 1394B*/409B, 426b/443*,1234B/1259*, 1239b*/1264. 11 —. 111 1091/
1108*. DI —. DII —.
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Hel. 1368B*, 1112b/1128*, 1479B*/1496. 11 516*, 630*. 111 1307/1325*,
1484*/1500. DI —. DII —.

Pho. 1239/250B*, 244H*/255, 1028b/1052b*, 1037B/1061*. II 204*/216.
II1 209*/221, 642*/661. DI 177B*. DII —.

Or. 1 989B*, 1411h*, 1467B*. II —. 111 809/882*. D1 176*/199B, 322*/
339H, 1357*/1537H. DII —.

Ba. 1107*/122h. 11 908*, 909*. 111 116*/131, 508*, 863*/884*,871/891*,
873*/893, 902*. DI 9872/10072H*(?). DII 994 = 1014*.

LA.11293H*. 11 —. 111 733/764%*, 758/769*. DI —. DII —.

Rbes. 1249*/259b*, 461H*/827*. 11 225/233*, 877*/908*. 111 246*/257,
528/548*. DI 700B/718*. DII —.

N.B. Lengthening before mute and liquid has not been assumed except in close word-groups,
e.g. 0.C. 684 (cf. p. 60 below), E. Or. 839 (for the scansion see GV 211 f.). On the rarity
of such lengthening otherwise, see Barrett, Hippolytus, pp. 309 f., 435.

TABLE I
Brevis and biatus with and without pause

1 2 3
B. or H,, B.or H, Percentage without
pause no pause pause

Aeschylus 116 14 10-8
Sophocles 118 17 12'6
Euripides:

early 46 8 14-9

middle 69 10 12°7

late 94 8 78

frags. 10

all Euripides 217 26 10°7
AllA, S, E. 451 57 11-2
Rbesus 10 2 (16°7)
All Tragedy 461 59 11-3

N.B. Col. 3 is col. 2 as a percentage of col. 1 + col. 2.

Cyclops is excluded and Rbesus given separately throughout.

Supplices is counted as an early play of Euripides, otherwise the plays are grouped as in the
volumes of Murray’s O. C. T.

TABLE II .
Brevis and biatus, with and without pause (detail)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Brevis Hiatus Brevis in hiatu

pause no pause % pause no pause % pause no pause %
Aeschylus 59 10 14-4 47 4 7-8 9 - 540
Sophocles 58 9 13-4 50 6 107 10 2 80-0
Euripides 117 18 13-4 88 10 102 4 - 76°0
All tragedy 234 37 137 185 20 97 23 1 700

N.B. Fragments and Rbesus are excluded. Col. 3 is col. 2 as a percentage of col. 1 + col. 2;
col. 6 is col. 5 as a percentage of col. 4 + col. 3; col. 9 is col. 6 as a percentage of col. 3.

Col. 9 thus measures the proportion of hiatus without pause against the proportion of brevis
without pause, taking no account of brevis in hiatu. If this is included as hiatus, the figure for
Sophocles becomes higher (88 per cent), for all tragedy slightly lower (67 per cent).
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TABLE III
Brevis or biatus with and without pause in blunt and pendant close

1 2 3 4 5 6
Blunt Pendant
pause n.p. % pause n.p. %
Aeschylus 50 4 74 68 10 12-8
Sophocles 48 11 187 60 7 10°4
Euripides:
early 21 5 25 3
middle 30 4 39 6
late 45 5 49 1
all Euripides 96 14 12:7 113 10 81
All tragedy 193 28 12:7 242 28 104

N.B. Fragments and Rbesus are excluded. Individual figures for Euripides are too small for
percentages to be significant.

TABLE IV
Incidence of pause at places corresponding in stropbic systems to brevis or
biatus, with and without pause

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
% %
Aeschylus 94 12 11-4 6 5 100 17 145
Sophocles 89 16 152 10 - 99 16 139
Euripides:
early 33 11 250 1 2 34 13 276
middle 38 5 11-6 2 1 40 7 149
late 36 4 100 2 - 38 4 95
all Euripides 107 20 157 5 4 112 24 177
AllA, S, E. 290 48 14-1 21 9 311 57 155
Rbesus 8 - - 2 8 2 (20°0)
All tragedy 298 48 139 21 11 319 59 156

Col. 1 = Pause in places corresponding to brevis or hiatus with pause.

2 = No pause in places corresponding to brevis or hiatus with pause.

3 = Col. 2 as a percentage of col. 1 + col. 2.

4 = Pause in places corresponding to brevis or hiatus without pause.

5 = No pause in places corresponding to brevis or hiatus without pause.

6 = Col. 1 + col. 4 (pause in places corresponding to all brevis or hiatus).

7 = Col. 2 + col. 5 (no pause in places corresponding to all brevis or hiatus).

8 = Col. 7 as percentage of 6 + 7 (proportion of corresponding places without pause).
N.B. Fragments are excluded. Figures for Rbesus are too small to be significant.

The comparison of Tables I and IV shows higher incidence of pause at brevis
and hiatus and in the corresponding places in strophic systems, especially for
early Euripides, without which the figure for all A, S., E. in col. 8 becomes 13-8.
At first sight this seems to imply that, as Kraus and Pohlsander have maintained,
brevis and hiatus do not always mark period-end. But a closer scrutiny shows
that this is not the most likely reason for the difference. Table II shows a marked
difference between the treatment of brevis in longo and of hiatus by all three
tragedians, especially in Aeschylus, the incidence of period-end without pause in
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hiatus being about 70 per cent of the incidence of period-end without pause at
brevis. Again, at first sight this might suggest that hiatus does not mark period-
end, since the incidence of pause is higher in hiatus than in the corrresponding
places in a strophic system. We may however note that the incidence of period-
end without pause is not very different for corresponding place to brevis in longo
(17-0 per cent) and corresponding place to hiatus (15-1 per cent); this difference
is probably not significant. The figure for brevis in longo is 13-7 per cent, for
hiatus 9-7 per cent: it is clearly hiatus that is out of line. Now if the reason for
the difference between the incidence at hiatus and at the corresponding place to
hiatus were that hiatus did not always mark period-end, we should expect a
lower incidence of pause at hiatus than at brevis, whereas in fact we get a mark-
edly higher one; and we should expect a markedly lower incidence of pause at
places corresponding to hiatus than at places corresponding to brevis, whereas

in fact it is not significantly different. The figure out of line is the high incidence
of pause at hiatus, and the obvious explanation is that this reflects not only the
normal avoidance of pause at period-end, but a special prejudice against hiatus
without pause as such. This conforms to the observed avoidance of hiatus with-
out pause in tragic trimeters, though there is no significant difference between
the dramatists in their treatment of hiatus in lyrics, as there seems to be in tri-
meters, where Aeschylus is markedly more tolerant of hiatus than Sophocles and
Euripides (except in his later plays).®’

