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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).1 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, 19892 
[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 

El yap 7TpoAECibElc ts' 7 TrpocESpL'at vocov 
KT7rCr7L TLV, oLXOdLEcOa. 

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 OVK EoT). '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 ot 'yco, 7rpoAchTrc, Averat be IJov IeEXrA. Di Benedetto, Willink, 
and West disagree. Willink argues that it' is required by 'the logic of El.'s reply' - 
'OVK aCTr: sc. OrTTWS TpoAE1ftw aE ... El. cannot guarantee that she will not "sicken" 
(or "faint"); but she can and does assert her will to live ....' But, if OVK EcrT alludes 
to the Ec-clause, it cannot allude only to the first of the two verbs in it (as Willink's 
'sc. orcows rpoAEt'bco ce' 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, 7rpoAEL[Etc IX' 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 
daruTo'dirv ap', e ' ?E 6r] AEiltc, yvvat, since both characters have already spoken of 
their imminent physical separation, which will occur when Alcestis departs for the 
underworld. Similarly, IA 1466 ixrj xe 7rpoAt'r7tc 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 OVK ECTl. These words allude not (or, not only) to the el- 
clause but to Orestes' earlier proposals for her welfare (301ff.), proposals whose 
motive is given in the el-clause. OVK EcC-n 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. 

1 Many of these manuscripts are listed, and their symbols explained, at the head of my text of 
Hecuba (OCT i.334-5). 
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statement that her choice is to live or die with Orestes (cvv col Kal OavEiv 

alpqJcoLat I Kal tj,v). The alternatives amount to the same thing (EXEt yap TavTrov), 
since life without Orestes is no life (7v cv KarOadv7-LC, I yvv rt' 8padcc; rTTcc /lovr7 

co0rqco,Lat, I ava'SAc oc drra'rwp d6itAoc;). 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 el SE col 8OKEL, Spdiv XP -rdS'). 

Willink himself quotes the best parallel for the interpolated /L': Alc. 391 7rpoAiEL7rLC 
L: 7TpoAEL'7Trc ,u' BOVP. Here are other examples of interpolated pronouns in the 

manuscripts of Orestes: 153 EcrTd8oc <K('> ZTp, ,u- <(Ol> Zc; 169 (vlv) e'ooa 
B2mBaAdAnAt<K?>MsXXaXb (- Kc); 227 orav </i'> codd.; 262 u?E0qCw <cE> Aa; 
337 r'-c <c'> Pr; 449 rppdccovcLv <(,t>v) Aa(Mn)Pr2RfRwSZmZu (glB2/3GKlR2 
XaXbZrZcT); 507 8e <cE> Cr (-Crc); 719 KaKLCe <(c'> H; 768 raAac <Cyco> F; 802 

iLAoc <COL> MnS; 1072 t7v <(E> FSagB; 1193 XP (<ce> MnMsRS; 1245 OavEiv <c'> 
Pr?; 1248 <cv> rTo'vta JT; 1607 <(/'> dvSavovctv AaMnPRfSZZcZmT, avSdavovc 

<('> G, -cV </'> M2. 

409-10 
ME. o02' ac EAEac, dvotdacai 8' ov fovtAotai. 
Op. ce,val yap EvTraSEwUTa 8' dTrorperrov AEyeLv. 

The imperative dTro'rpeTrov is impossible, although it is accepted by Wecklein, Biehl, 
and West ('Turn to politer matters'). Musgrave's dTroTpE`rTlt was accepted by Porson 
and others, and might be held to derive support from (a) Zmnbc 142.14-15 evTratLevTcoc 

SE rTOtelC ovoLd'eLv av'Tac 'Epivvtac rapaLToVJ/evoc (' You act sensibly in declining...') 
and from (b) d7TroTpE7TEL, which is reported from a few late manuscripts.2 But I doubt 
if we should repose much confidence in the scholiast's paraphrase (ZLnbvc 142.16 
interprets d7rorpe`rov), and I repose none at all in the integrity of those late 
manuscripts. Hermann's a7Tre-rpeTov 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 cdreTpadrov. For the aorist, in the sense in which it is used 
here, see Thuc. 1.76.2 roT3 P ITAE'o v EXELV dTrETpdaTETo, P1. Euth. 14b-c aAAa yap ov 
rTpdOvLOdc t,? el E a'daL - $rAoc el. Kal yadp vvv E'r7ELr c ET' av'Crdt 'cOa ad7rTpEdrov. 

544-57 

Op. C() yEpOV, EyCo TOL 7rpc cE SctIaLw AE'yeLv, 
7Trov ce /hAAw c 'v TE Av7TtCIecv <cpEva. 545 

cyco 8' dvococ eltlt n7rTECpa KTavCov, 
OCLOC E 7y E'TEpOV ovo0pa, TlLWJipO.V 7TaTpl. 
dc7TEAOTOd) 8 rotc AdoyOLClV EK7TTOV 

TO yrpac rjltFiv TO cOv, 6 ,k' CK7TA CCEL Aoyov, 
Kai KaO OO8Ov EllLj vVv SE cr'v rapgd rpiXa. 550 

TL 'Xp'v zIE Opdcat; O3vo yap avTOec Ovolv- 

7TaT?)p IEV / CAVTEVCEV tLE, C' 
' 

O ETLKTE TraLC, 

rTO c7rep/' apovpa lrapaAagojc' aAAov 7rdpa' 
avev E 'raTrTpoc TEKVOV OVK E'LT TrOT av. 

?Aoytcda'L7qv ovv T)dL yEvovc dpX7^yET7lL 555 
zidAAo'v i' adlvvat vL T/C V7rOCTadc-c Tpo(adc. 
t} c'] oS Ovyadrqp 

- /7ep' aioov,uat AEyeLtv- KTA. 

2 It is reported by Wecklein and Biehl from the lost Thessalonicensis (16th cent.), on which 
see P. N. Pappageorgiou, 'AOr4vatov 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. 

EURIPIDES' ORESTES 101 



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 (55 ff.). 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 548-50 (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 ... c- v -re )peva. Musgrave proposed 
(and some, including Willink, have accepted) yE for cE and TL for rE (for rt see Ph. 383 
Lz7 T-L c7v 8adK) 5bpWva). In fact, yE is the reading of AtMnuvPrYPSYPZZc ( Mnc) and 
of some manuscripts of the Lexicon Vindobonense,3 and Sa has yE cE. If the line is to 
stay, these changes must be accepted.4 Paley deleted the line, suggesting that the 
interpolator had borrowed from the rejoinder of Tyndareos in 608 (oivrw 8' ditL',77 L 

,t' )CTE ,i' dAyycalt >pdva). 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 
Ecy,L' in 546, since Eycb $' 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 jeV6 and be (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 3vo yap 
avT-rOEc SvoCv, Euripides did not oppose facts and responses with more formal 
precision. According to Paley, Orestes sets two arguments, (i) that Clytemnestra 'was 

3 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. 

4 It would not be sufficient to accept only Tt for re, leaving ce ... c-qv ,bpWva as an example of the 
KaO' 5Aov KaL j,uEpoc construction (for which see Kuhner-Gerth 1.289-90, Schwyzer 2.81, E. A. 
Hahn, TAPA 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 c?4v after ce would be otiose (contrast Hom. //. 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'.5 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, 
Wilamowitz6 finds the first pair of opposites in 546-7 ('das eine hat er vorher genannt, 
er ist Mutterm6rder und Racher des Vaters'), the second in 552ff. ('das andere ist, der 
Vater steht ihm naher (physiologisch, wie es bei Aischylos stand), die Mutter war eine 
Ehebrecherin'). But it is, in the full sense of the word, preposterous, that 6v'o yap 
avTLOEc 8vofv should be preceded by the first set of opposites and followed by the 
second. It is small wonder that Nauck7 flatly denied that two sets of opposites are to 
be found here at all, and altered 8votv to Aoywo, 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 voo yap dvTrOEc voiv, 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 (nT' prv fe Spdcat ;). 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,8 and Willink, and it ought not to be controversial.9 Lines 
555-6 harbour a problem which has not been solved by emendation, the 
unsupportable construction EAoytcdia/qv ... (ti') dJixvat ((L' 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 E'Aoytadi4qv is unusual' (Paley).? 1 More 
precisely, the word-shape . .- in the first metron is used by Euripides only to 

5 The same explanation is offered by Weil:' Si la lecon est bonne, chacune des deux phrases qui 
suivent est divisee par le poete en deux id6es, le sujet et l'attribut: 7rTaTcp et EcvTEvaEv AE?, crr 
i-naig et TIKT?E.' Possibly something like this was in the mind of the scholiast (m vc ;o 
7rpadytaTa 8vo r pdy/LLactv dvTt'OeC, TOtl TalTpti To c7Mppla, Tprt Jl rTpl TqV dapovpav). 6 Hermes 59 (1924), 257 = Kl. Schr. 4 (1962), p. 351. 

7. Mem. Acad. Imper. des Sciences de St.-Pgtersbourg, ser. vii. 1.12 (1859), 44. 
8 GRBS 14 (1973), 155-6. 
9 Some credit should go to I. F. Facius (1778), who, according to Beck (I have no.t 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."1 There is, indeed, a parallel at IA 1408 -r-' 0EOoLcLXEEv, 
which is followed immediately by a line beginning ,EAoyL'Cw (also unique, except in 

proper names),'2 but neither line is Euripidean.'3 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 U7T77rvaL rpoa'sg, "to supply nurture"' (Paley)."4 
Willink claims that the verb has here 'a force intermediate between active and 

passive', and compares Su. 188-9 0rr'Atc '6 c-'i I cv7) Sv'vaLtiv avro'vS vYTTocT7qvL at rovov. 

