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CRITICAL STUDIES IN THE CANTICA OF
SOPHOCLES: I1. 4JAX, TRACHINIAE,
OEDIPUS TYRANNUS

Ajax and Trachiniae, with Antigone, are probably the earliest extant plays of
Sophocles, followed by Oedipus Tyrannus. Lyric passages in Antigone were considered
in a previous article, with some general prolegomena and touching on some issues in
the other six plays.!

AJAX?
172-181 73 pd o€ Tavpomdda Awos Aprepuis,
(~182-191) & peydla Pdris &
uérep aloyivas éuds,
dppace mavdduovs émi Bods dyelaias, 175

7 mod Twos vikas dkapmw-
4 ¥ ¢ / 4

Tov xdpw (4 pa kAdTwy évdpwy

Yevalbeio’ ddwpots €it’ édapaBorinis)
7 xaAkolwpaf ool 7w’ *EvvdAios

\ N ~ \ 3 I3

popdav éxwv fvvod Sopds évvuyiois 180
unyavais érelcato Adfav:

I have discussed elsewhere the rhetorical structure of this strophe, defending 7 pa
‘either’ in 177 against Hermann’s fjpa (accepted by LJ-W).3 I abstained there from
colometric discussion, but I take this opportunity of affirming, against L and most
edd., my lineation of 176-8 as above (~186-8 xai Zeds xarav xai PoiBos Apyei-lwv

! C. W. Willink, CQ 51 (2001), 65-89 (hereafter CS I). “The vulgate’ for 4j., Trac., and O.T.
includes the editions with commentary of A. Garvie (4).), P. E. Easterling (Trac.), M. Davies
(Trac.), and R. D. Dawe (O.T.); also O. Longo, Commento linguistico alle Trachinie di Sofocle
(Padua, 1968). Newly relevant for Ajax is A. Pardini, ‘Note alla colometria antica dell’ Aiace di
Sofocle’, in B. Gentili and F. Perusino (edd.), La colometria dei testi poetici greci (Pisa and Roma,
1999), 95-120. On the chronological issue, see especially Easterling, 19-23. If Antigone is assigned
to 442-1 (so Griffith), [ incline to the sequence 4j. — Ant. — Trac. — O.T. rather than A4j. — Trac. -
Ant. — O.T. (a fortiori Trac. — Aj. — Ant. — O.T), finding the lyrics of Trac. closest of the three in
metric on the one hand to O.T., on the other to Eur.’s early plays (4/c. to Hipp.). For convenience
I repeat some bibliographica from CS I. The siglum LJ-W embraces the Oxford Text of
Lloyd-Jones/Wilson and their discussions in Sophoclea (1990); LI-W? refers to their Second
Thoughts (Gottingen, 1997). West, GM refers to his Greek Metre (Oxford 1982), and West, AT to
his Aeschylus Tragoediae (edn Teubner, 1990). References to Stinton are to his Collected Papers on
Greek Tragedy (Oxford, 1990). Parker' = CQ 16 (1966), 1-26, and Parker’ = CQ 18 (1968),
241-69. As in my commentary on Orestes (Oxford, 1986, 1989), to West’s metrical symbols I add
ba (baccheus), sp (spondee), T (-« —««—<—), A(vv—vc—v =~ -) and : (diaeresis), and for his
“gland gl 1 prefer respectively ch ia and wil (wilamowitzianus). ‘Enoplian’ is used in an adjectival
sense (comm. Or. xx, cf. CS 1, n. 13). I am again indebted to Professor C. Collard and the
anonymous CQ referee for their criticisms and corrections.

2 There are references in CS I to Aj. 199-200 (85), 348-9/356-7 (n. 93), 596/609 (73),
599-603/612-16 (78), 603-4/614-15 (80), 607/620 (n. 55), 622-5/634-7 (78), 629/640 (n. 49), 631
(82, and n. 25), 694/707 (n. 60), 704/717 (85), 1185/1192 (67), 1197 (89, and n. 9), 1202/1214 (n. 38).

3 Mnemosyne 51 (1998), 716.
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ddTw- €l 8’ vmofallduevo | kAémrovor uidbovs of pueydlor Bacidijs): i.e. as—e—e—
D? (with symmetrical word-overlap), not the vulgate — e — e — e || D.* There is indeed a
symmetry here between 177 . . . ydpw and 187 . .. ¢d7w; and one might compare the
certain period-end at Medea 416-17 épyerar Tyna yvvaikelwt yéver || odkére . . . But
two considerations favour the run-on here: the rhetorical unity (as argued) of 176-38,
and the unusual absence of penthemimeral or hepthemimeral caesura when 176/186 is
lineated as an iambic trimeter.’

