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CRITICAL STUDIES IN THE CANTICA OF
SOPHOCLES: I. ANTIGONE!

By ‘the vulgate’ in this first of three articles I mean ‘at least a majority of the general
Sophocles editions of Jebb, Pearson, Dawe, Kamerbeek, and Lloyd Jones/Wilson,
and also A. Brown and M. Griffith for Antigone in particular’.? Metrical terms and
notational symbols used are mostly as defined by M. L. West in his Greek Metre;* and
for orthographica etc., unless otherwise stated, I follow West’s preface to his
Aeschylus Tragoediae.* Short references are used also for the studies (especially
metrical) of A. M. Dale, T. C. W. Stinton, L. P. E. Parker, H. A. Pohlsander,
K. Itsumi, and J. A. J. M. Buijs.’ Indentation is used for lines of verse either synartete
with the preceding (following either a hyphen or elision) or otherwise continuative as
the second or later limb of a dicolon or tricolon (a status not always objectively
determinable); illumination of structure is always the primary consideration.
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' T am grateful to Prof. C. Collard and the anonymous CQ referee for their criticisms and
corrections; also to Dr R. D. Dawe for perceptive comments; and to Prof. J. M. Bremer for
arranging for my inspection of Dr L. van Passen’s repertory of Sophocles conjectures at
Amsterdam.

2 A. Brown (Warminster, 1987), with notes also in CQ 41 (1991), 325-39; M. Griffith
(Cambridge, 1999). The new OCT of Sophocles is referred to as LJ-W, a siglum embracing also
the editors’ contemporary Sophoclea (Oxford, 1990); LI-W? refers to their Sophocles: Second
Thoughts (Gottingen, 1997).

3 Oxford, 1982; hereafter West, GM. As in my commentary on Orestes (Oxford, 1986, 1989), I
add ba (baccheus), sp (spondee), T (- - —- - -« A== —=- -) and : (diaeresis). For
West’s “gl and gl I prefer respectively ch ia and wil (wilamowitzianus). ‘Enoplian’ is used in an
adjectival sense (Orestes p. xx, see further in n. 13 below).

4 Ed. Teubn. 1990; hereafter West, AT.

5 Dale, LM = The Lyric Metres of Greek Drama, 2nd edn (Cambridge, 1968); Dale, CP =
Collected Papers (Cambridge, 1969). Stinton, CPGT = Collected Papers on Greek Tragedy
(Oxford, 1990). Parker'*** = 1. ‘Porson’s Law extended’, CQ 16 (1966), 1-26; 2. ‘Split-resolution
in dramatic lyric’, CQ 18 (1968), 241-69; 3. ‘Catalexis’, CQ 26 (1976), 14-28; 4. “Trochee to iamb,
iamb to trochee’, in E. M. Craik (ed.), Owls to Athens (Oxford, 1990), 331-48. Pohlsander, MSLS
= Metrical Studies in the Lyrics of Sophocles (Leiden, 1964). Itsumi'** = 1. ‘The choriambic
dimeter of Euripides’, CQ 32 (1982), 59-74; 2. “The glyconic in tragedy’, CQ 34 (1984), 66-82; 3.
‘Enoplian in tragedy’, BICS 38 (1991-3), 243-61. Buijs'? = ‘Studies in the lyric metres of Greek
tragedy’, Mnemosyne 38 (1985), 62-92 and 39 (1986), 42-73.
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~117-26 otas 8’ vmép ueAdBpwv, dovd-

catow dudiyavaw kikAwt

Adyxatis émrdmvdov oTdua,

éBa, mplv mol’ duerépwv 120
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mevkdevd’ ‘Hepaiorov éXeiv:

Tolos dugi vdr’ érdln

mdrayos Apeos, dvrimdiwe 125
Svoyelpwpa Spdrovros.

106 "Ivaydfev Mekler: Apydfev codd. 108 dévmdpwe S (Musgrave): -rdpwe pler.,
-répan K SILRV+ 122 7€ Tr, om. cett. 125 dvrumdov LASUPY® Spdrovros V et
A®UPY®: Spdrovre cett.

100-9/117-26. The entering Chorus begin with three glyconics. Then the break at
¢ddos ~ ordua (with brevis in longo and hiatus in ant.) is reinforced by anaclasis in the
beginning of 103/120,° and a metrical shift from glyconics to wilamowitzian (and
wil-related) verses: *wil | dod” (»wil) | wil ba (|[) wil | wil | wil (ia ch) | ph (dod” -). The
vulgate wrongly divides 104-5/121-2 as g/ [ hi with anomalous overlap following . . .
— == (BAédapov, Adiprai-lwv ~ yévvow mAnodij-lvay);’ further questionable in that g/
with long penult. is at best very rare in Sophocles.® Brunck, followed by Dindorf,
rightly divided as above, in line with the comma after fAépapov. The short colon
dod’ (~wil) soon recurs at 136/150; and for the verse wil ba (naturally followed by
period-end), cf. 1145/1152, E. Hipp. 547/557, El. 432/442, Or. 810/822, etc.; akin to
the sapphic, as g/ ba to the phalaecian, and associable here with the praxilleans in the
next stanza pair (——— X — . . — plus ba looking forward to —« « — < - — -« — plus ba).
(Jebb followed L in printing 104-5/121-2 uno versu [an improbable 17-syll. length];
there is a stronger case for taking 104/121 closely with 103/120.)

106/123. It is virtually certain, against LJ-W (and LJ-W?2), (i) that 106 needs
emendation to correspond with 123, not vice versa (mol ia is unlikely in itself, the
more so with the responsion — — — . — . — given by Hermann’s ‘Heatorov meviavh’
é)eiv); (ii) that we need an emendation giving another wil, not g/ in responsion with

¢ On such anaclasis at the beginning of a period see Buijs' 65, 74ff. The notations *gl and *wil
are convenient.

" The colometric rule that word end must accompany ‘dragged close’ (a commonly terminal
rhythmic feature) was adumbrated in CQ 49 (1999), 409 (on Hipp. 70-1). There is no instance
of ...———/....with word overlap in West’s Aeschylus. The only other instance in LJ-W'’s
Sophocles (Ant. 1132) is evanescent (see below). Of the few instances in Diggle’s Euripides,
EL 740 ... épav dAAd-/éavTa is otherwise open to suspicion for the long penultimate syllable
corresponding with short in 730 (Dindorf’s duei-/ijavra effects a double cure). There remains
only Ba. 865-7/885-7, where re-division as contemplated by Itsumi® (74-5) gives — < —« « — | - ——
«—-~--| ... (similar to Brunck’s colometry here); there is then a different, but no more insoluble,
problem at the end of Ba. 867/887. A similar restriction operates in dochmiacs (CQ ibid. 425 with
n. 48), where forms ending with — — — are almost always followed by full word-end.

8 Cf. Itsumi® 75. O.T. 1197 rofedaas éxpdrnoas Tod is certainly corrupt (otherwise suspect
both for the unequal penults and for the word division after long penult.). There remains only
Phil. 1151 rav mpdobfev BeAdéwv dAxdv, likewise suspect for the unequal penults. Hermann
proposed dxudv for dAxdv, but dAxdv is the more appropriate word and unlikely to be false.
Better is to write dAkav Tav mpdabev Bedéwr, giving another g/ ~ wil responsion like 1082/1102
and 1124/1147 nearby (I prefer this word-transposition to that proposed by Diggle in Euripidea
472).
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wil. gl ~ wil is frequent in later Euripides from Electra onwards (Diggle, Euripidea
195), and occurs at least twice in Phil. (a late play with other ‘Euripidean’ features),
but is alien to Sophocles’ earlier style.® The pattern of this stanza clearly favours a
run of wil verses (also a pair of identical verses, cf. 334-5/344-5, 353-4/365-6,
357-8/368-9, 7586-7/597-8, 590-1/601-2, Trac. 116-17/126-7, etc.). Of many
conjectures with the right scansion, Mekler’s <’Iv>axdfev, commended by Jebb, but
oddly neglected by recent editors, is palmary.'® Allusion to the Argive river to identify
Argos (cf. E. El 1, etc.) follows perfectly after ‘Dirke’s streams’ for ‘Thebes’. (Pace
Griffith, the sentence runs much better with Bdvra as ‘having come [from] than as
‘departing’.)

108/125. . . . : . . . i — . . — is ambivalently wil and ia ch (cf. Aj. 1185/1192);
infrequent as a form of wil before later Euripides (Itsumi! 63).

In 108 dévmdpw: (neglected by Griffith) would merit acceptance even without
attestation. IT corrupts easily to T, with -7épw: then as a natural ‘improvement’
(8évrdpw ineptly, pace LI-W and LI-W2, compares the bit to a drilling implement).
8¢imopos, perhaps a new coinage, formed like and nearly synonymous with raydmopos
(cf. LSJ 8£9ds IV), nicely adds a sufficient overtone of the bit’s sharpness (we do not
want ‘sharper’).!!

121-2. Brown justly questions the unduly late e added by Triclinius, and commends
mAnpwlivar (Semitelos) as a way of gaining the necessary extra syllable (Jebb should
not have demanded a short syllable at this point). Better would be . . . <7e> yévis
éumAnativa . .. (<éu>mwA- Boeckh), easily corrupted to yevvouu (sic) mAnofyvarin a
tradition with the lineation attested in L. TE, omitted before TE-, may perhaps have
survived in the margin, to be seen and restored in the wrong place by Triclinius. For
the new position of re after the second of agreeing words, cf. A. Su. 282 etc. (GP
517);'2 for éumumAdva of filling with food, cf. Od. 7.221, 17.503, etc. (also II. 16.348
with ‘blood’). Acc. pl. yéviss (contracted like *Epwis; Od. 2.135, etc.), as subject of
the infinitive, is otherwise an improvement upon the rather odd dative yévvow
(variously explained as locative or instrumental).

125-6. Lloyd-Jones: ‘hard for the dragon’s adversary to vanquish’. Griffith (also
against Jebb and Dawe) reads dvrurddov ... 8pdrovros with Svoyelpwpa as
‘hard-won victory’.

134-40 dvrirdmar 8 éml yau méae Tavradwlels
’ o ’ / AY [ -
mupddpos Os TéTe pawonévar v Spude 135
Bakyebwy émémver
purals éxbioTwy dvéuwy:
elye 8’ dAAat T pév,

® Aj.1190/1197 is very doubtful (as Garvie concedes): even if 1190 was rightly restored as a wil
by Wilamowitz, & wévor mpdyovor mdvw in ant. yields to an easy transposition juxtaposing the
mév- words (or perhaps udxfot pdybuwv, after Blaydes).

' Jebb also mentioned (apart from his own Apydfev <éx>-/Bdvra ¢dra) Apyéiov,
}‘lp?loyevﬁ, Apyolucsv (implausibly accepted by Griffith), Amiéfev, *Ivayidav, Ivdxiov.

"' A reader defends d¢urépw: (‘the Argive army returned more quickly than it came’); but
xaAivw: does not mean ‘spur’,

2 Friis Johansen and Whittle there question several of the prima facie exx., but even they
concede one certain instance in tragedy (7ro. 1063-4). One should indeed in general hesitate to
introduce a rarity by conjecture; but here we already have a more certainly anomalous late ¢, and
the conjecture can fairly claim to offer a more acceptable text.
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dMa 8’ ém’ A ovs émevw-
f"a UTU(ﬁGAl’CU)V ll.e"yag AP'I]S

deéiéaerpos. 140
~148-54 dAda yap & peyadawvuuos HA0e Nika,
Tdt moAvapudTwe dvriyapeioca O1fBat,

ék pév 8n modépwy 150
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Oeiv 8¢ vaovs yopois
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138 dA\ovs L*KVRZIZoKV+: -ous cett. 140 Sefidyetpos L*°R?” (prob. Brown)
150 dxpa 87 Brown 151 8éofar RSVTr: Béobe cett. 153 mavvvyliots ZfZo: -yous cett.