Table III shows in general a lower incidence of pause in blunt than in pendant
close, though markedly higher in Aeschylus. The reason for this is not clear. It
might again be that blunt brevis or hiatus does not always indicate period-end,
as Kraus and Pohlsander maintain. But the analogy with Pindar, who admits
brevis or hiatus in mid-verse very rarely indeed, is against this (see p. 37 above).
There is also another possible analogy with Pindar, as I shall presently show
(Table VII). For in Pindar there seems to be a higher incidence of pause at what,
on structural grounds, is likely to be the close of major periods, than at the close
of minor periods. (The point has already been made in a general way by Maas,
who notes that the main metrical groups in the Pindaric stanza tend to coincide
with a fairly strong stop.®) Now in most metres of tragic lyrics major periods will
tend to have pendant close, so that blunt period-end will be correspondingly more
frequent in minor periods; though in the iambo-trochaic metres of Aeschylus the
converse will be true. It might be, then, that the difference in the treatment of
blunt and pendant close in Sophocles and Euripides is due to a difference in the
treatment of major and minor periods. I have no firm data to support this hypoth-
esis, and indeed the distinction between major and minor periods, whether for
Pindar or for tragedy, is too subjective to make firm data readily available. But
the hypothesis makes sense, even though in practice it may be very difficult to
test (I have made no attempt to test it). There is in any case no warrant for sup-
posing that pendant close in itself licenses brevis or hiatus without pause (see
pp. 47 £. above).

We may therefore expect the incidence of pause to be much the same for
all period-ends determined by brevis and hiatus; bearing in mind that the special
prejudice against hiatus will tend to reduce the over-all figure. From Tables I-V
the following rules or tendencies may be inferred:

(i) Brevis in longo and hiatus at verse-end coincide with pause: exceptions,

¢7 See pp. 70-2 of this issue. S8 GM, §49.
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TABLE V
Period-ends marked by brevis or biatus (including corresponding places in
stropbic systems), with and without pause

1 2 3
Period-ends Period-ends Percentage
with pause without pause without pause
Aeschylus 195 29 129
Sophocles 177 30 14-5
Euripides:
early 75 20 210
middle 103 17 14-2
late 124 12 88
fragments 10 -
all Euripides 312 49 136
AllA, S, E. 684 108 136
Rbesus 10 4 (22°6)
All tragedy 694 112 139

N.B. Table V, cols. 1 and 2 are the sum of Table I, cols. 1 and 2 and Table 1V, cols. 6 and 7
less those places with brevis or hiatus in both strophe and antistrophe, since these are counted
in both Table I and Table IV.

11-3 per cent (Table I). Exceptions at brevis (13-7 per cent) are markedly higher
than at hiatus (9:7 per cent); this special prejudice against hiatus is common to
all three tragedians (Table II), though most marked in Aeschylus.

(ii) Places corresponding to brevis in longo and hiatus in strophic systems coin-
cide with pause; exceptions, 156 per cent (Table IV). It may be remarked that
the incidence of pause in places corresponding to brevis and hiatus with pause
(exceptions, 13-9 per cent) is markedly higher than in places corresponding to
brevis and hiatus without pause (exceptions, 34 per cent). This last percentage
depends on small figures (21/11); of the eleven exceptions two are in Rbesus,
two in the metrically odd invocation to Darius in the Persae, and four in the
refrain-type passages in the Septem, Supplices, and Euripides’ Heracles. A small
error makes a big difference, and if these passages (say) were omitted, the figure
would become 125 per cent.

(iii) Where period-end is indicated by brevis or hiatus, it coincides with pause;
exceptions, 13-9 per cent (Table V).

(iv) In strophic verse, where period-end is indicated by brevis or hiatus, there
is pause in both strophe and antistrophe; exceptions, 34 per cent. (The total out
of which this proportion is calculated is the number of period-ends so determined
in the metrical system, not the total number of places at period-end, which in
strophic systems will be twice as many.)

(v) In strophic verse, where period-end in the metrical system is indicated by
brevis or hiatus, there is pause in either strophe or antistrophe; exceptions, 40
(3-4) per cent.

The practice of the tragedians in the observance of these rules may be seen
from Table VI.

The effect of rules (iii), (iv), and (v) of Table VI may be stated in this way:

(1) Sophocles is less strict in his observance of the rules than Aeschylus;
Aeschylus comes between the middle and later plays of Euripides, who becomes
progressively more strict. The early plays of Euripides, and the Rbesus, are eccen-
tric.
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TABLE VI
Percentage of exceptions in the observance of rules (i)—(v)

() (ii) (iii) (iv) )

Aeschylus 108 159 127 212 39
Sophocles 126 13-6 145 450 0
Euripides:

early 149 275 210 410 45

middle 12:7 14-9 143 340 45

late 78 98 88 333 0

all Euripides 107 17:4 13:6 36'1 31
Rbesus (16°7) (20°0). (22°1) (15-4) ¢! 5'4}_
All tragedy 11-2 156 139 340 40
t

Less Rbesus, 3-4.

(2) All three tragedians are markedly less strict in the observance of rule (ii)
than (i). It was suggested (p. 52 above) that this may be due to the following
fact:

(3) All three tragedians are markedly more strict about hiatus than brevis
in rule (i). This is most probably due to the special prejudice against hiatus to be
seen also at verse-end in trimeters (see above, p. 52).

It might be argued that the notion of pause has been so far extended that the
incidence of pause at period-end in tragedy is not significantly high; that any
division of verses which did not actually cultivate word-overlap would give a like
result. That this is not so is best seen from the practice of Pindar. Hereleach
period-end can be determined by brevis and hiatus, since the metrical system is
repeated many times. In Olympian 1, chosen at random, the strophe is repeated
eight times. Table VII shows, for each period, how often period-end coincides
with pause.

