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ON THE ORESTES OF EURIPIDES*

I cite manuscripts from my own collations. Information about most of these
manuscripts, and explanation of the symbols by which I designate them, may be
found in A. Turyn, The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides
(Urbana, 1953), K. Matthiessen, Studien zur Textiiberlieferung der Euripideischen
Hekabe (Heidelberg, 1974), and D. J. Mastronarde and J. M. Bremer, The Textual
Tradition of Euripides’ Phoinissai (Berkeley, 1982).! I shall discuss the affiliations and
the relative value of these manuscripts on a later occasion. For the present no
knowledge of these matters is needed. I refer to modern editions by the names of their
editors: Wecklein = N. Wecklein (Leipzig, 1890), Wecklein (1906) = N. Wecklein
(Leipzig and Berlin, 1906), Di Benedetto = V. Di Benedetto (Florence, 1965), Biehl
= W. Biehl (Leipzig, Teubner, 1975), Willink = C. W. Willink (Oxford, 1986, 1989*
[with Addendis Addenda]), West = M. L. West (Warminster, Aris and Phillips,
1987). Studies refers to my Studies on the Text of Euripides (Oxford, 1981).

304-5

;o , - ;o
€l yap mpoAedfeic pu’ 1) mpocedpiar vocov
kTijcn Tw’, olxopecha.

Orestes has urged Electra to attend to her personal welfare, by taking sleep, food, and
a bath. ‘For, if you desert me or fall sick, I am done for.” ‘ Impossible,”’ replies Electra
(307 odk éctu). ‘I shall choose to live and die with you.’

Paley (followed by Wecklein, Murray and Biehl) was right to delete u’. He
compared Hec. 438 ol ’ydb, mpodelmw, AdeTar 8€ pov péAn. Di Benedetto, Willink,
and West disagree. Willink argues that u’ is required by ‘the logic of El.’s reply’ —
‘odk €aTi: sc. Smws mpoAelpw o€ ... El. cannot guarantee that she will not “sicken”
(or “faint”); but she can and does assert her will to live ....” But, if odx écrt alludes
to the ei-clause, it cannot allude only to the first of the two verbs in it (as Willink’s
‘sc. 6mws mpolelPw ge’ implies that it does). It must refer to both parts of the clause:
so that Electra will still be denying that she will fall sick. Further, mpoleleic u’ would
not naturally mean ‘abandon me by dying’, but rather ‘abandon me by departing’
(West’s “give out on me’ equally postulates an unparalleled sense for the transitive
verb). No support for Willink’s or West’s interpretation is afforded by Alc. 386
dmwdouny dp’, €i pe 67 Aedfewc, yvvau, since both characters have already spoken of
their imminent physical separation, which will occur when Alcestis departs for the
underworld. Similarly, /4 1466 w7 pe mpoAimmuc refers to physical separation.
Finally, the natural sequel to Orestes’ insistence that Electra should take sleep, food,
and a bath is an expression of concern that otherwise she may collapse.

If we look more closely at Electra’s reply (307ff.), we find a more satisfactory
explanation of her initial od« écri. These words allude not (or, not only) to the ei-
clause but to Orestes’ earlier proposals for her welfare (301ff.), proposals whose
motive is given in the ei-clause. odk écte is followed, in explanatory asyndeton, by a

* It is a pleasure to record my indebtedness to Prof. M. L. West and to Dr Sir Charles Willink
for their helpful comments on these notes.

! Many of these manuscripts are listed, and their symbols explained, at the head of my text of
Hecuba (OCT 1.334-5).
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statement that her choice is to live or die with Orestes (cov coi kai Oaveiv
aiprjcopat|kai {Hv). The alternatives amount to the same thing (éxe yap Tadrdv),
since life without Orestes is no life (v cv xar@dvyic, |yvvy 7 Spdcw; mdc povy
cwbijcopar, |avddeddoc drdTwp dpidoc ;). The first alternative (to die, if Orestes dies)
provides a motive for her rejection of his proposals for her welfare (301ff.). The
second (to live, if Orestes lives) provides a motive for accepting them. She solves the
conflict by deferring to his authority (310-11 €l 8¢ coi dokei, |8pdv xpn 7d8").

Willink himself quotes the best parallel for the interpolated p’: Alc. 391 mpoAeimeic
L: mpoAeimeic u” BOVP. Here are other examples of interpolated pronouns in the
manuscripts of Orestes: 153 perddoc {u’y ZTp, p- {pot) Zc; 169 {vw) édofa
B?"B’AdAnAt(K">MsXXaXb (~ K¢); 227 drav {u’) codd.; 262 uebrjcw {ce) Aa;
337 7ic {c’) Pr; 449 mpdccovcrw (juiv)y Aa(Mn)Pr’RfRwSZmZu (¢*B**GK'R?
XaXbZ'ZcT); 507 6€ {ce) Cr (~Cr°); 719 wdricte {cv) H; 768 Tdlac {éyd)) F; 802
éidoc {cot) MnS; 1072 {jv (ue) FSagB; 1193 xp1 (ce) MnMsRS; 1245 faveiv {c*)
Pr?; 1248 {cv) mdmvia JT; 1607 () avddvovcr AaMnPRfSZZcZmT, avddvouc!
D G, -cw {u”> M2

409-10
Me. 0ol8’ ac éXefac, dvoudcar 8’ ob Bovdopac.
Op. cepvai ydp* edmaldevra 8’ dmoTpémov Aéyew.

The imperative dmoTpémov is impossible, although it is accepted by Wecklein, Biehl,
and West (‘ Turn to politer matters’). Musgrave’s amorpémn was accepted by Porson
and others, and might be held to derive support from (a) 2™ 142.14-15 edmaidevTwc
8¢ Toteic dvopdLew avrac "Epwiac mapairovuevoc (‘You act sensibly in declining ...")
and from (b) dmorpémer, which is reported from a few late manuscripts.? But I doubt
if we should repose much confidence in the scholiast’s paraphrase (Z™°v 142.16
interprets dmorpémov), and I repose none at all in the integrity of those late
manuscripts. Hermann’s dmerpémou is accepted by Di Benedetto and by Willink. But
West justifiably objects that an aorist, not an imperfect, would be needed.
Musgrave’s present tense may be right. But a past is preferable, and so, taking the
lead from West, I propose amerpdmov. For the aorist, in the sense in which it is used
here, see Thuc. 1.76.2 700 un wAéov éxew dmerpdmero, Pl. Euth. 14b— dAAa yap od
mpobuudc ue €l 8iddéar — dhloc €. kai yap viv énedn én’ adrdr fcba dmerpdmov.

544-57

T ’ 3 ’ \ \ 7 ’
Op. & yépov, éyds ToL mpoc cé Serpalvw Aéyew,
" ; s / ,
Smov ce uélw crfy e Aumijcew dpéva. 545
éyw 8’ dvocidc elut unTépa kTavddv,
Scroc 8¢ v’ €repov dvopa, Tiuwpdv TaTpl.
, . R ) .
dmeAféTw 8n Toic Adyowcw ékmodwv
70 yrpac Yuiv 16 cdv, 6 u’ éxmhijccer Adyou,
\ 3 EQ * A \ \ - 7
kai kal’ 68ov elur vov 8¢ ey TapBd Tpixa. 550
7( xpriv ue 8pdcar; 8vo yap dvrifec Svoiv:
marnp uev épurevcév ue, cn 8’ érikre maic,
76 cmépp’ dpovpa mapadaBoic’ dAdov Tdpa-
dvev 8¢ maTpoc T€kvov ok €in moT’ dv.
édoyicduny odv Td yévouc dpynyémn 555
wdAdov u’ dudvar Tic vmoctdenc Tpoddc.
P , VYol !
7 < 8¢ Buydrnp — unTép’ aidoipar Aéyew — kTA.

% It is reported by Wecklein and Biehl from the lost Thessalonicensis (16th cent.), on which
see P. N. Pappageorgiou, 'Af7vawov 10 (1881), 286-309, Turyn 151-2, Mastronarde-Bremer
172-3. It was also probably the original reading (later corrected) of J (Cambridge, University
Library, Nn 3. 13 [15th cent.]), on which see Turyn 206-8, Matthiessen 50.
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Orestes says that he is afraid of speaking to Tyndareos, lest he annoy him (544-5).
He begins to justify his past conduct (546-7), but stops abruptly and expresses the
wish that respect for Tyndareos’ old age may not inhibit him from speaking (548-50).
He returns abruptly to his self-justification (551ff.). There are two features here which
disturb us: (a) two different reasons are offered why Orestes may be inhibited from
speaking, and (b) the second reason interrupts the argument.

Removal of 54850 (Orestes’ second reason), once proposed and the proposal later
disowned by Nauck, would rid us of both disturbing features. But, so far as concerns
sense and diction, the lines are faultless. Not without fault, however, is 545 (Orestes’
first reason), with its vacuous collocation ce ... cijv 7€ ¢ppéva. Musgrave proposed
(and some, including Willink, have accepted) ye for ce and 71 for 7e (for 7. see Ph. 383
wij T ay 8dkw ppéva). In fact, ye is the reading of AtMn*'Pr*S*ZZc (~Mn°) and
of some manuscripts of the Lexicon Vindobonense,® and Sa has ye ce. If the line is to
stay, these changes must be accepted. Paley deleted the line, suggesting that the
interpolator had borrowed from the rejoinder of Tyndareos in 608 (odrw 8’ dueify
W’ dhete p’ ddyricar ppéva). Deletion has the merit of removing a superfluous reason
for Orestes’ inhibition. But it leaves the interruption untouched.

The interruption was eliminated by Hartung (1849) and independently by Kirchhoff
(1855), who placed 548-50 before 546. This transposition is accepted by Paley,
Wecklein, West, and others. It incidentally relieves us of the need for Hermann’s
éydi8’ in 546, since éyw 8’ may appropriately open the speech of self-justification
(Denniston, Greek Particles, pp. 170-1; add Med. 526).

But a further problem now looms. Orestes continues ‘What was I to do? Oppose
two things against two others’ (551). What are these two pairs of opposites? A first
pair appears readily to present itself: the fatherhood of Agamemnon and the
motherhood of Clytemnestra, conveniently opposed by uév and 8¢ (552). The second
pair is harder to find.

According to West, ‘the first thing is the father’s claim on his son’s loyalty; it is set
against the mother’s, and found to be superior. The second point is Clytaemestra’s
adultery, which lessened her claims further, and this is set against the unholiness of
matricide’. Adultery is mentioned, and so is the unholiness of matricide. But I do not
see where, or how, the one is ‘set against’ the other. According to Di Benedetto
(whose answer, though formulated differently, is similar to West’s), the opposition is
between two facts and the two responses of Orestes to these facts. The facts are (i) that
Clytemnestra’s part in procreation was the lesser, as the mere receptacle of the father’s
seed (553) and (ii) that Clytemnestra committed adultery (557ff.); and Orestes’
responses are that, in consequence, (i) he has favoured his father (555-6) and (ii) he
has killed his mother (562). We may wonder why, after the formality of 8do yap
dvrifec dvoiv, Euripides did not oppose facts and responses with more formal
precision. According to Paley, Orestes sets two arguments, (i) that Clytemnestra ‘ was

® This Lexicon, compiled c. 1300 (Mastronarde—Bremer 72), was edited by Nauck from Vind.
169. But it exists in at least two other manuscripts, Vat. 12 and Vat. 22 (F. Benedetti, BPENC
14 [1966], 85-92, A. Colonna, ibid. 19 [1971], 13-16). Vind. 169 and Vat. 12 have ye, Vat. 22 has
CE€.

¢ It would not be sufficient to accept only 7. for 7¢, leaving ce ... cjv ¢péva as an example of the
kalb’ 6Aov kai uépoc construction (for which see Kithner-Gerth 1.289-90, Schwyzer 2.81, E. A.
Hahn, T4PA 85 [1954], 219-36, R. Renehan, Studies in Greek Texts [1976], p. 60, my note on
Phaethon 90ff., Barrett on Hi. 571-4, Bond on Herc. 162, Friis Johansen and Whittle on A. Su.
379, 515), since cnv after ce would be otiose (contrast Hom. 7/. 1.362 = 18.73, 3.442, 6.355, Od.
18.331 = 391, A. Su. 379, Eum. 88, S. El. 147, Ant. 319, E. Tr. 408, Or. 608).
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not a parent in the same sense as the father’ and (ii) that ‘she was a faithless wife’,
in opposition to two arguments already used by Tyndareos, that Orestes slew (i) ‘a
mother’ and (ii) ‘a daughter of his’. In which case, the first opposition will be implied
in 553, the second in 557ff. Again, this leaves too much work for the listener to do.
If Orestes says ‘oppose two things against two others’, we expect to be told clearly
what the two sets of opposites are and not invited to infer one of these sets from a
statement (a none too clear one at that) of what the other set is. According to Willink,
‘on one side of the “double antithesis” is the father who has sown the seed; on the
other, the mother ... who has received it like a sown field’.® This has the virtue of
simplicity. But we may wonder whether there really are two sets of opposites here, or
rather a single set of opposites in 552, which are elaborated in 553. Finally,
Wilamowitz® finds the first pair of opposites in 5467 (‘ das eine hat er vorher genannt,
er ist Muttermorder und Récher des Vaters®), the second in S52fF. (‘das andere ist, der
Vater steht ihm néher (physiologisch, wie es bei Aischylos stand), die Mutter war eine
Ehebrecherin’). But it is, in the full sense of the word, preposterous, that 8vo yap
dvriflec dvoiv should be preceded by the first set of opposites and followed by the
second. It is small wonder that Nauck? flatly denied that two sets of opposites are to
be found here at all, and altered dvoiv to Adyw, a conjecture accepted by Wecklein.