Two praxilleans, verses at once enoplian and expanded aeolic in character,!® are
followed by two more ambivalent verses, at once dod | wil (cf. 103-4/120-1 above)

and D | D?; a frequent kind of ambivalence in verses beginning with ——— (- -) .. .1
Then, after a strong sense-pause, a cretic dimeter is followed by iono-choriambic,!
with further ambivalence. The length 4ch — = — 4io is characteristic of this genre
(cf. Ag. 2012 pdvris éxdayfev mpodépwy Aptepww date x0éva Bdrrpows & ...
etc.); but the added colarion — . . — — (adoneus, = ch — = — o) here has the further
effect of suggesting an epic cadence with a paroemiaccolon ... « v ———. .~
-D-).

138-40. With Griffith I follow Jebb, after Erfurdt, except for dAdovs in 139 (see
below). Brown (1991) rightly disfavours LJ-W’s ugly . . . dAdat 7d8°, <aAA’> AN’
émn’ . . . but raises mistaken objections against Jebb. 7a uév, || . . . gives an
unexceptionable period end, with sense-pause in the stanza where synapheia is
breached,'® and also at change of metre; and there is nothing wrong with the logic of
the double antithesis: 7a pév (in effect, euphemistically, ‘some deaths’) is answered by
dAda &’, and the adverbial dAdat is answered by an adverbial phrase with ér’ dAA-.
There is no need for Wecklein’s 7098°, and (against Musgrave) V’s Sewd is easily
accounted for as a gloss. In 138 dAAa 8’ én’ (With mavvuyiots in ant.) properly locates
the shift from cretic to iono-choriambic at a full word division. cr ch [ . . ., keeping
mavviyots in ant., is much less likely.

The case for the neglected variant dAdovs is twofold: (i) éx’ dAAocs following dAAa is
tiresomely ambiguous between masculine or neuter (cf. expressions like mévos émi
mévwe). We certainly want ‘other persons’, which the accusative will make clear. (ii)

13 “Enoplian’ (adj.), as in my commentary on Orestes (p. xx), in general embraces sequences
best annotated with the Maasian symbols e and D (and d and D?, also ba and ith = e ba), to which

I'have added T (- -—- - -~ —) andA(--—v-—-o — << -). As an enoplian length the praxillean is
D’ ba; as expanded aeolic it is ar’! (cf. West, GM 32).
4 So e, .g- at Andr. 800-1 in the clausula ———————— E—— ——to a Dle ode (wil | ph = D? |
D-)andinthedicolon——-——vc—. i —v—.—— at O.T. 465-6/475-6.
15 A genre not recognized by West, for whom ionic metre has the licence to begin with — . . ——

(GM 125-6). There are many places where choriambic and ionic colometries are equally correct,
for what was in any case intended to be heard, not seen on a page.
'¢ A frequent situation (cf. Stinton, CPGT 338-9); e.g. Hec. 444-5/455-6 (cited in n. 30 below).
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The force of ém{ + dat. pers. is less clear than éx{ + acc. pers., for which, preceding an
émi- compound, cf. O.T. 469 én’ adrov émevBpdioxet.

150-1. Brown (1991) makes a good case for dxua. . . . with éofa. then no longer a
jussive infinitive. Griffith compares poAeiv 1143, but it is easy to understand a verb of
supplication there; and the shift to -wpuev is another feature making 68écfa. = 6éofe
unlikely.

332-3 m0AAd Ta Sewd kovdév dvBpdmou
Sewdrepov méder

~342-3 kovdovéwy Te didov Spvibwy
dudiBalwy dypei . . .

The first stasimon begins with another long verse in Jebb’s text, as in L. The more
usual division as — < « — . — . — (ch ia) plus glyconic is unexceptionable; but is it
uniquely correct? Two glyconics follow (without word overlap), but that is not
probative as to what precedes them. One syllable overlap is very common, and . . ./
—. i...is afrequent variation of that (sometimes in responsion as at 816/833); but
overlap with two long syllables is relatively rare (though it occurs at 810-11), and the
exact responsion of — — - words here is a striking feature (recurring at
789-90/799-800 below, q.v.). — - « — . — is one of the commonest cola in Greek lyric
verse (variously as dod and as a form of dochmius, sometimes ambivalent); and
Sophocles had a penchant for ia sp cola (variously . .. . ———; cf. especially EI. 502ff.).
For the colon c# ia sp, cf. Rhesus 466 yeipos dmow’ dpoto ot Aoyyde ~ 831 {dvra
mépevoov: ol mapairTodual (similar to ia ch sp at Hipp. 147/157)."7 So here too
ambivalence is a possibility to be reckoned with, favouring (if the sequence is not
lineated uno versu) indentation of the second colon, as above, to show continuity. In
general it seems desirable, in the interests of elegance and readability, to avoid
unnecessary line-end hyphens where there are legitimate alternative analyses; always
provided that the useful resource of indentation is not eschewed.

After the glyconics the stanza continues with — — . — . . — — (West’s hag™ = x ph),'8
then an iambic tetrameter (= - E - : ith) transitional to dactyls (4da | 4da | . . .), and
ends with

341/352 {mmelwe yéver modebwy ~ olpeidv 7’ dxpdjra Tadpov.

This has been taken as X ~— . —. — — ; but Dale (CP 205-6) and Stinton (CPGT 119),
while pointing out that this uncommon colon elsewhere begins with a short syllable,

17 Rh. 466/831 is usually taken as a form of dochmiac dimeter (- « « — - — l.——.-), and
associated with the similarly terminal verse Avood8: ovykatetpydow poipar at Herc. 1024 (cf.
Diggle, Euripidea 107, but also 395, 516). In Rh. (I no longer suspect mapairoiuar) the context is
at most partly dochmiac, and chiaspisin linewith—. . —c —. — . —. — (ch 2ia) recently preceding
in 464/829 (not as Diggle). By contrast, ch ia sp is quite out of place in Herc. 1021-4, and I should
now (not asin CQ 48 [1988], 93-4) read . .. | o0 8¢ Téxva Tpiyova Texduevos, || & Sdie, Avaadde
ovykateipydow poipar (emending only L's Sais, with Canter), scanned as 2ia (of a common
‘sub-dochmiac’ type) || - D - e sp. Cf. the terminal sequence . . . - D . e sp at 896-7/908-9, and
further in CQ 97 for the enoplian clausula. . . - e sp.

18 gl X ph is in fact unusual. g/ in the form — - — . . — . — sometimes behaves as an enoplian
measure (e.g. at 4j. 194-5), and it would be reasonable to regard the link-anceps here as an
enoplian feature.
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overlooked some precedents which virtually guarantee the analysis sp plus ith:
A. Ag. 166-7/174-5 (4da : sp : Ik), Cho. 30-1/40-1 and 591-3/600-2 (4da sp | Ik),
Eum. 370-1/379-80 (4da : sp lk), all similarly at the end of stanzas. The present
terminal sequence with . . . | 4da | 4da | sp ith recurs, very possibly with conscious
imitation, at L A4. 225-30: 4da | 4da | IInAeidas ovv SmAowst map’ dvruya | kai
olpiyyas dpuateiovs. Sequences in which runs of open dactyls (usually in 4da
lengths) are followed by X —. . . (mostly catalectic iambic) are a characteristic feature
of the latest three Sophoclean plays, EL, Phil., and O.C.,'° but otherwise occur in
Sophocles only, and rather differently, at O.T. 171-2/183—4 (4da | - D? -).

354-64 ~ 365-75. The second stanza pair further exemplifies enoplian metre (n. 13
above). 1-3 (X D | X D|== D ba) is analogousto X e : X e : X e ba (= 2ia : 2ian), apart
from the biceps—anceps beginning the third colon, and modulates easily to
single-short rhythm.? 4-10 (ia cr | ia cr | ~ia } 2ia | ia cr | Ik | 2ia | - - —-) is iambic with
a twist in the tail, but can equally well be annotatedas.ee|.ee|e” i . "E|.ee|E
| - E | e -, indeed more precisely as to the length of ancipites, here all short.?! The
concluding ‘epitrite’ is properly an enoplian feature (making a nod, we may say,
towards ‘dactylo-epitritic’), though it can also be viewed as a trochaic metron.?

582-6 evdalpoves oloL kakdv dyevoros alwv:
ry \ " n , , ”
ols tyapt av cetofi Bedbev dduos, dras
008ev éAXeimet, yeveds émi mAfos épmov: 585
tSuoiov Wote movrias dAos . . .t

~593-7 apyaio Ta AaBdaridav oikwv dpdpat
/ -~ 3\ / ’ 2,
mjuara $lirdv émi mjuaoe twimrovt’t, 595
IQY I 4 \ 7 k] >y 3 ’
008’ dmadldoager yeveav yévos, dAN’ épeimer
Oeiv Tis 008’ Exer Abaw-

595 $0urv Hermann: ¢pipuévwr codd.

In so far as commentators explain the logic of ydp in 583, they do so by treating
rardv in 582 as synonymous with dras in the following sentence;? an illegitimate

19 Rightly taken by Dale (CP 207, n. 3) as affording strong evidence of EL’s relatively late date;
cf. Orestes, p. lvi, n. 91. Though less characteristic of Euripides, in fact the earliest instance is
probably Alcestis 462-6/472-6: . . . 4da|4da|iacr [ ith (= - e e e ba).

% Thecolon X —« . — .. — has been called ‘an enoplian’ (Wilamowitz and others), but I prefer
to call it ‘an enoplian unit, or measure’ (one of many in this multifarious genre). Biceps—anceps
(cf. West, GM 192 etc.) occurs sparingly for normal anceps in enoplian metre, always adjacent to
2 My Eisalways—«—« — . — (unless resolution is indicated at the beginning or end). — - — - -«
— (with long anceps) is shown as e — e.

2 Cf. Parker* 337ff., who observes that the sequence - — « — — « — - in tragedy always has
word-division, so preferably line-division, between the ‘iamb’ and the ‘trochee’. The other
occurrence in early Sophocles is at Trac. 497-9/507-9 < « —« - — - . —wv—ic—v—|-c—= (inmy
notation A4 : - e ] e-); but cf. also the stanza-ending verse — e — e — at Trac. 102/111.

3 So one reader, who suggests: ‘Happy only are those who never encounter trouble, for one
cannot count happy anyone who once runs into trouble; for once trouble starts it is liable to
continue for ever’. Whereas everyone experiences xaxd sooner or later, not everyone experiences
‘trouble’ as in lines 2ff.; and there is nothing corresponding to ‘once . . . starts’ in the clause ofs av
oerobf Bedfev 8Spos. Another reader points out that ‘the antithesis is chiastic’. That of course
does not support ydp against the suggested &¢.
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equation. As Professor Easterling has observed,?® the opening paxapiopds is
essentially a ‘foil’ for what follows. As such, it makes sense only as the first limb of a
polar antithesis, moving from unalloyed edéaipovia at one extreme (somewhat
unreal, in that no human life is in fact dyevoros kaxdv) to the extreme dvodaiuovia
of ‘total’ drn (ov0év éAAeimer) afflicting a house émi mA7fos yeveds (a phrase
implying a plurality both of persons and of generations). 583ff. neither explains nor
verifies the statement in 582. ydp can be an error for 6¢ (e.g. Sept. 119), so the truth
may be olot 8” dv . ..

In the corresponding verses the elision at wimrovr’ should have attracted more
attention. There seems to be no parallel in tragedy for elision at the word division D — :
.. ., whether at line end or otherwise (a distinction often hard to draw in this metre).2’
The anomaly is the more remarkable here as a denial of period end at a natural pause
(commay) following the palindromic sequence — D x e —| e X D —,% and followed by a
verse in itself likely to constitute a self-contained period (e — D ba). There is indeed
sense-continuity after dras at the corresponding place in the strophe; but one still
expects a full diaeresis at this verse end, even as elision is eschewed with only the rarest
exceptions at the end of the epic hexameter. Suspicion thus aroused is not allayed by
Easterling’s discussion of the sense of 594-5 (‘There are three main ways of construing
these verses™), and LJ-W’s further discussion of their ambiguity; neither, however,
voicing suspicion of the text, apart from the certainly erroneous ¢Oiuévwr.