The concluding verse 181 (~191, see below), following two iambelegi (— e — D), is not
‘alien’ (Dale, Pohlsander), but still enoplian (e - d -), the stanza ending like O.T. 895-6
€l yap ai Towaide mpdées i Tluar, i 7 8ei pe yopevew ~910-11 koddapmod Tipais
AméM v i éudaviis, i épper O Ta Oeia (e—e— i e i - d-); cf. also Aj. 408-9/426-7

and Hipp. 564 (~554) uéhaoa 8’ old 7is memdérarar.® Terminal — . . — — often invites
recognition as the catalectic correlate of — . - — . « — (D), and the colon X — . . — — is
variously rz, tl,, and X Da. It is irrelevant that — X — X — . . — — might, in a different

context, be better taken as an aeolic hipponactean (West’s 4i""). The choice is close
between pay- and uny- in 181.7

190-1 tuy pi p’t, dvaf, €0° &8’ épdrois kliolais 190
oup’ éxwv kakdv dTw dpme.

190 u1f semel OVG (teste Dawe)

The vulgate u7 p1j, dvaé (Wilamowitz) introduces an improbable hiatus. There is
little supporting evidence elsewhere in tragedy of residual digamma. LJ-W appeal to
O.C. 1485 Zeb dva, ool dwve, but that is a dochmius doubtless to be scanned with a
correption like Zed dAeévjrop in anapaests at O.C. 143.% After Kvitala I suggest u7
u<dv>, dva¢ (av easily dropping out before av-). u7y pdv + subjunctive in a strong
prohibition will be akin at once to usjv with imperative (rare in tragedy, and epic-toned)
and to emphatic o0 wijv in statements (GP 330-2). Of the variants, u7j p’ (not reported
by LJ-W) may be older than w7 usj u’ (cett.), the second w1 coming in as a correction
of the unintelligible u’. un w7 . . . might indeed seem to be supported by O.C. 210 uy
wi u’ avépm 7is elui (cited by Jebb); but that could well be a similar corruption of uz)
u<ov> dvépme .. .0

192-200 AAX’ dva € édpavawv,

émov pakpaiwve

* Cf. Andr. 789-91 melBopar xai ovv AamiBaiol ce Kevrab-lpors i Sudijoar Sopi
kAewotdrw: (e — D — e — D), where the vulgate division after dop{ with brevis in longo is more
obviously incorrect.

5 Cf. Diggle, Euripidea 475, n. 158.

¢ Sic (not oia); I have discussed Hipp. 5634 (~553-4) in CQ 49 (1999), 413.

7 unyavais H (conj. G. Wolff; ‘fortasse recte’, Dawe); cf. Bjérck, Das Alpha impurum 178. All
MSS have unyavais at Ant. 349 (uay- Bergk, Erfurdt); cf. Ant. 363 dunxdvwy, 365 unyavdev.
punxav- is similarly the norm, if we believe the MSS, in Euripidean lyric, as a hybrid like ¢jpa,
etc. (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 155-8). The position is similar in Aeschylus, with payav- attested only at
Septem 134, against Persae 113, etc.

® On correption in dochmiacs (especially Sophoclean), see n. 18 below.

° 1 am indebted to Dr Dawe for knowledge of Kvitala’s proposal 7 wijvin ZOEG 13 (1862),
402. He has also persuaded me that the MSS’ dup’ éxwv is right in 191 (no need for Reiske’s
éupévar), comparing the use of Supa in 140 and 167 (especially 76 oov duua in the latter).
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anpilme moTé TGS’ dywviw oxoAdr,
¥ 3 ’ I
drav ovpaviay PAéywr: 195
éxOpdv 8’ 9Bpis B’ drdpPnyTa
oppudrar év edavéuots fdooas,

4 ’ ’
mavrwv TParyxaldvravt yAddooais
BapvdAynTa-
éuot 8’ dyos €oTaxev. 200

194 moté] mori Zc (Ritschl): mé8a Morstadt 197 opudr’ codd., corr. Tr 198
Bakxalévrwv L GQR(-xel-): kayx- fere cett. (Bayx- LF°); xay- Livineius (‘p’)
199 BapvdAynra Aug. b (Lobeck): -n7’ codd.