But Wilamowitz was, after all, half right. Lines 546-7 do give a ready-made pair
of opposites. We have seen that, where they stand, they are out of place. And the place
for them is not after 550 (Hartung and Kirchhoff) but after 553. “What was I to do?’
asks Orestes. And he invites Tyndareos to ‘set two things against two others’. The
first opposition is between father and mother, his joint parents, who shared in the act
of procreation (552-3). The second is between the unholiness of killing a mother and
the holiness of avenging a father (546-7). Commentators have gone astray because
they have supposed that Orestes, in saying 8o yap avriflec Svoiv, is intent on claiming
for himself two superior arguments with which to counter two inferior ones. On the
contrary, what he expresses here is a dilemma (7 xp7jv e Spdcar ;). And he faced this
dilemma because (ydp) the claims of father and mother were evenly balanced, and the
holiness of vengeance was finely poised against the unholiness of matricide.

Lines 554-6 will appear to tell against this interpretation. And so they do, if they
are genuine. But they are not. Nauck deleted 554, and his deletion is commended by
Paley, Wecklein, Reeve,® and Willink, and it ought not to be controversial.® Lines
555-6 harbour a problem which has not been solved by emendation, the
unsupportable construction éloyicduny ... (u’) dudvar (u’ is omitted by MAd
AnFJLPXXaXb). Willink reviews the emendations and offers one of his own, which
I find unconvincing. Three further difficulties, one of metre, two of language, have
received less attention than they deserve.

(i) *The metre of a verse commencing with éoyioduny is unusual’ (Paley).'® More
precisely, the word-shape vvvo- in the first metron is used by Euripides only to

® The same explanation is offered by Weil: * Si la legon est bonne, chacune des deux phrases qui
suivent est divisée par le poéte en deux idées, le sujet et l'attribut: 7arjp et épvrevoéy ue, on
mais et érwkre.’ Possibly something like this was in the mind of the scholiast (Z™¥° §vdo
mpdypara 8vo mpdypacw dvrifec, T matpl T6 cméppa, ™ unTpi THY dpovpar).

¢ Hermes 59 (1924), 257 = KI. Schr. 4 (1962), p. 351.

.7 Mém. Acad. Impér. des Sciences de St.-Pétersbourg, sér. vii. 1.12 (1859), 44.

8 GRBS 14 (1973), 155-6.

® Some credit should go to I. F. Facius (1778), who, according to Beck (I have not seen Facius’
edition), ‘monet, hunc versum glossematis speciem habere, eiici tamen non vult’. Biehl’s defence
(Textprobleme in Euripides Orestes [1955], p. 31 and commentary [1965] ad loc.) is ineffectual.

10 See also D. L. Page, Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy (1934), p. 53.
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accommodate proper names.!! There is, indeed, a parallel at /4 1408 76 feopayeiv,
which is followed immediately by a line beginning éfedoyicw (also unique, except in
proper names),'? but neither line is Euripidean.!® The unusual metre is, in itself, no
sufficient argument against authenticity. But, if other anomalies exist, it may be
thrown into the balance.

(ii) ‘It is hard to defend dmoorivar Tpodas, “to supply nurture”’ (Paley).!*
Willink claims that the verb has here ‘a force intermediate between active and
passive’, and compares Su. 188-9 moic 8¢ cn|uovy Svvarr’ dv 76v8’ dmocTivar mévov.
But there is no reason to give that verb anything other than its usual ‘passive’ force.
Athens would be unable to ‘support/endure’ (not ‘undertake’) the labour imposed
on it, a direct response to 185 7dc Taic *Abrvaic T6v8e mpocrdcceic movov;. The
expression dmroctivar Tpogdc would properly be used of a person subjected to force-
feeding. I find no comfort in Di Benedetto’s notion that Orestes uses this expression
in order to highlight ‘la cattiva disposizione della madre’.

(iii) The second linguistic anomaly, unnoticed by Paley, is yévovc dpxnyerne. Di
Benedetto is alert to the nuances of these words. ‘In tragedia di solito ... con
dpxnyérys siindica il re di una citta. Qui Euripide sembra innovare 'uso della parola,
poiché, in nesso con yévous, dpxny€érns ¢ qui il fondatore di una famiglia.” West
translates ‘the author of my birth’, Willink ‘the initiator of (my) yévos’, and then
interprets y€évoc as ‘birth’. But the words mean what Di Benedetto said they mean,
‘the founder of a/my family’; and that, in this context, is persiflage.

Paley deleted 555-6 (as well as 554, already deleted by Nauck). The passage now
runs as follows:

Op. & yépov, éyd Tou mpoc cé dewpaivw Aéyew

[8mov ce uédw crjv Te Avmrjcew Ppéval. 545
ameAférw 8¢ Toic Adyoicw éxmodwy 548
T0 yipac Yuiv 76 cdv, 8 u’ éxmArjccer Adyov, 549
kai kab’ 6dov elu viv 8¢ ey TapBd Tpixa. 550

7{ xpiv pe dpdcar; 8vo yap dvrifec Svoiv:
maTnp pév épuTevcey ue, oy 8’ éTikTe Taic,
70 cmépu’ dpovpa mapadaBoic’ dAAov mdpa.
[dvev 8¢ maTpoc T€xvov ovk €in moT’ dv.

éoyicduny odv Tdn yévouc dpxny€Tn 555
HAAAGY u’ duivar THc dmocTdenc Tpoddc.] 556
éyw 8’ dvocidc el unTépa KTavdy, 546
6cioc 8€ y’ érepov dvopa, TYUWPDY TaTPL. 547
1 < 8¢ Ouydnp — unTép’ aidodpar Aéyew — ktA. 557

The argument is now logical and complete. (Prooemium) Orestes fears to address
Tyndareos (544). If respect for Tyndareos’ old age does not inhibit him, he will
proceed (548-550a). But the fact is that he stands in awe of Tyndareos’ grey hair
(550b).'* (Speech proper) What was he to do? (551a). The scales were evenly poised,
with two counterbalanced claims (551 b). On the one side was a father, on the other
a mother, on the one side the unholiness of matricide, on the other the holiness of
vengeance (552-3, 546-7).

11 See M. Cropp and G. Fick, BICS Suppl. 43 (1985), 34. There is only one parallel in Aeschylus
(ScT 272 mediovduowc), if we discount [A.] PV 817 émavadinAale (émavd- Dindorf). And S. fr.
725.2 Radt dvupevaiodvrec must be considered dubious. 12 Cropp and Fick 35.

13 See Page, op. cit. 188. Willink cites 597 % ovk aéidxpéwc as another anomalous line-
beginning. There are, in fact, parallels for this (/7 1284, Hel. 493, Archel. fr. 257.2 [fr. 31.2
Austin]; Cropp and Fick 42). But we might treat it as afisypewc (for the synizesis see Studies
93, 120). 14 Hence Blaydes’ mapacyovcnc (Adversaria critica in Eur. [1901], p. 398).

5 Observe how viv 6¢ v TapBd Tplya rounds off the prooemium with an appropriate
recapitulation of Seipaivw in 544. In 548 I have accepted Paley’s 6¢ for 87 : see Willink.
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What tipped the scales was not the Aeschylean notion that the father is the only
true parent ([554-6]), but the adultery of Clytemnestra, which (once 554-6 are
deleted) is mentioned next. By her adultery Clytemnestra forfeited the claim to which
her motherhood entitled her. Orestes in 557 pointedly calls her ‘ your daughter’ and
expressly disdains to call her ‘mother’.

The interpolator distorted the argument. Line 552 expresses the reciprocal réle of
father and mother in procreation, even if line 553 may imply that the mother’s role
is secondary to the father’s. Line 553 suggested to the interpolator the more radical
notion, which he remembered from A. Eum. 658-61, that the father is the only true
parent. The interpolated 554 (dvev 8¢ marpoc Tékvov odk €in mor’ dv) is modelled on
Eum. 663 (ratnp pév v yeivarr’ [Wieseler : yévour’codd.] dvev unrpdc), just as rpoddc
in 556 may have been suggested by rpogoc in Eum. 659. Lines 554-6 were designed
to develop the imagined implications of 553, and were written to follow directly after
553. Lines 546-7, which originally followed 553, were extruded, then became inserted
before 548, so breaking the connection between 544 and 548-50, which explain 544.
And so 544 received a new explanation in the shape of 545.

807-12
Xo. o péyac 8ABoc & 7’ dpera
uéya dpovoic’ av’ ‘EAdda kai
mapa Lipovvriowc dxeToic
mdAw aviAd’ é¢ edvTuyiac *Arpeldarc 810
mdAar Tadawdc dmo cvpdopdc dduwy,
omdTe KTA.

Willink’s defence of wdla: (811) is rightly impugned by West,'®* whose
malawradawdc is a compound for which tragedy provides no parallel. Sense and
Euripidean style are well served by Hartung’s wdAw. It offers a species of anadiplosis
or epanalepsis, in which a word, standing at the beginning of a colon, is repeated
for rhetorical emphasis at the beginning of a new colon: as Med. 978-9 dé€erar
viuda xpvcéwv dvadecudv|8ééerar Svctavoc drav, Hec. 1095-6 yvvaikec wecdy
we, |yvvaixec aiypadwriSec, Su. 271-2 Bab., rdAaw’, iepdv Samédwv dmo Ilepce-
dovelac, |Bdb: ..., 623 eibeinc dv dpidwv|eideinc dv Tiyac, 1138-9 BeBdcw, odxér’
elciv olpor mdrep:|BeBdcw, Tr. 201-2 véatov Toxéwv Swdpara Aevccw, |véaTov,
Ph. 10601 yevolued’ iide parépec|yevolied’ ebrexvor, Or. 1545 1éloc éyer Saluwv
BpoToic|réXoc Smar OéAne, Ba. 534-6 érv vai Tav Botpudidn| diovicov ydpw oivac|ért
cot 7o Bpouiov pelrjcer.

103941
Op. dMic 70 unTpoc aip’ éxw: cé 8’ ob kTevdd,
dAX’ avToxept Ovijicy’ dTwe BovAn Tpdmawe.

HX. écrar 7d8™ 008év cob Eidouc Aededfopar.

1039 at'.y," éyw cé 8 XXaXbXcXdXeXhAdTh, alp™ éyd 8¢ ¢’ XfXgDrIMs 1041 cod (uel
cov)] cow FSa (~F®), coi Aa (~Aa®) &ldoc VMnRR(S (~ VEIRfI) Aedrfopar V (~V?)

The variants in 1039 are confined to the so-called ‘ Moschopoulean’ manuscripts.
The most familiar of these are XXaXb on which Turyn based his reconstruction of
a supposed edition by Moschopoulos. The symbols of some of the others will be
familiar to those who are familiar with the works of Matthiessen and Mas-
tronarde-Bremer.'” The remaining symbols need explanation. Xc is Cantabrigiensis,

16 CQ n.s. 37 (1987), 286-7. 17 See above, p. 100.
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Corpus Christi College 403,'® Xd is Par. Coislin. 169,'® XeXfXgXh are Par. gr. 2795,
2801, 2802, 2803,2° Th is the lost Thessalonicensis,?! and Dr is a lost manuscript from
Dresden.?? What relationships exist among these manuscripts and between them and
Moschopoulos, and what is the probability that they may offer a true reading by
inheritance rather than by conjecture, are questions to which I defer an answer until
a later occasion. For the present it suffices to have given some indication of the
diffusion of these variants.