I suggest that we should punctuate after dpyaia (predicative, sc. vra) Ta /- oikwy
opapar mjuara. Then ¢firdv émi mjuaot minte, || 008 . . . will explain the sense in
which the mjuara are seen to be dpyaia. Stylistically, the epexegetic asyndeton thus is
like Trac. 497-8 péya 11 afévos & Kimpis: éxdéperar vicas del . . .2 It should not be
objected that such punctuation separates mjuara from émi mjuao, since we still have
the idea of ‘rijuara falling émi mjpact’ (ra A- oi- mjuara being carried forward as
the subject of the second sentence). As for the hiatus thus created at a period-end with
sense-pause (comma), cf. the three period ends with hiatus in Med. 410-20.

586-92 téuowov dote movrias dAos

oldua Svemvdois Sravt
Opfiocaiow épefos Upadov émbpdunt mvoais:
rkvAivder Buvoadlev 590
kedawav Biva ral

Svodvepor

’ /7 k] -~ ke ’
orovwi Bpéuovow dvrimdiyes dxTait

% In Dionysiaca, Nine Studies . . . Presented to Sir Denys Page (Cambridge, 1978), 143.

% Parker' (9), not counting dicola like — D — i ith at O.T. 196-7/209-10, found ‘in Sophocles’
dactylo-epitrites, apart from iambelegi and kindred verses, (only) six examples of word-end after
long anceps, all in O.T. 1086-1109°. She presumably overlooked this passage. Of her six, only
O.T. 1100-1 ITavds dpeaoifdra marpds medaceio’; | 7 oé v’ edvdreipd 7is has elision at the
relevant word end (cf. oeBilova’ at Med. 643; both these follow the rhythm x — . —-). 4j. 631-2
Opmijoet, xyepdmAaxTor 8’ i év arépvoro megodvTar is probably 2io i 2io, if not ph | ph, rather
than D — : D - (cf. on 944-7/955-8 below), and in any case articulates alternatively before
the elided postpositive. Elision after D — seems to have been eschewed also by Pindar and
Bacchylides.

% Cf. the clear period-end following . D — ¢ — | e — D at Med. 410-11/421-2, and the similar
-~ D—e|e— D —(stop) at Med. 976-7/ 982-3.

7 Cf. Stinton, CPGT 221. It-would not be an improvement to write mjua8’, & . . . or mjual’,
ws ...
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~597-603 Oeav 115, 008° éxer Avow:

viv yap éoydras Smep
pilas <é>térato pdos év Oidimov 8uos, 600
kat’ ad v dowia
Oeav v veprépwy
audt komlis,
’ )y ¥ \ -~ k] /
Adyov y’ dvoia kal dpevdv épwis.

In 586 Seidler’s excision of Guotov (dpoiov)?® is accepted by LJ-W. Prima facie the
alternative excision of dAds (Elmsley), necessarily then with wévriov for movrias
(Schneidewin, Pearson, Griffith),? is less economical, and Ik (before k) is at least as
likely as 2ia.*® But the ‘gloss’ explanation (not supported by a parallel) takes no
account of the fact that duowov dore . . . is at once uncommon and poetical; cf.
Shakespeare’s ‘Like as the waves . . .” in Sonnet Ix). Either way we are left with a
surprising breach of synapheia (brevis in longo) at aAés || olua or mdvriov || 0ldpa,
unwelcome (unlike dAgs 967, q.v.) in the middle of a standard phrase and without
change of metre, notwithstanding the punctuation at the corresponding place in the
antistrophe.’!

‘We might consider a transposition Svomvdotow oldu’ drav . . . with more interlaced
word-order (note that the v.l. movrias, hard to account for with dAos ofSua following,
becomes more explicable with Svemvdoia(iv) thus in closer proximity). But I suggest
that we should go further and consider writing dpotov dare movrias | Svomvéos o7’
oldu’ dAds kTA., keeping all the words, but with &re for rav; another poeticism, cf.
1025 (émei), Aj. 554, 1183 (éws, éot’), El. 225 (6¢pa), Phil. 764 (éws), O.C. 1225
(émel).?

It is then worth considering whether we should write a comma (edd.) or colon after
mvoais. In favour of the latter, (i) similes with dyore introducing a finite verb are very
rare in tragedy;** and (ii) epic similes often break and continue with a new main clause.
There is certainly a full period-end with rhetorical pause at this point (and similarly in
ant.) between jambic sequences of seven and nine metra.

In 590-2/601-3 the usual lineation ba cr | ba lk | 3iar is unexceptionable. But a
different lineation may yet better reflect the ambivalent symmetrical pattern of the

2 Jebb and Dawe report the MSS reading as Suotov, Pearson and LI-W as Spoiov.

¥ Scarcely with movriass (L* and Z*), as Jebb. This epithet must go with either dAds or ofSpa
(cf. Sept. 210, P V. 89, 430, Hel. 400, 1396, 1. A. 704, etc.), not with mvoais; the more so if dAds is
deleted, leaving of8ua unqualified whereas the winds already have two epithets.

%0 Jk | Ike will constitute another characteristic pair of identical cola (cf. on 106 above), the more
so if synapheia can be restored. fe@v 75 . . . also gives a smoother rhythm in ant. than 8é@v is,
following GAA’ &petmet | . . . (for such rhythmic continuity despite breached synapheia in the
corresponding place, cf. Hec. 444 aiipa, mévrios abpa, || dre . ..~ 4559 vdowv dAvjpe |
kamal. . ).

3 Stinton surveyed the incidence of ‘period-end without pause’, but might have distinguished
more clearly between (i) places where the pauseless period-end is directly accompanied by hiatus
or brevis in longo, and (ii) places where the hiatus or brevis in longo occurs only (with sense-pause)
in a corresponding strophe. Instances of (i) are much rarer than instances of (i), e.g.
Hec. 444-5/455-6 (n. 16 above). Some unexpected breaches of synapheia in Sophocles may
indeed be sound; but suspicion is often merited. See further on 812, 1116/1127, 1119/1130, 1133.
[Strictly speaking ‘brevis in longo’ is applicable only to open short syllables at period end, closed
syllables at period end being long by definition (West, GM 9); but the established terminology
may be accepted.]

32 Kiihner-Gerth 2.449 Anm. 4.

3 See Diggle, Euripidea 322-3 (who, however, accepts this as an instance).
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cola. The repetition of ba cr is characteristic (cf. on 106/123 above). Then the following
iambic metron does not simply complete a trimeter—it also initiates another catalectic
tetrameter like 337-8 (~347-8) mepdv én’ olduacw, edv 1€ i Tav vmeprdTav ydv.

The possible readings in 599-600 (67ep K* [conj. Hermann], vmép cett.; <é>rérato
Brunck, Pearson, LJ-W, <6> réraro Hermann, Jebb, Dawe) are well discussed by
Griffith, whom I follow with no great confidence. Whatever is read, vuv refers to the
metaphorical complex of hopeful ‘light’ that ‘had been spread in the house’ and
ultimate vegetable growth. It is this which is now ‘cut down’ (xard, emphasized by the
tmesis), as a further affliction of the Labdakid house by dr7 (the theme word, cf.
584-5).34

The ruinous dry typically takes the form of Adyov dvowa and ¢peviv épwis—
terms applicable not only to the latest calamity (to which the minds of both Antigone
and Creon have contributed), but equally to the tragedies of Oedipus and his sons.
Most recent editors rightly accept Jortin’s komis.33 dowia is an epithet applicable both
to the ‘cutting’ implement and to dr (as constantly associated with ‘blood’). But the
coordination ‘A and B and C’ is decidedly odd for the disparate nouns xomis, dvoia,
and épwis. Apposition of the second and third phrases (‘both B and C’) to kowis is
better; but epexegetic apposition (GP 138-9) is surely what we want, with y’ rather

than the ambiguous 7.3

604-5 Tedv, Zeb, dvaow tis avdpiv
vmepPacia kardayol; 605
~615-16 d yap 67 moAvmAaykros éAmis

moAdois uév Svaois dvdpdv, . ..

The stanza-opening 9-syll. colon is like 4j. 596/609, O.C. 668/681, surely here, as
there, the beginning of a dicolon, not a self-contained short period. Such dicola are
usually printed with word-overlap (in this case as *g/ [ hi). But there is no real need for
such hyphenated division, given indentation understood as showing continuity. g/ and
hi are indeed constituent measures; but so too are the cola . — — . - — . — —

(*hi, recurring at 609/620 below) and . — . « — « — — (hag). The reader is at least as

well served by a lineation doing justice to the symmetrical phrasing, so long as it does
not violate metrical theory.> The anaphora moAdois uév ... moddois 8. .. in ant.
favours recognition of the rhetorical cola here, in a stanza with no other overlaps; and
there is a further consideration, that the cola here also have an ionic flavour, with an

34 LJ-W?do not say why vw ‘must surely refer to pilas’. As Jebb observed, roots are extirpated,
not cut down. a? is variously taken and may be ambivalent (at once ‘down again’ and ‘further’).
There may also be a suggestion of viv <uév> ydp . .. kara <8’>ad . . .with epic flavour (cf. LSJ
ad IL1).

% I had been persuaded by Easterling’s defence of xéwis (doubtfully accepted also by Griffith);
but Dr Dawe in a letter has satisfied me that she was mistaken. Mixed metaphors are all very well;
but we must have a cutting/chopping implement, not «dwts, as the immediate subject of (kar)apdt
(to which the other nominative phrases are then added).

% On some corruptions of epexegetic ye to re, cf. Diggle, Euripidea 203, 461.

37 There is indeed a violation of Stinton’s rule (CPGT 326) that ‘pendant (sic) close followed by
short or anceps is always a mark of period-end, if it is followed by a short or anceps’; a rule
depending on the assumption that ‘pendant close’ ends with an anceps position. There is no
obvious reason why poets should not have been at liberty to treat any long syllable at colon-end
as ‘true long’, by analogy with the last syllable of a bacchiac or ionic metron. Indentation will
serve to show that there is in fact no ‘close’.
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ambivalence disguised by the hyphenation after gl. The first colon is akin to (if not
actually a form of) 3io, and the second (cf. 783-4/793-4, Med. 152-3/176-1,
435-6/442-3, etc.) is akin to the anacreontic - . — . — . — —, which duly puts in an
appearance at 611/622. In 616 I accept Brunck’s évaats (for évnaus); cf. Hipp. 757.

606-10 Tav o008’ mvos alpei o8’ ¢ mavroyfpws
tot7’ dxdpartol [re] ecdovt
wijves, dyfpws 8¢ xpdvawr
dwdotas karéyers ‘OAdumov
uappapdeccar alyrav: 610

607 otir’] 008” AKV+,del. Tr 7edel. Tr  olire fecov (otir’ éréwv Schneidewin)
drparor Hermann

606 (~ 617 moAdois 8’ dmdra xovdovdwy épdbTwy) is the same as 614/625 below; a
self-contained verse, more clearly iono-choriambic in character.?®

There are several textual issues here:

(i) The vulgate o8’ . . . o7’ (v.1. 008°) is insecurely transmitted. The truth could well
be ovy . .. o07’, at once stylish in poetry (GP 509) and vulnerable to normalization (as
either ofire . .. oliTe. .. or ody . .. 08¢ . . .), thus accounting well for 056’ in 606 and
the conflicting 093’ in 607.

(ii) Those who rightly question the sense of Umvos . .. 6 mavroyrpws aim their
emendations, all more or less violent, at mavroyrpws, on the unconvincing supposition
that -oy7pws has somehow intruded from dy7jpws 608 (so also Griffith). A different
approach will give 7av od ypdvos aipei mo8’ & mavroyipws. Cf. Eum. 286 xpévos
xabaipel mdvra ynmpdokwy Suod (a clear pointer, if we need one, to the sense of
mavroyrpws here).® ouypovos will then have been corrupted to 038’ Smvos by way of
ouyvmvos.® There is no reason, a priori, why the whole emphasis of the passage should
not originally have been on the agelessness of the power of Zeus, as utterly unaffected
by the passage of time. That affects the sequel, but first there is another crux in 607/618.