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 7rJJc Taic 'AO jvatc TOV6E TTPOCTCTdCEC iT0dov;. The 

expression 6ITocT VavL Trpooa'c 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 yE'vovc a'pX7qyE777 q Di 
Benedetto is alert to the nuances of these words. 'In tragedia di solito ... con 

dpXrqyEJrrq si indica il re di una citta. Qui Euripide sembra innovare l'uso della parola, 
poiche, in nesso con ydvovs, &pXqy&rjrs Ig qui il fondatore di una famiglia.' West 
translates 'the author of my birth', Willink 'the initiator of (my) YE'Vos', and then 
interprets ydvoc 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: 

Op0. 'YE`pov, E'yOJ TOL 7T/2CC CE' &EL/aL'VwL AyEwYL 
[roCEpAAwC '4V T-E AvIT-4cEtv qOp 'a]. 545 

EL7T1EAO& E' T iCc AOdYOLCV EK7o&iW' 548 
To yv)pac ij1ldV To' cd'v, O' ~' EId2TA7J'CCEL Ar?yov, 549 
KaL KaG' 0680V EL/ILL -i3 Vf) SE' C r' apfl~ TPL'xa. 550 
TL XPP' [LE 8pdcaL; SV'o ya'p aVTL'OEC SuoiV- 

7TCLT7)P /1EV E9%'TEVCEV tLE, C?)7 
' 

ETLKTE 7TaCic, 

To cirEptz apovpa jTapaAaof3olc'a&AAov 7rrdpa. 
[avEv & 7TaTpO'C TE'KVOV OVK EL7J 7T07 aLv. 

~Aoytcd4L17qV OU'V T(IL Y/EVOVC aPX?7YE`TI)L 555 
/lQdAAO'V ~.t' d'pz5vaL Tr~c 1'7TTCTdC-qC TpoabCc.] 556 
EYdO S' a&Vo'CLC EtL/IL /I17TEpa KTavcovW, 546 
OcLoc SE, Y' E'TEpOV ovo/JXa, Ttl/LWpoJv 7TaTpt. 547 

27C? aE6hyaT7LTlp - /JAJTIEp aLSoV/Icat A E yELV -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 (548-550 a). But the fact is that he stands in awe of Tyndareos' grey hair 
(550 b).'5 (Speech proper) What was he to do? (551 a). 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). 

" See M. Cropp and G. Fick, BICS Suppl. 43 (1985), 34. There is only one parallel in Aeschylus 
(Sc T 272 7rE&tovd/1oL0C), if we discount [A.] P V 817 ~7rava&7rAa~E (E'ravS- Dindorf). And S. fr. 
725.2 Radt a'vvtzEcvLLOVTEC must be considered dubious. 12 Cropp and Fick 35. 

'" See Page, op. cit. 188. Willink cites 597 1) OUVK d6iE6Xp~Cbc as another anomalous line- 
beginning. There are, in fact, parallels for this (IT 1284, Hel. 493, Archel. fr. 257.2 [fr. 31.2 
Austin]; Cropp and Fick 42). But we might treat it as 64C6Xp~-zc (for the synizesis see Studies 
93, 120). '~Hence Blaydes' 7Tapacxo?'c?c (Adversaria critica in Fur. [1901]. p. 398). 

" Observe how vt3v &E C-q)V Tapg( T3 pL'a rounds off the prooemium with an appropriate 
recapitulation Of 8IEL/kacUVW in 544. in 548 I have accepted Paley's SE 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 r6le of 
father and mother in procreation, even if line 553 may imply that the mother's r6le 
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 (JivEv 6S '7aTpTc -rjKVOV Ot; EL'-q 7TOTa cv) is modelled on 
Eum. 663 (iTaT-qip fkEv av YELdaaT' [Wieseler: yE'voLT'codd.] a'VEv /l77TpOc), just as T-poqa'c 
in 556 may have been suggested by Trpoq'c 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. 6 pE'Yac 6'A/oc a' T'adpE-ET 

/iJya opovo6c' av' 'EAAaSa Kat 
7rapa ZL1o0VT'0otC OXETOLC 

ra'Atv adv0A' ~ EE3TVXt'aC 'ATpEL8altC 810 
7TaAaL iraAatdc aJTo cvp4Oopdc &0'/wCV, 
07TOTE KTA. 

Willink's defence of -iT'cAaL (811) is rightly impugned by West,16 whose 

ITaAcLL7TcAaLdc is a compound for which tragedy provides no parallel. Sense and 

Euripidean style are well served by Hartung's 7Ta'ALV. 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 U'EraL 
vv'p4a XpvcE'wv alva~SEC/Lav 6E'` ETaL s;cSavoc ci'rav, Hec. 1095-6 yvvaEcKEC ,AECcLv 

/IE, IyVvalKEC aLLX.LaAWTL8EC, Su. 271-2 1dOt, -radAaLv', LEVpcWv 8cLr&iwv 6T1O HEpce- 
bovEt'ac, If3aOt ..., 623 ELf,EL'C qc av t'ALAWVIEtSEL67C av 7-v6xac, 1138-9 3E/3dCLV, O'KE'T 

ELCLV' O/LOL 7TdaTEP IIgEJdCLV, Tr. 201-2 v&varov TOKE,wv &S4Lara AEL'CCW, IvE'arov, 
Ph. 1060-1 yevoLEO' WAE /.LCVTpECI yEvoL/IEO' EV`EKVOL, Or. 1545 r7Aoc EXEL Sa&/lwv 

/3po1ro c I TEAoc OITaL OAIq L, Ba. 534-6 ETL va't rav 3oTpvW'8I) I Lovv'ov Xaptv oLVac I ETL 

COL roi) Bpoou'O vIEAI7CEL. 

1039-41 

Op. atAc LC T'?7TpOC atfk' .ExW CE'6 01) KTEVO), 

a'AA' alYr0XEtPL OV7LCX' O'TWL J3OvA7AL TpOTrJ)L. 
HA. Ec-raaL 7-a'r' o68'v co6 eJc/ovc AEAELt'/OoaL. 

1039 atp'tL'? yci cE '' XXaXbXcXdXeXhAdTh, aLt'/ E'y y' 8Ec' XfXgDrJMs 1041 co6 (uel 
coV)] cot FSa (- F2"), co' Aa (- Aa3) 6t'oc VMnRRf (-V2Rfc) AEA liJoLat V (_.V2) 

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.'7 The remaining symbols need explanation. Xc is Cantabrigiensis, 

16 CQ n.s. 37 (1987), 286-7. 
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Corpus Christi College 403,18 Xd is Par. Coislin. 169,19 XeXfXgXh are Par. gr. 2795, 
2801, 2802, 2803,20 Th is the lost Thessalonicensis,21 and Dr is a lost manuscript from 
Dresden.22 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 aAtc ro itt,rpoc arlt' eXuW is acceptable (Su. 818 eXELC EXeLC :: 7rIt7.drcv 

y' dAtc /dpoc, El. 73-4 lAtc &' EXELCItcrWOev cpya, but not Or. 240, where roT not 

rT is right), dALc TO LrTrpOc aaz' is commended not only by IT 1007-8 ovK av yevo4jLrV 
cov Te KaL ,Lr?rpoc k/ovEc'C I adAc TO KEt'v-C alta (cited by Porson and Willink) but also 

by the recurrence of the same structure (dALc followed by nominative subject, with 

ellipse of &CT) at Alc. 673, Med. 558, Hec. 394, [Herc.] 1339, Ion 1508, Rh. 870, S. Tr. 

332. Whether the 'Moschopoulean' Eyc6 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.23 Between the variants 'ycw 
cc 8' and cyc c c8 ' we must choose the latter. Willink prefers a modification by F. W. 
Schmidt,24 4ycb cc y' (' a strongly emphasized, opp. tlrpd'S). Yet the opposition 
which we want is not between cc and /L/Irpoc but between cyao 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 Ec 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'.25 

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 cot)v eiovc rings oddly.26 Contrast the more 

straightforward 1085 7T rroAv AXAELXat T(Oa V EC i LV govAevLdrTWV. '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 t[ooc could be taken as accusative of re- 

spect (see LSJ, s.u. AELr7Tw B.II.3, quoting Thuc. 6.72.2 evvecv ovSCevOC AETlrTrdevoc), 

but it is more likely a slip, associated with the error AcA rjbo/aL (the scribe 
thinking, consciously or not, of 6qroc AqotzaL). The more natural way to restore 
the sense postulated by West is to write eLseEL, a conjecture of Wecklein (1906), over- 
looked by later editors, which gives the same construction as Su. 904 yvcotLtL &' 

dEcA9oo MEAedypov AEAetLLuEcvoc, Hdt. 7.86.2 Ka/xLAovc raXUvTrTL (u.l. TaXXVrTa) ov 
AELtTO/LeVac 77rtcowv. For the dative alone see Hi. 1243-4 VCTpre'poJ 7Troll1CAELtOrECaca, 
Tr. 672 TrjL qVCEL Tr ArELreTaL, fr. 1066.1 TOlC EV Ol'KOJC XpjtacLv AEAEtitJaeOa. 

18 Turyn 123. 19 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 eyc and EXo 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 cov Opdacouc (Exercitationes criticae [1862], 

p. 131), and H. Stadtmiiller (as reported in Bursian, 1910, 332), who proposed oM3' e(uvXt'ac. 



1385-90 

3apf3apoot godt tSta TOr rTc OpvtdOyovov 1385 
o.l/la KVKV07TTepOV KaAAocvvact ATjSac 

CKVJpVOV Jvc?EAEvav A ceAE'vav 
fECTCVv 7rEpya.tCov 

'A7ToAAtwvt'cv 'Epwtvv. 
OTTOTOl ... 1390 

1385 Sda o Trdc] 61' Porson 1387 CKVtUvov RXXaXb (- R"1) JvcEAE'av bis Kirchhoff, 
semel Rw: uvcEA,vac bis plurimi, semel AbAdFGJKMnPrRSSaXXaXbZbcZvTp 

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.27 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 JvcEAE'av in 1387. Not only Willink and West but also 
Murray, Di Benedetto, Biehl, and Dale,28 acquiesce in this solitary cretic. 'Non ha 
nulla di eccezionale l'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.29 In what follows, 
the symbol 11 indicates beginning or end of period. 