TABLE VII
Incidence of pause at period-end in Pindar, O.1, out of a possible 8 for stropbe,
4 for epode

Strophe (8) 1. 5 Epode (4) 1. 4
2. 7 2. 4
3. 3 3. 3
4. 4 4. 1
5. 3 5. 3
6. 4 6. 2
7. 4 7. 1
8. 7 8. 4)
9. 5

10. 6
11, 7)

As the incidence of pause at stanza-end is naturally very high, this position has
been omitted from the count, as it has been for tragedy. This gives a total of 48
out of 80 for the strophe, 18 out of 28 for the epode; in all 66 out of 108, or
61-1 per cent. The corresponding figure for tragedy is 86-1 per cent. The expecta-
tion of pause at both places in the strophic system of tragedy is 66 per cent. No
corresponding figure is directly available for Pindar; but a comparable figure can
be found in the expectation that any two corresponding places will coincide with
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pause, viz. approximately (61 per cent)?, say 36 per cent. The practice of Pindar
is thus markedly different from that of the tragedians; a fact which is doubtless
to be explained by the manifold repetition of the stanza, which would make
pause at each period-end technically difficult, and perhaps artistically undesirable.
Table VII also serves to give definition to the insight of Maas, that the main
metrical divisions in Pindar tend to coincide with a more or less strong sense-
pause (see p. 52 above, with n.68). In 0.1 the main divisions are marked by the
high incidence of pause at str. 2, 8, and ep. 2, 5.

A larger sample gives a similar result. The figures for O.1 are given in Table VIII
together with those for four odes from various times in Pindar’s poetical life.

TABLE VIII
Incidence of pause at period-end in Pindar, 0.1, P.10, N.10, P.1, P.8 (summary)
1 2 3 4

pause no pause cols. 1 +2 1 as percentage of 3
0.1 66 42 108 611
P.10 35 25 60 583
N10 55 30 85 647
pP.1 55 30 85 647
P.8 47 38 85 553

258 165 423 61-0

The results given in Tables I-VIII for period-end determined by brevis and
hiatus, the safest criterion, show that there is a significantly high coincidence of
pause and period, less so in Sophocles and early Euripides, more so in late
Euripides. It would be reasonable to expect a similar incidence of pause at all
period-ends, however determined. This may be tested by comparing the results
given by other criteria discussed above (pp. 38-40): II, ‘catalexis’, i.e. pendant close
followed by brevis or anceps, and III, limit of eight metra. These between them
cover most of the remaining period-ends. The former is reliable in so far as it is
possible to determine verse-end unambiguously. The latter is not always easy
to apply in metres which do not move strictly kard pérpov, and requires two
assumptions: (i) that the limit established for Pindar also applies in tragedy (in
practice eight metra + - -, which is very common, has been counted as one period,
though nine metra, which is also fairly common, has not); (ii) that where there
is a choice of contacts which by this method are candidates for period-end, and
there is no structural ground for preference, that contact is assumed to be period-
end which gives pause in both places or at least one place. These assumptions may
not always be true, and the method must be treated with caution, being useful
mainly as a check on colometry. Table IX shows the results given by criteria 11
and III compared with those given by I.

Criteria I and II are closely correlated in Aeschylus and Sophocles, less so in
Euripides. This does not tend to show that Criterion II does not indicate period-
end in Euripides, but it may reflect my treatment of aeolic metres: preference
for blunt close with word-overlap when plausible, and assumption of anceps
where others might prefer brevis in longo. A different approach on the lines
suggested by Miss Parker (see p. 39 n.37 above) might give a different answer
and redress the balance. Criterion III gives a markedly lower percentage without
pause except in Sophocles. This is probably due to the reason already given for
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treating this category as a check on colometry rather than as an independent
criterion: preference for contacts giving fewest places without pause. If structure
is taken into account, the correlation might well be closer; again, Miss Parker’s
findings are relevant. Since Criterion III in general shows a similar relation
between the dramatists and the three periods of Euripides as the other two, it
may tentatively be regarded as an independent criterion, and is so used in Table
X; though III must clearly be less reliable than II, and II than I. The combination
of I and II, which must be regarded as the substantive criteria, gives the following
percentage for period-ends without pause: Aeschylus, 12:6, Sophocles, 14-9.
Euripides; early, 18:6; middle, 11-8; late, 8-8. All Euripides, 13-3. All A,,S., E.,
13-2. Rbesus (27-0). All tragedy, 13-3.

The figures for individual plays, not given here, show no significant correlation
with the known order of composition for Aeschylus and Sophocles. But for
Euripides the correlation with the known order, and with the order suggested by
earlier analyses of trimeters, is relatively high. Table X sets col. 10 for individual

plays of Euripides against the comparative figures for Zielinski and Ceadel%®?
based on resolution in trimeters.
TABLE X
Date Zielinski Ceadel Table VIII,
col. 10
Alcestis 438 51 62 190
Medea 431 65 66 116
Heraclidae ?430 (Zuntz) 59 57 216
Hippolytus 428 56 43 119
(Rbesus ? 84 81 18:0)
Andromache ? (421 Page) 12:0 11-3 10°7
Hecuba ? 147 12-7 162
Supplices 424 142 136 182
Troades 415 214 212 100
Heracles ? (before Tro., Wil.) 296 215 157
Electra ? 170 169 91
LT ? 225 234 7'9
Ion ? 244 25-8 79
Helena 412 294 275 79
Phoenissae ? 294 27'5 79
Orestes 408 386 394 69
Bacchae ? (after 408) 359 376 14'5
LA. ? (after 408) 381 347 2:8

Several plays are widely deviant: Heraclidae, Hecuba, Supplices, Heracles,
Bacchae. There may be special reasons for some of these. In the Supplices the
‘limit of eight metra’ may not apply to the ionics of the parodos (cf. Dale, LMGD
124; Collard, ed. p. 117): modified figure 11-9; refrain-pattern in the Heracles
(see above, p. 45): 10-6; archaism in the lyrics of the Bacchae. But there is
nothing to account for the deviation of the Heraclidae and Hecuba. The Rbesus
comes out as a very early play. If it is genuine, this is more likely to be right
than the place assigned to it by Zielinski and Ceadel. It must however be borne
in mind that the figures on which my percentages are based are very small, much
smaller than those used by Zielinski and Ceadel, so that the margin of error is
large: one place more or less without pause may make a difference of 2—3 per

82 T, Zielinski, Tragodumenon Libri (1941), 70. Cf. A.M. Dale, Euripides, Helen
Tres (1925),)pp. 140-1; E.B. Ceadel. CQ 35  (1967), pp. xxiv—xxviii.
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cent. Obviously this cannot be used as an independent dating criterion. But the
correlation with the known or likely order of the plays is perhaps more impressive
than the deviations from it, and does something to confirm the validity of the
method.