Few have taken the variants seriously. Porson and Willink are among those few.
Even though dAwc 76 unrpoc alp’ éxw is acceptable (Su. 818 éxec éxeic 1 myudTwy
y’ dAuc Bdpoc, El. 73—4 dhic 8 éxewc|rdéwbev Epya, but not Or. 240, where 7oi not
76 is right), &Aec 76 unTpoc alp’is commended not only by IT 1007-8 odx dv yevoluny
cob 7€ kal unrpoc dovevc:|dAc 76 reivnc alpa (cited by Porson and Willink) but also
by the recurrence of the same structure (dAwc followed by nominative subject, with
ellipse of écre) at Alc. 673, Med. 558, Hec. 394, [Herc] 1339, Ion 1508, Rh. 870, S. Tr.
332. Whether the ‘Moschopoulean’ éyd) is a happy accident or a genuine inheritance,
I leave undecided for now, secure at all events in the belief, which I shall support with
arguments elsewhere, that it is not a Byzantine conjecture.?® Between the variants éyw
ce 8’ and éyw 8¢ ¢’ we must choose the latter. Willink prefers a modification by F. W.
Schmidt,?* éyw c€ 9’ (‘oe strongly emphasized, opp. unrpos’). Yet the opposition
which we want is not between c€ and unrpoc but between éyd and (in the next line)
‘you’: ‘The pollution incurred by the shedding of my mother’s blood is enough (for
me): I shall not kill you — you must die by your own hand.’ The &¢ is not adversative
but connective and most nearly resembles the instances cited by Denniston where ‘ the
writer is content with merely adding one idea to another, without stressing the logical
connexion between the two, which he leaves to be supplied’.?®

Line 1041 harbours a problem which has generally eluded editors. ‘““I shall not
at all be left behind by your sword” ... the point is probably both temporal
and qualitative’ (Willink). But cod &ldouvc rings oddly.?® Contrast the more
straightforward 1085 7 moAd Aédewpar v éudv PBovAevudrwv. ‘Probably not
“your sword” but a double genitive. “I shall not be left behind by you, fall short
of you, in connexion with the sword””” (West). This is the sense required, but such a
‘double genitive’ is impossible. The variant {idoc could be taken as accusative of re-
spect (see LSJ, s.u. Aeimw B.IL.3, quoting Thuc. 6.72.2 £vvec oddevoc Aewmopevoc),
but it is more likely a slip, associated with the error AeAjiponar (the scribe
thinking, consciously or not, of &idoc Avjopar). The more natural way to restore
the sense postulated by West is to write £/det, a conjecture of Wecklein (1906), over-
looked by later editors, which gives the same construction as Su. 904 yvdune 8’
a8eAdot MeAedypov Aedeyppévoc, Hdt. 7.86.2 kaprjdove rayvrire (u.l. Taxvrijra) od
Aevmopévac immwv. For the dative alone see Hi. 1243-4 dcrépwe modi|édermdpecta,
Tr. 672 1Ht dpucer Te Aelmerar, fr. 1066.1 Toic év oixwe ypripacw Aedelupeda.

18 Turyn 123. 1% Turyn 148-9, Mastronarde-Bremer 172.

20 Turyn 141-3 and (for Xf) Mastronarde-Bremer 171. 21 See n. 2 above.

22 Turyn 124.

23 Similarly G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides (1965), p. 158,
who however regards it as an unhappy accident. For the confusion of éy« and éyw see Willink,
CQ n.s. 39 (1989), 52 n. 32.

24 Kritische Studien zu den griechischen Dramatikern, ii (1886), pp. 361-2.

25 Greek Particles, p. 169.

26 So, evidently, thought Herwerden, who proposed cod fpdcovc (Exercitationes criticae [1862],
p. 131), and H. Stadtmiiller (as reported in Bursian, 1910, 332), who proposed 008’ edipvyiac.
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1385-90

BapBapwz Boaz t8wa 76 Tdc dpvifdyovov 1385
ou.u.a kukvomTepov kaAdocvvact Ardac

ckvpvov ducedévav ducedévav

tectdv mepydpwy

’AmoMwviwv "Epwiv.

érroToi ... 1390

1385 8wa 70 Tdc] 8¢ Porson 1387 ckvpvov RXXaXb (~R™) Aucelévav bis Kirchhoff,
semel Rw: uceAévac bis plurimi, semel AbAAFGIJKMnPrRSSaXXaXbZbZvTp

On the text of 1385-6 I venture nothing. In 1387-8 I have given the text and
colometry of Willink and West (the accusatives in 1387 appear to be inescapable).
1387-9 are dochmiac +cretic; dochmiac; dochmiac+ bacchiac.?” What form the
exclamation in 1390 should take (the manuscripts offer a variety of forms), and how
the text should continue thereafter, are questions which I shall not discuss here. My
interest is in the second dvceAévav in 1387. Not only Willink and West but also
Murray, Di Benedetto, Biehl, and Dale,?® acquiesce in this solitary cretic. ‘Non ha
nulla di eccezionale I'inserzione di un cretico in una serie docmiaca’, says Di
Benedetto. Aeschylus and Sophocles have a few examples of a solitary cretic
sandwiched between dochmiacs (A. Eum. 270, [A.] PV 575~594, 582-3~601-2, S.
Ai. 889~935, OC 1450 ~ 1465). Whether Euripides has any is not certain. What is
certainly unexampled is the anadiplosis which this cretic brings with it. Metre and
style conspire to cast doubt on the cretic. I shall examine the metrical anomaly first,
and then the anadiplosis.

Cretics are sometimes prefixed to dochmiacs at the beginning of a metrical period.
So also are iambic metra; less commonly a bacchiac or molossus.?® In what follows,
the symbol | indicates beginning or end of period.

(i) Cretics prefixed: Hi. 362~668 |cov-llou-|+7 do; 366-7~673-4

“—u—:u——u—||—u—:u——u—“; Herc. 742~757 “\T‘Ju—:wu—:\_lw—U—l (for the
continuation see under (v) below); 875 ||ovuuul-v-|+7 do (but Hermann’s con-
jecture, restoring a dochmiac, should be accepted); 895 ||-v-!vou———]|; 915

[-v-tvov-v-|;1203 ||-v~ + 3do; IT 834 || vuuuvu + 3 do (but corrupt); 881 || vuwon
+2 do (but perhaps corrupt); fon 1470 | -o- +2 do; Hel. 661-2 || vov-!u—-—x- bis||
(or —--o -}, if € éis scanned as spondaic; see also Willink, CQ n.s. 39[1989], 62); Ph. 153
lovo-tvww——~| (but it is worth considering éuav {éudv), to restore a dochmiac;
for the anadiplosis see below, under (d)); 296 |wvo-}ouwuvuuo| (but P. Berol.
21169 had a different beginning, perhaps another dochmiac);*® Or. 168~ 189
[-o-toov—v-l; 179~200 |ovvos|vwwuoun] (although dochmiacs precede,
the breuis in longo at 199 shows that a new period begins at 179~200; for
the theoretical alternative ||ouvoouuoluwun| see (iv) below); 317-18~333—4
lowumtosuntomsmun].

(i) Jambic metron prefixed: Alc. 873~890 |v-v-lv——u-|; Hcld. 91 || -—v-
+2 do (for the text see under (v) below); Hi. 866 || ---- + at least 8 do; Hec. 1092
” v—v—:v——V— II; Su. 1077 ||V—v— +4 do; Tr. 247-8 ”——v— +2 dO; Hel. 648
|o-v-+ atleast S do; Hyps. fr. 64.72 (p. 47 Bond) |-~~~ + 5 do. More doubtful

" For the dochmiac + bacchiac clausula see T. C. W. Stinton, BICS 22 (1975), 84-8, Willink, p.
253, and below, p. 121. Willink prefers to join 1388-9 as a single colon.

% BICS Suppl. 21.3 (1983), 124.

* N. C. Conomis, Hermes 92 (1964), 46-8 and A. M. Dale, BICS Suppl. 21 (1971-83),
especially the section on dochmiacs (Suppl. 21.3, 21-152), may be consulted. But I have ignored
some of the passages which they cite, based as they are on an unreliable text.

30 See below, p. 110.
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is Hyps. fr. 64.99 (p. 48 Bond) | 7ivd mdrépi wd|ré¢ ydpiv abAiwi|+2 ia|. This is
Bond’s analysis. But the two divided resolutions in the iambic metron are as
unwelcome as the solitary dochmiac interposed bet,vysen iambics. Preferable, but not
ideal, would be tgﬁnalyse as rivd marépi moté xdlpiv afAiwi.®! Murray’s proposal
Tivd marépi moté {tilvd) xdpiv afAiwi| introduces a pattern of anadiplosis unusual
in dochmiacs (see below).

(iii) Bacchiac prefixed: Or. 145~ 158 ||o-- +3 do (possibly —--- at 145).

There are few certain examples of cretics appended to dochmiacs at the end of a
period. Alternative analyses are often possible or probable:

(iv) Herc. 1020 2 do + vuuuvouul-u—| (the theoretical alternative voooo|
vuu-v—, which accords better with the word-division, gives a cretic sandwiched
between dochmiacs; we could gain a second dochmiac by writing rdAave {TdAav);
for the anadiplosis see below, under (d));3? Jon 1502 ||o—---lvouv-|[(v==l-=vuu—1is
theoretically possible; but I accept the supplements of Hermann and Matthiae, which
restore a second dochmiac; see below, under (b)); Ph. 169 2 do + -o-| (with
Hermann’s aAdov for deAiov [1)Adov L], or, less plausibly, with synizesis deAiov; but
Wecklein was almost certainly right to delete the word as a gloss);* 189 3 do
+ vov—| (1869 harbour uncured corruptions); 300 3 do + - - || (Murray’s text; but
read Ouvyeiv 7> WAévaict Tékvov);* Or. 179~200 || wuvoouun!uuun]l (alternatively

[ovvooivuvwuuun]: see (1) above); Ba. 11534 cov——-l—v—-|loou———|-u—| (it is
impossible to decide between this and voo-|- -~ - | bis). Finally a doubtful instance
of dochmiac +molossus: Or. 1414-15 2 ia + vouuuuuu|———| (Willink contemplates

both this and oo oo v uu - - —; but possibly corrupt).® For dochmiac + bacchiac see n.
27.

I now come to instances which may be alleged to show a cretic interposed in the
middle of a dochmiac period:

(v) Med. 1251~1261 |v--v-{-o-|+6 do (but this can be analysed as
lv--}v-=v-|, ba+do, as Or. 158 [(iii) above]); 1255~ 1265 ||---v-lvou-| +3 do
(but this can be analysed as || ---|v-wuu=]);® Held. 91-2 || —vo—v-!—v—|ouvo—u—||
(read yewpi [Tr%), to give ia+2 do [see (ii) above]); El 593 2 do +-v-+3 do
(Matthiae’s Airac {Aurdc) restores a dochmiac; for the anadiplosis see below); Herc.
742-3~757-8 s v -|oou—|vwv-u-|uuuuo| +3 do (possibly corrupt [see my app. crit.
and Bond]; but there is sense-pause after the first dochmiac, and so perhaps period-
end should be marked before ooooo, if the cretic is sound); Jon 676~ 695
lo—vvo—l-v~|+5 do (but this can be analysed as |o-oo|+6 do);* 776
loww-vooluouuo| +do (Seidler’s édaxec {€Aaxec) restores a dochmiac; for the
anadiplosis see below, under (d)); Ph. 346 3 do + -u-!-voooo—|| (the cretic wc
mpémer was deleted by Nauck; but this leaves the following dochmiac parépe
paxapiac to go with vouwwov, which is a little strained, and so it would be preferable
to delete the whole line, which is omitted by Plut. Mor. 606f’; yet it may be even better
to delete the preceding cretic év yduowc, omitted by 2 Ap. Rh. 4.808-9).%8

31 For the divided resolution in the last element of the dochmiac see n. 53 below.

32 An alternative remedy is suggested by Willink, CQ n.s. 38 (1988), 93.

3% The transmitted choriamb calls to mind Hi. 1275, where an anomalous choriamb is
interposed among dochmiacs. See Barrett ad loc., and my app. crit. The theoretical alternative

at Ph. 169 is ba+ 2 do (see (iii) above). 34 See Stinton, BICS 22 (1975), 85.
3 See below, pp. 109 and 120. Ph. 178 (- - vuu-!-—-) is corrupt. So too is the spondee at Tr.
260-1 (2 do+sp). 36 On these two passages in Med. see CQ n.s. 34 (1984), 62.

37 See CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 347 n. 33, and for the resolved bacchiac see Tr. 564 (Studies 19-20,
Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 74). 3 On Ph. 13501 see n. 90 below.
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I draw the following conclusions. A cretic (or iambic metron or bacchiac or
molossus) is securely attested at the beginning of a metrical period, when dochmiacs
follow. A cretic at the end of a metrical period, when dochmiacs precede, is very much
rarer, and few, if any, of the apparent examples can be regarded as beyond all doubt.
A cretic is nowhere securely attested in the middle of a period of dochmiacs: in all of
the passages where the phenomenon may be alleged to exist ((v) above), an alternative
analysis is possible or preferable, or there is reason for doubting the text, or a slight
change (sometimes the restoration of anadiplosis in a form well attested in
dochmiacs) will eliminate the alleged instance. I therefore judge that the analysis of
Or. 1387 as (hypod. +3 do?) + --vou-|uou—| +do should be treated with caution.