(i) Cretics prefixed: Hi. 362-668 | .-:v;-1 +7 do; 366-7-673-4 
||_Iv_~, .I-v_-_||_ ..___.. II; Herc. 742-757 II--',v-_: - .| (for the 
continuation see under (v) below); 875 I| ... --1+7 do (but Hermann's con- 
jecture, restoring a dochmiac, should be accepted); 895 II-v-: -...... - ; 915 
11 -_-;: - - 11; 1203 11 -- + 3 do; IT83411 . . + 3 do (but corrupt); 881 1 ... 
+2 do (but perhaps corrupt); Ion 1470 [|-v- +2 do; Hel. 661-2 1 . .: -v--x- bisl| 
(or - - ..- , if e e is scanned as spondaic; see also Willink, CQ n.s. 39 [1989], 62); Ph. 153 
I|I .-:, .---|I (but it is worth considering 4ia&v <E'adv>, to restore a dochmiac; 
for the anadiplosis see below, under (d)); 296 I - (but P. Berol. 
21169 had a different beginning, perhaps another dochmiac) ;30 Or. 168 -189 
|| - -: , - I1; 179- 200 v ^ (although dochmiacs precede, 
the breuis in longo at 199 shows that a new period begins at 179 - 200; for 
the theoretical alternative 11 see (iv) below); 317-18-333-4 

(ii) Iambic metron prefixed: Ale. 873-890 I-----\; Hcld. 91 
+2 do (for the text see under (v) below); Hi. 866 I ... + at least 8 do; Hec. 1092 
II .------ .II1; Su. 1077 |II| .--+4 do; Tr. 247-8 11-- ,-+2 do; Hel. 648 
_II ...+ at least 5 do; Hyps. fr. 64.72 (p. 47 Bond) II -- +- 5 do. More doubtful 

27 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. 

28 BICS Suppl. 21.3 (1983), 124. 
29 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) II Tv 7rrdrepzi wr6lr Xdplv adOAhLIl +2 ia I. This is 
Bond's analysis. But the two divided resolutions in the iambic metron are as 
unwelcome as the solitary dochmiac interposed between iambics. Preferable, but not 
ideal, would be to analyse as rtva TrTarepL ITOTE xalplv dOAit.3' Murray's proposal 
Tlva 7aTdepi rrO6r <(rTvi> X6piv adOAti L introduces a pattern of anadiplosis unusual 
in dochmiacs (see below). 

(iii) Bacchiac prefixed: Or. 145 -158 v-- +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) Here. 1020 2 do + v^ ^l- - (the theoretical alternative vv.v, 

-vv --, which accords better with the word-division, gives a cretic sandwiched 
between dochmiacs; we could gain a second dochmiac by writing ra'Aavt <TaAavL>; 
for the anadiplosis see below, under (d)) ;32 Ion 1502 - - v-- - - I1 (, -_: - - - is 

theoretically possible; but I accept the supplements of Hermann and Matthiae, which 
restore a second dochmiac; see below, under (b)); Ph. 169 2 do + - V- (with 
Hermann's dAlov for &EAtov [jAXlov L], or, less plausibly, with synizesis aAlouv; but 
Wecklein was almost certainly right to delete the word as a gloss);33 189 3 do 
+ -vv 1 (186-9 harbour uncured corruptions); 300 3 do + -- |I (Murray's text; but 
read OLyedV r' (LA'VaLct TErKVo) ;34 Or. 179 200 |v v vv ... (alternatively 

|v| W||v ......: ?see (i) above); Ba. 1153--4 - (it is 
impossible to decide between this and .- - - -. - 11 bis). Finally a doubtful instance 
of dochmiac + molossus: Or. 1414-15 2 ia + --- 11 (Willink contemplates 
both this and . . - - -; but possibly corrupt).35 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 11 -- -;--Il+6 do (but this can be analysed as 
11 ,- -_ _ - , ba+do, as Or. 158 [(iii) above]); 1255 - 1265 ||-.-- -; | +3 do 
(but this can be analysed as 1|---;-:, -_|);36 Held. 91-2 ...... -,-|| 
(read XEtpL [Tr2], to give ia + 2 do [see (ii) above]); El. 593 2 do + -- +3 do 
(Matthiae's Atrac <ALTac> restores a dochmiac; for the anadiplosis see below); Herc. 
742-3 ~ 757-8 -v_ - | _: - . I | + 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 ., if the cretic is sound); Ion 676 - 695 

....._.__| _-+5 do (but this can be analysed as . ... +6 do);37 776 

.-- -. .... +do (Seidler's ,AcaKEC <(AaKEC> restores a dochmiac; for the 
anadiplosis see below, under (d)); Ph. 346 3 do + - - -....|| (the cretic d.c 

7TpErEtE was deleted by Nauck; but this leaves the following dochmiac txarTep 
/LaKaptaL to go with VOd'tLlIov, 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 ev ya/dLoc, omitted by Z Ap. Rh. 4.808-9).38 

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. 
33 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. 

35 See below, pp. 109 and 120. Ph. 178 (-- : .----) 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). 38 On Ph. 1350-1 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?) + - - I + do should be treated with caution. 

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

(a) At the beginning of successive dochmiacs: e.g. Or. 142 alToorp6 
' 

gd' EKEEC' 

JITo7TpJ /OL KoL'Tac, 323 TLVV/EV(Lv a3LLKav TtVV/EVaLL 06vou,39 1353 KTIT7TOV E'YEL'PETE 

,criinov Ka' goa'v, 1537 E7EpOV EtC cywyV' E-rc Op ai' &0tkoc, 1541 L'&E TpO 3w8wtdrwv t& 

7lpOKi7pUCCEL.40 In Or. there are two instances of the repeated word occupying 
successive dochmiacs: 324 KaOLKE-ErJotLLa bis (semel Crc), 339 KaTroAofv'popLaL bis. 

(b) At the beginning of a dochmiac: Hi. 580 E'VEIT E 5"'VE7E /lot, Andr. 854 O'AUTLEC 
L7TIEC (0, Hec. 709 Et'lk6c 4iE't6c Evoc (4t'c semel pars codd.), El. 585 '.LOAEC 'E'.OAEC 

J, Herc. 1190 Eip2c 4.6oc 36E yodvoc, Tr. 325 <a'vay'> a'VayE Xopov, 1216 'OtEc E'OLyEC 

J, Ion 790 aTIEKVOV a'TEKVOV EAaK', 799 oLov otov J'AIyoc ... (hypodochmiac), 1445 Lc; IW' 

Aa/1Trpdic, 1454 Lc, <Ia > y'vat,4' 1502 Ic; <IZ)> &,tvat', Hel. 670 6 At'c 6 Atdoc , 684 
7rdc0Ea ITd8lEa lTITEp,42 Or. 140 ctya ctya AETrIroT`v ... (hypodochmiac), 149 Ka'ayC 

KaLTray~E irpoc't J arp4*.ac a'Tp4tJac LWOL, 162 e'AaKEV E'AaKEV a&oTdlovov ... (6\caKEV semel 

Rw), 174 0rT-rvta roTrvta N;6, 1353 IcL 'L bt'Aat (LC semel Zb), 1414-15 ,/3aAov ~/aAov 
'EA,Evac ... (igaAov semel FPrSa, metre doubtful),43 1537 W.; W'O L'TVxa (icO semel F), 
1547 ErEc'C 7T1EC1E tikuAa0pa (EirraLcE semel Ab)," Ba. 1182 r1'4zE' C t E ft' ro38 , 1198 
'CyAa /1.Ey'Aa Ka'. 

(c) At the beginning and end of a dochmiac, with a word interposed: El. 594 7tvXaL 
cot T;XaL, Ph. 103 5pCyE' vvv o"peyC, Antiope 54 Page (fr. 223 Nauck, fr. xlviii.57 
Kambitsis) SL&Ka ToL &LKa. 

(d) At the end of a dochmiac: Hec. 684 and 694 c' TCKVOV TrKvov (probably 
hypodochmiac; rEKVOV semel pars codd. 684), Here. 917 -K7rdav airav alrav, 1020 KaKa 
'rAavt <TKIAavt>,45 Ion 776 cKpov EAaKEC <'ALaKEC>,46 Ph. 153 i3c 'ior' 4 dv EKa dv>,4a 

Or. 1455 a'7TCp E'SpaKov E'SpaKov ( GpaKov semel AaAtFZb),48 IA 1290 -&ioc e'AC'yCr' 
E'AE'Y E r ' 

cf6oovoU BZuls (accepted by Willink), rather than q%'vov (cett.). The structure of the dochmiac 
dimeter is then the same as Med. 1273 aKOvCELC poa'V a'KOUELC TEKVWV, Hec. 1063 Ta'AatvaL Ko'pat 
TraAaLvaL 'kpvycdv (Seidler: T- T- K- 0J codd.). 

4' And conceivably Or. 1500 7rroAlirova SiE rd&OEa I 7TroAv'Tova (iroA- &E iTroA- 7TdOEa codd.), for 
which see Willink. The conjecture which I have printed at Hi. 826 (Tc'vt Ao'yw, 7ra'Aac, TL'V [7tva 
Adyov ... r1va codd.] rv'xav ce'Oev) also conforms to this pattern. For further examples of the 
pattern see CQ n.s. 34 (1984), 65. 

41 With Page's <164 and Hartung's 7rdoEv for 7T0'OEv 770GEv. Alternatively, c' (Wilamowitz) 
yvvaL, lr0EV I J7rOEv EAa/3ec 'to'v (hypodochmiac + dochmiac), which falls within category (e) 
below. 

42 But not Hel. 682 (see Dionysiaca.- Nine Studies ... presented to Sir Denys Page [1978], p. 163, 
Willink, CQ n.s. 39 [1989], 66). 41 See above, p. 108, below, p. 120. 

44 See n. 85 below. 45 Only a possibility: see above (under (iv)). 
46 See above (under (v)). 17 Only a possibility: see above (under (i)). 
48 But probably not dochmiac: see n. 65 below. 