(iii) 607 needs at least some correction; but mere excision of e does not bring it into
line with 618, where we have no reason to doubt the soundness of €l8ér. 8’ oddeév
épmeu: at once perfect sense, and rhythmically appropriate in a context repeatedly
featuring the cadence . . . —« . — . —— .l Despite Renehan’s support, few will feel able to
accept with LJ-W a telesillean (or reizianum with monosyllabic fev) in responsion
with an aristophanean. We must surely begin by following Hermann, thus far doing
little more than changing d«- 6- to 6- dx- (whereas changes proposed for 618 are all
violent). But then, faced with ofire fedv drparor, we should be prepared with Griffith

3 Forthecadence...(-)vv——vv—v—— , cf. Aj. 1186, Sept. 918-21, Ag. 201-4, Ba. 384-5 etc.;
for iono-choriambic beginning — - - - . .. (‘a maiore’), cf. 4j. 1202/1214, Trac. 849/860, O.T.
490/504, EI. 832/845. West’s hag* is a convenient notation, like his ph° (n. 49 below), but it can
mislead.

¥ “Such that there is universal aging’ (or ¢ . . . that everything ages/becomes aged’); a good
instance of how compound adjectives work in Greek, often with a range of sense from ‘active’
through neutral to ‘passive’ (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 677-9).

“ Cf. Herc. 1061, where Umvov seems to be an error for mdvov (CQ 48 [1988], 91-2). A reader
does not see why ouypovos should have become ovyvmvos. One can but reply that our tradition is
full of variants indicating that such errors occurred quite frequently. Perhaps the proximity of
drdparod here suggested an association with ‘sleep’. That the months are ‘tireless’ has of course
no relevance for whether or not Zeus sleeps.

4 For ar thus in iono-choriambic context, cf. 4g. 199, 200, etc.
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to go further and accept Schneidewin’s change of -¢ fewv to éréwv. Confusion of
and 7, as of ¢ and =, is a common error, and there is not much (if any) point, pace
LJ-W, in attaching fewv to uives. It is not as though all months were named after
gods; nor does such a point about the months’ names enhance the sense, whereas ‘time’
words (so éréwv) are of the essence.

(iv) ayfpws &€ xpdvwr . . . now (following my emendation in 606) falls rather flat,
as merely repetitive.*? I have wondered whether Sophocles in fact wrote dy7jpws &’
dxpovos kTA. Such a pairing of epithets would have many precedents (cf. 1/. 12.323
dyrfpw 7’ dfavdrw Te, Hes. Th. 949 dmjuavros kai dyfpws, Pi. fr. 143 dvogor xal
dyfpw:) and parallels in tragedy (Ag. 979 drélevoros duiabos etc.). It would also be
a bold locution, with a use of dypovos ‘timeless’ anticipating by several centuries the
attested occurrences.

611-14 76 7’ émeita kal To uélov
kal 70 mplv émapréael
/’ oQ > \ o
vouos 68’ ovdév épmet
Ovardv Buétwe tmdumodist éxros dras

613 008év° Ald. épmew Heath 614 wdumodd y” Heath (-uv Zo®, -w ZoP; -us Musgrave)

Given that mdumols is certainly corrupt (presumably for some part of wdumodvs),
and that other adjustment(s) may be needed, there are several possible formulations
of the law, whether as a main clause or as acc. and inf. with épmew. Heath’s 0d8év
épmec . .. méumodd y’ éxtos dras has the virtue of economy, but the ye is improbably
late. LJ-W print 008éy’ épmer | vardv Bloros mdumodus (as proposed by
Lloyd-Jones in CQ 7 [1957], 20-1); but épmew does not elsewhere govern an acc.
pers.* Better, if mdumolus is to agree with ‘life’, would be 008év’ &pmew | Bvardv
BioTov mdumoAuy: ‘that no life of mortals proceeds mdumoduvs . . .". But it may be
better still to make ‘no mortal’ the subject of épmew. To write 0d8év’ épmew | Bvarav
Bilotw. mapumodvy ékrds dras will have the merit of keeping Blorw:. For Blorwe
mdumolus describing a person, cf. expressions like mAodrwe Te kdvSpelar uéyav (Tro.
674) and my commentary on Or. 348-51 (moAds dfpoaivyu).

781-90 "Epws dvikate pdyav,
3. o p] / ’
‘Epws 6s tév kripaot wimrest,
0s év palaxais mapeiais

“2 The v.l. dyrpw (L*AUYZc, Z') is negligible, presumably for dyvpw: to agree with the
adjacent ypdvw: (a common type of corruption). ‘With ageless time’ makes no sense.

“ GP 120 offers at best only partial support (whether wdumoluv is taken as adjectival or
adverbial; a reader favours the latter, but mdumodv can surely not be understood as ‘wholly,
absolutely’). LJ-W object rather to the ‘heavy strain’ on Bidrwe if taken as ‘in life’; but épme:
Bvardv BisTwe could perhaps be taken rather as ‘proceeds to/for human life’ (cf. €8¢ 8’ 008ev
épmet, sc. dra in 618). If the late ye were the only stumbling block one might consider writing
raxros rather than y’ ékros (the « incidentally accounting well for the wrong ts): “(at once)
wapmoAv and free from dry’; éxrds + gen. can be adjectival, at least when predicative (Cho. 1031,
etc.). But I have grave reservations about the expression ‘nothing goes mdumolv’.

“ The accusative pronouns pe and oe with Baiver (Hipp. 1371, cf. also Ar. Nub. 30) and
éMjAvle (Phil. 141) scarcely justify 008éva Ovardv with épmet, even if Bloros mdpmoldus (a
phrase questioned by Griffith) is sufficiently similar to wGv xpdros in Phil. épmew has a more
restricted range of idiom, which does not include accusative of destination.
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vedvibos évvuyedeis:
~ ) € e » )
doirais 8’ dmepmévTios év T 785
aypovduots avdlais,
’ ) ¥ 3 ’ / > ’
kal o’ 007’ dfavdrwy dvéiuos ovdeis,
210y ¢ ’ / B ’
090’ duepiwv oé v’ avlpwrmwy,
6 8’ éxwv péunev: 790

~791-800 oV kal dikaiwy ddikovs

dpévas mapaomiis émi AwPat,

oV kal T768€ veikos avdpidv
fﬁvamov e"xets Tapdfas:

vikd 8’ évapyrs BAeddpwy 795
{pepos ev/\exrpov

viudas, Tév peydAwv tmdpedpost év dpyais

Oeopdv: duayos ydp éumaile

Beos Appodira. 800
The opening colon is a dimeter (ia ch), not a form of wil.*> The second adds —« « — —
(cf. 140/154) to the repeated (anaphoric) - — . —. . ., the combination making a nod

towards iono-choriambic.* Then 783-4/793-4 should be recognized as a dicolon like
Med. 151-2 (~176-7) 7is ool moTe Tds dmAdTov i roiras épos, & paraia; not
as two self-contained short periods; printed therefore either with an overlap at
mapei-lals (¢ [ hi) or with indentation as above to show the continuity.4” 785-6/
795-6 similarly need to be taken together, this time adding —- - — —— (an extension of
————— ) to another ia ch colon.*® 787-8/797-8 is considered further below; at least
in the strophe it adds — - - — — (again) to the colon - —— . . — (akin to the preceding
—————— ).¥ Finally - —« . —. i ——— i . . — . ——is variously divisible,* and might
be best written uno versu like El 486-7 & vw wkarémedvev i aloyiorais i év

4 The distinction is clearly established by Itsumi'.

% Cf. n. 15 above. ia ch — is unusual, but cf. the initial pe 2io (or ia 2ch -) at PV. 140-1/154-5
and the ambivalent —. . ——. . ——at O.T 483 etc.

41 Cf. also Med. 435-6/442-3. Orthodox doctrine might prefer the overlap (so presumably
Stinton, who does not list these passages as instances of ‘period-end without pause’), as at Held.
915-16 "I‘Iﬁag 8’ épatov ypoi-/ler i Aéyos xpvoéav kar’ avAdv (~ éoyev 8’ UBpw dvdpos i |
0up.og fv mpo Sikas Platos), where hyphenation is unavoidable; but there is no need for it here,
given the availability of indentation to show contmulty, cf. on 604-5/615-16 above

“ Or we may say that X — . —. . . (again) is this time extended with . . . -« c — i —« c ——— (cf.
948, 951 etc.). Either way we have a single ar{yos, needing indentation 1f not prmted uno versu.
% The Verse — — — « « — — v « — — (West’s ph‘, GM 32 etc.) is a Sophoclean favourite, also

at 944/955, 970/981 (q.v.), Aj. 629/640, EI. 472/489, 828ff./842ff., Phil. 203/212, 710/722,
O.C. 701/714; Eur. only at Alc. 986/997. The extensions p#** and ph* in O.C. are similarly
stereotyped. The notations ph° etc., though convenient, are open to the objection that (at least in
Sophocles) these verses always begin with three long syllables, with no evidence of ‘aeolic base’;
and their occurrence is in contexts where — - — ! . . — — 1. . — — is plausibly taken as 3io (and
similarly ph?¢, ph™ as 4io, Sio).

%0 The usual lineation as hag [ ar runs counter to the general rule that pendent-ending aeolic
lengths do not overlap; cf. Parker® 22. The pattern here seems to be a special case, with a
precedent at Ag 1483—4 (~ 1507-8) dpeb Ppeb- xaxov o.[vov, i drnpds i TUxas dwdpeoTov. The
bondmg -X- . word is akin to that common in enoplian sequences (e.g. Andr. 1009-10

& Doife, : ﬂvpycz')aag 76v & ’IMwe i ebrety) i wdyov). An appropriate notation here might
be 11X ar (cf. n. 51 below).
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durelars.>! But in itself X —« . — ——— is a frequent colon;? and « « — . —— is a very
common clausula, akin to the reizianum X — . . —— .33 Here too indentation following
colon-end is favoured in preference to the usual overlap.

As to the text, in 782 Dawe justly obelizes év kmjuact mimreis (commenting ‘nulla
emendatio arridet’): ‘who fallest on possessions’ is a sentiment at once off-key, baldly
expressed and associating ill with Js . . . éwuyevers.* The short and longer relative
clauses, the latter following asyndetically, should have some connection of thought (so
that Brunck’s krrjvest does not help). Since the opening of the strophe is echoed at the
end of the antistrophe (dvikate pudyav . . . duayos), there is merit in Blaydes’s maileis
here echoed at éumaile: 800 (the latter rightly defended by LJ-W). It is less clear that
we want a reference to ‘eyes’ or ‘glances’ in place of xrijuact, as in many proposals
including Blaydes’s elv dupact mailets (or -ow ileis). A more general point about
Love’s sportive thievishness would suit the overall structure better; so perhaps év
xAéppaat mailes. Love’s victories in ‘battle’ (or not in battle) are paradoxically
achieved by subtle means such as the soft cheeks of a girl, not by weaponry.

In 797 mdpedpos is doubly suspect, as Jebb argued. <. . . — in a choriamb (as also
-~ - - in a dactyl) is at best very rare in tragedy;>> and the point here should not be that
Desire shares sovereignty with ‘the great feopol’. Griffith perhaps goes too far in
saying that Desire is rather a destroyer of the feouof; but he too rightly stresses the
connection between this sentence and 801-2 viv 8’ 48y ’yw xadros Oeopdv | ééw
¢épopar . . .—a continuation which makes no sense unless Desire has been more or less
explicitly defined as operating in conflict with, at a distance from, the feopoi. It is
useless therefore merely to normalize the metre with something like Arndt’s odvfpovos
dpyais (and év dpyais is otherwise likely to be the truth, cf. Andr. 699 and Or. 897).
Jebb too violently proposed <dore> mépa Spav (deleting év dpyais). Simpler would
be to substitute éxrds for mdpedpos (or an equivalent, if there is one). 7dv peydAwy
éxtos év dpyais | Beopdv, while keeping év dpyais, will have the merit of giving
Oeopdv a construction other than dependence on év dpyais (which does not govern a
genitive in the parallels cited). Such an emendation is indeed somewhat violent; but it

5! duk-as PV, 176 etc. (West, after Porson). The sequence ¢/ X e sp at El. 486-7/501-2 (also O.T.
1096-7/1108-9) is more clearly enoplian in character.

52t sp, akin to gl sp (n. 66 below), e.g. 4j. 597/610, Hipp. 130/140; sometimes following with
overlap as at 833 . .. Suowordrav karevvdlw.