Table IX, embodying criteria II and III, in general confirms the rules and ten-
dencies established for criterion I (pp. 52 f.). The observations made on the practice
of the different tragedians (pp. 53 £.) also hold: the rules are less strictly observed
in Sophocles and the earlier plays of Euripides, most strictly in the later plays of
Euripides. But the difference to be seen in Table III between Aeschylus and the
other two dramatists in their treatment of blunt and pendant close is to some
extent ironed out, though details are not given here: all three are more strict in
pendant close than in blunt. There is therefore no ground for supposing that
pendant close in itself licenses period-end without pause (see p. 52 above).

TABLE XI
Incidence of pause at brevis and biatus and corresponding places in dochmiacs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
B. or H. 2 as corr. 5 as Total 8 as
percentage percentage percentage
p np of 1 +2 p np of 4+5 p np of 7+8
Aeschylus 20 7 258 12 2 14-3 32 9 220
Sophocles 30 5 146 11 6 35-3 41 11 212
Euripides: 25 6 19-4 18 3 14-3 43 9 17-3
All A, S, E. 76 19 200 41 11 21-2 116 29 20-0

Cyclops and Rbesus are excluded. Corresponding figures for other metres are given in
Tables I and II. Hypodochmiacs are counted as dochmiacs for this purpose. Hypodochmiacs
without pause occur only in the successive hypodochmiacs at S. Aj. 401 ff. = 418 ff. and at
O.T. 1208 ff. = 1217 ff.; these passages are notoriously odd and should probably be omitted
(see above p. 46). If they are, the figures for Sophocles become: cols. 1 and 2: 19/1; cols.

4 and 5: 7/1. The total percentage for all A., S., E. (col. 9) then becomes: col. 3, 18-3; col. 6
14-0; col. 9, 17-2; but with such discrepancy between the dramatists, the figures are of doubt-
ful value. The view of N.C. Conomis, that if places followed by change of metre are excluded
there are no cases of brevis or hiatus without pause in tragedy, is evidently not borne out for
Aeschylus and Euripides, though if hypodochmiacs are excluded it is true, with one exception,
of Sophocles.

TABLE XII
Incidence of pause in verses followed by dochmiac
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
(Table XI, B. or H. 3 as corr.. 2+5 3+6 8 as
col. 9) (5 follows) percentage (& follows) percentage
p np of2+3 p np of 7+8
Aeschylus 220 14 4 222 7 2 21 6 22°3
Sophocles 212 18 3 14-3 5 8 23 11 326
Euripides 184 18 3 14.3 6 4 24 7 22:4
AllA,,S.,E. 206 50 10 167 18 12 68 24 26-1

All places are determined by criterion I (brevis or hiatus). Table V gives the corresponding
figures for other metres. Hypodochmiacs are counted as dochmiacs. ‘6 follows’ means a non-
dochmiac verse followed by a dochmiac. The high proportion of places without pause in this
category, comparable with those in dochmiacs, seems to justify separate treatment, though
change of metre does not otherwise appear to be a significant factor (see p. 47 above).
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IV. COROLLARIES

Tables I-XII are enough to show that in the lyrics of tragedy there is a strong
tendency for period-end to coincide with pause. This tendency is of course far from
being an absolute rule; it has not the rigour of, say, Porson’s law, and it is not in
itself a sufficient ground for emendation. It may none the less be of some use in
arriving at the best colometry, in diagnosing corruption, in choosing between
possible readings or interpretations, and in suggesting—or excluding—lines of
emendation in corrupt passages. Thus P.V. 397 ff. is better taken as ionics than
as choriambics (p. 40), and at Med. 441 ff. it is better to divide so as to give
blunt verses with word-overlap than pendant verses with word-break (p. 44). In
O.T. 892/902 the corruption centres on épéerat and madaid, and conjectures
which do not cure the hiatus and the brevis (such as eberat and malaipara)
should be rejected. In Ag. 233 mavri Suue is best taken with mepumern,®® and in
Eum. 966 ou\iaws with émpBpudeis. In A. Suppl. 527 meidov Te kai yevéodw, the
corruption is not to be cured by Yével 0 | (dAevoov . . . tifpw) (Schiitz, followed
by Page), giving no pause;™ in E. H.F. 698 there are reasons other than linguistic
for preferring Wilamowitz’s [t6v] dkduov’ €9nkev™ to Triclinius’ Tov dkvuov. In
Pers. 595 dpovpa need not be changed to dpovpav (p. 31), and if S. Trach. 650
rd\awa, | Svord\awa is emended (rdAawav Dindorf), it must be on stylistic not
metrical grounds. These examples could be many times multiplied.

A rule of comparable rigour to Porson’s can however be given: pause is almost
always found in at least one place (strophe or antistrophe) at period-end. This
holds 96 times out of 100, and lack of pause in both places is highly suspect.
Thus at Eum. 547 dwpdTwy émoTtpodads Heath’s transposition émoTpopas
SwudTwy can be confidently ruled out and corruption must be sought in the
strophe, though there is no simple remedy; in E. Tro. 818 Murray’s marnp for
Fmept is surely wrong. Though not in itself a sufficient ground for emendation,
exceptions are suspect if they can be readily emended, e.g. Hec. 642 74 Zuovvtidt
Y@ (™ H.F. 687 An\dSes (v"), where the remedium Heathianum assists the
sense.

The tables should also be be enough to show that criterion II (‘catalexis’) also
marks period-end, and that criterion III (limit of eight metra) helps to do so. The
implications of II for the text at e.g. Ag. 229, ibid. 251, Hcld. 751 have already
been noted (p. 40). III is less certain in its operation, since we cannot be sure
which contact ends a period, but this criterion may also have implications for the
text. In H.F. 655 ff. pause is given by II at 656, 662; there must therefore (by
I1I) be pause in between, and IV (structure) indicates that the most likely place
is 660. Musgrave’s kat $avévTes is therefore to be preferred to Dobree’s
kardavdvres 7', adopted by Murray, which gives elision at period-end.