I turn to style. Repetition of words in dochmiacs is common, and follows certain
patterns.

(@) At the beginning of successive dochmiacs: e.g. Or. 142 dmompo Bdr’ éxeic’
amompd pot koitac, 323 Twipevar 8ikav Twipevar dovov,* 1353 krimov éyelpere
ktUmov kai Bodv, 1537 érepov eic dydv’ érepov ad dopoc, 1541 (e mpo Swudrwy iSe
mpoknpuccer.®® In Or. there are two instances of the repeated word occupying
successive dochmiacs: 324 kafikerevouar bis (semel Cre), 339 karolodvpopar bis.

(b) At the beginning of a dochmiac: Hi. 580 éveme 8’ évemé pou, Andr. 854 é\vmrec,
élvrec o, Hec. 709 éudc éudc Eévoc (éuoc semel pars codd.), El 585 éuodec éuodec
@, Herc. 1190 éuoc éuoc 68e yovoc, Tr. 325 {dvay’) dvaye xopdv, 1216 €éfvyec éOiyec
@, Ion 790 drexvov drexvov éXak’, 799 olov olov dAlyoc ... (hypodochmiac), 1445 iw i
Aapmpdc, 1454 iw (o) yivay,?! 1502 iw {iw) Sewal, Hel. 670 6 diwoc 6 dioc o, 684
mdfea mdfea pdlrep,® Or. 140 ciya ciya Aem|rdv ... (hypodochmiac), 149 kdraye
kdraye mpocd’|drpéuac drpéuac if, 162 élaxev éXaxev dmd|dovov ... (Aaxev semel
Rw), 174 morvia worvia NUE, 1353 iw iw $idar (iw semel Zb), 1414-15 éBalov éBalov
‘EAélvac ... (éBatov semel FPrSa, metre doubtful),*® 1537 (w iw Txa ({w semel F),
1547 émec’ émece péabpa (émace semel Ab),* Ba. 1182 per’ éué per’ éué 7008’, 1198
peydia peydia kal.

(c) At the beginning and end of a dochmiac, with a word interposed: El. 594 Tyyat
cot TUxar, Ph. 103 Speyé vuv Speye, Antiope 54 Page (fr. 223 Nauck, fr. xlviii.57
Kambitsis) dixa 7ot 8ika.

(d) At the end of a dochmiac: Hec. 684 and 694 & téxvov Tékvov (probably
hypodochmiac; réxvov semel pars codd. 684), Herc. 917 -krav drav drav, 1020 kaka
TdAave {rdAave),* Ton 776 dxpov éXaxec (éAakec),*® Ph. 153 6c ém’ éuov (éudv),”
Or. 1455 dmep édparov édparov (é8paxov semel AaAtFZb),*® 4 1290 -Saioc éAéyer’
éXéyer’.

3 dovov BZu'® (accepted by Willink), rather than ¢dvow (cett.). The structure of the dochmiac
dimeter is then the same as Med. 1273 dxoveic Boav droveic Tékvwy, Hec. 1063 rdAawar kdpat
rdAawar Ppvydw (Seidler: 7- 7- k- P- codd.).

4% And conceivably Or. 1500 moAvmova 8¢ mdfea|modvmova (roA- 8¢ mol- mdfea codd.), for
which see Willink. The conjecture which I have printed at Hi. 826 (réve Addyw:, rdAac, Tiv [riva
Adyov ... Tiva codd.] T¥xav céfev) also conforms to this pattern. For further examples of the
pattern see CQ n.s. 34 (1984), 65.

41 With Page’s {iw) and Hartung’s mdfev for mdfev mdfev. Alternatively, & (Wilamowitz)
yivar, mofev|mdfev éXaBec éudv (hypodochmiac +dochmiac), which falls within category (e)
below.

“2 But not Hel. 682 (see Dionysiaca . Nine Studies ... presented to Sir Denys Page [1978], p. 163,

Willink, CQ n.s. 39 [1989], 66). 43 See above, p. 108, below, p. 120.
4 See n. 85 below. 4 Only a possibility: see above (under (iv)).
46 See above (under (v)). 47 Only a possibility : see above (under (i)).

8 But probably not dochmiac: see n. 65 below.
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(e) At the end and beginning of successive dochmiacs: Hi. 586-7 8w midac
éuodev|€Euolé cot Bod, El. 592-3 Adyov, ier Airac|{Avrac) éc Beotc,* Or. 177 *Epefolev
{0 udAe|uole kardmrepoc (uode semel AnThXa), Phaethon 282-3 (cdayac|chaydc,
but the surroundings are corrupt).®®

Categories (b) and (c) are combined at Hi. 830 alai aiai (alai semel pars codd.)
wédea|uélea Tdde wdln ~ 848 {alai alai) éAimec|émec, & pida, Ba. 986-7 éc dpoc
éc 8poc éuoA’ (Elmsley: éuolev P)|éuodev, & Bdkyat, categories (b) and (c) are
possibly combined at Ph. 296 {w {w mdTvia|mdTvia ud]Ae mpddpopoc (P. Berol. 21169,
suppl. Haslam, CQ n.s. 26 [1976], 6-7; the manuscripts have single mo7via),** and
categories (d) (b) (¢) are possibly all combined at Hel. 650-1 mdcw éxopev
éxopev|éuov (éuov) ov éuevov|éuevov éx Tpolac.®

I have found few instances which do not fall into one of these categories: Andr. 842
dmodoc & gdoc (LP: A MBOAV) d|mddoc ... (dmodoc dmddoc o» would regularise
this),>® Herc. 1042 -tec ov ciya cilya ..., IT 835-6 -ci. veapov Tpodod|veapov év
8duowc, Ton 1471 { ¢rjic; olov oilov ..., Or 1364 8ia Tov dAduevov d|Aduevov ..., 1384
apudreov dpludretov ... (hypodochmiac, but the verse may be spurious), Ba. 977 ite
Boai Avccac kivec i’ eic poc (iT° éc Spoc kvvec would regularise this), 74 1289-90
oc ’I8aioc ’l|daioc ....%*

The repetition afforded by ckduvov duceAévay duceAévav, where the first dvceAévay
ends a dochmiac and the second duceAévav is not part of another dochmiac but brings
with it a cretic rhythm, is abnormal. Willink (p. 361) cites as an analogy ‘for the
anadiplosis in a ““dochmiac compound” 200 SAouef’ icovéxvec dAoueba. But there
the repetition is not in contiguous words, and we have period-end before and after the
verse. If the repetition dvcedévav ducelévav is genuine, I should expect the second
Aucelévar to begin a second dochmiac (as in category (e)).

What we have been examining is the colometry of modern editors. It is time to
examine the colometry of the manuscripts. The Alexandrian colometry is usually
recoverable.®® When our manuscripts agree in rational colometry, this colometry is
presumably the ancient one.*” For these lines we have the partial evidence of P. Oxy.
3717 (2nd cent. A.D.). The Alexandrian divisions were probably as follows :®

4% See above (under (v)).

%0 Note also IT 869-70 ToAuac 8eiv’ érAav|érAav Selv’ (Selv’ érAav L), dpor (PCPS n.s. 22
[1976], 42-3). Willink suggests to me as an alternative duot, delv’ éTAav.

51 See above, p. 107.

52 See Dionysiaca (n. 42 above), p. 166, Willink, CQ n.s. 39 (1989), 59.

%3 dmddoc, & idoc, dlmddoc gives divided resolution in the last element, for which parallels are
El 1170, Herc. 1070, 1212, Tr. 244, 253, IT 871, Ph. 1295 (with Elmsley’s axrjcw for layrjcw:
see n. 74 below), Or. 1364, Ba. 995 = 1015, Rh. 131, and possibly Hyps. fr. 64.99 (see above,
under (ii)). See L. P. E. Parker, CQ n.s. 18 (1968), 2678, Willink, p. 298 and CQ n.s. 39 (1989),
59. Normally such division follows after a run of shorts (vwvvuooulo). The exceptions (to which
Andr. 843 would have to be added) are Herc. 1070 v ~vuju (unless we follow Willink, CQ n.s.
38 [1988], 96), Tr. 253 -vu-uulu, RA. 131 vou—-uule.

% Rh. 821 péyac éuoi puéyac & must be restored to dochmiac shape, but convincing restoration
is hard to find (see W. Ritchie, The Authenticity of the Rhesus of Euripides [1964], p. 309).
Murray’s conjecture at Or. 1483 (87 7dre Siampemeic|Tdr’ ...) is certainly wrong.

%5 See above (under (i) and (iv)).

5 See Zuntz, Inquiry, pp. 27-35, and Drei Kapitel zur griechischen Metrik (Sitzb. Ost. Akad.
Wiss., phil.-hist. K1., 443 [1984]), 50-8; Barrett, Hippolytos, pp. 84-90; Mastronarde-Bremer
151-66.

57 It is not necessarily the right one. But, if we reject it, we must have good reason for doing so.

%8 Square brackets enclosing manuscript symbols indicate that this is the place at which these
manuscripts divide the text. I have placed a vertical stroke at the end of each line, in order to
indicate where I believe the Alexandrian division occurred. The manuscripts which follow in
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1385a  BapPdpw: Bodt|[[THMBOVa+]

1385b 8wa 76 Tdc dpvifdyovov Supal[[THMBO +]

1386a «vkvomrepov|[MBOVa+]

1386b  kaAocvvac [IICr] Arjdac|[HMRwZm]

1387a  cxvpvov [AaGKXXaXbZcTp) ducerévac|[I’'MBOVa +]

1387b (dvcedévac) (om. IT'AbFGKMnPrRRwSSaXXaXbZvTp) [IT'ZbZu] éecriov
[HMBO +]

1388 mepydpwv [ITAaCIRf] *Amod |[[MBA(C)GKMt(S)XXaXb]

1389a -Awviwv [ZbZuTTp] *Epwiv|[/[THVaAdFLPPrSaZZm]

1389b  Srr(oToT)oT0i|[HMBO +]

The corruption at the beginning of 1385b may be the cause of the surprising
division (shared by the papyrus with HMBO+) at duual|. We expect duua
kukvomTepov| to be a dochmiac. But at least the majority do divide correctly at
xvkvomTepov|, and so convict the papyrus of error (its kukvemTepov kaAlocvvac| is an
unacceptable colon).®® The ancient colometry evidently offered two dochmiacs
kaddocvvac A1jdac cxvpvor Aucedévac| (HMRwZm also divide after the first
dochmiac kaAlocvvac A7j8ac|). The colometry of the papyrus here is uncertain, since
we do not know whether it had ducelévac twice or (like a good many manuscripts)
only once. If once, it offered A1jdac cxvpvov duceévac| (as Cr), if twice, Arjdac
cxvuvov ducerévac ducedévac| (as no other manuscript). The papyrus then offers
éectwv [ Jmepyalpwr|(of the manuscripts which divide at wepyduwv|, Aa offers
Aucedévac ducedévac Eectiv mepyduwy|, CrRf offer duceAévac fectiv mepyduwv)).
But the commonest division is at fecrov|(HMBO+), and (with duceAévac written
twice) this gives a further dochmiac duvcedévac Eecrwv|. There follows (in
MBAGKMtXXaXb) a division in mid-word at mepyduwv *AmoA|Awviwy (slightly
corrupted in C to "AmoAdw|viwy, in S to *Amo|AAwviwy).

This mid-word division is very significant. Manuscripts regularly eliminate mid-
word division. When they do divide in mid-word, and the division is right, or at least
rational, it must be counted as evidence of the ancient colometry. Here are examples
of correct mid-word division preserved by our manuscripts: 325 éx|Aafécfa. P. Berol.
17051, HMOVACrFGKPPrRSaXXaXbZcT (éxAe|llabfécfar Ab, éxAalfécfar BS);
326 ¢oiralAéov P. Berol., HMBOVACGKXXaXbZc;* 1269 du|¢i MBOAKLX
XaXbZbZmZu; 1434 dydAluara P. Oxy. 3718, HMBACGKMItPZ; 1472 éuel|Aev
HMBAMLP; 1498 é|é€kAemrror HMBALMPRwWXXaXb (é£€|xcAemrrov SZ).5!

And so the ancient colometry gave mepyduwv *Amol|- (hypodochmiac), followed
presumably by -Awviwv ’Epwuv|(ithyphallic). The papyrus and HVaAdFLPPr
SaZZm divide at *Epwyv|, while most manuscripts append the exclamation in 1389b
(variously corrupted) on the same line.5?