(e) At the end and beginning of successive dochmiacs: Hi. 586-7 3La irvAac 

L/oAEV I |'LoAE cot oa', El. 592-3 Aoyov, leL ALTac I <ALTac> Ec eovc,49 Or. 177 'Epeo'36ev 
W't zLoAE loe 'Ac KaTa'l rEpoc (j/odA semel AnThXa), Phaethon 282-3 (ccayacl ceayac, 
but the surroundings are corrupt).50 

Categories (b) and (c) are combined at Hi. 830 alal alal (al'a semel pars codd.) 
ijLEAal I eAca ra'E 7ra~ - 848 <alai alai> E'ALTEC I 'ALTrec, co iLAa, Ba. 986-7 cc opoc 
ec opoc c'hoA' (Elmsley: E'uoAev P)l ciLoAev, Ji Ba'KXaL, categories (b) and (c) are 
possibly combined at Ph. 296 

' 
iLO 7rd'rovLa a oI ro'a Lo 7rpdopop,oc (P. Berol. 21169, 

suppl. Haslam, CQ n.s. 26 [1976], 6-7; the manuscripts have single 7ror'vLa),5' and 
categories (d) (b) (e) are possibly all combined at Hel. 650-1 7TOCLV EXOILEV 

EXOtL,EV I ELOV (4ze OV OV E,LEVOV I ?ELEVOV EK Tpo'ac.52 
I have found few instances which do not fall into one of these categories: Andr. 842 

dridooc cLtAoc (LP: L'A' MBOAV) cl7ro8oc ... (cjTrodoc LTOrdooc C would regularise 
this),53 Here. 1042 -TEC ov cCya cilya ..., IT 835-6 -CL veapov -rpoqoiuveapov ev 

odtLOLC, Ion 1471 rTt -jtc; OLov olov ..., Or 1364 3tSa Tv oAodLevov ol|AoIdEVov ..., 1384 

adptLdTELov adpIlrELov ... (hypodochmiac, but the verse may be spurious), Ba. 977 'Te 

Ooal Avccac KVVEC LT' eIC Opoc (lr' EC opoc KVVEC would regularise this), IA 1289-90 
oc 'ISaCoc 'Il|Saoc ....54 

The repetition afforded by CKV'tVOV A vceAEvav A vceAevav, where the first A vceAevav 
ends a dochmiac and the second A vceAevav 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 oA0o'e0' ICOVEKVEC oAo eOa.55 But there 
the repetition is not in contiguous words, and we have period-end before and after the 
verse. If the repetition JvceAevav JvceAE'vav is genuine, I should expect the second 
JvceAevav 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.56 When our manuscripts agree in rational colometry, this colometry is 
presumably the ancient one.57 For these lines we have the partial evidence of P. Oxy. 
3717 (2nd cent. A.D.). The Alexandrian divisions were probably as follows:58 

49 See above (under (v)). 
50 Note also IT 869-70 TodAtac- 8elv' &Aav l ETAav SELV' (SEv' &Aav L), d4tot (PCPS n.s. 22 

[1976], 42-3). Willink suggests to me as an alternative w/LoL, SeLV' &TAav. 
51 See above, p. 107. 
52 See Dionysiaca (n. 42 above), p. 166, Willink, CQ n.s. 39 (1989), 59. 
53 darodoc, c /LAoc, da7roSoc 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 dxccw for iaXqCco: 
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), 267-8, Willink, p. 298 and CQ n.s. 39 (1989), 
59. Normally such division follows after a run of shorts ( . ...'). The exceptions (to which 
Andr. 843 would have to be added) are Here. 1070..-... - (unless we follow Willink, CQ n.s. 
38 [1988], 96), Tr. 253- .--.., Rh. 131 .- '. 

54 Rh. 821 ,?uyac EtfoL p4Eyac co 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 (&8) rode 8La7rpe7retclT'r' ...) is certainly wrong. 55 See above (under (i) and (iv)). 

56 See Zuntz, Inquiry, pp. 27--35, and Drei Kapitel zur griechischen Metrik (Sitzb. Ost. Akad. 
Wiss., phil.-hist. KI., 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. 
58 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 fapladpwL olodLI[HIHMBOVa+] 
1385b ta TO rdc OpvlOdyovov 6o/ta I[/IHMBO+] 
1386a KVv7TTrEpov | [MBOVa + ] 
1386b KaAAocvvac [n7Cr] ArSac I [HMRwZm] 
1387 a CKVLVOV [AaGKXXaXbZcTp] J vcEAEvac I [MBOVa +] 
1387b (AvcEAE'vac) (om. T7-AbFGKMnPrRRwSSaXXaXbZvTp) [IL?ZbZu] eECTr&VI 

[HMBO+] 
1388 7repyaTWV [HAaCrRf] 'AroA I [MBA(C)GKMt(S)XXaXb] 
1389a -Awv'Wv [ZbZuTTp] 'Eptvvv [HHVaAdFLPPrSaZZm] 
1389b TTr(OTOT)OTOi [HMBO+ ] 

The corruption at the beginning of 1385b may be the cause of the surprising 
division (shared by the papyrus with HMBO+) at o6lal. We expect o,u,ua 
KKVdrrTTEpovl to be a dochmiac. But at least the majority do divide correctly at 

KVK7Trrpov I, and so convict the papyrus of error (its KvKVOTrrTpOV KaAAocvvac I is an 

unacceptable colon).59 The ancient colometry evidently offered two dochmiacs 
KaAAocvvac A'rjac CKVtIIVOV AvcEAE'Vac (HMRwZm also divide after the first 
dochmiac KaAAocv'vac Alraac I). The colometry of the papyrus here is uncertain, since 
we do not know whether it had AvcEAcvac twice or (like a good many manuscripts) 
only once. If once, it offered Ar 'ac CKV'IVOV AvcEAe'acl (as Cr), if twice, AIrjac 
cKV/LVOv AvcEAEvac AvcEAE'acl (as no other manuscript). The papyrus then offers 

6Ecrov..[ ]7repya[uovvlJ(of the manuscripts which divide at TrEpydPa'ovl, Aa offers 
JvcEAevac JvcEAEvac CECT-rV 7TEpydaLWV I, CrRf offer AvceAevac CECTrbv Trepyd'a/cWV). 
But the commonest division is at ECTc Ivl(HMBO+), and (with JvcEAEeac written 

twice) this gives a further dochmiac vcEAevac SECTCV 1. There follows (in 

MBAGKMtXXaXb) a division in mid-word at TrEpydcLwv 'A7roAIAcowv'v (slightly 
corrupted in C to 'ArToAAcolv'v, in S to 'ArrolAAcovL'Cv). 

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 KIAaOE'cat P. Berol. 
17051, HMOVACrFGKPPrRSaXXaXbZcT (EKAcEAa0ecOaL Ab, EKAal0EcOOa BS); 
326 otLTaIAEov P. Berol., HMBOVACGKXXaXbZc ;60 1269 d/al4 MBOAKLX 
XaXbZbZmZu; 1434 dydaAlpara P. Oxy. 3718, HMBACGKMtPZ; 1472 Ep,AIAev 
HMBAMtP; 1498 EIKE,KAErrTov HMBALMtPRwXXaXb (elKAeTrrov SZ).61 

And so the ancient colometry gave Trepyadtwv 'AtroAI- (hypodochmiac), followed 

presumably by -Awv'wv 'Eptvivl(ithyphallic). The papyrus and HVaAdFLPPr 
SaZZm divide at 'Epvvv I, while most manuscripts append the exclamation in 1389b 
(variously corrupted) on the same line.62 

The ancient colometry solves one problem, but creates another in its place. The 
problem solved is the isolated cretic AvcEAE'ac, which now comes at the beginning of 
a second dochmiac: CKV'LVOV AvceAevaclAvceAEvac L ecrTCv. 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. 59 There are no aeolo-choriambics hereabouts. 

60 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. 61 See below, p. 123. 

62 We must keep the exclamation separate (so Biehl, Willink, West). Di Benedetto and Dale 
(BICS Suppl. 21. 3 [1983], 134) print 'Eptvvv O TrOro, 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 7TEpyal'wv 'AiroAIAwvtwv 'Eptv5v (hypodochmiac+ ithyphallic). 
Hypodochmiacs have appeared earlier at 1382 KaAAtgwAov 1-1, 1384 aiPtLa'TELOV ap-j, 
1385 f3apfa'pwL fodL, and possibly 1376 iriL qnyw EvaL .63 And ithyphallics are 
found at 1373, 1374, 1396(?), 1432,64 1456(?).65 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 zJvcEA'Vac not twice but 
once (Rw actually has the correct accusative J vcEAe'vav once only). So, in effect, Weil 

proposed (but with the unnecessary inversion ZvcEAE'VaV cKV4wvov). And Wecklein 
(1906), like Hermann and Nauck before him, prints single A vcEAE'Vac. 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 ' a'Aac bis 
J; 834 ol'ov bis MVAaAbMnRRfSSa; 1449 ?IrTTL Ko(ct(v) bis Va; 1454 'I&afa bis At; 
1470 7Tpofldc bis Aa; 1480 oLoc bis fere L; and possibly 999 6'Aoov bis MnPrRRwS 
(though this could be right). 

If single z vcEAE'Vav is right, the doubling must be a pre-Alexandrian error, for texts 
which had the word only once would have been divided next at lrEpyad/LWV I (as in the 
papyrus), and not at 'AroAlAwmvtWv. 

But it is more likely that double J vcEvav is right. Regular rhythm, and acceptable 
style, would be restored by ITEpya'tLWV <-6Jv> 'A7ToAlAwvt'wov 'Epvv'v (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 
TrdC 'A8pL-qvdc a'KTdC, Hee. 641 TdcL ZtLOUVVTL' ydt, Here. 801 vFLtbaeC TrccIpc'qt68oc, 
Tr. 841 rd' Jap&dvvELa ldAaOpa, Ion 167 At4itvac ... Trdc JhlAta'oc, 1089 <60> (PofLgEoC 

ciacLrac, Ph. 824 rdc 'A14covt'ac ... A6pac, Or. 179 To'v 'Ayaqiqcvo'vtov ... &0cIOV, 1423 
7rafSa Taiv Tvv&apt&, Rh. 1 E'VaC r&C 'EKTOpEovC),66 sometimes when the adjective 
(as here) merely adds elaboration (as Ale. 570 6 JIJGLoc EVA vpac 'A7TrcAwv, Or. 1480 
"EKTWp 6 ('PpvYLoc, IA 265 MvKc7vac ... rdc KVKACwITt'aC, 1053 6 Pipv'ytoc ravvp 4S-qc). 
Similarly with adjectives not formed from proper names: Med. 440 and Tr. 1115 
tEAAa'SL Tdt /LEyaAat, Hi. 229 yvuFvac'Cv TrwV IrTTOKpo'iWTv, Here. 368 I7H7vEloCc 6' 
KaAAC&VctC, 784 SJpKa ... ca KaAALLpEEGpoc, Ba. 556 Nu'cac ... Tdc GTqpoTpckOov, IA 548 
TEpAc 6 XpvcoCKO'pac, Rh. 370-1 Tad'v Sdxpucov ... T'ATcav. For the combination of 
name epithet and other epithet and articulated noun (as here) see Ale. 570 (quoted 
above), Andr. 489 Ta&v Ta'&aavav 'IAca'da K6pav, Ba. 409-10 ca KaLAACTIEVO/EVa TiLEpLta 
/LOUCELOC A3pa. And for the order epithet + noun + article + epithet (as here), see Andr. 
277-8 TpL7TwAov aippka SaqIo'VWV ... TiO KaAAtIvyE'C, and, for the reverse order, Cyel. 
620-1 T-6v .bLAoKLccOOqPov Bpc4tcov 7ToOELv0V. A further advantage of this proposal is 
that it leaves rational the attested division at 'A7roAlAov(Cov. 