Apart from any practical use these observations may have as an aid to textual
criticism, they may perhaps also help us to analyse the language: to see how far
it is articulated into its constituent cola, and to assess the strength and weakness
of the links which bind the various parts of the sentence together. The categories
of pause assumed in the survey were of course discussed earlier (pp. 31 ff.). But
there the argument was mainly directed to answering the question: ‘Is there pause

¢® ‘Falling suppliant about his robes with Wilamowitz’s note ad loc.
all her heart’. cf. Lloyd-Jones, CR 66 (1952), "2 This would imply gvugopd 7° én’
135, and see also CQ N.S. 25 (1975), 11—12. dAAwv (for cuupopd 7° dn’ HAAwv) in 643;

7 See JHS 96 (1976),121-2. see Euripides and the Judgement of Paris,
" This gives - — - ST+ —uu-u-;see  JHS Suppl. 11 (1965), 74.
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or not?’, for any given place; and the more general considerations about the
nature of pause and its gradations in ancient and modern theory were subordin-
ated to this end. But the analysis of borderline cases (esp. pp. 34 ff.) has shown
that there is not always a simple answer to this question. The gradations of pause
are in fact continuous, from close enjambment to full stop; a continuum which
may now be briefly illustrated.

The closest link follows prepositives, or precedes postpositives.™ Prepositives
at period-end are very rare and strongly suspect: E. Alc. 218 dewv | yap = 233
¢év | duart (where see Dale), is certainly corrupt; in O.C. 684 0 7€ | xpvoavyns
Kpokos lengthening before mute and liquid (in close word-group) is the more
likely licence, perhaps assisted by Pindar 0.1.1 6 8¢ xpvaos; E. Suppl. 56 uetd
vov | 86¢™ may fall within a pnigos. It is possible that some prepositives give a
closer link than others; an enclitic joined to a prepositive may weaken the link
(cf. Rbes. 461 mds ot | 'Axihevs = 867 un uou | korov . . . 91¢), and it may be
significant that in Pindar prepositions at period-end are followed by verbs but
never by nouns. Pindar’s practice is however clearly different,” and no such
gradations can be inferred for tragic lyrics. Dissyllabic conjunctions, which are
not normally counted as prepositives, are equally rare at period-end; Trach. 107
aAha | ebuvagrov and O.C. 692 = 008€ | d xpvodvwos . . . (A: 008’ ab LR. leg. ov§’
ab | d) are the only instances of brevis in hiatu not demonstrably corrupt on
other grounds (on Trach. 510 see below), and are pretty certainly wrong. In S.
Pbhil. 184 otV §) Aaoiwy uera | 9npwv the link is weaker, since ‘a prepositive
placed between adjective and substantive loses something of its prepositional
character’; cf. also A. Suppl. 781—2 o705 (S | koS, E. Tro. 537—8 vaos cwoer
| okdgos.™

Noun and dependent genitive are fairly closely linked, the link being closer
in some cases than others. In E. Hcld. 913 nupos | Sewd ¢hoyi, Phoen. 250
vépos | domibwv, A. Cho. 793 dpuaow mudrwy, the words combine to form a
single phrase; in Eum. 959 veavidwy 7' émnpdrwy | dvépoTuxeis ftoTovs the
genitive is almost anticipatory. The link may be weakened by an intervening
word, as in E. Tro. 809 69° ‘EX\dSoc dyaye mpwrov dvdos dTvsouevos | mwiwr.
The link between subject and verb accounts for a rather higher percentage of
period-end without pause, but since subject + verb is obviously a commoner con-
struction than noun + dependent genitive, we cannot infer that the link is weaker.
Again, the effect may be modified by an intervening word.

It is noteworthy, however, that the subject separated from its verb by period-
end is nearly always a phrase of two or more words, often filling a whole verse,
as in Pho. 244 €l' 1L meioeTat | émTamvpyos 4e ya; sometimes the verbal comple-
ment occupies a whole verse as well: A. Suppl. 698 ¢pvA\agoor’ dopaleis 8é Tyuas
| 70 8duiov, 70 TTOAw kpatvvel. Now Fraenkel cites just such an example of a link
at couplet-end from Martial (9.16, 1—4), where the whole of the first couplet has

3 GM, §135. €D); 0.9. 65 noppd Te kall épyolow;
" It has been suggested that the breaks 0. 10. 18 &< (comparative); 0.14. 5 7d 7€
in such long-winded ionic stanzas should be  7epmva kal | ra yAvkéa; P.9. 99 wéow 7 |

treated in a special way, and termed ‘hold’ viov; 1.3. 18 &t | d\hakev; 1.8. 23 § kail

rather than ‘period-end’; cf. LMGD 124; Sawdveoot (cf. GV loc. cit.); Paean 2.25

C. Collard, Euripides’ Supplices, p. 117. aumeldecoar Te kal | ebkapmov. Cf. B.5. 74
75 Examples of pre- and postpositive &t | elhero. For possible cases in tragedy see

links across period-end in Pindar are as JHS 96 (1976), 126 f.

follows: O. 6. 17 kat (‘not a copula’, GV 76 GM, §135.

305 n); 0. 6. 53 AN &v | kexkpUmro (? leg.
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as its subject the whole of the second: the length of each part, he concludes, gives
it enough syntactical weight to make itindependent.”” The same principle might be
extended to period-end in Greek lyrics. I have not counted such places as having
pause because the verses of tragic lyrics are usually much shorter than an elegiac
couplet: a typical case is S. Ant. 823 #jkovoa 6n Avypordarav oNéodat| Tav ®pvyiav
£évav. But it is clear that the link is weakened as the separated elements approach
rhetorical independence. Overlap of a single word in fact occurs in very few
places.™

The verb is separated from a direct object by period-end about twice as often
as subject from verb. Since verb + direct object is less common than subject + verb,
it follows that the link is considerably weaker. The effect of a direct object is to
limit the scope of the verb, and it is less closely linked with the verb than its sub-
ject even when it is necessary to complete the sense. Sometimes, indeed, the sense
may be complete without it, as in Jon 1091 9pad’ 6oot Suokehadowow kara Modboav
iovres delded Yuvows | duérepa Néxea kat yduovs. The break falls short of full
syntactical pause because the object is emphatic and not merely an afterthought;
but the link is very weak. In this category should be included other types of verbal
complement, whether in the accusative, genitive, or dative. The strength of the
link between the verb and its complement will again vary, depending on the
rhetorical weight of the two elements and on how nearly complete the sense is
before the break. Thus the link is closer in E. Med. 860 mwes &’ bupara
mpoofadovoa | Tékvols than in ibid. 426 émel dvrdyno’ av tuvov | dpoévwy
Yévvg, and in A. Ag. 986 eVd’ vm' “'Thwov | WpTo vavBdras oTpdTos than in E. H.F.
792 fiker’ evyadei kehadw | éuav moAw, éud Telxm, where it is arguable that there
is actually pause.