The ancient colometry solves one problem, but creates another in its place. The
problem solved is the isolated cretic dvceAévac, which now comes at the beginning of
a second dochmiac: ckvuvov ducerévac|dvcedévac Eectaov. This dochmiac dimeter

square brackets are witnesses to this division. I have omitted a few aberrant divisions by single
manuscripts or by a very few. A plus sign indicates that the division is found in the great
majority of manuscripts in addition to those listed. I have printed each dochmiac (or
hypodochmiac) as a separate line. Whether they were originally written singly or in pairs is of
no consequence. %9 There are no aeolo-choriambics hereabouts.

% The colometry of P. Berol. 17051 at 325 and 326 can be restored with certainty. The
possibility of mid-word division was overlooked by J. Lenaerts, Pap. litt. grecs (Pap. Bruxell. 13
[1977]), 19-23, W. Luppe, Archiv f. Pap. 27 (1980), 241, and J. O’Callaghan, Stud. Pap. 20
(1981), 19-24. 1 See below, p. 123.

52 We must keep the exclamation separate (so Biehl, Willink, West). Di Benedetto and Dale
(BICS Suppl. 21. 3 [1983], 134) print *Epwuvv: é77070i, the former analysing as ba +cr, the latter
as ‘long doch”’.
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shows the pattern of anadiplosis illustrated above (under (e)). The problem created
is the sequence wepyduwv ‘AmoMAwviwy ’Epwiv (hypodochmiac+ ithyphallic).
Hypodochmiacs have appeared earlier at 1382 xadAiBwAov *I-|, 1384 apudretov ap-|,
1385 BapBdpw:e PBodt, and possibly 1376 md: ¢vyw €évai.®® And ithyphallics are
found at 1373, 1374, 1396(?), 1432,%¢ 1456(?).%° But hypodochmiacs are normally
followed by dochmiacs (often in synapheia). Here the hypodochmiac is followed (in
synapheia) by an ithyphallic. The sequence is unparalleled.

All of the difficulties which I have mentioned (metrical and stylistic) would be
solved if we simply followed those manuscripts which offer ducedévac not twice but
once (Rw actually has the correct accusative duceAévav once only). So, in effect, Weil
proposed (but with the unnecessary inversion dvcelévav ckvuvov). And Wecklein
(1906), like Hermann and Nauck before him, prints single duceAévac. Dittography is
a less common fault than haplography, but is commoner than may generally be
supposed. The manuscripts of Orestes offer the following instances: 328 6 rdAac bis
J; 834 olov bis MVAaAbMnRRfSSa; 1449 immikoici(v) bis Va; 1454 *I8aia bis At;
1470 wpoPdc bis Aa; 1480 oloc bis fere L; and possibly 999 ddoov bis MnPrRRwS
(though this could be right).

If single duceAévav is right, the doubling must be a pre-Alexandrian error, for texts
which had the word only once would have been divided next at wepyduwv| (as in the
papyrus), and not at "AmoA|Awviwy.

But it is more likely that double duceAévav is right. Regular rhythm, and acceptable
style, would be restored by mepyduwv {riv) *Amol|Awviwy "Epwiv (2 cr +ithyphallic
[i.e. 3 cr+ba]). The article is frequently used with adjectives formed from proper
names, sometimes when the adjective gives needed definition to the noun (as Hi. 736
Tdc *Adpivdc dkrdc, Hec. 641 a1 Zipovvr S ydr, Herc. 801 viudac rdc Ilepcnidoc,
Tr. 841 7a AapSofveta y.e'/\at‘)pa, Ton 167 Aipvac ... Téc Ar’/\waOC, 1089 <o) PoiBeioc
aAdrac, Ph. 824 tac "Apdroviac ... Adpac, Or. 179 1ov "Ayapepvdviov ... dopov, 1423
maida rav Tvwdapi8’, Rh. 1 edvac Tac ‘Exropéouvc),®® sometimes when the adjective
(as here) merely adds elaboration (as Alc. 570 6 ITv6ioc evAvpac *AmdAAwr, Or. 1480
"Extwp 6 Ppyroc, I4 265 Mukijvac ... rdc Kukdwmiac, 1053 6 @Ppiyioc INavuprjénc).
Similarly with adjectives not formed from proper names: Med. 440 and Tr. 1115
‘EXdSe TdL peydAar, Hi. 229 yvpvaciwv Tév immoxpdTwy, Herc. 368 IIyvewsc 6
kaAlidivac, 784 Aipka ... a kadApéedpoc, Ba. 556 Nicac ... Tdc Onporpddov, 14 548
"Epwc 6 xpucokdpac, Rh. 370-1 rav {dxpucov ... méArav. For the combination of
name epithet and other epithet and articulated noun (as here) see Alc. 570 (quoted
above), Andr. 489 Tav rddawav *Ihidda kdpav, Ba. 409-10 d kalicrevouéva I1iepia
povcetoc é8pa. And for the order epithet + noun + article +epithet (as here), see Andr.
277-8 Tpinwlov dppa Sayudvwy ... 76 kaAAilvyéc, and, for the reverse order, Cycl.
6201 Tov ¢rrokiccodopov Bpouiov mofewdv. A further advantage of this proposal is
that it leaves rational the attested division at *AmoA|Awviwy.

Now, the papyrus appears to have added something before mepyduwv. The editor
reports ectwv [ Jmepyalpwy (‘Too much room for e.g. vrepyapwv, not enough for
Twv. Tou (1o[t]) a long shot’). If rw[v] were in fact possible, I should take this to be

%3 The manuscripts give this as a hypodochmiac, but other divisions are at least as plausible.

64 See below, pp. 114-115.

8 If we divide dmep é8paxov épaxov|év ouowc Tupdrwwr (do+ith). But since there are no
other dochmiacs hereabouts, Willink’s analysis (vv-vo-vu-u—u--) may be preferable.

% We shall have another instance at Or. 838, if we follow West in writing ‘Ayaueuvdvioc ("Ay-
codd.) maic. But the reizianum v -v - -is of a common shape (Hcld. 373, 750 ~ 761, 757 ~ 768,

El. 700~714, IT 396 ~411, Ion 458 ~ 478, 460 ~ 480), and metre does not afford us the liberty
to change Andr. 1034 *Ayaueuvdvioc kédwp.
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an instance of a phenomenon which I have illustrated elsewhere: ‘On numerous
occasions, when words have been transposed from their proper place in some of the
manuscripts, those words are omitted by others of the manuscripts.’®” But, if rw[v] is
not possible, then we shall probably have to dismiss the papyrus’ addition as a slip.®®

An alternative solution has been suggested to me by Prof. West: the inversion of
mepyduwy and ’Amoddwviwv, to give AmoAdwviwv|mepyduwv Epwiv, doch-
miac + ithyphallic.

1408-13

ol 8¢ mpoc Bpdvouvc écw

woAdvrec dc éymu’ 6 To-
&drac Idpic yvvaxdce, Su- 1410
pa daxpvoic mepupuevor,

Tamelv’ €{ovl’, 6 peév

70 keiblev, 6 8¢ 10 Keiflev dA- 1413a
Aoc dAXoBev Sedpayuevor ... 1413b

1412 ramely’ Willink: ramewot codd. 1413b 8edpaypévor Shilleto: medpaypuévor codd.

West tacitly rejects Willink’s conjecture, and like previous editors divides
écw|... Ildpic|...8arpvouc|... Tamewot|...0 6¢|.%° This gives hiatus at ramewoil
élovf’. Willink calls the hiatus ‘unwelcome’. He is right.

The sequence «-- |- -« - gives presumable period-end after the bacchiac, according
to the rule formulated by T. C. W. Stinton.” And period-end is confirmed by the
hiatus. Hiatus, like breuis in longo, often accompanies a bacchiac at period-end. The
question at issue here is whether the rhetorical articulation of the passage is
compatible with the assumption of period-end between words which belong so closely
together as ramewoli €{ovl’, especially when é{ov8’ is followed by rhetorical pause. If
(leaving aside theoretical considerations of period-end) we examine the instances of
bacchiacs at the end of an iambic sequence accompanied by hiatus or breuis in longo,
we find that either (i) there is a change of metre, or (ii) the first metron which follows
is not a full iambic metron but a syncopated iambic metron (v-- or -<- or ---), or
(iii), if the first metron is a full iambic metron, there is rhetorical pause after the
bacchiac (as there often is in (i) and (ii) as well).

Here is the evidence:

(i) Hiatus or breuis in longo at change of metre: Alc. 219-20 feoicw e0-
Eduecha-|Oedw yap Svvapic peyicta ~231-2 yuvaixa karbavoicdv|év duate 71’
émoymi,™ Held. 892-3 éuoi yopoc pév 1)0vc, €l Alyeid|AwTod xdpic Tévi dait ~901-2
éxewc 680v T, & moAic, Bikaidv|od xp1 mote T008’ ddéchar (but Adyewa Aw|Tod
~231-2 8(xaiov- ov|may be preferable; or €| ~mdAwc|, as Willink suggests to me,
comparing Med. 432 ~439), Andr. 848-9 moi &’ éx mérpac depfd,|{7) xara mévrov

87 CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 352.

% 1 suppose that ye would give a semblance of sense, but it would not give acceptable metre,
unless we adopted a colometry different from that which I postulate in 1387.

%9 This (for the most part) was probably the ancient colometry (see above, p. 110). P. Oxy. 3718
(5th cent.) divides at écw|(with only AbPrRfSa; the majority divide at uoAdvrec|) and
Ildpic| (with the majority) and probably at Saxpvowc| and ramewol| (with the majority).
Thereafter the papyrus fails us. Only Sa (which divided at wedupuévoc|) divides at ¢|. The
remainder divide at xeiflev|dAoc.

Incidentally, the gloss] . 7. oc in the margin of P. Oxy. 3718 next to mpovolac will be
bplovTidoc. This word glosses mpovola in Hesychius, and in MV at Ph. 736 (Schwartz 326.20),
and is found in the paraphrase on our line in Gudian. gr. 15 and Barocci 74 (as reported by
Dindorf [schol. ii (1863), p. 307]), which I have found also in Zb.

0 ‘Pendant close is always a mark of period-end, if it is followed by a short or anceps’ (CQ n.s.
27 [1977], 39). 1 See ICS 6 (1981), 84-7.
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7 kal’ GAav Spéwv, Hec. 6301 éuoi xphiv mmuovay yevéchar,| I8alav S1e mpaTov HAav
(~639-40 xuxAodvrar|kowov 8°), Herc. 1025-6 aiai, Tiva crevayudv|s ydov 1
dOuriv, 1036-7 épeicuald’ ‘Hpdrdewsv|dudi Sépac Tdde Aaivoic,” 1067-8 b mpécPu
it ciya clyd|madivrpomoc é€{emyeyeipopevoc cTpéperar dépe,” Tr. 12356 dpacc’
dpacce kpdrd|mirvdovc Sibodca xerpde, Hel. 111314 Oprjvwy époi Evvepydc,| ‘EXévac
pedéac mdvouc (~1127-8 *Axaidv|povokwmoc), 14867 émumercuevoc iayei.| ™2
mraval Solyavyevec (~1503-4 Baddccac,|vavraic), Ph. 1293-5 rdAaw’ éyw TdA-
awd,|mdTepov dpa véxur dAduevov dyrjcw; (Elmsley: layx- codd.) (~1305-7
wéMov: | mdrpoc [Dindorf: dmorpoc codd.]),” 1518-19 éuoic dyect covanddc,|airwov
aldypacw @, 1532-3 mdrep yepaié, 8eitov,| Oidimdda, cov aldva pédeov 6¢ émi, Or.
1399-1400 cidapéoicy “Aida.|HAfov éc dopouc|(hypodochmiac, if we accept Willink’s
division).

(i)) Hiatus or breuis in longo followed by a syncopated iambic metron: El. 1207-8
EBadev Edeife pacrov & dovaiciv,|ih por, mpoc médwe (~1215-16 Aradvw.|
mapjidwv), Ph. 313-17 kai xepci xai Adyoici|moAvéAurov adovav|éxeice kai 16
8eips | mepuyopevovca TépYw matadv AdBw|xappovdv,” Or. 167-8 cb ydp v, &
(& del. Willink) rdAawd,|0wvfac’ élacac (Willink, praeeunte Longman:
édcaca ?MC: éBalec codd.) é¢ dmvov ~ 188-9 Baveiv {faveiv)y (Lachmann; {vw)
Willink), 7¢ §° dAAG ;| 0v8é yap whov éxew Bopdc, IA 14801 éXiccer’ dudi vadv|dudi
Bwuov “Apreuw (s.ul), fr. 53.1 odk éctwv év kaxoicw edyéveid,|map’ dyaboict 8’
avbpav.