# Like the reizianum, « . — . — - commonly follows a word-overlap; but there is no reason why
it should not stand on its own (as in West’s colometry at Ag. 455/470). It may indeed be a form of
ionic dimeter. Eur.’s stanza-ending . . . | “"Epws 6 4duos mais at Hipp. 534 may be a conscious
echo of .. . | feos AdpodiTa here.

54 Ellendt (s.v. kmjua) showed that some sort of sense can be extracted from the paradosis. But
if he had been satlsﬁed by it, he would not have contemplated a transposition conjoining év
KTTN.L0.0’L with év dypovoptos addais (in effect as ‘wealth’and ‘rustic poverty’).

<~ - - — (as distinct from — - - ..) seems not to occur in Aesch. or Eur (for the latter see
Diggle, Euripidea 470-1; the nearest parallel seems to be Ba. 397-8 émi Todrwt 8¢ 7is dv peydAa
Swdkwv | Ta Tapovr’ oﬁxt‘ @épou; in ionic metre). In this play 970/981 is otherwise dubious, and
-&0psv dypiod at 1124 yields to plausible emendation (qq.v.). LJ-W, after Parker? 242-3, mention
Aj. 607/620 and EI. 154/174. In the former the clausular colon . - < - . . — . ——following - ——- «
—(bis)| - <~ <= - =] ... may beeither - .. - .« - —or - -« . . - — plus ba, but the context is certainly
dochmiac (cf. Sept. 891-4/902-5), with a neglected precedent at Sept. 215 (~207) mpos paxdpwv
Aurds (8), i méAeos v’ bmepéxoiev dAwdv. EL 154 1éxvov, dyos édvn Bpordv ~ 174 réxvov:
érv (L+, éori pler.) puéyas év olpavd is evidently corrupt somewhere. 174 prima facie looks
sound as an iambic dimeter of ‘sub-dochmiac’ type with split resolution (the vulgate excision of
év is Procrustean). 154 can most simply be brought into line with that by writing réxvov, épdvy
Bpordv dyos. Both these passages I hope to discuss in further studies of Sophoclean cantica.
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could be that mdpedpos came in from a marginal citation of Med. 843 "Epwras ... 7dL
Codiar mapédpovs and/or reminiscence of passages like O.C. 1267 and 1382, also Pi.
Ol. 8.21 Awos Eeviov mdpedpos . . . Oéuis (all cited by Jebb).

Then in 799 ydp is acceptable (explaining vixde . . .), but it might perhaps be an

error for 8’ dp’, suiting a progressive corrective point: ‘and/but Aphrodite is invincible’
(not merely with equal power); dpa. ‘in the light of present evidence’.

812-13 Tav Axépovros
dxrdv, o8’ vuevaiwy . ..
829-30 s pdris dvdpav,
xtv 7’ ovdapa Aelme, . . . 830

Short periods are unobjectionable in 829-30; but the breach of synapheia in the
strophe in the middle of a phrase is extraordinary, the more so with period end also
presumable before Tav Ayépovros (following wil | wil, with clause end in ant.). It
would cost little to write &s ddris avépwv in 829 (cf. O.T. 869 Ovata piois dvépwr,
Phil. 709, Med. 1257), giving a normal dodrans (in line with 806 rdv vedrav 686w
| ...). So perhaps 817 should be rav Axépovros <eis> or rav Axépovriav. Cf. also
on 841/860 below.

83943 Av. oiuot, yeAdpar T{ pe mpos
Oedwv maTpdiwy
oVk olyopévav vBpiles, 840
AAX’ émidavrov; & méAis, b méAews
moAukTiipovos avdpes . ..

~857-62 Av. épavoas dAyewordras
éuol pepiuvas
’ ’ L)
maTpos, ‘rpl.fm/\w‘rov totkTovt,
Tol Te mpdmavTos tdueTépov wéTpHOV 860
rAewois AaPdaxidaiowt.

840 olyouévay Martin: dAouévav pler., SAAv-, Zf*T, Aho- ZcZfP°Zo 859 ofrov K™,
conj. Brunck

The first sequence is symmetrically ia ch i pe i hag. ia ch - — - — - is equivalent to . —
- — — plus anacreontic (cf. PV, 397-8 orévw o€ Tis odlouévas tixas, [Tpounbed
(D - . ., there continuing as ionic); at the same time the penthemimer here links with

the following hag to give ia + hi, akin to ia + gl (cf. Aj. 599-603/612-16, 622-5/634-1,
etc.). The recommended colometry again uses indentation in conjunction with
natural phrase-divisions.

In 857ff. the vulgate punctuates after uepiuvas, with both warpds and méruov
governed by olkrov (or ofrov). Both these genitives are better taken as governed by
peplpvas, cf. Od. 15.8 pededrjpara matpds éyewpev. TpumdAiotov olkrov (s.v.l.) will
then be a two-word appositive phrase of the comma’d-off type discussed by Barrett on
Hipp. 752-1.

olktov has been widely suspected. If right, we must take it that &bavoas. ..
TpuréAioTov olktov implies diktepas, even as Hipp. 755-7 émdpevoas. ..
kakovupudordtay évacw implies dvnoas. But the preceding utterance of the chorus
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(853-6), though ending with marpdiwov 8’ éxriveis Tw’ dfAov, has been pre-
dominantly censorious, rather than ‘pitying, lamenting’. As to rpiréAiorov, that
should mean something like ‘trite’ (lit. ‘thrice gone over’, with a metaphor derived from
ploughing); cf. Pindar’s Axovoar’ 1 yop éAkwmdos Appodiras | dpovpav 1)
Xoaplrwv | dvamodilopev . . . (Py. 6.1-3). As such it is applicable to the ‘touching upon’
a painful theme by the chorus, but less aptly to a doubtfully implied idea of ‘pitying
lamentation’.%

The thinly attested variant ofrov is no better, and may be merely lipographic. Only
on a superficial view does ‘fate, doom’ make sense (very awkwardly taken as objective
to the idea dvéuvnoas supposedly implied by é&favoas . .. pepipvas). LI-W’s
TpimoMiaTov oirtov, to ‘ease the syntax’, is metrically impossible;*” and in any case the
epithet TpimoAioros, as most naturally understood, makes even less sense with ‘fate,
doom’ than with ‘lament’.

The noun we want with rpiréAiorov, I would suggest, is ofuov, lit. ‘path, track’, so
metaphorically ‘strain of song, theme’; 4. Merc. 451, Pi. OI. 9.47, Py. 2.96.%

The next verse, 841-2/860-1, is usually divided as — . . — = || - - - — . —; but the breach
of synapheia at mpomavrés is again intolerable (cf. on 817 above) in the middle (a
Jortiori, soon after the beginning) of a phrase. We might be able to accept the analysis
‘choriamb + telesillean’ (cf. ¢/ + ch at Trac. 517 787’ v xepds, v 8¢ T6éwv mdTayos,
also Hipp. 740/750). But, as LJ-W observe, the phrasing at duerépov . . . AaBdaxidats
in 861-2 is suspect. Griffith is content to say that duerépov is ‘equivalent to juiv, a
usage more common with the genitive’, without offering any supporting evidence. Here
too, as in 812/829 above, the fault may be due to the loss of a syllable. I propose that we
should write 700 7€ mpdmavros du<iv> érépov méTpov | KAewois AaPdaridaiow:
‘(concerning my father . . .) and (concerning) all the other fate of (lit. what has fallen to)
us the famous Labdakidai’ (‘other’, i.. ‘other than that of Oedipus’).® There is then no
difficulty in the datives governed by mdrpov (cf. Kiihner-Gerth i.426-30), and the
metre is straightforwardly two dochmiacs with internal overlap like Sept. 698fY., etc).%

In 841-2 correspondence will then be obtained by writing <t>w #dAis . . . in line
with {w . . . in 844 (likewise probably with long iota). I will have dropped out easily
after N, the more easily with & mAews . . . immediately following.5!

% Dindorf’s rpimrdAnrov has been commended by West in Gnomon 53 (1981), 526, but there is
no reason to reject -wéAcorov in the light of Pindar’s dvamoA{Zew in an associable sense (‘go over
a theme again’ with a metaphor of ploughing a field).

57 Correption virtually occurs, in lyric as in epic, only when a short syllable either precedes or
follows; West, GM 11. LJ-W?2, though now less confident of their conjecture (which should never
have been put into the text), still seem unaware of the rule which it violates.

%8 ofuos aspirate, cf. West on Hes. Op. 290 (and AT xxx). The ‘ploughing’ metaphor for
pursuing a ‘theme’ is clear in Pi. Py. 6.1-3 (dpovpav . . . dvamoAi{{ouev). For modedew of ‘going
up and down’ in ploughing, cf. 341; for woeiv = dourdv in conjunction with ‘track, path’, cf. also
Or. 1270.

* duiv or juiv? The plural of éyd etc. is usually transmitted as fu- in tragic lyric, as in
dialogue. But at Eum. 348 we have duiv, and at Sepr. 156 dupuc (v.1. dupwv), and these are enough
to arouse a suspicion that Doric forms in line with duérepos (as duiv at Ar. Ach. 821) may
originally have been commoner, or even the norm, in tragic lyric. Or, if indeed duiv here will be
exceptional, it will be no more so than the form Juu(e) nearby at 846. The status of Doric duap
Gpar- is similar: Ant. 1333 is the only place in tragedy where it is unanimously attested, and there
are only three other attestations in part of the tradition (O.C. 1079, Alc. 105, Pho. 1579).

®© Ambivalent indeed, since — . . — . - is in itself also a dodrans (a common ambivalence).
Dochmiac pentasyllables follow in 844/863 and 850/869. For other more or less isolated dochmiac
verses in Sophocles, cf. 74j. 694/707, Trac. 7221, 880, El. 205/225, Phil. 1090/1111.

¢l with long iota is certain at EJ. 149 and quite often at least possible. LT-W2on O.T. 159-66,
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844-6 {w Aipraiat
kpijvar OjBas 7’
evapudrov dAgos, éu- 845
mas fvpupdprupas Dup’ émkTdpal

863-5 lw patpdiat
AékTpwy dTa
kowjuard T’ avToyéy-
w7’ éudt maTpl Svoudpov parpds. 865

The symmetrical (& ~ — - colon is best taken as a dochmius, like 850/869 below.®?
Division three syllables later at @+-/Bas ~ d-/Tat (Dawe, LJ-W, Griffith) gives a quite
extraordinary overlap after elght long syllables (45p).®* Sophocles was in general fond
of the colon - — - — - ,% and — - : —— can be a linking colarion.®® - — — —— i —— i ——

. recurs at 1121- 2/1 132-3 (see below) and Phil. 837/853. The ending (tI I gl sp) is
llke Aj. 614-15 (~603-4) viv 8’ ad ¢pevos oloBd-/Tas ¢idos uéya mévbos

1]15})7]7’0.1..66

850-2 tw dvoravos, 850
¥ 3y 3 ~ ¥ 3y 3 -~ ”
[OUT ev] Bporotg OUT €V VeKpoOLOL, <oluoL>,
pérouxos, od {@ow ob Bavoiaw.

~869-71 lw SvomdTpwy
kaolyvyTos yduwv kvpijoas, 870
Bavaw ér’ ofoav katijvapés pe.

851 o’ év del. Boeckh Bporois Tr: -oiow codd. odir’ &) obire S 870 xaalyvyros
Boeckh: -nre codd.

Dain rightly divided after another i . . . pentasyllable (presumably another doch-
mius, cf. 844/863), not after an anomalous ba ia dimeter; cf. Stinton, CPGT 121-2.
Following that, given Boeckh'’s generally accepted excision of the first o7’ év in 851,
responsion in 851/870 is then restored by some supplement. Prima facie the verse
might be either a hipponactean (with ovre rather than o7’ év in str.) or ba ith
with Boeckh’s kaoiyvn7os in 870. The latter is metrically likelier in association with
another syncopated iambic verse; moreover the isolated attestation of ovrev against
ovrewy is more likely to be lipographic than a survival of truth; and indeed &
can scarcely be dispensed with. For the supplement, Gleditsch’s ofire <vexpos>
vexpoiow is neat; but the paregmenon, though stylish in itself, is out of place as an
expansion of just one of four balanced terms. Others add <. — —> after vexpoio[w]:

after S. Stelluto, correct the previously cited observation of Friis Johansen and Whittle on A. Su.
162. As to the proposed emendation, corruption of & (&) to i is far commoner (n. 92 below);
but for the reverse corruption cf. O.7. 1186.