There is thus a continuous gradation from the closest possible syntactical link
to what may reasonably count as pause or break; and again from the lightest
pause to full close. Some types of syntactical link are in general closer than others,
but a gradation may be seen within each category also. Hence the decision in any
given case, whether or not it is to count as pause, may sometimes seem arbitrary.
Within certain limits, it does not matter at what point in the continuum the cut
is made, provided it is made consistently. We might, for example, count as pause
such cases as Pho. 244 €i T meloeTar | énTdmupyos dSe ya, where the subject is
an extended phrase; which would carry with it analogous cases in other categories,
e.g. Med. 426 émel dvraxno’ av Buvov | dpoévwy yévva. The result is to increase
slightly the coincidence between pause and period; but the relation between the
dramatists, and even between the individual plays of Euripides, remains effectively
unchanged. Conversely some of the cases I have counted as pause might be dis-
allowed, without any substantial difference in the whole picture.

A factor for which no general rule can be given, since it depends on the signifi-
cance of the words in their context and not on any standard syntactical pattern,
is emphasis or ‘semantic weight’. A special case of emphasis was listed above
under the heading of ‘selective contrast’ as ground for pause, given some ‘rhetor-
ical weight’ in its terms (pp. 35 f.). Another example in lyrics is Ag. 251—3 70
UENNov | émec yévouT' v KADOLS - PO XALPETw. TO MENNOY admits pause partly
through the selective contrast with mp0o, partly through its anticipatory function:

"7 ‘Kolon u. Satz, I’, 206 = KI. Beitr. i. no clear ground for pause, such as would be
83. given by e.g. apposition or selective contrast.
"8 I am speaking of places where there is
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‘as for the future, you will hear about it when it happens; beforehand, dismiss it
from your thought’ (Page; for the interpretation see his note). A simpler type of
contrast is S. Ant. 986 d\\a kdn’ ékelva | Motpatr nakpaiwves €oxov, « mai. This
gives a double emphasis, both on ékelva and on Moipat, picking up 951—2: the
power of fate is a central theme of the ode. Cf. E. Alc. 461—3 oV Tov ai7as |
€TA\as moow avri oGS dueiyat | Yuxds. Both abTds and €7Aas are emphatic: it is
ber own busband for whom she has steeled berself to die. S. Phil. 863 7068’
aNwayov | €uq ¢povtidt, ‘as far as my thought can grasp’, illustrates simple
empbhasis on the word after period-end.

It is significant that not a few period-ends without pause are marked by emphasis
of some kind. Empbhasis is, as it were, an alternative to pause as a condition of period
end, although of course the notions often overlap. This ambivalence can be seen at
its simplest in a familiar pattern of Greek poetry, a verse beginning with a name.
Often the name has already been anticipated; it stands in apposition to a demon-
strative or a description, and is then preceded by pause: Med. 6—7 §éomow’ éun |
Mnbeta. But sometimes it is emphatic, with rio pause, and its position underlines
its emphasis: A. Ag. 1435 éwc av aldp mip é¢' €oTias éuns | Atyodog; S.

El 1074 npdSoros &€ uova gakevet | 'HAékTpa. The same applies to stanza-end

in Pindar. If the sense continues into the next stanza, there is normally pause,

as defined for tragedy; but when there is enjambment and no pause, the word

or phrase beginning the next stanza is nearly always emphatic. For example,

0.9 48 alver ¢ mdlatov uév ovov, dvdea §’ vuvwy | vewTépwv (selective con-
trast); 0.6.50 ®oiov yap avTov ¢a yeyakew | marpos (simple contrast with
emphasis: ‘he inquired about the child Evadne bore; for he declared that the
child’s father was Phoebus’); 0.2.94 Tekelw un W' €KETOV Y’ €Téwv TONY dihots
avdpa ualhov | evepyérav mpaniow apdovéoTepdy 1€ xépa | Bnpwrog; 0.3.25 on
707" & yaiav mopever Yuuos copuel ToTpiav vw (simple emphasis).” The position
of words in the metrical pattern, be it stanza, verse, or period, is used by Greek
poets as a means of expression as we might use punctuation or italics.

Emphasis has so far been understood in the modern sense; but the sense
given to the word by the ancient commentators may also be relevant. This is
not so much ‘emphasis’ in our sense as ‘clarification’. Nicanor’s punctuation for
€u¢aois is meant to assist delivery by making clear the connection between
words and ruling out possible ambiguities. Such punctuation need not of course
imply pause: in 11.16. 13 7%é Tw’ dyyeXinv $dins & éMvov oios, the ‘very slight
distinction’ after €£ merely warns the reader that the preposition is not com-
pounded with the following word. It is hard to tell how far, in a highly inflected
language in which hyperbaton is a normal device, the connection between dis-
tant words—or lack of connection between contiguous words—may have been
indicated by delivery. But we may suppose that in /1.13.315 ol uw d@dnv éNéwoat
kal égovpevor mohéuow will not be delivered in quite the same way when
moNéuoLo is taken with éAdwot as when it is taken with égovuevov—a difference

7 Possibly emphatic is dvyarpds at O.1.
81: it is odd behaviour for a man to kill the

generations; as to the past . .." A similar
limiting afterthought in a new stanza leading

suitors and put off the marriage of his own
daughter. Cf. A. Ag. 224 €rAa 6’ obv Burnpe
yevéodal | Yvyarpds, where the emphasis is
clear (for the colometry, see BICS 22
(1975), 86). Aotm yéverat 0.2. 15 is also
empbhatic, but introduces a new, limiting
idea, which leads by way of contrast to the
veiled allusion that follows: ‘. . . for future

to contrast is 0.1.99 dé9Awv v’ €vexev. But
at P.11. 22 vnAns yovd is probably in extra-
position, since Clytemnestra has just been
mentioned; and in 0.10. 55 xpdvos is in
apposition to 8 7' ékeAéyxwv uovos
axadewav étnTupov. Neither emphatic nor
syntactically independent, however, is 0.9.