(iii) Hiatus or breuis in longo followed by iambic metron: Hec. 1095-6 yuvaikec
DAecdy pé,|yvvaicec alypalwridec, Tr. 521-2 -mdov év mvdawc *Axaiol-|dva 8’
éBoacer Aewdc (~541-2 Bedc.|émi). I assume that there is adequate sense-pause at
Andr. 1219-20 dunmrdueva ¢poida mdvr’ éxeivd (Diggle: mdvra keirar codd.: mdvra
keiva, Dobree) |koumwy perapclwv mpdcw, for the sense is potentially complete at
1219, and there is certainly sense-pause in the strophe 1205-6 & ¢idoc, 8duov éAvmec
épnpov,|yéporr’ draida vocpicac. But I do not think that there is adequate sense-
pause at Ph. 312-13 7{ ¢ ce; méc dmavrd|kai xepct kat Aoyouct, and I should accept
Wecklein’s dmrdvrar, which eliminates not only the anomalous breuis in longo but also
the anomalous adverbial accusative.™

1431-2
d 8¢ Alvov fAakdTat
SakTvAowc €Awccev ...

The majority of our manuscripts (including P. Oxy. 3718, 5th cent.) write these lines
as a single colon. Only T divides them at fAaxdrac|. The problem is to restore metre
in 1431. It is useless to analyse as - oo|-v - (cretic and choriamb, Di Benedetto and

72 For an alternative treatment of this passage see Willink, CQ n.s. 38 (1988), 94-5.

7 For an alternative treatment see Willink, loc. cit. 96.

74 Murray’s colometry here is impossible. D. J. Mastronarde (Teubner, 1988), retaining (like
Murray) the transmitted text, analyses 1294-5~ 1306-7 as hexasyllable dochmiac + dochmiac,
and notes that ‘ydouvs, Juvous vel sim. fjxeiv dici potest, non potest véxuvv 7jxeiv’. But véxvy
layeiv is no less unusual in itself, and is supported only by Hel. 1147 (Hermann: see below, p.
116). In fact, a personal object for either layeiv or 7jxeiv, though unusual, is not more surprising
than that which is attested for duveiv (IT 1457) and xopevew (Herc. 871), or than expressions
like IT 367-8 avAeirac... uédabpov, El. 691 ddoAvéerar...8dua, and Bodchar passive in Hdt.
See also Willink on 103.

5 But we could write Adyouci{v) (Fritzsche) ; and Murray’s deletion of 315 (éxeice xai 76 Sedpo)
may be right.

7 The defence of dmavra by R. Renehan, Greek Textual Criticism: A Reader (1969), pp.
10712, does not touch on the metrical issue.
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Biehl) or as -uoo|-wo- (‘chor heptasyll B’, Dale),”” since there is no trace of
choriambs in this aria. Willink suggests Bapfdpoic vopowcw: da 871-€ Aivov]|jAdrara
Saxtvdoic é\ic|ce..., which brings an unwelcome sense-pause in the lekythion,
removes the inoffensive Advov, and retains 1430 BapBdpoic (-oict all manuscripts
except RWTTp) vouowcww, words rightly deleted by Hartung, who is followed by
Wilamowitz (as reported by Murray), Wecklein (1906), Biehl, and West. The
repetition, offensive after 1426 Ppvylowc érvyov DPpuyloict vopouwc, is not to be
defended (as Willink defends it) by reference to 1374 BapBdpowct Spacpoic, inoffensive
after 1370 BapBdpoic év edpdpiciy. Nor does the collocation of datives HAaxdrat
dax7vdowc, which offends Willink, offend any more than do those at El. 474 §pducwe ...
xaAaic, Hel. 3734 dvuy:... mAayaic, A. Ch. 24-5 duvypoic dvuyoc Aokt veoTdpwt,
S. Ai. 230-1 xepi...Eipecw, 310 Svuée...xepl.”™ West restores anapaests with
{xpvcéar) Alvov, which introduces a prosodic anomaly 8¢ xp-.”

Weil’s Ay’ (accepted by Wecklein [1906]) may be right. It gives a hemiepes followed
by an ithyphallic, as Alc. 440-1 ~450-1, Su. 598 ~608.,%° Hyps. fr. L. ii. 13-14 ~ L iii.
16-17 (pp. 26-8 Bond). But it is worth considering Alvov {(Aivov), since anadiplosis is
so common in this aria and is especially well suited in a description of the repetitive
act of spinning (just as at 1427 the anadiplosis adpav adpav is well suited to the
activity of fanning). In most of the instances of anadiplosis hereabouts a part of the
manuscripts writes the word only once: 1373 yd OAtCZuTp, 1387 SuceAévac
AbFGKMnPrR(Rw)SSaXXaXbZvTp,* 1414 éBalov FPrSa, 1416 éfopov FPrSaZb,
1427 adpav AtC, 1428 ‘EXévac GRZbZvT, 1453 pdrep HAtCCrGKLMnMt
SZbZdZmZu, 1414 éBpipa fere AtF, 1461 xarfavije Va, 1481 eldov AaAb(Cr)RZb.

The metre will then be dactylic tetrameter catalectic, as 831, 1381 [-co-vu—--],
and possibly 1369 (if we divide at favdrouv|), and elsewhere (Cycl. 617, Andr.
482~490, El. 141 ~ 158, Ba. 116 ~ 131, 14 210, 588, 1041 ~ 1063, Rh. 244 ~ 255). This
colon is followed by an ithyphallic at IT 1136 -7~ 1151-2 (despite corruption, the
metre seems secure), just as a catalectic dactylic pentameter is followed by an
ithyphallic at El. 452-3~464-5 and Hel. 384-5.

1465
a 8’ aviayev layev: "Quot poc.

aviayev iaxyev BOVaAaAbAtCrFGKLMnPPr(R)RfSSaZT: dviayev dviaxev HACIMtZb
ZmZu: iayev iaxev XXaXbZcZv et Mt°: {ayev y’ laxev v’ Tp: aviayev M: dviayev Rw: layev
Ad i pot por AaAtFPrSaZb

Murray divides a 8 dviayev i-layev: "Quor pou (it is not clear whether this was
intended as -v--—v-|-v---0or —vu-uu|-u---). Wilamowitz®? and Dale®® accept
the solitary dviayev of M (and Rw), and the former analyses as -vooo|-—-
(trochaic), the latter as —v—|-o-|--. Di Benedetto prints his own conjecture a4 &’
aviay’ layev- | "S2uot pow and analyses as - v—u—-un|--- (lek +mol). Biehl analyses as
-wvuouwo|--- (do+mol). Willink accepts the variant i) pol pot and analyses as
-vu-vu-vu-—--. The manuscripts, apart from a few with aberrant divisions, give
1465 as a single colon.

There are three factors to be considered: (i) the prosody of tax-; (ii) Euripidean
usage in respect of anadiplosis; (iii) Euripidean metrical usage.

7 BICS Suppl. 21.3 (1983), 136. 8 cf. Kiihner-Gerth 1.441.

" See Barrett on Hi. 760. At Or. 83940 §7¢| xp- (on which see Stinton, JHS 96 [1976], 126) read
87’ é(x)y (Willink). At Ph. 166 BdAowui xp- I propose BdAowuer (SIFC 1989).

80 And possibly Su. 599 ~609 (GRBS 14 [1973], 250-1). 81 See above, p. 111.

82 Griechische Verskunst (1921), p. 271. 83 BICS Suppl. 21.3 (1983), 138.
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Prosody

The epic prosody is idy- in the present tense (only the participle idywv is found, apart
from a single instance of iaxei at Hymn 27.7), and in the noun {ay»j. Epic prosody in
the past tense {ayov is idy- (preceding vowel always elided ; éwlaxov also found), but
idyov thrice in the Iliad (always fidyov) and idxnca twice in the Hymns (Fidy- at 28.11
and presumably at 2.20). Attic prosody is i@y- in both verb and noun, but Euripides
occasionally uses epic idy-: El. 707 certainly iGgy-, but uncertain whether idye: (L) or
layei (Diggle) or {ayev (Elmsley); Herc. 883 idyrjpact; Hel. 1147 idaxrifnc (Hermann’s
certain conjecture) ; Phaethon 82 probably {i)dyodcw. In the past tense Euripides has
the augment at Hel. 1147 (tax7jfnc) and drops it at Or. 826 (iaymce) and at El. 707
if Elmsley’s idyev is right; at El 1150 either iaymce or taxmce (v in the anceps
position).

Ours is the only passage in tragedy where epic idyw (as opposed to layéw) occurs,
unless we accept either idyet (L) or iayev (Elmsley) at El. 707 or write {i{>dyovcw
instead of {i{)ayodcw at Phaethon 82.

Epic usage suggests the scansion avidyev and idyev or dvidyev and tdyev. But Attic
usage in respect of lax7, ldymypa, and ilax€w suggests that aviayov and iagyov or
aviayov and iayov are legitimate.

Anadiplosis

It is reasonable to assume that dviay(ev) {ax(ev), compound followed by simple verb,
as in the majority of manuscripts, is correct,® and that the less well attested variants
are incorrect. There are then four possible forms which the anadiplosis may take: (a)
dviayev layev, (b) dviayev iay’, (¢) dviay’ laxev, (d) dviay’ iayx’. The following
observations are applicable to Euripidean usage:

(A) Anadiplosis in verbs:

(i) third person endings in -e(v):

(a) when the first verb is not elided, the second is not elided either:

Hi. 5867, Hel. 195, 1118 éuolev éuole; Hel. 214 éXayev éAaxev, 384 dAecev
WAece; Ph. 1568 épepev épepev; Or. 162 édaxev élaxev, 329 édaxev élaxe
(s.u.l.); 986 érexev érexe, 1468 Epepev édepev.

(b) first verb elided, second not elided: Or. 1547 émec’ émece (s.u.l);% Ba.
986-7 éuoA’ éuolev (Elmsley: -ev -ev P), rather than éuodev éuol’, for a
reason which will become apparent.

(ii) other verbal forms which admit elision:

(a) when the first verb is not elided, the second is not elided either: 4lc. 266, Hi.
64, Hel. 331, Ph. 681, Or. 148, 176, Ba. 107, 595, Rh. 675, 676. An exception
is the non-Euripidean [Ph.] 1716 yevouefa yevoued’.

(b) when the first verb is elided, the second may be elided (Hec. 1734 [s.u.l],
Su. 800 [Blaydes], Ph. 1054, I4 1289-90, Erecth. fr. 65.43 Austin) or not
elided (Hec. 1067, Herc. 1072, 1186, Tr. 1235, Ion 705, 1229, Ph. 679 [s.u.l],
1350 [s.u.l.], RAh. 720, fr. 588.1, Hyps. fr. 64.92 [p. 48 Bond]).%¢

8% For this figure see GRBS 14 (1973), 265 and Studies 18.

85 émec’ émece Seidler: émecev émece(v) uel émaicev émarce(v) fere codd.: émraic’ émace(v) FT.

8 And possibly fr. 453.9 (Cresph. fr. 71.9 Austin) (i8°) {6 pot, mdTvia, wdAw (Papyrologica
Florentina 7 [1980], 59). A. Harder, Euripides’ Kresphontes and Archelaos (1985), pp. 104-5,
expresses reservations about a lekythion in an aeolic context (in addition to Hi. 67 and El. 153
which she cites see Hi. 530 ~ 540, 531 ~ 541 ; also K. Itsumi, CQ n.s. 34 [1984], 72-4) and about
resolution of the penultimate long (which is found at Hel. 180, 199, 203, 373, Ph. 649 [s.u.l],
652~671 [s.u.l], 1286, 1288 ~ 1299, [PA.] 1721).
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(B) Anadiplosis in other parts of speech which admit elision:

(a) when the first word is not elided, the second is not elided either: Hi. 61, 830,
Hec. 1097, Herc. 115, 1042, Tr. 1312, 1327, IT 881 (s.u.l.), 894 (s.u.l.), fon 1231
(Dindorf), Hel. 684, Ph. 190, 1298, [Ph.] 1720, 1721, Or. 140, 174, 182-3, 1373,
Ba. 412, 578 (Hermann, Wecklein), 582, 584, 1182, 1198, I4 1487, 1524, Rh.
680. There are few exceptions: Alc. 270 Téxva Téxv’ (s.u.l.), Ton 1054 woTvia
morve’, [Ph.] 1725 Sewa Seiv’.

(b) when the first word is elided, the second may be elided (A4/c. 414) or not elided

* (El. 485, Herc. 1058 [s.u.l.], IT 864).

From this evidence two general rules may be formulated: (i) when the first word is
not elided, the second is not elided either (this rule is observed in up to 48 passages
and is broken possibly twice [4lc. 270 (s.u.l.), Jon 1054] and twice more in the non-
Euripidean [Ph.] 1716 and 1725); (ii) when the first word is elided, the second may be
elided (up to 6 instances) but is more commonly not elided (up to 16 instances).