Now, the papyrus appears to have added something before 7rEpydc4Lwv. The editor 
reports 6ECTcWv.. [ ]7TEpya[jcwv ('Too much room for e.g. v71pyapcwv, not enough for 
-rwv. roc (To[LJ) a long shot'). If Tw[v] were in fact possible, I should take this to be 

63 The manuscripts give this as a hypodochmiac, but other divisions are at least as plausible. 
64 See below, pp. 114-115. 
65 If we divide &ITEmp ~SpaKov ApaKov I iv &0tLOLc TVpaivvwv (do + ith). But since there are no 

other dochmiacs hereabouts, Willink's analysis (_ - - - _ - - - -) may be preferable. 
66 We shall have another instance at Or. 838, if we follow West in writing 'Ayat4q.tvdvLoc ('Ay- 

codd.) 7aicc. But the reizianum. - . - - is of a common shape (Hcld. 373, 750 - 761, 757 - 768, 
El. 700 - 714, IT 396 - 41 1, Ion 458 - 478, 460 - 480), and metre does not afford us the liberty 
to change Andr. 1034 'Aya.tExvo'voc KEACwp. 
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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.'67 But, if Tco[v] is 
not possible, then we shall probably have to dismiss the papyrus' addition as a slip.68 

An alternative solution has been suggested to me by Prof. West: the inversion of 

rTepya'dtwv and 'AtoAAowvi'ov, to give 'Aro)AAtwvLt'v I rrepyda.twv 'Eptvvv, doch- 
miac + ithyphallic. 

1408-13 
ol 6 7rpOC OpdvovC (CW 

tLOAd\VTEC ac cyTrqL' o TO- 

doTac nIdptc yvvaLKOd, 6O1- 1410 
iLa SaKpv'otc 7TrevppLE`vot, 

TarEteV EovO', o6 Ev 

TO KEtOEV, 6 86 TO KEL0EV aA- 1413 a 
Aoc dAAoOev 8EapaytE`voL ... 1413b 

1412 -rarre'v' Willink: Traretvoi codd. 1413b Se6payEtLCvo Shilleto: rr?epayiE`vot codd. 

West tacitly rejects Willink's conjecture, and like previous editors divides 
Eco l... IdpL I ... 8aKpooLc l ... TcaTrvol ... 6 S.69 This gives hiatus at Tac7TEtvoL 
gFovO'. Willink calls the hiatus 'unwelcome'. He is right. 

The sequence v-- -- -- gives presumable period-end after the bacchiac, according 
to the rule formulated by T. C. W. Stinton.70 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 Ta7revol EovO', especially when EovO' 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 (_ - - 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 OEOiCLv EV- 

(odp,ECOd I ec)v yap Sv'va/Itc /LeylcTa 231-2 yvvalKa KarOavoucavl Cv alttaa L t Tt)' 
E7rod/l,71 Hcld. 892-3 c/iol Xopo'c /1EV 68vc, el At'yetL I Acorov Xadptc t aevI ait 901-2 

EXELC 68dv rtv', TroAtLc, 8tKal6v' oV Xp r 7TOTe To08' dc8Oatc (but ALtyea hoAlTOV 
-231-2 SLKOatov o6lmay be preferable; or ELI ~7rAtcl, as Willink suggests to me, 
comparing Med. 432 -439), Andr. 848-9 Trov 8'E K rreTpac acpcE,J, I (<7 Kadra 7TOVTOV 

67 CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 352. 
68 I 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. 
69 This (for the most part) was probably the ancient colometry (see above, p. 110). P. Oxy. 3718 

(5th cent.) divides at cCw (with only AbPrRfSa; the majority divide at LohdAoVTec ) and 
Indptic (with the majority) and probably at SaKpvotcl and -ra7revoit (with the majority). 
Thereafter the papyrus fails us. Only Sa (which divided at TrecvptLEvo L) divides at e|1. The 
remainder divide at KElOEV dAAoc. 

Incidentally, the gloss]..r-..oc in the margin of P. Oxy. 3718 next to 7Tpovoitac will be 
Op]OV7LToc. This word glosses rrpovo'a 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. 

70 'Pendant close is always a mark of period-end, if it is followed by a short or anceps' (CQ n.s. 
27 [1977], 39). 71 See ICS 6 (1981), 84-7. 



q Ka' viAav o3pwv, Hec. 630-1 4CJol Xp'v yrr77ovav yevecOal, I '16aiav oreE rTpcrov vAav 

(-639-40 KVKAOfivrat' KOlVOV 8'), Here. 1025-6 aaia, r'va cTrvaylo vl yoov i 

(OtLTwV, 1036-7 EpEc'ciaO' 'HpdaKAXEovdlJ alxl icac rdeS Aahavotc,72 1067-8 L rrpecfv 
c: lya ciyd lrraAlvTpo0roc E(e7rr)>EYEpOd,LEVOC CTpCETEraL' EpE,73 Tr. 1235-6 apacc' 

apaE Kparn I rt rv'Aovc LoOca XELpoc, Hel. 1113-14 Oprjvwcv Elol Ivvepy6c, I 'EAXvac 

tLEXAac rrTvoVC (- 1127-8 'AxalUv|llovOKw7rroc), 1486-7 7rTL7TrEToLvOC laXEi. IrQ 

rrraval 6oALXav'XEve (~ 1503-4 OaAdccac, Ivav'ratc), Ph. 1293-5 rdAalv' yco rd'A- 

alvd, I rr'drepov pa vCKvv oAohdLvov Xjcco; (Elmsley: laX- codd.) (, 1305-7 

cLEAAov 17r'Tr oc [Dindorf: arroTroc codd.]),74 1518-19 /uotic aXEcc cvvWcoutc, I alAXvov 

altdylLactv a, 1532-3 Trdrep yEpaLE, 8ei6ov,l OlT7rdoSa, cov alcSva ,iAeov c eTrr', Or. 

1399-1400 ctLapeoLtcv fAl6a. I AO0ov kc 8dtovc I (hypodochmiac, if we accept Willink's 

division). 
(ii) Hiatus or breuis in longo followed by a syncopated iambic metron: El. 1207-8 

f3aAXev E6EL6E t,acrTv Ev oovaicLv, lo; Io, O TpOc 7rC63oL (~ 1215-16 ALTaLvo. I 
7raprt8jLv), Ph. 313-17 Kal XEpcl Kal Ahyotcld7TroAVALKroTV cdovdv IE KIEC Kal TO 

8eEVpOl rrepLXopeVovca TrpbLv rraAadiv Ad'wcoIXappLovdv,7 Or. 167-8 cv yap VLV, C 

(d) del. Willink) -rdahavd, I wv'6ac' Aacaca (Willink, praeeunte Longman: 
da'caca YPMC: c'faAEC codd.) ct Vtrvov - 188-9 OaveLv (Oavelv> (Lachmann; <vtv> 

Willink), rL ' a'AA o;ovSE yap wro'ov EXEL f3opdc, IA 1480-1 cAL'Ccr' di/l' va6vl dIaL 

fwlpov "ApTeJutv (s.u.l), fr. 53.1 OVK ECTlV EV KaKoLctv EvyEveLd, rTap' ayaOotEc 6' 

adv8pv. 
(iii) Hiatus or breuis in longo followed by iambic metron: Hec. 1095-6 yvvalKec 

Aecda'v I lyvvaiKec alxtLaACTLo8ec, Tr. 521-2 -rrAov ev 7rvAaLC 'AXaLOL lava 8' 

Ef3dacev XeCoc (~ 541-2 0e?dc. I Ert). I assume that there is adequate sense-pause at 

Andr. 1219-20 daTTTrd/.Leva qpovoa rravTr' EKelv (Diggle: 7ravra KelTra codd.: rravra 

Kelva Dobree) lKOt7TTwv .terapCLWv Trpoccw, for the sense is potentially complete at 
1219, and there is certainly sense-pause in the strophe 1205-6 L qL'Aoc, 8od'ov cAtrrec 

Eprll1ov, ye'povr' dTratSa vocq)Lcac. But I do not think that there is adequate sense- 

pause at Ph. 312-13 rTL O( ce; 7rTWC a7TavT alKa Xepcl Kal AoyoLCL, and I should accept 
Wecklein's d7rdvraL, which eliminates not only the anomalous breuis in longo but also 
the anomalous adverbial accusative.76 

1431-2 
Se Atvov rAaKdrat 

aiKTvrAoLc ALccev ... 

The majority of our manuscripts (including P. Oxy. 3718, 5th cent.) write these lines 
as a single colon. Only T divides them at 'AaKdraL 1. The problem is to restore metre 
in 1431. It is useless to analyse as - I . .- - (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 'ydovg, v,Itvovs vel sim. }XE?iv dici potest, non potest V4KVV Y]XeWv'. But VEKVV 
laXeLv 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 laXelv or 7XEiv, though unusual, is not more surprising 
than that which is attested for VtLVElV (IT 1457) and Xopevetv (Herc. 871), or than expressions 
like IT 367-8 avAETraL ... t)tAaOpov, El. 691 dAoAvETrat ... 83&la, and flodcOaL passive in Hdt. 
See also Willink on 103. 

75 But we could write Ao'yotct<v> (Fritzsche); and Murray's deletion of 315 (;KeICE Kae TO OeVpo) 

may be right. 
76 The defence of arravra by R. Renehan, Greek Textual Criticism. A Reader (1969), pp. 