192-3. Two verses (so most edd. since Pearson), though only one in L. The short
verses are in Sophocles’ manner, and ia sp is particularly characteristic (cf. Trac.
827-8/837-8, 847/858, O.T. 1097/1109, 1333/1353, El. 512, etc.); whereas D X e sp
lacks parallel as a single verse. For presumable neglect in L of an archetypal division,
cf. in this play 180 (Pardini 97, n. 11), 199-200 (see below), 606.

194-5. gl ia (with pause) and g/, both beginning — — — . . — . . . (the spondaic base
perhaps preferred in this context as akinto — -« — - - —...). gliais rarer than some
other compounds (K. Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 78-80), but viewable as the non-
catalectic correlate of g/ ba (the ‘phalaecian hendecasyllable’), and related also to the
frequent g/ sp (Itsumi, ibid.; cf. my note on S. El. 137-9 in CQ 47 [1997], 299-301).
moré is commonly emended, but defended by Garvie, comparing del moTe.

196-200. The MSS divide 196-8 as above, but treat 199-200 as a single verse (with
Bapvddynt’ éuol...). Since v - —— < — <« ——— does not make metrical sense, it is
likely that here too, as in 192-3, two shorter verses have been combined. The ancestral
lineator will presumably have analysed 199 as a monometer ending a run of five
anapaestic metra.

The concluding . . . || - = - - = = — Il has been recognized by most editors
since Lobeck, but not hitherto in conjunction with the transmitted division after
yAdooas. The favoured redivision before yAdooais Bapdadynra- gives ‘twin’
clausulae...|X -« .——— fx-ce——- |l (approved by Dale, Collected Papers 7), but
there is no clear warrant for that.!

There are other uncertainties in 196-8. The brevis in longo without sense-pause at
drdpBnra is surprising (unlike that at BapvdAynra-); the more so since with drdp-|
Bnb’ . . . we should have an overlapping colon like 4nt. 864 (~845) kowfjuard 7’
adroyév-yyr’ . . . (there followed by . . . [ gl sp; cf. 596-7/608-9 and 602-3/615-16 in
this play). (ii) Correction of dpudr’ to dpudra: is sufficiently certain;!! but the

10 Division after yAdooats Bapvddynr’ (as LI-W) impossibly gives elision at ‘pendent close
before anceps’, i.e. at a period-end according to Stinton’s rule (326). Division after yAdooats
BapudA- (already an unusual overlap) would give a ‘dragged glyconic’ in 200, against which in
Sophocles see CS I, n. 8. On the “full close’ effect of . . . . ———, cf. CQ 49 (1999), 409, and CS1,
n. 7. The verse X —« . ——— (occurring elsewhere at 704/717, Ant. 1122/1133, Trac. 848/859, Med.
851/861, LT 1127/1142, L. A. 799, Cyc. 656, Hypsipyle 61D) may be a dragged telesillean, but I
prefer to take it as a hypercatalectic extension of X —. . —— (rz-).

' On such false elisions of -a: due to ‘the habitual failure of scribes to recognise correption’,
see especially Diggle, Studies 3 (on E. Su. 60-2) and Euripidea 313 (against West’s toleration of
elided -a: ‘in later tragedy’). 6puar’ should not have been accepted here without comment by
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abnormal scansion eddvéuous is doubtfully supported by Laocoon fr. 342 yAavkds
edavépov Aluvas in unknown metrical context. (iii) The phrasing is strange: the
metaphor is doubtfully made intelligible by the gloss <d)s 7p>, and the ed- epithet
sits oddly in the supposed comparison with a forest fire. (iv) Dispute continues
concerning the participle in 198. LJ-W mention only the choice between xayy- and
Bakx-, without reference to the metre, and favour Baky- on the ground that ‘running
riot” goes better with yAdooaws than ‘laughing’. Garvie sufficiently counters that:
‘jeering naturally combines laughter and speech . . . it is a pity to eliminate the laughter
that is so regularly associated with 3Bpus in this play’. yAdooas is evidently equivalent
to the longer phrase év xeprouios yAdooaws at Ant. 962. Cf. also X' yeAdvrwv.
kaxaldvrwv (accepted by Dawe) is doubtless conjectural (see LI-W, Sophoclea 271),
but not necessarily wrong for that reason; mavrwv kaya{dvrwy plausibly gives another
ia sp verse. A different conjecture Baldvrwv (cf. Hes. Op. 186, A. Sept. 571, etc.), with
the same division, would give a characteristic pentasyllable — — — — — like Ant. 844/63,
1121/32, 1137/96, etc. (CS 1, 80).12