The manuscripts of Euripides offer five instances®” of anadiplosis in com-
pound +simple verbs, and two further instances have been restored by conjectures
which could be right. All of these instances conform to the rules just formulated: (i)
when the first verb is not elided, the second is not elided either: Alc. 400 vmdrovcov
drovcov, Ba. 1065 kariyev fyev yev (a unique instance of this figure outside lyrics);
(ii) when the first verb is elided, the second may be elided (Hec. 167 damwAécar’
wAécat’, Or. 181 Siouxdeld’ oixdued’)®® or not elided (Med. 1252 kariBer’ ibete, Su.
811 mpocdyer’ {dyere) [Digglel,*® Ph. 1350 dvdyer’ dyere [Mastronarde: avdyer’
avdyere codd.]).? Note also Hi. 1374 mpocamdAvré p’ 8A\vte (mpocamodvr’
amoAlvre Wilamowitz).

We may now examine our four candidates:

(a) dviayev iaxev conforms to rule (i) and may be compared with Alc. 400 dmrdrovcov
drovcov and Ba. 1065 xatijyev fyev fyev.

(b) dviayev iay’ breaks rule (i).

(c) dvlay’iaxev conforms to rule (ii) and may be compared with Med. 1252 xarider’
idere.

(d) dviay’iayx’ conforms to rule (ii) and may be compared with Hec. 167 arwlécar’
wAécat’, Or. 181 Siotydued’ oixopued’.

Metre

To the uncertainty over the prosody of wax- is added uncertainty over the exclamation
which follows. The great majority of manuscripts has duot pot, but a few have iw) pot
pou. Although Biehl is wrong to say that C has duot, we had better consider this as
a further alternative; likewise i) pou. All four forms of exclamation are found in
Euripides.*

If we combine all four versions of the exclamation with all four versions of the
anadiplosis, the number of theoretical combinations is 64.

87
88

The variant cuvémec(ev) émece at Or. 1309 is certainly wrong.
We must follow Willink (and Biehl) in writing olyouef’ d for -pefa.

8 GRBS 14 (1973), 265, Studies 18-21, 119.

%0 The conjecture is neat, but it leaves a cretic (-kvTov é7() interposed between dochmiacs (see
above, pp. 107-109). If these lines are worth emending (I do not believe them to be Euripidean),
we might accept the conjecture and follow it with émi xdpa (rifede, giving dochmiac and
hypodochmiac twice. 91 See Willink ad loc., and his Addenda, p. 362.
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(A) ta

(a) a & dvidyev idyev
"Quo pot
"Quot

*Idh pol pou
I pou

BN —

(b) a & awaxev iay’
5 "Quo pot
6 "Quot
7 I pol pot
8 Iy pou

10 "Quot
[l I
[12 I poe

(d) a &’ dviay’ iay’
13 "Quot pou
14 "Quot
15 *Id pol pou
16 *Idh pot

B) @&
(a) a 8’ dvidyev taxev

18 "Quot
19 I pol pot
[20 I poe
(b) a 8 dviayev tay’
"Quot pou
"Quot
23 s poi pou
[ pot
(c) a & dviay’ iayev
[25
26 "
[27 >
[28 I pou
(d) a &’ dviay’ tax’
[29 "Quot pou
[30 "Quoc
[31 *Ib pol pou
32 I pou

©) ia

JAMES DIGGLE

cvvmvomee—(=T)
cevvo—u—(=8)

—vu-—vu-—vu——

—UVU—UuU————
—vu—vu———

cevmvumua(=1)

cevmvomu=(=2)

cvvmoom—(=15)
covmom]o—=(=16)

—vuU—uU—uvu——

ROV

UV I
cvvmomfom—=(=9)
—ovmv]o—=(=10)

com]memfenl-=(=23)
om]mon]-umm(=24)

—v—|-v-]-vo——-

SV
R
SRR VR

onleelee (= 17)
)

cecmmmo——(=13])
omlemmlem=(=32)

[

comemu——(=25)
—oml——le-=(=26)

(a) d &8’ dvidyev dvidyev
—cvomun| (=39, 43) do+mol

33 "Quot pot
34
35 °ld pol pot
36
(b) a 8 dvidyev idy’
37 "Quot pot
38 "Quou
39 I poi pou

[ pou

Covsunun]-—(=40, 44)

unattested
alc. decas.
da. pent. cat.
da. tetr.

da. tetr.

da. tetr. cat.
unattested
alc. decas.

do+v---
do+ba
unacceptable]
unacceptable]

do+mol
do+sp
do+ov---
do+ba

3 cr+sp

2 cr+tro

2 cr+do
unacceptable]

unacceptable]
2 cr+mol

3 cr+sp

2 cr+tro

unacceptable]
cr+mol+ba
unacceptable]
unacceptable]

unacceptable]
unacceptable]
unacceptable]
cr+mol+ba

do +sp®?

—wouvvun|v———(cf. 9, 15)

U I

—veulonum——(=41, 47)
—ovunu|um—(= 42, 48)

do+v---
do+ba

cr+do
ia+ba

—vuuvuuu|---(=33, 43) do+mol

92 Or —vovv|wwu--2 tro.
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40 °Id> pot —vvuvvuo|-—(=34, 44) do+sp®?
(c) a & avidy’ idyev
1 "Quot por  -vou|oww--—(=37,47) cr+do
42 "Quot —evvuo|uo—(=138, 48) ia+ba
43 I pol por  —wvuuuuo|-—-(=33, 39) do +mol
44 °Ids pou —ovuvuun|-—(=34, 40) do+sp®?
(d) a & dvidy’ idy’
45 "Quot por  —vovouu—|-- do+sp
46 "Qp,o:, —wuvuu | —— ia+ sp
47 Ids poi pot  —vuo|www-—-(=37,41) cr+do
48 'l por  —wouwo|u——(=38,42) ia+ba
D) &
(@) a &’ dvidyev tdyev
"Quot pot —v-vu-—vu-—- unacceptable]
[50 "Quot —U—vu—vu—— unacceptable]
[51 ’Ies pol por  —v—vo—vuov-——- unacceptable]
[52 I pou —U—vu—vuu-— unacceptable]
(b) a &’ dvidyev tdy’
53 "Quot por  —v-vo-u-—- glyc+sp
54 "Quou —v—vu—u—— hipponactean

unacceptable]
unacceptable]

[55 *led pol por  —v—vo-vo——-
[56 “Id> pou

(c) a &’ dvidy’ idyev

VAR VIV

57 "Quot pot  —v-v-vu-——(=63) ch dim +sp

58 "Quot —v-|v-vw--(=64) cr+do

[59 b pol por  —v-v-vov——- unacceptable]

[60 *Ich pou VvV unacceptable]

(d) a & aviay’ iay’

61 "Quot por  —v-|o—u-|-- cr+ia+sp

62 *Quou —v—v|-v-- 2 tro *

63 ’Is pol por -v-v-vu-——(=57) ch dim+sp

64 ’Ids pou —o-|v-vu--(=58) cr+do
Conclusions

a 8’ aviayev iayev: "Quot pot is much the best attested reading, and aviayev iayev
accords with Euripidean style. I comment in turn on the three possible metrical
analyses (1, 17, 33). )

1 —vu-uu-u-——. Such a colon is unattested. And it is not usual for -v--- to
follow directly on dactyls. There is a possible instance at Andr. 834-5~
838-9-uu-vu-vu-uu|-u-v-." As a clausular rhythm, -o--- appears, after
a linking anceps, in the sequence...(vv)-vou-(v-)x|-v-——(Herc. 896-8,
908-9, u—v—v—v—v—uv—v\J—V|—V———; perhaps Herc. 1077—VV—uv—v|—v———;94
Tr. 282—3uv—uu—u—u|—u———; 286—7V—vv—uu—V|—V———; Ion 1508-9
uu—uu—uu—uu—uu—uv—ul—v———; Rh. 527—8~546—7u_u—uu—vu—c|—u——g;95
Phaethon 234-5~243-4__—co-vo——|-v--—; 272-30-v-—vo-vu-u|-uv--—; fT.
911.3—4—v———vv—vu——|—V———; S. El 486—7~502—3——UV—U—U|—V———; oT

10967 ~1108-9v-vu-u-v|-u---)." A very partial analogy for the sequence

9 See ICS 6 (1981), 95-8, CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 347, Stinton, JHS 97 (1977), 143.

% If we accept Willink’s cuyydvwy for cvyyovov (CQ n.s. 38 [1988], 97).

% See ICS 6 (1981), 91 with n. 25.

% Note also (in a dactylo-epitrite context) Tr. 515~535-—-oo-—|-o--—. I should not accept
the transmitted text of Ph. 309, where - - - -appears as a clausula to (and in synapheia with)
dochmiacs, but (like Murray) should accept Fritzsche’s transposition.
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—vu-vu-u-—- is provided by the colonvo-vo—v———(4ndr. 857, 862, Ion 1494,
Hel. 657, 680, 681, Hyps. fr. 64.94 [p. 48 Bond]).*

17 —o-|-v-|-v-|--. The cretics are well suited to the context. For the
final spondee compare Herc. 131-2vvvvvv——|-v-v-v-|-v-——- and Hel
231vvv—UVV—VI—U———, as well as u—U—l——at AIC 40]~4l3, Su. 781~789,
IT 400~415,°® and -v—|-v-|-v—|--- at Ph. 320-1. Willink (p. 362) objects to the

‘unparalleled pattern of overlaps’ (@ 8’ dvilaxév tayév olmot por). It is true that
cretics, when they come in series, often stay within the boundaries of the metron: so
Cycl. 659 Tider’ & |kaler’ b, Hi. 362 diec &|éxdvec &~ 669 TdAavec o|raxoTvyeic,
Hec. 1080 vaic Smwc|movriowc|melcpacw|Awdkporov, 1100 dumrduevoc|odpay-
wv|dfumerec|éc  uérabpov, Herc. 135 ‘Elac &|€vppdyove, 742 xap-
wovai|8axpvwy ~ 757 7ic 6 Beodc|dvoular, IT 647 cé 8¢ TUxac|pdrapoc d|veavia, 832
xara 8¢ ddkpu|kata 8¢ ydoc|dpa xapdr,®® Or. 316 Spopddec & |mrepodopor ~333 1ic
éXeoc|tic 88’ dywwv, Rh. 682 Tic & Adyoc;|mdfev éBac;|modamoc €l;. But they also
regularly overstep the metron: Andr. 275-6 éc vamav|)A0’ 6 Mailac Te xai didc Tokoc
~285-6 mbdrwv|vifav allyddvra cdpara poaic, Herc. 386 Suctpdme|{or mépav
~399 é\x’ éppodlper kravwv, Tr. 10912 Mdrep dlpor pdvav|dy u’ *Axailoi
woplovct céfev am’ dupdrwy ~1110-11 pndé yaildv mor’ éNfor Adxailvav
matpdiov Te OBdrapov éctiac, IT 849 éfebpelpw ddoc, Ton 1449 mifev éAdBoluev
xapdv, Ph. 316 mepiyopev|ovca éplfy madaildv AddBw, 320 1) mofe|voc pidoc, 15245
T’ dmo mpd|Tov émi xailrac crapay|uoic dmap|xac BdAw, Or. 1377 wdvrov *L|keavoc
ov, 1419 wij 7uc €ily 8ddoc, 1421 Toic 8’ éc dplkvcrdrav, 1424 parpodov|Tac Spdrwy.
In the anadiplosis aviayev iaxev the syllables which are repeated occupy the same
positions in successive metra (tidayev bis), which is crucial for the rhetorical balance.

33 —woovvuo|---. This is a rare form of dochmiac: almost certainly to be
accepted at Herc. 1085, IT 870, Or. 1305, T4 1290, less certainly at Ph. 1533, and
certainly not at Tr. 325.1%° A possible, but far from certain, parallel for dochmiac
followed by molossus is 1414-15 éBadov éBalov ‘EAévac dudw '

Of these three candidates 33 does not appeal; 1 though unique cannot be entirely
discounted ; and 17 has some appeal. It remains to consider whether a change in the
text will produce a yet more appealing candidate.

2 (=8) -vu-vu-u—- (alcaic decasyllable, as Hec. 952, El. 486, 1226 ~ 1232, Ion
1049 ~ 1062, Rh. 536-7 ~ 555-6'°%) is obtained (in 2) by dropping uo.!*® (parallels for
the interpolation would be Ph. 1493 and 1551, where many or most of the
manuscripts have duot pot for dpod).

3 —ou-vu-uu-——(dactylic pentameter catalectic, as Cycl. 620, El. 452 ~464, Hel.
384, Ph. 1491 and possibly 831-21%%) has a clausular cadence not attested in this length

97 See PCPS n.s. 20 (1974), 15, Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 171.

%8 And possibly Cycl. 77 (Fritzsche); but not Or. 1447, which is corrupt or lacunose. At Or.
1401-2, where it is difficult to make metrical sense of the transmitted text, I hazard Aovrec
"EMavec|8vo 8i8vpuwt (MOML: -w cett.) {pvBudi) (v—v-|--| vovo-|--).