107-12, does not touch on the metrical issue. 
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Biehl) or as -vlI v - ('chor heptasyll B', Dale),77 since there is no trace of 
choriambs in this aria. Willink suggests tapfdapoLc vdto'LCLV a 8 -E AL'vov] I nAdKara 
SaKTvJAoLC EAlCICE..., which brings an unwelcome sense-pause in the lekythion, 
removes the inoffensive ALvov, and retains 1430 gapda'poic (-oLcl all manuscripts 
except RwTTp) VO'LOLCLt, words rightly deleted by Hartung, who is followed by 
Wilamowitz (as reported by Murray), Wecklein (1906), Biehl, and West. The 
repetition, offensive after 1426 OPpUYL'oc E-vXov ppvyl'OLC voJ'Olc, is not to be 
defended (as Willink defends it) by reference to 1374 3apl3dpoicL Spacqoic, inoffensive 
after 1370 fapfa'poCc Ev EvadPLCLv. Nor does the collocation of datives -r,aKa'raL 
8aKlvAolc, which offends Willink, offend any more than do those at El. 474 spdCoLo... 
xaAaic, Hel. 373-4 ovvXL ... rrAayaic, A. Ch. 24-5 dalvy/xoic ovvxoc aiAoKL VEOTO'/WIL, 

S. Ai. 230-1 XEpl ... .LEECLV, 310 Ovvtl ... XEpL.78 West restores anapaests with 

XpvccaL> AL)vov, which introduces a prosodic anomaly Sc Xp-.79 
Weil's ALv' (accepted by Wecklein [1906]) may be right. It gives a hemiepes followed 

by an ithyphallic, as Alc. 440-1 -450-1, Su. 598 -608,80 Hyps. fr. I. ii. 13-14- I. iii. 
16-17 (pp. 26-8 Bond). But it is worth considering A'vov <ALvov), 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 avpav atvpav 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 SvceAEvac 
AbFGKMnPrR(Rw)SSaXXaXbZvTp,81 1414 eflaAov FPrSa, 1416 cOopov FPrSaZb, 
1427 avpav AtC, 1428 'EAEvac GRZbZvT, 1453 LxdrEp HAtCCrGKLMnMt 
SZbZdZmZu, 1414 opt'pta fere AtF, 1461 KarOav7rL Va, 1481 EL8ov AaAb(Cr)RZb. 

The metre will then be dactylic tetrameter catalectic, as 831, 1381 [ .........], 
and possibly 1369 (if we divide at Oavdrovl), and elsewhere (Cycl. 617, Andr. 
482-490, El. 141 - 158, Ba. 116- 131, IA 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 
d ' 

avLdaXEv LaxE?v 'QtjOI Itot. 

avLaxev LaxEv BOVaAaAbAtCrFGKLMnPPr(R)RfSSaZT: dvt'aXEv advaxEv HACJMtZb 
ZmZu: laXEv waxEv XXaXbZcZv et Mtc: 'axev y' LaxEv y' Tp: avl'aev M: advLaxv Rw: L'axEv 
Ad it ,xot/ xOL AaAtFPrSaZb 

Murray divides d ' 
adv'aXev L-IaxEv '"Qftol tLOL (it is not clear whether this was 

intended as - --- I ---- or - - - I ---). Wilamowitz82 and Dale83 accept 
the solitary dvtaxev of M (and Rw), and the former analyses as - I --- 
(trochaic), the latter as - I - - I - -. Di Benedetto prints his own conjecture d &' 
dvLax' laXev I 'Qtot L io and analyses as - - ^ --- (lek + mol). Biehl analyses as 

.- . ... I|--- (do+ mol). Willink accepts the variant iLc ,toL' tot and analyses as 

.-..-. ._-- -. 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 Lta-; (ii) Euripidean 
usage in respect of anadiplosis; (iii) Euripidean metrical usage. 

77 BICS Suppl. 21.3 (1983), 136. 78 cf. Kiihner-Gerth 1.441. 
79 See Barrett on Hi. 760. At Or. 839-40 OTE| XP- (on which see Stinton, JHS96 [1976], 126) read 

OT' (<K> (Willink). At Ph. 166 /dAotiLu Xp- I propose flaAolLIev (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 idX- in the present tense (only the participle ixcowv is found, apart 
from a single instance of LaXEt at Hymn 27.7), and in the noun IaX'j. Epic prosody in 
the past tense 'laxov is r6X- (preceding vowel always elided; criaxoov also found), but 

ldXov thrice in the Iliad (always FldXov) and idXrjca twice in the Hymns (fldX- at 28.11 
and presumably at 2.20). Attic prosody is FdX- in both verb and noun, but Euripides 
occasionally uses epic ld)-: El. 707 certainly idX-, but uncertain whether ldaXE (L) or 

taXEt (Diggle) or 'aXEv (Elmsley); Herc. 883 IdMXrjLact; Hel. 1147 idxl'jrlc (Hermann's 
certain conjecture); Phaethon 82 probably <>)dXoiclv. In the past tense Euripides has 
the augment at Hel. 1147 (TdXjOr/c) and drops it at Or. 826 (iaXr/ce) and at El. 707 
if Elmsley's idXEv is right; at El. 1150 either idXrqce or IdaXr-c (L in the anceps 
position). 

Ours is the only passage in tragedy where epic Ita'w (as opposed to LaxE') occurs, 
unless we accept either a'XEL (L) or taXEV (Elmsley) at El. 707 or write (>)d'Xovctv 
instead of <i)axolcLv at Phaethon 82. 

Epic usage suggests the scansion dvaXcEv and LdXEv or cvladXev and riXEv. But Attic 

usage in respect of laXr, ladX,rla, and laXcu suggests that dvlaXov and adXov or 

avadXov and aixov are legitimate. 

Anadiplosis 

It is reasonable to assume that dvtax(ev) taX(Ev), compound followed by simple verb, 
as in the majority of manuscripts, is correct,84 and that the less well attested variants 
are incorrect. There are then four possible forms which the anadiplosis may take: (a) 
dvLaX)v tlaXEv, (b) avt'aXEv tax', (c) avi'ax' Laxev, (d) avt'ax' Lax'. 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. 586-7, Hel. 195, 1118 Eo,AEv c',oAE; Hel. 214 ,AaXev cEAaXev, 384 4,AEcev 

COAECE; Ph. 1568 E`0Epev (E`Epev; Or. 162 'AaKEv 'EAaKEv, 329 'AaK:ev c`AaKe 
(s.u.l.); 986 &TEKEV ETEKE, 1468 ;bEpEv ?OEpEv. 

(b) first verb elided, second not elided: Or. 1547 &r?c' rTE?cE (s.u.l.);85 Ba. 
986-7 4LoAg' 4LoAEv (Elmsley: -ev -ev P), rather than Et`oAev 4,toA', 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: Alc. 266, Hi. 

64, Hel. 331, Ph. 681, Or. 148, 176, Ba. 107, 595, Rh. 675, 676. An exception 
is the non-Euripidean [Ph.] 1716 yevdoLeOa yevodEO'. 

(b) when the first verb is elided, the second may be elided (Hec. 173-4 [s.u.l.], 
Su. 800 [Blaydes], Ph. 1054, IA 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.1l.], Rh. 720, fr. 588.1, Hyps. fr. 64.92 [p. 48 Bond]).86 

84 For this figure see GRBS 14 (1973), 265 and Studies 18. 
85 rT?C' r7TECE Seidler: 7T?c?Ev 7r?EcE(v) uel 7taLceV 'atcE(v) fere codd.: 7atc' 7TaLcE(v) FT. 
86 And possibly fr. 453.9 (Cresph. fr. 71.9 Austin) <'> 0 OL Ot, TO'Trva, TrodAvw (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, [Ph.] 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, IT881 (s.u.l.), 894 (s.u.l.), Ion 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, IA 1487, 1524, Rh. 
680. There are few exceptions: Alc. 270 -r'Kva TrKV' (s.u.l.), Ion 1054 7rdrvLa 

7TOrvL', [Ph.] 1725 $ELVa 3ELV'. 

(b) when the first word is elided, the second may be elided (Alc. 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 [Alc. 270 (s.u.l.), Ion 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 instances87 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 v7raKoucov 

aKovcov, Ba. 1065 Kary77EV rlyev 7yev (a unique instance of this figure outside lyrics); 
(ii) when the first verb is elided, the second may be elided (Hec. 167 a7TrCAEcar' 

cOAEcaT', Or. 181 8LoLXdo'eO' oioXd'eC)88 or not elided (Med. 1252 KaToISerT' Lere, Su. 
811 rrpoca'dyT' (<YE7E) [Diggle],89 Ph. 1350 dva'yEr' ayETEr [Mastronarde: dvdyEr' 
dvadyErE codd.]).90 Note also Hi. 1374 rrpocaTrdAAvrC tl' 'AAVTrE (7TpocanroAAvr' 
diTO'AAVTE Wilamowitz). 

We may now examine our four candidates: 

(a) avLcaXEv a'aXEv conforms to rule (i) and may be compared with Alc. 400 v7raKovcov 

aKovcov and Ba. 1065 KaTr7yEv 7YEv jyev. 
(b) avlaXEV 'ax' breaks rule (i). 
(c) vla'' l'aXcv conforms to rule (ii) and may be compared with Med. 1252 KaTLrET' 

USETE. 

(d) aviaX' 'aX'conforms to rule (ii) and may be compared with Hec. 167 d7rcoAicaT' 

oWAEScaT' Or. 181 8LotlXodEE' olXdELEO'. 