221-32 olav édfAwaas dvdpos aiblovos dyyeAiav 221-2
drAaTov 0dde devkrav,
TV peyddwv davadv Umo kAnilouévay, 224-5

Tav 6 péyas uvlos dééer
dpot, poPoduar 76 mpoaépmov:

mepidpavros avip
Oaveitar, mapamAdxTwe

Xept ovykaTdkTas 230
kedawolis Eideow Bora kai

Borijpas immovarpas.

~245-56 &pa oty 18n kdpa kaAdppact kpvpduevov 245-6
modoiv klomav dpéofar,

7 Boov elpeaias Lvyov é{Suevov 248-9

movromdpwe vai pebeivar 250

’ 3y 7 k] \
Tolas épéocovow dmedas
Sikparteis Arpeidar
y ~ ’
kal’ Nuov: meddfnpat
ABérevaTov Apy
Evvadyeiv pera Tovde Tumels, 255
Tov ale’ dmlatos ioyer.

Pardini (after Dain, Pohlsander, and others). Not all such false elisions have the same cause: e.g.
Herc. 418 owiler’ év (ocoilerar Pflugk). Cf. also O.C. 219, where LJ-W justly regard their
wéAerar for uéder’ at O.C. 219 as a matter simply of ‘interpretation’.

12 Everyone since Pearson has reported L as attesting Baxy- (and Bayy- after correction),
despite Jebb’s explicit contradiction of that (blaming Campbell for the ‘inadvertent’ report). No
one, however, has discussed this contradiction: one might have expected comment either in
Dawe’s Studies 1.134 (where there is a textual note on the status of 196 drapBrjrws), or in LJ-W’s
Sophoclea or Second Thoughts. But Dr Dawe assures me, after another look at the facsimile of L,
that (though B and « are very similar in appearance), the relevant letter is indeed 8 in his opinion.
Jebb’s apparatus prima facie commands respect, with its careful reports of L’s lineation
(otherwise neglected until Pardini’s recent study), giving also the transmissional evidence for
the elisions drdpfn0’ and Bapvddynt’ (treated by LI-W as conjectures of Lobeck and Nauck
respectively; not mentioned by Pearson and Dawe).
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245 °oriv Bergk: 7w’ codd. 787 HNVA: 787 Tou pler.  «dpa Tr: kpara codd.

A variously controversial stanza,'> presumably of five periods, L divides as above,
except in 221-2 (dvdpds | aiflovos) ~245-6 (ka-|Adupact).

221-3/245-7. Dawe (after Wilamowitz, Jebb, Dale, Dain, Kraus, Pohlsander) divides
with a pauseless breach of synapheia at olav é87Awods || dvépos (Hermann)
atBovos . . . (and %87 7ot | kpara in ant.). LJ-W (after Pearson) divide with a different
breach of synapheia at dvdpos ailoves ~ (kd)pa kaAdupact (v), i.e. as ia Ik || ch 2ian.
Given «dpa (Tricl.), the words invite analysis rather as above, as an opening sequence
—ee - D i . ithsimilar to O.T 1093-5/1105-7 (¢ — e — D X ith) and Troades
820-2/840-2 (-ee- D x : D). The sequence...— <<~ -— : « ith (cf. the ‘Archilochian
dicolon’) recurs at the end of the stanza. (Of the further emendations ’o7iv [Bergk]
and apuoi [LI-W, for 78n] the former merits acceptance, the latter is at best
unnecessary.'4 The superfluous 7ot in some MSS may derive from an intrusive 7 with
kpdra, or perhaps from a superscribed 7a in a tradition with kapa and kparta as
variants.)