% For an alternative dochmiac interpretation (with Dindorf’s édxpu{a)) see Studies 20,
Willink, CQ n.s. 39 (1989), 46. ’

100 See Dionysiaca (n. 42 above), p. 166, where I wrongly said that 74 1290 is iambic.

101 See above, p. 108. For the position of the repeated element in the dochmiac see p. 109 (under
(b)). 192 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 181.

193 Wilamowitz (Verskunst, p. 271 n. 1) appears to have contemplated the deletion of pot, but
his analysis would then have been —v—-|-v—|-v—-—(as 18).

*104 This assumes the division -pac perapeSoueéva moAwc 48’ ém’ drporc|, which will then be
followed in 833 by €crax’ *Apniowc credvoicwy (--v-v-vo—--), an unwelcome length (but an
acceptable colon can be restored by écrak’ *Apeioic credvoicw [fere Brunck (’Aprjiowc)] or
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but found in the commoner catalectic tetrameter (lon 1484, Ph. 121, 192, Or. 1381
“TAwov "TAov dpou pod) and in a catalectic hexameter at Andr. 274 ~ 284 (and possibly
Ph. 831-2).1% Willink suggests that the same colon might be restored at 1300 éA0°
émixovpoc époict pidowct (piroic Cr, as Willink had conjectured) mdvrwc. But I see no
cause to remove the praxillean (for which see Alc. 568-9~ 578-9, possibly Su.
599 ~ 609,1°¢ Tr. 1070 ~ 1080, Ion 1075~ 1091, possibly Or. 1369).1°"

4 —oo-co-uou—— is a straightforward dactylic tetrameter of common shape (Hi.
1124~ 1137, 1129 ~ 1140, Andr. 1174~ 1187, 1182 ~ 1195), but it requires i) pot [uot].

58 may be ruled out of consideration, since dviayev lax’ gives an unattested
pattern of anadiplosis.

9 _oo—v—|v———1is attested at Herc. 1024 and Rh. 832 (~1466t), where we have
the choice of analysing as dochmiac + - - - or as aeolo-choriambic.% In both places
the colon is clausular to the stanza. It is not welcome here.

10 -ve-c-|o--(do+ba) is, in theory, an acceptable combination.!*® But, when
this combination occurs, the dochmiac nowhere takes the form -o.-<-. The most
probable instances are Alc. 874~891 (vou-v-u-nfunlessoou—o|-u-u]), 877~
894 (v--v-v--), Su. 804~817 (v--v-v--), Ph. 300 (v——v-v--), Or. 1012
(v-—vuu—-u--), fr. 117, 118, 119 (allo--v-v--).11° See T. C. W. Stinton, BICS 22
(1975), 84-8, who observes (after Wilamowitz) that ‘initial short appears to be
characteristic of this verse’. In any case, -v.-.-o--would naturally be taken as
aeolo-choriambic (like S. A4i. 701 ~714, OC 130~161),''! a rhythm alien to the
context.

13 —eo-v-|---(do+mol) is not certainly attested (see on 33 above). Nor is 14
—wu—u-|--.12 For 15 and 16 see on 9 and 10.

18 —o-|-v-]-v--has little to commend it.}1?

19 —o—|-v-]-wu——- gives a sequence (2 cr+do) found at Hi. 362~ 668, Herc.
742~757, Or. 317-18 ~ 3334114

214 may be ruled out for the same reason as 5-8.

26 and 32 - -|---|o--interpose an unwelcome molossus. I know no parallel for
a molossus in the middle of a trimeter (Murray’s text of Alc. 595~604 is
unacceptable).

34 if taken as - v uuuuo|-—introduces a rare form of dochmiac (see on 33 above)
and adds an unwelcome (and unparalleled) spondee;''® the alternative trochaic
analysis (-voou|ouu--) has little appeal.

écrax’ "Apeoc creddvorcy [Porson]). Alternatively, divide -pac perapeBouéva mddic 68’ ém’
dxpoic éctax’|’Apniowc (or *Apeioic) crepdvocey (for the catalectic hexameter see immediately
below). 105 See n. 104. 106 See GRBS 14 (1973), 250-2.

197 1 see even less cause for éuoic JMnRRwST), adopted by Murray, giving an encomiologus
(-vv-vu-v-v--), which belongs among dactylo-epitrites (as Jon 1504, fr. 901.1) and is less well
suited as a continuation after the preceding dactylic tetrameter. In dactylic lengths the clausular
-v-v--does not abut directly onto dactyls ending in double short (hence Rh. 530 ~ 550 should
be divided-vv-vv-|ov-vo-v-u——[see Studies 102, 121; W. Ritchie, The Authenticity of the
Rhesus of Euripides (1964), pp. 314-15], and we must reject Murray’s text of /4 1485-6), but may
follow after catalexis (see above, p. 115). I add that éA8’ émrikovpoc éuoic ¢idoic mdvrwe would
provide a parallel for candidate 1; but I do not recommend it.

198 See PCPS n.s. 20 (1974), 15-16; Bond on Herc. 1024; West, BICS 28 (1981), 62, CQ n.s. 32
(1982), 2856, Greek Metre (1982), pp. 100, 111. Willink (CQ n.s. 38 [1988], 94) introduces a
second dochmiac in both Herc. 1024 and Rh. 832. I shall deal with the corruption in Rh. 466

(~832) elsewhere. 109 See n. 27 above.
10 On fr. 117 see M. Hose, Mus. Crit. 21-2 (1987), 143—4.
11 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 140. 112 For the alleged spondee see n. 35 above.

113 See n. 103 above. 114 See above, p. 107. 115 See n. 35 above.
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35-6, besides introducing the same rare dochmiac as 33 and 34, add the same
unwelcome elements as 9 and 10.

37-40 may be ruled out for the same reason as 5-8.

41 —-voo|uowu—-—- (cr+do) is an attested combination.

42 —ooouu|u-—(ia+ba) is perfectly acceptable.

43 is the same rare dochmiac as 33, followed by molossus, as 13.

44 is subject to the same strictures as 34.

45 adds an unwelcome spondee after the dochmiac (see on 34).

46 adds an unwelcome spondee after the resolved iambic metron (in the examples
of the sequence ia +sp given above on 17 the iambic metron is not resolved).

47 is like 41, 48 like 42.

53-4 would be acceptable if there were any trace of acolo-choriambics hereabouts
(53 like Su. 957~965, IT 1093 ~ 1110, Ion 1060 ~ 1073),!'7 but in any case are ruled
out, as are 55-6, for the same reason as 5-8.

57-60 can be saved if (like Di Benedetto) we'contemplate breuis in longo (v —v - )
and take the exclamation extra metrum, an unconvincing expedient, since the
exclamation is not an isolated utterance by the Phrygian. Again, aeolo-choriambic
interpretation of 57 (cf. Hi. 147~ 157, El. 174~197, 434 ~444)"'® and 58 (cf. S. A4i.
181 ~ 192) can be discounted. Treatment of 58 as cr+do (see on 41) does not appeal,
since this shape of dochmiac (v-vu--) is probably unexampled.!®

61 -o-|o-v-|--is an unwelcome length, but 62 (2 tro) would be acceptable.

63 and 64 are the same as 57 and 58.

In conclusion: I see no merit in eliding the termination of one or both of dviayev
{axev, since neither dviay’ layev nor aviay’ iax’ (the two versions entailing elision
which accord with Euripidean usage) yields metre which is preferable to metre which
is yielded by the unelided forms. I should not scruple to alter the exclamation *Quo:
pou, if alteration were to yield metre which is preferable. The variant Id) pol pot
could, indeed, be right, although &pot is much more commonly corrupted to i) ot
than is i¢) pot to dpor.!? If we accept the majority reading, I should not exclude the
possibility that 1 -vu-oo—-o——— is right (the exclamation may be held to account for
the anomalous clausula), but it may be wise to prefer 17-v—|-v-|-v-|--. If we
accept the variant i) pol por, we should probably follow Willink and adopt
3-vu-vu-uu---. Of the other possibilities I have most sympathy for
2-vu-vu-—v—-—and 4-vu-vou-—vu——.

1488-90

116

L, sog
U6 ckoTov &’ épevyouer:

vexpol 8’ émumrov, ol 8’ éueddov, of 8’ éxewr™
éuolde 8’ d rdAaw’ ‘Epuidva ddpovc ...

Willink (Addenda, p. 363) records a proposal of mine to interchange 1488 and 1489:
vekpol 8” émumrrov, ol 8’ éueAdov, ol 8’ éxewd™ | bmo cxdTov 8’ épevyoper. |épole 8 .
Here are my reasons. First, the sequence of thought is improved: ‘Men began to fall
dead, or were about to fall, or had fallen — and we (the survivors) ran for cover’ is
more logical than ‘We ran for cover — and/but men began to fall dead...’*?! More

16 See above, p. 107. 117 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 155.

118 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 140.

115 Neither of the two instances alleged by N. C. Conomis, Hermes 92 (1964), 27, is to be counted
as dochmiac. 120 See Willink, p. 362.

121 Since Wecklein (I11. vi [1902], p. 90) attributes to Elmsley a proposal to delete oi 8’ ékewvr’,
I had better say that what Elmsley proposed (on Hcld. 838) was moAAo( for vexpol. Wecklein was
misled by Blaydes (Adversaria critica in Eur. [1901], p. 418).



EURIPIDES’ ORESTES 123

important, the transmitted sequence, iambic trimeter elided before dochmiacs at a
strong sense-pause, is metrically intolerable.!*?

Contrast the following, where there is no pause between trimeter and dochmiacs
and yet period-end is demonstrable (because of hiatus and/or breuis in longo): Hec.
699-700 éxBAnTov 1) mécnua dowlov opdc|év hapdbw. Aevpdi, IT 843—4 8€édouxa 8’
éx xepav pe un mpoc aibépd|dumrduevoc dvyn, Ton 1452-3 udv ovk éxew u’
éxovca; :: Tac yap éAmiddac|dméBadov mpocw, Ph. 148-9 Moyayoc, ¢ SyAoc vwv
verépwt modi|mdvomdoc dupémer, 168-9 SmAowct xpucéoicy exmpemic, yépov,|éddioic
Spota pAeyéfwv Bolaic [dediov],'®® Ba. 1161-2 76v kaAivikov kAewdv é€empdéaTé|éc
crdvov éc 8drpua, Rh. 697-8 Scric 8u” Spdvnc GO’ ddetpdvrwr modi|did Te Tdéewy
kal pvrdrwy éSpac.

An iambic trimeter so elided at sense-pause can be followed only by an iambic
colon (compare Su. 923—4 éyw 8¢ ynpoPockov ovk éxw, Texoic’|a TdAawa maida, El.
11834 3 mupoc éuodov d TdAawa patpi Tdd’,|d p’ érikre Kovpav, the only other
elided trimeters known to me). With 1489 before 1488 we have a period of five iambic
metra, like 1481-2 6v eldov eidov év midawc (Murray: mvdaict codd.) ITpapicr
daclydvwy 8 drpac covijhaper (alternatively divisible at mvdacc])*®* and 1498-9 ra
8’ bcrep’ ovkér’ 0lda- Spamérav (Willink: -7y codd.) yap é€|éxAenTov éx Sopuwy mdda
(alternatively divisible at Spa|mérav).!?®

Queens’ College, Cambridge JAMES DIGGLE

122 Murray’s text of Hel. 637 presents a catalectic iambic trimeter elided, at sense-pause, before
dochmiacs, an even greater anomaly, and generally recognised as impossible (see, most recently,
Willink, CQ n.s. 39 [1989], 52-3). Nor should I accept Murray’s text of Ph. 294-5 16v oikofev
vopov céBouc™|éBac & xpovwe ydv marpdiiav. There is no parallel for elision of an iambic
dimeter before an iambic line beginning with a bacchiac, and such elision at a strong sense-pause
is unthinkable. To write céBouca (so Mastronarde and others) gives an unparalleled length. Write
céBouca vopov. Parallels for resolution in the last element of the dimeter, at sense-pause, are
given by L. P. E. Parker, CQ n.s. 18 (1968), 255. A comparable phenomenon is resolution before
change of metre, as in Tr. 565, Ion 212~230, Ba. 1170~ 1186.

123 See above, p. 108.

124 The manuscripts mostly divide at ITpiapici|(none at mAawci|). Murray’s conjecture
(accepted by Willink) is a small price to pay for avoidance of the metrical analyses offered by
other editors.

125 HMB and others divide at é|¢é€xAemrov, and I take this to be the Alexandrian division (see
above, p. 111). Most of the others divide at o{8a|or yap|, none at dpalmérny.
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