Metre 

To the uncertainty over the prosody of LaX- is added uncertainty over the exclamation 
which follows. The great majority of manuscripts has tLzoL tLOL, but a few have ih ,IOL 

jiOL. Although Biehl is wrong to say that C has cJOtLo, we had better consider this as 
a further alternative; likewise Ic6 JOL. All four forms of exclamation are found in 
Euripides.91 

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

87 The variant cvvE7rec(Ev) 7iTecE at Or. 1309 is certainly wrong. 
88 We must follow Willink (and Biehl) in writing otXdtopE' d for -peOa. 
89 GRBS 14 (1973), 265, Studies 18-21, 119. 
90 The conjecture is neat, but it leaves a cretic (-KVTOV ~Eri) 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 rdl Kapa <(iOE>TE, giving dochmiac and 
hypodochmiac twice. 91 See Willink ad loc., and his Addenda, p. 362. 
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(A) i& 

(a) ad ' 
dvlaXEv laXev 
1 "Q2Cpo ,Fot 
2 "QuCjol 
3 'I70 JOl JtOl 
4 'Ico6 AO 

(b) a 8' avdiaXeV ix' 
5 "Q,Lot tOL 
6 'QIOL 
7 'Ic6 LOL' LOt 

8 'Ic taoO 

(c) d 8' daviX' ldXEV 
9 QjCol JIOL 

10 1Q2ol 

[11 'IC6 oL/LOl 

[12 'Ico i/ot 
(d) cd ' dviax' ZdX 

13 "Q,LOL tLOl 
14 'QVOL 
15 'Ic6 tot /olO 
16 'I0 PtOl 

(B) Ia 

(a) c 8' avVaXEv taXEV 
17 "Q2ot f otL 
18 'Q,1oL 
19 'I) IjLOi /Ol 

[20 'ICLO ao 

(b) cd ' cdivrXEv daX' 
[21 "Q,tol /LOL 

22 "f24OL 
23 'Ic toti' tioL 
24 'I16 /LO 

(c) a 8' dvTdx' LaXE 
[25 'QfotL /O 

26 "QxotL 
[27 'Io p,Oi /LOL 

[28 'I(c6 ot 

(d) d 8' cidva' tdX' 
[29 S'Qlot LOL 

[30 1Q/2ot 
[31 'IcJ p,O' LOl 
32 'Ih LLOL 

(C) lo 
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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+ --- 
do + ba 

-v-l-v-|ll--_-(= 23) 
_l-v-_-_|_-_(= 24) 

---v-l-v--- 
-_-I-,-I--I-|-(= 17) 
-_-_|_--|- --(= 18) 

.-.----.--(=31) 
-v-I---I,--(= 32) 

u----vv--- 26) 

....... --(= 25) 
-_- I ----- (= 26) 

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 

(a) d 8' dvld.XEv dvladXEv 
33 'QILo /,o - vv vv ---(= 39, 43) do+ mol 
34 'QIO -o .| I --(=40, 44) do + sp92 
35 'I c6 poL LoL - VV V I . --- (cf. 9, 15) 

do+ - -- 
36 'Ic6 tol - V VV V I -- do + ba 

(b) d 8' dvlaXev ldiX 
37 "Q1LOl /LO 
38 'Q,oL 
39 'Ioj /uo' tol 

-.v .vv -- - (=41, 47) cr+do 
-,. I, ,--(= 42, 48) ia + ba 
- vvv I - - -(= 33, 43) do + mol 

92 Or -vvl v - - 2 tro. 

.VV.VV.....( =7) 

.VV.VV-V..(= 8) 

--Va--VV .....- 

--aVV--Vu------ 

_vv_vv_v---(=1) 
.VV.VV-V..(= 2) 

......I .... (= 15) 
......lv--(= 16) 

--vv_av_-- vv___ 

-_vv-vv--v 

.vv-v. I - 

.vv_.-.v--(= 10) 



40 'I/6 toL 

(c) ad ' dvida' ldXEv 
41 "Q9otL JLOL 

42 "QoLt 
43 'Ic /Lot' 1OL 

44 '10 tLot 

(d) ad ' dv!iX' iax' 
45 'Q[LOI /Ol 
46 "SQoc 
47 '7c6 LOLt' 01 
48 'Io tLoL' 

(D) la 

(a) ad ' 
dvldXEv LaXEv 

[49 "Qpot /otL 
[50 "'Qot 
[51 'I6 ot' p.ol 
[52 'Ic6 poL 

(b) d' v aVdXEv Tda' 
53 '"Qol IcOl 
54 "'Qlot 

[55 'Ic to' /Lot 
[56 'o6 totL 

(c) d a' dviLx' TaXev 
57 "'QpLot Lot 
58 'QotL 

[59 'Io totL' JULO 
[60 'I7 /1o01 

(d) a 8' dvLrX' r6x' 
61 'Qpot JLOt 
62 OQpoL 
63 'I7 /ot' Pot 
64 'Ic /otl 
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-. . I --(= 34, 44) do+sp92 

- |... ,.---(= 37, 47) cr+do 
-... Iv- -(= 38, 48) ia+ba 
- . ...... I---(= 33, 39) do + mol 
- v Iv v--(= 34, 40) do+sp92 

- vVV[I-- 

-_.. I ---.(= 37, 41) 
.-... vV--(= 38, 42) 

-v-v-vv--- 

-v-v-Qv-- 

-v-vv-vvv--- 

-v-vv-vvv-- 

--V-V.V---(= 63) 
_--I .-.vv--(= 64) 

v-v--v-vv-- 5 

-v-I-.-.-- 
-v-vl-v-[ 

_._-_ _ vv - -(= 57) 
-_v-_|...-.(= 58) 

Conclusions 

d 8' avLaXev laXev "Q.lotL pOL is much the best attested reading, and dvtaXev laXEv 
accords with Euripidean style. I comment in turn on the three possible metrical 
analyses (1, 17, 33). 

1 -vv-vv- _. 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 -- _vv - v - -.93 As a clausular rhythm, - --- appears, after 
a linking anceps, in the sequence ... ( v) -. -. (v -)x - - - (Herc. 896-8, 
908-9, - j- .-.-.-vv - . -.---; perhaps Here. 1077-vv-v- .l----;94 
Tr. 282-3 -- - - ---I ; 286-7 - - - ----; Ion 1508-9 

..... Iv_ v - .-....l-Q-; Rh. 527-8 I 546-7 . .-. .-V .-v - ;95 

Phaethon 234-5 ~ 243-4-- vv- v-- -.---; 272-3 -.--. - vv-v- --- fr. 
911.3 - --- v-v-- v-v - v - -; S. El. 486-7-502-3-- .- -o -l . ----; OT 
1096-7~ 1108-9 -.- . - . ----4).96 A very partial analogy for the sequence 

93 See ICS 6 (1981), 95-8, CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 347, Stinton, JHS 97 (1977), 143. 
94 If we accept Willink's cvyydvwv for cv'yyovov (CQ n.s. 38 [1988], 97). 
95 See ICS 6 (1981), 91 with n. 25. 
96 Note also (in a dactylo-epitrite context) Tr. 515 ~ 535 - - - -- - -. 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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do + sp 
ia + sp 
cr + do 
ia + ba 

unacceptable] 
unacceptable] 
unacceptable] 
unacceptable] 

glyc + sp 
hipponactean 
unacceptable] 
unacceptable] 

ch dim + sp 
cr+do 
unacceptable] 
unacceptable] 

cr + ia + sp 
2 tro 
ch dim + sp 
cr + do 



-uv- vv-v--- is provided by the colon -1-1 --- (AndI. 857, 862, Ion 1494, 
Hel. 657, 680, 681, Hyps. fr. 64.94 [p. 48 Bond]).97 

17 - -I- -I- -I--. The cretics are well suited to the context. For the 
final spondee compare Here. 131-2 I- - - -I-,--- and Hel. 
23lv,,-,,,-,I-v---, as well as v-v-I--at Ale. 401.413, Su. 781-789, 
IT400-415,98 and --- at Ph. 320-1. Willink (p. 362) objects to the 

'unparalleled pattern of overlaps' (d 6' dvi1dXiv LdX& 63lo-t [L). It is true that 
cretics, when they come in series, often stay within the boundaries of the metron: so 

LE W ' I KaorvEC 
Cyci. 659 TWOET wI ICIKa'LET- J, Hi. 362 aLEc U)1E KAVEC 6-669 TdcavEc J I K(A)OVXELC, 

Hec. 1080 vafuc Trwcc 17TovrLOLc 1TELC/LQCaV I ALvJ'KPOKOV, 1100 cL/TTdpEvoC Iov'pdv- 
LOV I ,/TTE7ETE'CI 1CuAa6pov, Here. 135 'EAAa'c I ev/yu,a' Xovc, 742 Xap- 
/.ovat I 6aKp v - 757 Tri'c 6 OEoV I Cvo/dat, IT 647 cE SE ';Xac I pLchcapoc w vEavla, 832 
KaTa &' 8Kpv I iaiY &' ydoc I 'tia Xapdt,99 Or. 316 8po/.La6Ec 1I7TTEP00 p ot -333 rT'c 

~AEOC itc 66' Jy 'v, Rh. 682 Tc Ac'XOC; I 7TOEV ifac; 17To6car6c EL;. But they also 

regularly overstep the metron: Andr. 275-6 ic v&drav I -q'AO' 6' Matlac TE KatL t LtOC TOKOC 

.-285-6 iVt6aKwv lvt4'av a`lyAdvra caLtaTra Aoaic, Here. 386 6vcTpa7EIJOt 7TE'pav 
h.399 EAtKc' JqPOo6IpEt KTavw'V, Tr. 1091-2 MdTEP wI Lo qo'vavI6?5 t''AXCLLi 
Ko.Lkt1OVCt CEO'EV (7T' o/L/LtWU 

' 1110-11 tri6q yaIla'v 7rOT' I6ot Aa'Katlvav 

TraT-pw~tlov TIE OdAaCkov EcrCtaC, IT 849 EeEOpE1lPw 4aoc, Ion 1449 TTOOEv E'AaoIo1tEv 
Xapa'v, Ph. 316 7TEptXopEVI1ovcaT E'Ibt q'Atd Afw 2 t TOLvc~ C 154-5 
Tiv' cur6 ITp631rOV E7Tru Xatl Tac clTapaylp.oEc aJiTaplX'c f3dAwO, Or. 1377ITO?VTov 'QIKEav6c 
6v, 1419 tk ~TtC E'lI? 606AOC, 1421 TOCc 6' EC apIKUCTaQTav, 1424 tiaTpoOO'VITac 6paLKwOV. 

In the anadiplosis a'vtaXEv t"aXEv the syllables which are repeated occupy the same 
positions in successive metra (1tkXEv bis), which is crucial for the rhetor'ical balance. 

33 - , -I - - -. This is a rare form of dochmiac: almost certainly to be 
accepted at Here. 1085, IT 870, Or. 1305, IA 1290, less certainly at Ph. 1533, and 
certainly not at Tr. 325.100 A possible, but far from certain, parallel for dochmiac 
followed by molossus is 1414-15 'Ef3aAov ~f3aAov 'EAE'Vac alpc.t'k.10 

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) -(alcaic decasyllable, as Hee. 952, El. 486, 1226 - 1232, Ion 
1049 -1062, Rh. 536-7 -555-6102) is obtained (in 2) by dropping ).tot1o3 (parallels for 
the interpolation would be Ph. 1493 and 1551, where many or most of the 
manuscripts have 4c/ot /Zlot for 64'~ot). 