In favour of oiav é69Awads || . . . it must be allowed that Sophocles was fond of the
colon ia sp (cf. on 192-3 above) and that dvépos for dvdpos is a slightly smaller change
than xdpa for kpdra. Prima facie, moreover, dvépos | . . . for dvdpos | . . . directly
restores responsion with L’s kpdra xa-| . . ., and is accepted for that reason by Pardini.
Against that, however, it is incredible that the ancestral lineator, ex hypothesi a
competent metrician, would have divided irrationally after - — . ——. — . . |... (the
irrationality aggravated by lack of word-end in the antistrophe). At the same time the
division «a-|JAdpupact is unlikely to be a mere scribal aberration; a consideration telling
both against division before xpdra rxaddppac: (as Wilamowitz) and against division
after xdpa raAvppac: (as Pearson). More probably the ancestral division at xa-|
Adppact was rational in a text as above, admitting division of the long compound
opening verse with equal legitimacy either before or after the anceps link-syllable (in
either case in the middle of a word). In such a case it is understandable that the
word-division after -8pos in the strophe prevailed. If the lineator had read avepos ~
kpata xa-, as Pardini would have us believe, he would undoubtedly (like Wilamowitz)
have divided between words before this dactyl.

224-6/248-50 modulates from dactylic/enoplian metre into iono-choriambic.!> The
verses D’and - - . —— . . — - (the latter either 2ch — or — 2io, cf. 1201/1213, O.T.
483/498, Pers. 647/652, etc.; Dale’s ‘chor enneasyll’) might indeed be taken as self-
contained; but indentation of the second colon is in line with an equally legitimate
interpretation of the sequence as a whole as D i 4io (io~ 3i0). D’ commonly has the
pattern D i . . — .. — (Pers. 855-6, Ag. 113-14, Eum. 529-30, Alc. 115-16, Pho.
830-1, etc.), and in this modulation the colarion . . — - « — may be said to do double
duty, serving also as the beginning of an ionic run.

227-8/251-2 is an orthodox iono-choriambic sequence, overlappable as ia ch [ ar, but
no less correctly taken as pe : io : io ba (for the colon X — . —— . . — - , cf. Ant.
782/792; « « — v — — is a common ionic clausula). As elsewhere, indentation (if the

13 Cf. Stinton, 140-1. 4 As LJ-W? now concede. 15 ‘Tono-choriambic’: cf. CS1, n. 15.
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sequence is not printed uno versu) preserves the ambivalence, while obviating the need
for hyphenated overlap.!6

229-30/253—4 is the same without the first two syllables: ba 3io = *dod" [ ar (again

preferably with indentation rather than overlap). Ionic beginning . —— . . . is generally
regarded as a late fifth-century development (cf. West, GM 125), but we need not
hesitate to regard - — — i . . —— here (as at 4lc. 456/468) as at least akin to ionic.
231-2/255-6 comes full circle, ending with the same ... - . . - . . — i .« ith as the
opening period, but with an unusual penultimate colon: -« — - § « . — .« —. Stinton
(140) found it ‘hard to believe’, but there is an overlooked precedent at Pi. O/. 10.14,
35 (etc.). Moreover the same « —— i « < —« . — occurs in enoplian context, but as the
second limb of a dicolon, at Alc. 594 (~603) MoAogodv dpéwv Tifetar and Andr.
1012 (~1021) 8uppedwr dAov médayos. Here too the diaeresis after . — — is a feature
of the pattern, and . —— i . . —. . . echoes the same at the beginning of the previous
period. Sophocles was in general fond of sequences beginning - —~ ..., asba i gl
at 1205/1217, O.C. 120/152, 123/155, Phil. 140/155; cf. also Pi. Nem. 6.1 (etc.). There
is indeed another possible analysis of the sequenceas . —— i « v« —v v — v — o — . — -
(ba i T - e-); akin on the one hand to the verse T ba (as Trac. 648/660, Alc. 437/447,
460/470, etc.), on the other to enoplian sequences ending with . . . X e — ||| (as at
Trac. 102/111). (Less credible would be interpretation of - — — . . — . . — as an
anaclastic form of the gl/wil hybrid — . —. .-« ~[E. El. 439/449, cf. «c « — v« — .« -
at Ba. 112/127, 115/130, 1. A. 1093). This is not an aeolic context.)

348 {w ¢idow vavBdrar udvor éudv didwv . . .

~356 {w yévos vaias dpwyodv Téxvas . . .

L’ text (as above; not divided as iw | 26, as in the vulgate) can be analysed as ia cr :
8. But then (as pointed out in CS I*** n. 93) & for {w suggests itself as likely in both
stanzas. 2cr 6 is a frequent combination, and i« for & is a routinely common error.!’
The correptionin u vol p v ¢ v|p vol 7’ Eup vovrs. .. (like w pol Aipp fo:
in 413 below) is of a kind not infrequent in Sophocles’ dochmiacs.!®

394-5 [iw] ordTos éuov ddos,
épeBos & daewwdraTov s éuol, . . . 395
~412-13 mépor dAippobo,

mdpald 7’ dvrpa kal véuos émdkTiov, . ..
412 & mépor GQR (i Brunck, edd.)