62 So Stinton, CPGT 121-2. It is not clear how he took the rest. One hopes that he did not
agree with Wilamowitz in taking the following — — : — — i — as another dochmius, with
unacceptable word-end after long penult. and unparalleled overlap from dochmiacs into a
glyconic.

6 Pearson’s kpij-lvar~ /\e-/Kprv was no better. Both these splits combine word-end after long
penult. (objectionable not only in dochmiacs) and overlap following . . . ——— (cf nn. 7-8 above).

 See further on 1137-9 below with n. 91, and add EL 153/173, 249 ¢ eppm rdv (Martin) aldaws,
510.
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<évepfev> Hermann, <wxvpovoa> Boeckh. But an exclamation seems simplest and
best (for which oiuo: is not the only possibility). [Griffith still has the inferior
colometry; more culpably he treats vexpos vexpoiow as the paradosis.]

876-82 Av. dxdavros ddidos dvuuévaios

d Tadaippwy dyopat
4 B 4 ’ < / > /7

Tdvd’ éroipav 683v: odkéTL pot
/’ 4 €\ ”

768€ Aaumddos ipov Suua
Bépis opav Tataivar 880
\ B \ ’ k] ’ >

Tov 8’ éuov méruov dddrpuTov oi-
dels pidwv orevdler.

878 rav Dindorf wuudrav Reiske 879 {pov Dindorf: iepov codd.

878-82 is lineated in the vulgate, following the opening tetrameter (3ia + ch), as
follows: 7dv8’ (or 7av)® ... | odxéri. .. | dpua ... | 7év 8’ ... | oddels ... This
is variously incorrect. Working backwards from the end: Brown has 881-2 right;
LJ-W do not explain why they still ‘prefer’ the division after dddxpuvrov, with a
non-catalectic trochaic dimeter followed without sense-pause by an iambic dimeter,
and also with a split resolution at -uov d-, to one which straightforwardly (with one
easy resolution) gives 4cr + ba, divisible either as 3cr [ ith or as 2cr [ cr ith (3cr, cf. El.
1249/1269, O.C. 1682/1709); méTu- as at 1296. The syncopated five-metron sequence
with overlaps is akin to Pers. 118-19 (~124-5) rod70 un mélis milfy- | Tar xévav- |
Spov péy’ dotv Covaidos (for ... [ cr [ ith, cf. also Pers. 574-5/582-3, Andr.
1016-17/1025-6 etc., and similarly . . . [ cr [ ar at Pers. 258-9/264-5 etc.). Before
that, with division before 7d8¢, we have the standard dicolon T . : ith (cf. Med.
647-8/656-17, Hipp. 755-6/767-8), with the same resolution in the ithyphallic as at Jon
1078-9 (~1094-5) Sre xai Aids dorepwmos i dvexSpevoev alffp.®® 1 accept
Dindorf’s {pdv in 879 for the scansion — ..®° That only leaves 878. 7dv8’ éroiuav may
be erroneous (rav muudrav would give a more orthodox dactylic verse, D?); but — . —
——e— — (e D), though unusual without link anceps, is scarcely impossible.

944-7 érda kal davdas obpdviov ddivs
dAdfar 8éuas év yalxodérois 945
adlais, kpvmrouéva 8’ év

TupuBriper Baddpwe xkareletyxbn:

& Cf. Phil. 711/722 (mrravois lois ~ moAdv umvav, followed by an anacreontic), I T 404/419
(dias Téyyer~ kowdr 6€ar, between dicola).

% To the list of g/ sp cadences in CQ 47 (1997), 300 n. 12, add A. Su. 48/57.

67 Pearson, followed by LJ-W without comment, erroneously printed rav as the paradosis,
with 7dv8’ attributed to Triclinius. Jebb had explicitly reported L as reading 7dv8’, in conjunction
with his meritorious report of L’s lineation. Dawe does not even mention rav.

B For T(vv—mvv—v -) following — « « — - - — (D), cf. Med. 433/441, Andr. 835/839, 7864, Herc.
1055 Ion 1480, Or. 183/204, Rh. 531/ 550, Hypsipyle 2770 and 276 D.
e —does occur as a verse at Hel. 1119; but the resolution there (by analogy with the

antepenult. of a glyconic) is an exceptional late-style licence in enoplian metre. Monosyllabic
t(€)p- (as opposed to i€p-) is seldom provable, but often likely. Resolution is similarly unlikely, if
not impossible, at Sept. 268 ({pov Pearson), Tro. 123 ({pav Lenting), 1065 ({pav Heath), 1.7 1101
({pov Tr?). The spelling ¢p- is well attested at Pers. 745 and O.C. 16. The vulgate colometry scans
©épdv, for which there is no parallel known to me in tragedy (LSJ’s mention of ‘Th. 268’ is
certainly erroneous).
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~955-8 Lebxbn 8’ 8£0xodos mais 6 dpbavros, 955
"Héwwwv Baoilels, kepropiots
Spyais éx Adwovioov
’ 4 b3 -
meTpwder kaTddapkTos év Seoudd.

Some, as Jebb and LJ-W, divide after adAais/dpyais, followed by — - . —— |...Iprefer
to divide, with Pearson, Dawe, and now Griffith, after sp 2ch (cf. the verse sp 3ch
at 950-1/960-1), with no anticipation of the full close . . . - — — — || at 947/958. Then
——————— , ending in str. with a prepositive, is like 4j. 631 Opyvijoer, xepdmAaxror §°
(n. 25 above) and Alc. 967; cf. also the prepositives ending a ph® verse at El. 472/489.

966-70 mapd 8¢ tkvavéwy medayéwv [meTpdv]t Si8Vpuas dAds
tdxral Boomdpiar. .. 1 %48’ 6 Opnikwy
Calpvdnoods, &v’ dyyimrodos Apys. .. 970

~977-81 katd 8¢ Taxduevor uéleor peAéav wdbav
kAaiov, patpos éxovres dviudevrov yovdv: 980
d 8¢ oméppa uév dpyaioydvwy <fv> ...

In neither 977-8 nor 979-80 (both printed uno versu in the vulgate lineation as above)
does the antistrophe invite suspicion, whereas there is certainly compound cor-

ruption in 966-9. 966-7 needs reduction to «« v — v . — . - - — (preferably
divided as dod" | T);”° and 968-9 will need some expansion (a verb is to desiderated),
and Herkenrath @pyikwy for @pny()xév,” for the scansion — — -« . -« . — X —o—
(D? % &).2

In 966-7 Brunck’s deletion of weTpav, accepted by Jebb and Dawe, is the necessary
first step.” Jebb took a further step in the right direction by proposing meXdye., rightly
arguing the need for a dative after mapd in the sense ‘adjacent to’ (a need recognized
long ago by whoever was responsible for K’s supralinear xvavéois meAdyeor), and
drawing attention to L’s unique reading meAdyewv (sic). He might have added that
singular ‘sea’ is better than ‘seas’ in conjunction with ‘of twofold brine’.”* He was then
content to read Kvavedv (Wieseler) meddyer 8:80pas dAds, with an awkward double
genitive construction. It costs little (given meAdye: and [rerpav]) to write maps §¢
kvavéw: meddyer 8- d- . . . The more natural phrasing is now merely allusive to the
Cyan Rocks. kvdveos (here only in Sophocles) was not only proper to the cliffs adjacent
to the Bosporus, also called the Symplegades (Med. 2,1263, Andr. 864, I.T. 241, 889),

™ Initial dod" as Hipp. 545/555, etc. (resolved as Sept. 935/949, etc.); <« —« < —« - (D) is another
common verse (cf. on 1115/1126 below, also T'. : . . . at 879 above), equally at home in aeolic and
enoplian contexts (cf. Hec. 905/914, 910/919). The breach of synapheia at dAGs is unremarkable
at ;:)hrase-end following a long verse or dicolon. The position is different at 586 (q.v.).

! Bpijik- seemingly not elsewhere in tragedy, but sufficiently supported by II. 4.533, etc.

™ In agreement thus far with LJ-W; cf. Lloyd-Jones (CQ 7 [1957], 23-4), as approved by
Parker' (17). For sp D = D?, cf. Alc. 89/101, Hipp. 164, etc. D X e is common, D” X e much less so,
but cf. PV, 429-30/434-5 (sp : D | = e ba), 533-5/542-4 (D’ : = e : - ith). For the symmetrical
break after the spondee, cf. also Pers. 864/872, etc. Dale (CP 197) strangely mistook this spondee
as ‘aeolic base’ prefixed to an elegiambus. [In the Loeb Lloyd-Jones prints dxrdt Boomopia
<7émos fv> 6 Opyikwy in 968-9. There is no mention of this unconvincing proposal in the
OCT, or discussion of it in Sophoclea (merely a reference to CQ loc. cit.).]

™ So also Griffith. Dale (ibid.) preferred to delete meAayéwy with Triclinius, but offered no
parallel for disyllabic scansion of uéAeot (in responsion with werpav).

™ For the pattern meXdyew 8:89pas dAds cf. also Tro. 88 médayos Alyalas dAds.
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but also a possible epithet for sea water in a strait (as at .7 7 xvavéav dAa, of the
Euripus). At I.T. 392, similarly in an opening verse, the epithet is applied (doubly) to
the Bosporian strait as a ‘sea junction’,”> not directly to the Cyan Rocks, though
indirect allusion to the latter is clear in the light of I T. 241. Similar allusiveness is likely
here, with merpdv intrusive from a gloss.” The further correction xvavéw: is scarcely
an additional postulate, since intrusion of werpawv is likely enough to have brought a
wrong kvavéwv with it.

In 968-9 we expect a finite verb, and there was merit in Jebb’s suggestion . . . 6
Opnukdv <wkhjilerar>. But the poetical 18’ (elsewhere in Sophocles only in frs. 386,
549; frequent in Aesch., especially Persae; in Eur. at Herc. 30, Hec. 323, . A. 812) is
most unlikely to be an error for xai or iv’ (alternative suggestions of Blaydes) or for the
Triclinian ¢8° (an epic ‘and’, eschewed by the tragedians, as also by Pindar and other
lyric poets). The loss of something before 78’ is further suggested by the hiatus at this
point (where also L ends a verse, so that the loss is at verse end). I suggest dxra
Boomopi<s dider>ar 8’ . . ., giving at once appropriate sense and a plausible skip.”’
For di8eras ’is celebrated in song’, cf. Pi. Py. 8.25. The feminine form * Boomop(s is not
attested, but likely enough (as KviAwmis, hapax at I. T 845, equivalent to Kvklwmia);
cf. dxr1) Tis éor’ EPouis at Trac. 237 (also Hcld. 83).

970-2 Calpvdnoads, v’ dyyimrols Apys 970
Sitoooior Pweildais
eldev dpatov é)xos . ..

~981-3 a 8¢ oméppa pév dpyatoydvwy <ijv>
dvaco’ ’Epexleidav,
TnAemdpois 8’ év dvrpors ..

970 dyyinrods L'RSZfZoT: -molis cett. 981-2 <fv> dvaoco’ Wilamowitz: dvrac’ codd.

The next two verses are probably ph¢ (again) | " (.wil), followed by another
aristophanean like 605/616, 610/62] (then iambic verses: ia ith || 3ia | ba ith || ia ith).
With dyyimoAis in 970 and dvrac’ in 982 we have o I et i
sp 2ch | awil (1T') is credible, but the choriamb .. - = — is again open to grave suspicion
(cf. on 797 above), the more so as the variant dyyimros, likely in itself, gives with
spondaic Apns another ph¢ verse; moreover dvrac’ in 982 is barely intelligible,
requiring us to postulate a nonce-sense and -construction.”® LJ-W rightly accept
Wilamowitz’s excellent <#v> dvaco’, but the division should be after #jv, not before it
with 4-/pns overlapped. For the monosyllable at the end of the ph¢ verse, cf.
El. 472/489 (again). v following -wv at verse-end will have dropped out easily,
perhaps anciently with avaca(e) then understood as a verb. Subsequently it will have
been a short step from avac{c}(e) to avrac(e). The verse-end thus after 970/981 may,

but need not, be a period end. The ‘pendent close’ is followed by a verse beginning

™ kvdveat xuaveat otvodor faddooas . . . (L, edd.); but it seems likely that Eur. wrote
kvdvear kvavéas kTA., with a favourlte kind of paregmenon and interlaced phrasing in line with
7} pobiois eldarivas thporotat Ka.mas at 407-8 in the antistrophe.