3 - - - ---(dactylic pentameter catalectic, as Cyci. 620, El. 452 -464, Hel. 
384, Ph. 1491 and possibly 831-2104) has a clausular cadence not attested in this length 

" See PCPS n.s. 20 (1974), 15, Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 171. 
90 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 AE'OVTEC 

'EAAavEc I3 &v'o tUtio (MOMt: -w cett.) <AuvO,Wu~> (--- 
99 For an alternative dochmiac interpretation (with Dindorf's 8a'KPv<a>) see Studies 20, 

Willink, CQ n.s. 39 (1989), 46. 
100 See Dionysiaca (n. 42 above), p. 166, where I wrongly said that IAl 1290 is iambic. 
101 See above, p. 108. For the position of the repeated element in the dochmiac see p. 109 (under 

(b)). 102 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 18 1. 
103 Wilamowitz ( Verskunst, p. 271 n. 1) appears to have contemplated the deletion of [Lt, but 

his analysis would then have been -- -I - --I - -- -(as 18). 
-104 This assumes the division -pac /J.ETaLLEt/3oJtE'Va 7TTOALC a'Th'ar' iKpotClI, which will then be 

followed in 833 by E'CTaK' 'Ap-?qt'OC CTEc,a'VOtCtv ( -,- - - -,- - -), an unwelcome length (but an 
acceptable colon can be restored by g'CT3aK' 'ApEot'C CT1EcfcVOtCtV [fere Brunck ('Ap htoc)] or 
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but found in the commoner catalectic tetrameter (Ion 1484, Ph. 121, 192, Or. 1381 
"IAtov "IAtov J4Lot iLOI) and in a catalectic hexameter at Andr. 274 284 (and possibly 
Ph. 831-2).105 Willink suggests that the same colon might be restored at 1300 WAX' 
ErrLKovpoc EtLoictL iAotiLCL (('Aotc Cr, as Willink had conjectured) 7rdvrwc. But I see no 
cause to remove the praxillean (for which see Alc. 568-9-578-9, possibly Su. 
599 -609,106 Tr. 1070- 1080, Ion 1075 1091, possibly Or. 1369).107 

4 - _vv_ _- is a straightforward dactylic tetrameter of common shape (Hi. 
1124- 1137, 1129 - 1140, Andr. 1174 - 1187, 1182 - 1195), but it requires lao t,LOL [POL]. 

5-8 may be ruled out of consideration, since dvLaXEv l'aX' gives an unattested 
pattern of anadiplosis. 

9 -_ v- I __- - is attested at Herc. 1024 and Rh. 832 (- 466t), where we have 
the choice of analysing as dochmiac + - - - or as aeolo-choriambic.108 In both places 
the colon is clausular to the stanza. It is not welcome here. 

10 - vv- Iv--(do+ ba) is, in theory, an acceptable combination.109 But, when 
this combination occurs, the dochmiac nowhere takes the form -v- -. The most 

probable instances are Alc. 874-891 (v - ^ [unlessvv -- ]), 877- 
894 ( .--.-.--), Su. 804-817 (.--.-.--), Ph. 300 ( .--.-.--), Or. 1012 

(-..vv.- --), fr. 117, 118, 119 (allv--.-.--).ll0 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, - .-.--- would naturally be taken as 
aeolo-choriambic (like S. Ai. 701 - 714, OC 130- 161),111 a rhythm alien to the 
context. 

13 - .--l --- (do+ mol) is not certainly attested (see on 33 above). Nor is 14 

._ . .--__.-i2 For 15 and 16 see on 9 and 10. 
18 --_|-_I-_ -- has little to commend it.113 
19 -_ |_-_--I --- gives a sequence (2 cr+do) found at Hi. 362-668, Herc. 

742-757, Or. 317-18-333-4.114 
21-4 may be ruled out for the same reason as 5-8. 
26 and 32 -- |--- _ --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 - . . |-- introduces a rare form of dochmiac (see on 33 above) 
and adds an unwelcome (and unparalleled) spondee;115 the alternative trochaic 
analysis (.-. |.. - -) has little appeal. 

cTraK' ,Apeoc CTE?advotCLV [Porson]). Alternatively, divide -pac LrETaafiELoeva rdALc a8' str' 
aKpoLc cTraK'l 'Ap,rfoLc (or 'ApEioLc) crET dvoLctv (for the catalectic hexameter see immediately 
below). 105 See n. 104. 106 See GRBS 14 (1973), 250-2. 

107 I see even less cause for 4/totc (JMnRRwST), adopted by Murray, giving an encomiologus 
(- -- - -.-. - ), which belongs among dactylo-epitrites (as Ion 1504, fr. 901.1) and is less well 
suited as a continuation after the preceding dactylic tetrameter. In dactylic lengths the clausular 
-____ -does not abut directly onto dactyls ending in double short (hence Rh. 530 550 should 
be divided---I--.-W--[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 IA 1485-6), but may 
follow after catalexis (see above, p. 115). I add that WA0' *ri'KOVpoc dxoi?c f'Aotc rdavrwc would 
provide a parallel for candidate 1; but I do not recommend it. 

108 See PCPS n.s. 20 (1974), 15-16; Bond on Herc. 1024; West, BICS28 (1981), 62, CQ n.s. 32 
(1982), 285-6, 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. 

110 On fr. 117 see M. Hose, Mus. Crit. 21-2 (1987), 143-4. 
l 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 - I vv v--- (cr +do) is an attested combination."6 
42 - Ivvvvvl-- (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 aeolo-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) wecontemplate breuis in longo (- - - ) 
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)118 and 58 (cf. S. Ai. 
181 - 192) can be discounted. Treatment of 58 as cr+do (see on 41) does not appeal, 
since this shape of dochmiac ( -vv--) is probably unexampled."l9 

61 -- I .-- I--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 aviaXEv 

laxev, since neither adv(ax' laxev nor avtax' tax' (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 Q2totL 

toOL, if alteration were to yield metre which is preferable. The variant 'Ic6 /toL /LOL 
could, indeed, be right, although o4LOL is much more commonly corrupted to la Lotl 
than is ia) )uot to 'tLot.L20 If we accept the majority reading, I should not exclude the 
possibility that l 1 - _ - -- -- is right (the exclamation may be held to account for 
the anomalous clausula), but it may be wise to prefer 17- -|-v-l--I--. If we 
accept the variant lt /-Lot /lot, we should probably follow Willink and adopt 
3_- .-_ _.___. Of the other possibilities I have most sympathy for 
2 - ..-.-.-- and 4 ..- -i-. 

1488-90 
VTmr CKOTOV 

o' 
EcfEVyOLEV- 

VEKpOL 8' O 
TrTTOV, ol 8' JL?EAAOV, Otl S' KEVT - 

4,oXE 8' ac TadAalv' 'Eppto'va So'LoVc ... 

Willink (Addenda, p. 363) records a proposal of mine to interchange 1488 and 1489: 
V?KpOl 8' rir7TTOV, ol 8' /iLeAAov, ol 8' EKEL * Vt7TO CKOTOV 8' (EfEVYOILEV. I ELLOAE 8' KTA. 
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...'121 More 

116 See above, p. 107. 117 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 155. 
118 See Dale, Lyric Metres, p. 140. 
119 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 (III. vi [1902], p. 90) attributes to Elmsley a proposal to delete ol 8' ;KEtVT ', 

I had better say that what Elmsley proposed (on Hcld. 838) was 7roAAot'for VeKpOt'. Wecklein was 
misled by Blaydes (Adversaria critica in Eur. [1901], p. 418). 
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important, the transmitted sequence, iambic trimeter elided before dochmiacs at a 
strong sense-pause, is metrically intolerable.'22 

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 4`K3Xv-ov 7 TEcr`qIa kotvLtOv Sop'c I E'v bapta'Ow L AEvpdL, IT 843-4 iSoltKa &' 
EK XEPW~V /LE /L77 7Tpo'C alGE`pa I1a't7r-rdpevoC kv'Y?7L, Ion 1452-3 WV OLJK IEXIEV ttL 

xovca; :: rC~ yaP ~a' 'A, c `cla7T#aAov rrp'ccw, Ph. 148-9 AoXayo', dc oXAoc vLv 
Z;E'W ~SiI&0T o dL~7fC 168-9 017TAotct Xpvce'otctv EK7TpC-ff 7q'C YC'POV, I E'WLOLC iVcr'pwot i7ro&17irdvoirAoc a/lq e7TEL,1895 rocLxv~~~~1pETc /pY 

OtLola OAcy0wv f3oAaCc [&AtovI,'23 Ba. 1161-2 iYov KaAAL'VKOV KAELV0OV C'eCErpd4aT I E'c 

cTOvov Ec ia'Kpva, Rh. 697-8 OcTLc CSL' OpOvqc t3A' a7EqLaLV TWL 7TwIt TE 774EWV 

Kat OVAd'KWV Efpac. 
An iambic trimeter so elided at sense-pause can be followed only by an iambic 

colon (compare Su. 923-4 Eyc SC' y-qpo/ocKO'V oVKE "XCw, rEKol3c'I a TadAatva lTai3a, El. 
1183-4 &ta& 7rvpOc E'.oAov a TaLAaWva ia-rpt i-cidtS,I a' E/CTLKTE 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 EL'Sov EClov 'v 7rri Aatc (Murray: 7rtAatct codd.) I7ptaucLt t 

baclyacvwv ' aKq.dac cvv7/atfLEv (alternatively divisible at inAaclv)'24 and 1498-9 'ra 

S'vc1C-Ep iV O'K T'oa Spa7Td`rav (Willink: -TrVv codd.) ya'p i6E'KAE7TT0V EK 0tiLwV 7To'a 

(alternatively divisible at Spaj7ir&av).125 

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 TOv OL'KOG4EV 
voC4ov cipovc'- I F#ac W Xpo'vot yav lra-rp.otav. 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 cef/ovca (so Mastronarde and others) gives an unparalleled length. Write 
cffovca v6'lxov. 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 I7ptatu& I (none at 7rtv'aLctI). 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 EI4r'KAETrov, and I take this to be the Alexandrian division (see 
above, p. 111). Most of the others divide at otsa I or yap 1, none at Spalrvrwvv. 
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