16 Cf. CS1, 69, 73-4, 76-7, and further on 596fF. below.

7. CQ 49 (1999), 417, n. 29; cf. on Ant. 1121a, 1146, 1261/1284 in CS 1.

18 According to Conomis (Hermes 92 [1964], 40) ‘Epic correption is rare in the lyrics of
tragedy; less rare in dactylic metres than in others. There are very few examples in dochmiacs.’
Correption of exclamations is in fact frequent in the dochmiacs of all three tragedians, especially
(with split resolution) in &8s beginning with /), duot, alai. Otherwise indeed rare in the
dochmiacs of Aeschylus and Euripides (if we discount virtual exclamations such as épa dpa . . .),
but there are enough certain instances in Sophocles (also Ant. 1331, O.T. 663, 686, Phil. 854) to
justify ready acceptance of others created by easy conjecture, as at Ant. 1310, El. 1239; and in this
passage Hermann’s certain udvoi é7° for udvor 7°.
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If 394/412 is taken as ia cr (with {® oxdros and iw mépor), we have not only split
resolution before syncopation,'® but also anomalous correption (7 poi d\-) in an
iambic metron. So here too (against L) the exclamation is customarily taken as
extra-metric, after Wilamowitz (cf. Parker? 259). Since only a few MSS, and not the
best, have the & in 412, the chances are that the exclamations are false in both places.
i) in 394 will have come in under the influence of 348/356 and 379; and & is very often
intrusive, as at Ant. 1121, 1289, O.T. 1339, Or. 160, 161, 186, etc.

L directly gives three dochmiacs in 412-13 (divided as 26 | 8), and correspondingly
divides 394-5 at ¢aev-pédratov (Pardini 114). That may well imply that the ancestral
lineator admitted lengthened $aés at the end of a dochmius within the verse; but
we shall do well to prefer redivision as & || 28, comparing Eum. 149 i mai 4:6s- || and
Or. 1537 iw iw Toxa- || for the exclamatory single-dochmiac opening.

401-3 A u’ a dios
dAxipa Beds
SAéfpiov dikile

~418-20 & Zxapdvdpiot
yelToves poal
tebdpovest Apyeiois 420

L does not divide 401-2/418-19, the lineator having apparently scanned with
another lengthened -6s within the verse. Then, following the hypodochmiacs, either
X —..———(again) or X .. . ———(as Trac. 846-7/857-8, etc.) is as likely as a dochmius;
cf. O.T 12081f./1217ff. where hypodochmiacs are followed by - - — . — - —, also the
pattern of mixed short verses in El. 504ff. (there mostly ia sp). Since edppoves is
otherwise suspect, there is no case for emending 3Aéfp.ov to correspond with it; still
less for Renehan’s acceptance (now seemingly favoured by LJ-W) of .. .. ———-as a
triply anomalous dochmius: not merely initial .- . . . but unparalleled initial .. . . . and
unparalleled -- -- . . . If the sense of edgpoves is accepted, we need look no further
than Hermann’s ééi¢poves (giving - — - - — — — , accepted by Dawe in his third edition.
For the more probable sense ‘unfriendly’ (irony seems unlikely), <odx> efigpoves is a
less arbitrary correction than LJ-W’s ka«d- for e-. For the scansion 8A&fpe-, cf. O.C.
1683 and probably O.T. 1343 (Erfurdt). I write duxile. (for aix-): cf. West, AT xlv.

4256 8épxOn xBovos woAdvr’ dmo
‘EMavidos- . ..

A remarkable brevis in longo without pause (in responsion with 408 . . . mpookéiuefa,
but there is a comma there). If we accept the text (Nauck made excisions) we should
probably write &ro, at least getting rid of the prepositive at period-end.?

596-608 & klewa Zadauls, ov pév mov
7 €y / k] ’
valels dAimAakTos eddaipwy,
maow mepipavros alel:

19 Nowhere certain in Sophocles: see Diggle, Studies 18-21.
2 On this and similar disyllabic prepositions at verse-end (period-end), also Trac. 510 and
Phil. 184, cf. Stinton, 205.
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éyw 8’ 6 TAddpwy

madaios dg’ ob xpdvos 600
’I8aia pipvwy

Aewpawv’ Emavia unrdv

avijpibuos alev edvdrpar,
Xpovwe Tpuxduevos,
karoy eAmid’ éxywv 605
éri ué mol’ avicew
TV dmérpomov didnAov Aidav.