29 &yévovro.
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Nicanor marks by §uao7oAn. There is an appreciable ambiguity, though the gen-
eral sense is the same. But the ambiguity may be more subtle than this. Consider
the complex structure of S. Trach. 507 ff.:

0 U€y MY moTapov o¥€vos, VYIKEPwW TETPAGPOU
¢doua Tavpov,

"Axehwos an’ Owadav, 6 6¢ Bakyias dmo
7A€ malivrova ©nfag

70£a KAt NOyxas POmaldy Te€ TWAoowY,

mais Ade.

Jebb translates: ‘one was a mighty river-god . . . Achelous, from Oeniadae; the
other came from Thebe, dear to Bacchus, with curved-bow . . .’, and remarks:
‘Heracles was born at Thebes’. That is the point: Thebes is mentioned because
it is where Heracles ‘comes from’, just as Oeniadae is where Achelous ‘comes
from’; the chorus give the name and city of the contestants, just as the herald
normally does.®® But this does not mean that Heracles has (just) come from
Thebes, Bakxias dmo n\de . . . Onfas. ‘Came from’ in English is ambiguous;
NAYe€ in Greek is not, since a permanent relationship with a place of origin is
not expressed by an aorist verb of motion.®! There is therefore a clear pause
before M\Y€, which on Nicanor’s principles is actually necessary, since otherwise
NAY€ will be taken (wrongly) with Bakyiac dmo: ‘. . . the other, from Bacchic
Thebes, came brandishing a bow.’ The hiatus actually helps us to point the
sentence correctly. There is another example in the epode:

S. Trach. 5235 aé’ evwme afpa
TAavyel map’ oxdw
N0TO TOV OV mPoouévovo” drolrav.

Prima facie 71070 goes closely with TnAavyel map’ x99, as editors usually punctu-
ate. But it would also be possible to take 17070 closely with what follows. This
puts the emphasis on her waiting, the place where she waited being added as an
additional detail (described in a phrase filling the verse): ‘but the tender fair, on
the distant bank, sat waiting for her bridegroom.’ It might often be that the poets
deliberately relied on hiatus or brevis, or on period-end in general, as a kind of
punctuation, to point the right delivery where this is not clear. This would have
an analogy in an occasional feature of Jacobean punctuation:®* though punctu-
ation was normally liberal, it was sometimes omitted altogether at verse-end, as
the structure of the verse itself was thought to give sufficient indication of pause
in delivery.

The great gulf between modern languages and ancient Greek sets a limit to
this kind of analysis; and though we may guess at the subtleties which lie beyond
this limit, we must be content to observe it, else we shall merely imagine articula-
tions of language which never existed. It is all the more important, therefore, that
we should use to the full the instruments available, and such an instrument, I have
suggested, is the correlation between pause and period in tragic lyrics. Of course,
since this correlation is not so high as to give anything like an absolute rule, it
must be used with the greatest caution. Even so, it is I think remarkable, and

80 Cf.S. El. 693--4. Shakespearean and Elizabethan drama
81 Cf. 7ic moVev els dvspLY; or M Gr. (1964), chs. 14—15; Percy Simpson,
amo mob eloTe; Shakespearean punctuation (1911), p. 16 al.

8 Cf. A.C. Partridge, Orthography in
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points to a more intimate relationship between language and metre than is gener-
ally allowed. Remarkable also is the relative uniformity in the practice of the
dramatists. Though they were masters of their own forms, and no more trammelled
by rules than Walther von Stolzing by the tabulatur, yet they paid a strict regard

to details which to the modern ear—and perhaps even to an ancient audience—are
barely noticeable. How much this regard owed to tradition, and how much to a
conscious common aim, is a matter of speculation. We can only trace as best we
may the patterns visible in the texts we have; at least the outline is clear, even
though the finer points may escape us,

Wadbawm College, Oxford T. C. W. STINTON

Postscript. In her recent article ‘Catalexis’ (CQ N.S. 26 (1976), 14—28), which she
kindly allowed me to see in typescript, Miss L. P. E. Parker reaches important
conclusions which are relevant to this paper in several ways. Parker gives the
concept of catalexis a new precision, so that it can be meaningfully applied in a
variety of metres. She observes that catalexis, so defined, is nearly always attended
by metrical pause. Dale had stated that this was nearly always true in tragedy of
-u-v--and 2 -u—u- - in iambics (LMGD 72); Parker reviews the evidence and
shows that it is true with very few exceptions (listed on p. 20 n.17). (Dr. Mark
Griffith has also briefly reviewed the principal evidence and made a similar
observation in a dissertation on ‘The Authenticity of the Prometbeus Bound’,

to be published shortly.) She finds moreover that the same is true of catalexis in
other metres to which the concept can be applied, again with very few exceptions.
She concludes that if a passage can be divided in more than one way, her principle
should override less solid considerations of structure: the colometry which con-
forms to her rule should be chosen, even though an alternative would give a super-
ficially more attractive pattern of familiar or repeated cola. She goes on to argue
that the concept of link anceps should be restricted to dactylo-epitrite and related
metres, which favour elaborate synartete structures. It should not be extended

to cover the final element in e.g. A. Ag. 154 maAivopTos, as Dale suggests (see n.49
above), nor to aeolic cola such as —cu—c= x or -x-uo-x. If there is metrical
pause, the final element should be interpreted as long in fine versus (if not, the
colometry is presumably at fault). This raises the theoretical question of how
such final elements should be designated.