1 If genuine, the gen. pl. of 7érpa should of course be merpav in lyric (as at Med. 1264).

" dxra Boomopis diSerar incidentally makes an apparent glyconic, and that may be relevant
for the transmitted verse-dmswn before #8°.

™ Those who accept dvrac’, or a metrical equivalent such as Blaydes’s adyna’ (after Dindorf),
need also to justify the inappropriate aorist tense.
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with anceps, but the pendent syllable is a true long here, not long anceps, at the end of
a verse equivalent to 3io (n. 49 above).

975-8 dpaybévrwy ¢’ aiparypais
xewpéoot kal kepridwv drpaiow. 975
~986-7 Oecov mais' dAda xdm’ éxelvar 985

Moipa. pakpaiwves éoxov, & mai.

The syncopated iambic sequence ba cr ba || ia cr ba gives a characteristic effect of
double clausula.” Period-end is presumable (though without breach of synapheia),
not so much as an instance of ‘pendent close before anceps’ (since ba certainly ends
with a true long), but rather because the sequence ba ia is eschewed within a period
before late Euripides.?

1115-20 molvdvvpe Kaduelas 1115
vipdas dyalpa kai dids PapuBpepéra
yévos, kAvrav Os dudémes
’Iraliov, pédes 8¢ may-
rolvois *Edevowlas . .. 1120

~1126-31 o€ 8’ vmép SuAddov méTpas
’ » 4 o 13
orépoyf Smwme Avyvis, évba Kwpuria
areiyovol viudar Bakyides,
Koaoralias Te vaua, kal 1130
o€ Nvoaiwv dpéwv . ..

L divides symmetrically after the first eight syllables as above; then less sym-
metrically (vdudas . . . | BapvBpeuéra . . . | kKAvrav . .. ~ arépoyf . . . &v-1fa . . . |
otelyovor . . .), but symmetrically again for 1119-20/1130-1 (with the overlap
may-Ikolvors as above). Dawe, after Hermann and Nauck, prints molvawvuue
Kaduelas dyadpa viudas as a 13-syllable verse explained as an + 2ia»; an unusual
compound, and with an unappealing brevis in longo at dmwme in ant.; similarly
Griffith, but with the even less credible analysis - - ch 2ias. LI-W divide both before
and after viudas dyalpa ~ arépoy Smwme, the penthemimer again (presumably)
ending with brevis in longo. There is nothing certainly wrong with « « —« . ——— |...as
transmitted in L, but as an opening verse it is at best unusual.?! The problem, such as
it is, lies simply in the long seventh syllable in the strophe—not confirmed in ant.,
where wérpas is, in itself, as likely as mérpas.

I propose that we should write Kadulas (giving « - — -« — - -).82 The form Kd8u.os
is not attested elsewhere, but -wos and -eios were available alternatives in many
comparable adjectives, e.g. dapdav-, Ayapeuvov-, KvkAwm-, Baky-; and -os forms

" Cf. Dale, CP1.
% Stinton, CPGT 113, 119ff. (cf. on 850/869 above). Elsewhere (338) Stinton mentions ‘O.T.

975/986’ as an instance of ‘period-end without pause’ (in the strophe), doubtless as an error for
Ant. 975/986.

8 Dale (LM? 191) somewhat desperately explained it as a contraction of . . —. . —. . — (asa
form of .. D? Surely not an anapaestic tripody?).
8 For..--.. — -~ (T) as an initial colon, cf. Hec. 905/14, Pi. OL. 9.1, Nem. 10.1, etc. The

penult. of this common unit is always short elsewhere.
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are routinely corrupted to -eios (as Bdkytos at 154). Since the syllable after Kadu- is
often in anceps position, the form Kadu.:- (analogous to Baxy:-) may in fact have been
quite frequent.

There is then no need for Hermann’s transposition dyalua viudas. e - e. . .isat
least as likely as . e - e . . . in the three-element second verse (akin to . e . d e at 1142/51
in the next stanza-pair). Cf. also the stanza-opening D : De—e . d]|...at A. Su.
40fT./491t., and the verse . e . d at O.T. 870/880 and Alc. 572/582.

1119-20/1130-1 are usually divided as ar || wil, with brevis in longo in both places
and no pause in the strophe. L’s symmetrical division here with the word-overlap is
surely ancient and should be preferred.®

1121-5 Anois év kéAmos,
[&] Baxxed, Baxydv 1121a
<6> patpémodw @nBav
vaterdwv map’ Uypols
‘Iounvod pelfpois dypiov 7’°
émi omopdt Spdrovros 1125

1121a & del. Tr 1122 <6> add. Musgrave punrpo- codd., corr. Dindorf
1123-4 vaierdv Dindorf: vaiwy codd. vypois (Hartung) . . . peiBpors (Blaydes)
Pearson: dypov . . . péefpov fere codd. (-@v . . . -wv Tr)

With the easy corrections of Triclinius and Musgrave 811212 corresponds exactly
with 1132-3 kioorjpeis Sxbar | xAwpd 7’ dxra | modvordduvlos méume: | .

beginning with the same - ———— i —— i — . as 844-5/863—4 (see above), then .
R |l like 4. 199, 200, 704/717, Trac. 848/859, etc.®’ In 1123-5, corresponding
with 1134-6 duBpdrwy émerdv | edaldvrwy, OnPaias | émorxomodvr’ dyvids (D? |~
ith? cf. n. 14 above), Pearson dealt convincingly with the problematic . . . map’ dypov
|| lopunrod péebpov . . . (left obelized by Dawe; accepted with misgivings by LJ-W).%
For the dative plural in this phrase after rapd, cf. 712 mapa pelfpoiat yeipudppors. It
is credible that -ois was corrupted before 1o-; and for the correction of peefp- to

8 For x — X — . . — thus following in synartesis (so, in effect, dod" preceded by link-anceps), cf.
Ion 456 (certainly), Pho. 231 (probably, as Mastronarde, not as Diggle). There are more
exceptions than Buijs? (71) recognized to his rule that ‘acephalous cola are preceded by
non-appositive full word boundary’. It cannot be assumed that the notations g/ and wil
(implying acephaly) are always proper for the heptasyllables ¢/ and /" (West), which may indeed
sometimes be best regarded as anceps + dodrans (dod or dod’).

& Both, accepted as ‘certainly right’ by Jebb, have been neglected by subsequent editors. ¢ is
often interpolated (as at 1289; cf. Or. 160, 161, 186, etc.). For the article with participle following
a vocative, cf. Hipp. 525-6 "Epws “Epws, ¢ . .. ord{wv (Paley, for 6 . . . ord{eis; contested by
S. R. Slings, Mnemosyne 88 [1996], 53-5), for which this passage provides a welcome parallel,
overlooked by Barrett.

85 Period-end commonly follows. . ..-——; cf. nn. 7, 17, 48, 66 above.

# The breach of synapheia in mid-phrase at Uypév is suspicious (removed by Dain with a
misplaced 7°); still more so the virtually unique resolution -€0p5v dypiod; cf. on 797 above, with
n. 55. Surprisingly, LJ-W here appeal, not (as at 797) to parallels cited by Parker, but now to
Dale (Metrical Analyses 2.33); to no better effect, since 0.7 883/897 is simply —« v« v — . — .
and Trac. 1009/1030 is likewise completely irrelevant (not ‘hardly relevant’), if scanned as 1amb1c
v vv v v -« - —isindeed a frequent form of dimeter, as A. Su. 113/124; often with split resolutions
when ‘sub-dochmiac’, as Or. 1414, etc.
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pebp-, cf. Triclinius’ emendation at Ag. 210. Griffith has it right, but without
mentioning Pearson. It only remains to aspirate the name of the river.*’

11379 Tav [éx] maodv Tipuds
UmeprdTav mélewv
patpl odv kepavviar

~1146-8 & mip mveldvrwy
xopdy’ doTpwy, vuyiwy
POeyyudrwy émiokore,. ..

1146 &) iw codd. mveidvrwy Brunck: mvedvrwy codd. 1147 xopdy’ dorpwv Brunck:
xopaye é- kaicodd.

Brunck’s reduction of 1147 to yopdy’ dorpwv, vuyiwv is generally accepted (giving
«—x—- -, tI', followed by Ik ||), leaving only the problematic metre and responsion
of 1137 rav éx maodv Tiudis ~ 1146 iw wip mvedvrwv. Brunck’s mveldvrwy is
acceptable in 1146;% but the resultant ‘hexamakron’ is strange. mol mol occurs,

but only as mol : mol® . - - . — - is possible, but is not easily obtained in the
strophe.”® Likeliest, glven mvedvTwy, is reduction as above to the favourite
pentasyllable — — — — — 1 That can be effected easily by excision of éx in the strophe,

and correction of {w to & in the antistrophe (after Campbell, who proposed & with
a different treatment of the rest). & () is routinely corrupted to {w in such
exclamations and exclamatory allocutions;’? and é« is at once otiose with the gen.
governed by dmeprdrav (cf. 337-8, 684 mdvrwy . . . kTyudTwWY SmépTaTov, Pers. 155,
Tro. 476, 1219, etc.) and a credible clarifying interpolation here, serving to show that
macdv (sic) is to be taken with moAéwv, not with the adjacent rav.

1261-9 Kp. & ¢p€vwv Svo¢povwv ap.ap-rnp.a-ra
oreped favardevr’ & kravdvras Te xal
favévras BAémovres éuduAiovs:
dpot éudv dvolBa BovAevpdrwy: 1265

8 “Jou-~ (also “Iousvn): cf. West, AT xxx, citing Hutchinson on Sept. 273, Mastronarde on
Pho. 101.

8 Garvie (on Cho. 619-21) echoes Fraenkel’s objection to epic mvei- in ‘non-dactylic tragic
lyrics’ (Agam. 2.62 n. 4). Against that, West (Studies in Aeschylus, 176) reminds us of the
particular collocation wip mvelovoa ([Hes.] fr. 43a.87, cf. II. 6.182).

¥ Trac. 653/661, EL 511, O.C. 1559/1571, Ion 141-3 (- - — — — — is surely impossible, but the
first syllable of i) can be long; n. 61 above).

% For———.—— (akin toZba), cf. Trac. 5234, Alc. 92/104, Ion 201 (~ 190). But one would need
somethmg like Tav [éx] macdy <od> Tiudis (or <mpo>riudis) or Dindorf’s rav ékmayda Tiudis
| ¥mép maodv médewv. Griffith 1mplaus1bly takes the verse as a contraction of X ———. .~ (wil).
This would be credible only in a context inviting choriambic interpretation (e.g. with wil
preceding), as perhaps at . T 1126/1141 if we do not emend there.

9! In Ant. it occurs elsewhere at 844/863 (presumably dochmiac like 850/869) and 1121/1132; cf.
n. 64 above. — — — — — is indeed inherently ambiguous, variously a form of dochmius, a once-
contracted dodrans anda twwe-contracted hemiepes (D). For the combination with X — . —. . —
cf. Hel. 1452-3 & vairar vairar | méumovres edAipévous |. .

%2 A large number of certain and probable instances of erroneous i@ for & (&) are listed in
CQ 49 (1999), 417, n. 29 (whereas the reverse error is surprisingly rare). For the distinction
between & (often exclamatory, but only in conjunction with an expressed or implied second
person address) and & (‘non-allocutory’ exclamations, often in self-pity), cf. ibid. 412, n. 17.
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EAY ~ / /’ \ /

lw mwai, véos véwt Edv udpwt,
k] ~ ”, k] /

alaiaiai, éaves, amedildns,

> ~ k] \ -~ 7

éuais ovdé oaiot SvoPoviiacs.