~609-21 kal wot dvalepdmevros Aias
/. ¥ »
EdveaTw édedpos, dpor pot, 610
felar paviow Edvavos:
ov ééeméupw
\ / ’
mplv 81) more Bovplwe
~ 3 L
kpatovvr’ év Aper
viv 8’ ad Ppevos olofwtas 615
didois péya mévlos nipyrar,
Ta mpiv 8’ épya xepoiv
peyioTas dperds
ddida map’ dpidois
énea’ émeoe peléos Arpelbous. 620

602 Aewpwdv’ émavda Lobeck: Aepwviar molar (vel wda) codd. pmvav
Hermann: pnAdv codd. 610 dpow pou Tr: ih pot pot (ot ter LAX®) codd.

596-603/609-616 takes rational shape with the proposals of Lobeck and Hermann
(accepted by Jebb and now by Pardini), though opinions may differ as to whether
the opening dicolon 4i : ¢l sp (hag—) needs to be overlapped as g/ { g/ sp, and similarly
pe @ hag : tl sp (hag-) as ia gl [ gl sp. Here too (cf. on 227-8/248-50 above) there is
much to be said for colometry displaying the cola (as in L) as delimited by word-end
without unnecessary hyphens; always provided, however, that indentation is available
to show metrical continuity. For the combination pe : ¢/ ( = ia gl), cf. 624/635,
625/636, 1188/1195, Trac. 845/856, ?El. 479/495 (Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 79). Word-end
after X —. —— ¢ ... is normal in this and many similar sequences.

604-8/617-21 is more controversial; cf. Parker (? 242-3), who contemplated five
different analyses. L attests an ancestral division after kaxav ~ ueyi- (i.e. after a

glyconic), followed by —« - — |« -« -« - - [vevnr |eemv—— ; a colometry in which
only the central dochmius - -- - . — convinces).?!

Wilamowitz redivided as g/ ! chia [ — i « v« « o« - — . — — (s3ia~). Dawe gives
604-5/617-18 uno versu as ‘glyc. + chor.’, a virtually unique compound (see Itsumi,
ibid.). Most, after Jebb, rightly recognize the pair of « —— . . - cola, as above.?? Such

2! 1 aspirate o8’ dvioew, cf. West, AT xxx.

2 Pohlsander rightly dismisses Pearson’s wildly different colometry, but does not explain why
he regards Wilamowitz’s divisions after g/ and ch ia as ‘much more reasonable’ than repetition of
the colon - — -« - —. We are certainly not committed to acceptance of L’s glyconic (on such false
octosyllables in presumably ancient colometry, cf. CQ 39 [1989], 59, n. 56); and the overlap . . . :
-« /- i ...isalien to Sophocles (unlike Euripides).
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repetition of short cola is in Sophocles’ manner, and in this case has a clear precedent
at Sept. 904-5 6." dv aivoudpots, | 8.” dv veikos éBa (~891-2 <...>|alai Satudvior).
————— — is there dochmiac or quasi-dochmiac, between - -« .. - —and - .. - - —; not
indeed recognized as dochmiac by West, nor yet the similar - . . — - - — at Sept. 935
épidt pawouévar ~ 949 vmo 8¢ oduart yds and Eum. 837 = 870 éue maleiv 1dde,
¢ed. But West does recognize i8e pe rav (kérw ~ ad 8¢ map’ dyydvouv as a dochmius
at Su. 350/361.