Miss Parker’s findings are not in general at odds with mine; for the most part
they complement and support each other in an interesting way, since in some
places where our inquiries overlap we reach the same conclusions from quite dif-
ferent starting-points. She does indeed show that catalexis is more useful for
determining period-end than I allowed. I regarded it as an unreliable guide (1)
because of such cases in iambics as A. Ag. 197—8 (cf. p. 39 above); (2) because
of the difficulty of distinguishing between link anceps and pendant final element
in any particular place. Parker shows that cases such as Ag. 197 are so few that
in iambics her principle gives a strong indication if not a certain one. A brief
review of Aeschylus and Sophocles shows that most of those places marked as
period-ends in iambics by her rule are actually given by other criteria; but for
some, the tentative determination given by the limit of eight metra is confirmed
by the criterion of catalexis. In other metres, however (principally aeolic), there
are some places where I have assumed a link anceps which she would disallow,
and here we disagree (see below).
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More important, however, is the agreement between Parker’s rule that catalexis
nearly always has metrical pause, and my rule that pendant close followed by
short or anceps always has metrical pause. It might be said that the cases covered
by my rule form a sub-class of those covered by hers, so that agreement is inevit-
able. This is not strictly so, since (v)~ - - is not always identifiable as catalexis
(e.g. it is not so in ionics, nor, as Parker rightly maintains, in dactyls). It is
certainly true that Parker’s rule has wider scope and greater metrical significance,
enabling her to draw far-reaching theoretical conclusions. There is, however, a
significant difference. The exceptions to her principle, though few, cannot be
eliminated, at least in iambics; I should claim that there were no exceptions in
tragedy to the rule that pendant close followed by short or anceps marks period-
end. (I would not wholly agree with her exceptions. Ag. 245, Cho. 386 should
surely be included along with Ag. 197, and E. Ba. 73 ff. along with ibid. 120 ff.;
Pers. 589, which is as much pherecratean as dactylic, along with ibid. 906, and
certainly A. fr. 474M (Diktyoulkoi), where the metre is unambiguous; and P.V. 183,
0.C. 134 along with Rbes. 911. On the other hand, Tro. 1295 Aéhaumev "Thwos Iep-|
Y4uwv T€ TUPC . . . can be eliminated by reading Méhaum’ . . .,v- - o= —_u-u-,
see BICS 22 (1975), 93). If this is correct, it means that my rule, though narrower
in scope, can be more strongly asserted: a colometry which is made unlikely by
her principle may be actually impossible according to mine; e.g. in E. Hcld.
914-16 = 923-5, where we agree in rejecting the more ‘regular’ colometry, as at
Hec. 910—12. Similarly we should agree about the text at Ag. 229 and ibid. 251
(cf. pp. 40, 59 above): by her principle the elision is rejected as unlikely, by
mine as impossible. On the other hand, the rule or tendency I have sought to
establish about the incidence of sense-pause at period-end, though in a way it
has a wider scope than Parker’s rule about metrical pause at catalexis, has far
more exceptions than hers and cannot be so strongly asserted. But the argument
still has the same pattern; e.g. in Med. 441 ff. (quoted on p. 44 above), where I
suggest that the less ‘regular’ colometry should perhaps be preferred for analogous
reasons. It would be interesting to see how the incidence of sense-pause at period-
ends given by Parker’s principle compared with the norm. I have been deterred
from such an inquiry by the difficulty mentioned above, of distinguishing between
link anceps and period-end. But if Parker’s views about link anceps were accepted,
this problem might be soluble.

It is on this particular point, however, that I take issue with her. I agree that
Dale goes too far in taking Ag. 154 mahivop7os to be anceps not brevis in longo
(see above, p. 42), and in interpreting all such elements as link anceps in aeolo-
choriambics. But Miss Parker seems to me to go too far herself when she says
that link anceps is wholly foreign to acolo-choriambic metres. Her argument is
that if link anceps occurred in this metre, there would be more certain instances
of pendant close in synaphea which cannot be eliminated. ‘Because of the fluidity
of colometry, any metrician who is so disposed can produce examples of pendant
cola in synartesis, but the hard evidence has been discussed above, and shows, I
believe, that such synartesis is in fact very rare’ (p. 27). She concludes that Dale’s
distinction between pendant close in jambics (true long) and in aeolo-choriambics
(link anceps) is unwarranted.

By the same token, a metrician so disposed could eliminate all examples of
pendant close in synartesis in aeolo-choriambic metres by manipulating the
colometry, since, except at stanza-end, for any division giving pendant close in
this metre, there is an alternative division giving blunt close, which may not be
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in synaphea. Of course, other considerations, such as the desirability of repeated
or familiar cola, may have to be overriden; but according to Parker, so they
should be (which seems to involve some petitio principii, though possibly legiti-
mate). In practice she does indeed allow some exceptions for just such reasons;
but in theory they could all be eliminated. This means that if her view is taken
to extremes, it becomes vacuous, since there could in principle be no counter-
example. The result would be that any link anceps in pendant close would be
replaced by initial anceps following blunt close in synartesis; and this clearly does
not eliminate link anceps. There can in effect be no ‘hard facts’ about verse-end
in aeolo-choriambics, as there can in iambics, where there is no such ambiguity.
But the significant question is: how many cases of pendant close in synartesis in
this metre would be given by the colometry of a metrician who was not predis-
posed either way? More, I suspect, than Miss Parker allows, though perhaps not
so many as to invalidate her contention, provided it is less strongly asserted.

The positive argument for supposing that link anceps occurs in aeolo-
choriambics is that choriambic cola such as-vv-u~x enter as elements into
dactylo-epitrite and related metres. At least, they do so in Pindar, though Pindar’s
practice is not always a safe guide to that of tragedy. But in tragedy too chor-
iambic cola are often combined in the same stanza with prosodiac-enoplian cola
and even with complex synartete compounds of the dactylo-epitrite type; and
the initial enoplian of an archilochian type compound such as O.T. 1096 inte
doife, ool 8¢ TavT’ Upeot’ €in or EL 501 €l un T68€ paoua VUKTOS €V KATaoXNTEL
cannot be sharply distinguished from the aeolo-choriambic - v v —u-x. (Cf. such
passages as Cho. 387 ff, where the colometry is hardly in doubt; see also pp. 39,
44 above.) We should then expect to find link anceps occasionally in aeolo-
choriambics, since the final element in pendant close is unlikely to be treated
quite differently in metres that are not so very different and are often found
together. It might be said in reply that syncopated iambics are found together
with aeolo-choriambic cola even more frequently, and that the same argument
would then favour the view that link anceps does #ot occur in aeolo-choriambics.
It might even be that when aeolo-choriambic cola are mixed with iambics, link
anceps is eschewed, and when they are mixed with metres related to dactylo-
epitrite, link anceps is favoured. This question would be hard to decide without
the help of other criteria, such as the incidence of sense-pause at such places. So
too the general question, when does a colon such as-< v -u-x end in final long
and when in link anceps, is hard or indeed impossible to decide without some
such criterion. But still the question seems significant. Miss Parker’s conclusion
seems to me to prejudge the answer on insufficient grounds.

It must however be said that Miss Parker is most cautious in her approach to
the problem, more so than these comments perhaps suggest. For my part, I have
in fact admitted anceps in aeolo-choriambic metres less freely than these com-
ments suggest, partly in response to her criticism. I may still have admitted too
many, and this factor, together with a deliberate preference for blunt close with
word-overlap in some places, may account for the discrepancies between my
criteria I and II in Euripides (see p. 55). The right balance is hard to find. If I
have not found it, I can only hope that my results may still contribute something
towards solving the problem.
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