~1284-92 Kp. i lw SvokdBapros Ada Ayuiv,
’ )y ¥ 14 ) ’ 1 4 4
i pu’ dpa 7 u’ SAékets; & kaxdyyedrd pot 1285
mpoméwas dxn, Tiva Opoeis Adyov;
alai, SAwAST’ dvdp’ émeénpydow:
7{ $ijs, mai, v’ ad Aéyeis pot véov,
alataal, c¢dy¢ov én’ 6)\6’0pw¢, 1290
yuvaikeiov dudikeiobar pdpov;

The vulgate division & | ¢pevdv . . . gives a very odd split {w | lw . .. in the
antistrophe. ia cr plus 8 is not impossible, though rare.?® But 2¢r § is frequent,* and &
¢dpevav . . . is likely to be the truth here, given the frequency with which
& (&) is corrupted to (@ (as indeed in 1285, corrected there by Turnebus).”® In
the corresponding place, ié U@ is likelier than i@ @ in dochmiac context (as in
Ag. 1136/1146, cited below).%

The second verse (as lineated above) is prima facie a dochmius + two cretics (8 2cr),
but belongs in the category of verses that both begin and end with a dochmius without
comprising an mtegral number of dochmiacs. The simplest type is « — -« — -« — (e.g.
Med. 1261-3 pdrav udybos épper Téxvwv), variously taken as ba & or 8 cr, but best,
I think, regarded as a compression of two dochmiacs, for which the notation 86
will be appropriate.”” Three dochmiacs constitute another standard length, similarly
‘compressible’ to SMSMS Both 88 and SMSMS will have ancipites and resolvable longa
-~ - =~ ; but in practice, of course, resolutions and long ancipites will be subject to
certain restrictions. Its most prominent occurrences elsewhere are in Agamemnon:
1118/1129 katododvédrw Bbuaros Aevoipov ~ Sododdvov AéBnTos Tixav oot Aéyw,
1136/1146 {w iw Talaivas wkaxdmoTpor Tyar ~ lw i Aiyelas udpos dnddvos,
1143-4/1153-4 drdpeTos Pods, peb, dpidolkrois Pppeciv ~ peloTumeis Spod 7’ Sphiots
év véuous. All these can indeed be analysed as 6 2cr, but they should at least be
written uno versu. The notation & 2cr is less apt for 1136/1146, and 1143 articulates like
Ant. 1262-3/1285-6 as § : — : 8. The notation 8m3m8 covers them all.?®

1267-/1290-1 is usually written as two verses, or with the exclamation taken as
% ia cr § perhaps only at Herc. 739/753, since I should be inclined to make a similar correction
of iw (twice) at 4j. 348-9/356-7 lw ¢idor vavBdrar i udvor éudv didwv ~ i yévos valas i
dpwyov Téyvas (similarly stanza-opening).

% 2cr § as Ag. 1124/1125, Eum. 256, Hipp. 362-3/669-70, Herc. 743/757, etc.

% See n. 92 above; cf. also 1265 and 1276 in this same strophe. I should write & in both 1261
and 1263 in accordance with the distinction outlined.

% Cf. also Sept. 87, PV. 576, Hipp. 811, Ion 1445, 1502, Pho. 296, Or. 1353/1537, 7. 4. 1283 ({w
{dd, vipoBéAwr Ppuydv : .. .); for 2cr 8 beginning with i@ @, cf. Rh. 454-6 (o (b, i $ida
Opoeis : pidos Aisbev €l | udvov pBdvov duayov tmatos|. . .~820-1 iw ik, i uéya o pot i
uéy’ & (Nauck, for uéyas éuoi uéyas d) modioyov | kpdros T67’° dp’ téuolovt (2éueles) dre
oot | . . . This better colometry, with a sub-dochmiac 2ia as the third verse, I hope to discuss
elsewhere. i@ i@ . . . is indeed frequent in lyric iambic context, as Ag. 410, Cho. 429, Pers. 974
(etc.), Sept. 875/881, 969 etc. (also Eur., but seemingly not Soph.).

1 Cf. Orestes, p. 106 (on Or. 145/158). The same length, with resolutions, occurs already in
Pindar’s first Olympian (Ol. 1.9/20 etc. « .. — < — .. . —, followed by 23).

% This kind of analysis has implications which I hope to pursue elsewhere; but it should
already be clear that the notation 8.8 will not only bring under one roof a great many forms of
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extrametric (alai alai | .. .). Itis as likely to be a single verse, either as ia § (common,
where the ia is exclamatory) or as another instance of ‘dochmiac compression’ (8m8 =
cr 8 = 8 cr). Lincline to favour the latter (writing alatatal like Barrett at Hipp. 830/848):
««v—1i <. i .- isacharacteristic pattern for the ‘dochmiac compound’ that both
begins and ends with a dochmius. There is a similar verse at 1306 aiai alai (s.v.L),
dvémray péBwi~ 1328 irw itw, davirw pdpwv, similarly best taken as - < < -« -——-
— (8m8); cf. also Pho. 296 iw (w i mérvia: i pdde mpddopos. iTw itw recurs
immediately, certainly as - « « —, at 1332 maros* irw itw (~1310 detAaiss &y, aial).

In 1284 I write A.8a for the transmitted (and vulgate) AiSov, cf. Hec. 1105, etc.; and
in 1288 émefnpy- for émefeipy-, cf. West, AT xlii.

1273 t0eds 767’ dpa TéTe uéya Bdpos (u’) Exywvt| émaicer . ..
~1296 Tis dpa Tis pe méTpos éri mepyuéver;

1273 merits obeli, not only for the uncertain status of u’ (om. SVZfZoT; prima facie
in the wrong place), but also because X — .. . .. is a form of dochmius that the
tragedians seem to have eschewed.” In the corresponding verse 7(s dpa 7is . . . seems
likely to have been in responsion with 747’ dpa 7dre . ..'% The right place for pe
(which can hardly be dispensed with) is before uéya, as Meineke saw; omitted there
by lipography and later restored in the wrong place (first, perhaps, as a
suprascription). With pe thus before uéya and 767’ dpa 7é7e beginning the verse,
there are four possibilities: (A) 767’ dpa Té1e Oeds pe péya Bdpos éxywv; (B) 767’
dpa Téte pe péya Beds Bdpos éxwr; (C) 767’ dpa TéTe pe puéya Bdpos feds Exwv;
(D) 767’ dpa TéTe pe péya Bdpos éywv feos. A gives the closest responsion, with
only one unequal resolution (~ < = - — . <« .. . -). B, C, and D have the merit of
closer symmetry with 7is dpa 7is pe ..., but with three unequal resolutions (- < =« -
w=l.Ze-or...l...T. ). Band Cend with . .. . — .. . -, a form of dochmius
uncommon in Sophocles.'”! D breaches synapheia at feés || émaioer. A must be
favourite.

1275-6 oipot, dakmdryrov dvrpémwy xopdv: 1275
deb dei- & mvol Ppordv Svamovor.

~1298-1300 TdAas, Tav 8’ évavra mpoaPAémw verpdy
Peb Pped pndrep dbAia, ped Téxvov. 1300

1299 rav 8’ Postgate, Dawe: mjv8’ R, 7d8’ LZf, 738’ S, 76v8’ cett.

‘dochmiac compound’ (including such as mol §, - — .. 8, § mol) but will also suggest criteria for
deciding the admissibility of particular resolutions and inequalities of responsion, e.g. the
unequal penults at Jon 676/695 - — i .. - — : — . —are perfectly in order if the verse is 8.3 (neither
ba & nor 8 cr).

% Cf. my discussion of Herc. 1061-3 in CQ 48 (1988), 90 with n. 14.

'% For the pattern 767’ dpa Tére, cf. my commentary on Or. 1483 rére 87 rére. No one
seems to have suggested this here, though Erfurdt transposed feds (767’ dpa feds T7e) and
Enger (followed by Nauck) proposed ré7e feds 767 dpa (sic). In CQ (n. 99) I conjectured rdre
Oeos dpa TdTe.

1% Perhaps elsewhere only at 4j. 879b ris dv diomdva, rightly accepted as ‘certain’ by
Conomis (Hermes 92 [1964], 23). Ant. 1340b éxwv xaréxavov (W. Schneider, for karékravov) is
less certain (Musgrave éxravov, Hermann kdxravov).
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1275-6/1298-9 seems to be a hybrid between the associated 26 and 3ia verses;
accepted by Stinton (CPGT 122) as dochmius plus < — . — - (k9), rather than - — -
2ia; possible parallels being Hec. 715, Rh. 463-4/829-3 (all -« - — . — . : ~X—.—and
arguably ch 2ia). Conversely k8 + 8 may be recognized at Hipp. 594, ?Hec. 1084,
Or. 329-30/346, 1247/1267. But not much would be needed here to obtain a more
normal dochmius plus hypodochmius (as, e.g., Alc. 393/406). In 1275 adverbial
Aaxmdrnr(a) could well have been corrupted to agree with yapdv;!%? and in 1299 the
preverb mpoo- might be deleted without loss. Triclinius’ duot for iy pow was certainly
right in 1265, and we should accept also his correction of {w in 1277: cf. A4j. 1197
& mévou . . . (n. 9 above), also Hipp. 367 & mévor Tpépovres Bporovs, and on 1261
above with n. 95.

1341-7 ... Opor uéleos, 008’ éyw
t[6ma] mpos méTepov Sw, ML kABG* wdvTa yapt
Aéypia Tdv yepoiv, Ta 8’ émi kpari pot 1345
mdrpos SvokduioTos elofflaro.

These verses—the end of the play apart from the choral anapaests 1347-53—contain
a familiar crux (thus obelized by Dawe, but with the v.I. wpdrepov in his text);
thoroughly discussed by Jebb, but without a satisfactory solution emerging (though
Griffith appears to be satisfied with the unobelized vulgate). It is indeed plausible,
after Jebb, to eject mar (with Seidler) while retaining wdvra yap (against Nauck and
others).!”® Prima facie we then have what should be a two-dochmiac verse
(in responsion with 1321 éyw, ddu’ érvpov: iw mpdamolod), preceded by 28|25 | 28
and followed by 28 | 28. But wpds wdrépsv 0@, mar is doubly unacceptable as a
dochmius. The break after long penult. is one anomaly.!% At least as objectionable is
the form of dochmius ending with.....—-— 105

A possible remedy is to hand if we write mo~: for mpés,!% giving the same verse - -
«—i—.—as 1262/1285 above, i.e. a dochmius plus two cretics, or (preferably)
838, like Ag 1143—4 etc.!07 Though the correspondmg verse 1321 is blameless in
ltself it is easy there to write eyw, pap’ érvpov: <iw> lw, mpdomodot (+ ——« vv i we v

v v — & —

— 1 —.~);!% the responsion - <<= i . .. i .« i «— i —. —is then free as to resolutions,
but has exactly matching diaereses and short ancipites.
Highgate, London C. W. WILLINK

192 Cf. my correction of arroxpquov to dmoxpuda at Herc. 1069 (CQ 48 [1988] 96).

'% Add that the interpolation of §mat can be associated with the v.l. mpdrepov (the latter
seeming to require a preceding interrogative). But it could also owe something to misreading of
the proposed mori.

1% According to Parker' (12) there is ‘no example in Sophocles’. Presumably she had
discounted this passage as corrupt (cf. Parker? 266-7).

195 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 425 on Hipp. 1272, where I claim that 8s with long penult. exist only in the
forms ending with . . . —— —. Evidence for Conomis’s forms (n. 101 above) 27-8 and 30-1(-2) is all
fragile. West similarly regards the transmitted yxfovds, ir’ ire mdvres at Sept. 108 as
‘unacceptable as a form of dochmius’ (Studies in Aeschylus 104), the well supported v.l. {8’ ire
mdvres there lending credence to emendations such as {8’ dAeés (Headlam) and {8” dfpdot
(Steusloff).

1% or{ rare but not unlikely: cf. 4g. 725, Hipp. 140, etc., also the much rarer Juu’ at 846.

197 Jebb can be faulted here for demanding pure dochmiacs in line with the rest of the stanza.
A stanza consisting only of twelve pure dochmiacs would indeed be exceptional.

18 ¥ i@ . . ., cf. on 1284 above with n. 96.
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