606/619 is then another dochmiac colon, like Sept. 903 «7éava 8’ émiydvows. LI-W
here follow Parker, Nauck, and others in combining these seven and the following
eleven syllables, to be read somehow as some kind of iambic or trochaic tetrameter;
unappealing both prima facie and however analysed in detail. The analyses of Nauck
(ia cr ia ba), Schréder (cr ia ia ba) and Kraus (¢r tr ith, similarly Dawe) all have an
uncomfortable number of split resolutions, as Parker observed. Her own preference
(ia cr ch ba), without reducing the number of splits, incredibly has at once ia cr with
resolution before syncopation (as also Nauck),?® adjacent resolutions . . . -« - .

other than within a dochmius, and a choriamb with its first long resolved (reso]ved
moreover, with a split).2*

As the phrasing suggests prima facie, we must divide as above and look for a
satisfactory metrical interpretation of the concluding - - - - - i « c — . —— . We might
consider taking it as a hypercatalectic iambic dimeter (2ia ), analogous to the
stanza-ending verse — e — e — at Trac. 102/111. But there is a more exact precedent,
likewise in dochmiac context and ending a stanza, at Sept. 214-15 &7 767’ Jpbnv
#6Bwe i mpos paxdpwv Mirds, i moeos v’ Vmepéyowev dAxdv.” The vulgate
analysis . . . i ch ia | 2ia~ there is questionable as the conclusion of a mainly dochmiac
stanza. - -« - -« - — (dochmius kaibelianus) plus ba is likelier; and the same could be
right here, unless perhaps Sophocles here thought of - . - . - . . — (ambivalently?) as a
resolution of the preceding - —— - - — cola.

Split resolutions are unremarkable in dochmiacs. But there is something more to be
said about émeo’ émece in 620. As Jebb observed, word-doubling is unusual in
Sophocles (citing nothing nearer than 1205 épa)twv 8’ épdirwv . . . and fr. 686 Bapds
Edvowkos, & Eévou Bapis, both with strong predicative emphasis, and epanalepses such
as Phil. 1462 Xe{mopev Suds Aelmouev 167). There scarcely seems sufficient emphasis
on éreae here, functioning as a copula with d¢ida predicative, to justify its doubling in
the middle of the sentence. Note also that anadiplosis of third-person verbs probably
occurs elsewhere in Greek tragedy only with the terminations -€ or -ev, never with with
either word elided.? The only exceptions, both conjectural, are at E. Or. 1547
(Seidler)”” and Ba. 986-7 (Elmsley).?® Perhaps we should read d¢ila map’ dpidocs |

2 Cf. n. 19 above. 2 Inadmissible, cf. CS I, n. 55 on Ant. 798.

3 ~206-7 immuxdv T’ dmvev (Lachmann) | mpdadiwv t8i6 orduat (Sraardua Schiitz)
mupiyeverdv xadwov. West rightly divides after the two cretics (unlike Murray and Page). But
then — - . - . - (with phrase-end in ant.) is surely the completion of a standard 2cr + &
combination, not the beginning of an alien -« . — - -« .« (ch ia with a terminal resolution un-
paralleled in Aeschylus) followed by 2ia.. This is not the place to consider further the crux in 207.

% There are certainly no other exceptions in Aesch. or Soph. As to Euripides, who commonly
doubles such verbs, see Diggle’s detailed study in Euripidea 388fF.

Y émea’ émege is variously uncertain there (with sundry variants and alternative
interpretations in the scholia), in an otherwise textually doubtful setting. The truth there could
well be émeaémeae (from émeomimrw), as I hope to argue elsewhere.

% Read éuo-Nev éuodev, [d] Bdxyar, rather than éuol’ éuolev . . . Interpolation of ¢ is very



THE CANTICA OF SOPHOCLES: I1—4J4X 59

éme’ émeae: the glorious deeds are now mere words (cf. émea udvov Herc. 112) associ-
ated with enmity (d¢cAa) on the part of the ddidoe Atridae.

622-33 1) mov madaide
(~634-45) wev abvrpodos duépar
Aevkdie Te yripat
udrnp vwv étav vocoivra 625

dpevoBdpws drovon,
» »
aidwov aidwov
008’ olkTpds ydov Gpviflos dndois
o / k] 3
o€ Svopopos, dAA
3 ré \ 3 \
oévTdvous ueév andas 630
Oprvyoe, xepdmAakTor 8’
év orépvoiot mecolvTan
Sobmou kai moAds duvypa yaiTas.

626 ¢pevoBépws Dindorf: -udpws vel -uwpws codd. 631 yepémAakror Erfurdt:
-mAnkTol codd.

The stanza begins with pe : ¢/ (ia gl), then pe : tl . : ith, like S99fT./612fF. in the previ-
ous stanza-pair, but shifting briefly into enoplian metre in the cadence . . . ¢/ : ith. For
———————— behaving as an enoplian rather than aeolic measure, cf. 194-5 above, also
Trac. 883, El. 248. Then the short verse —« - — - — (self-contained, followed by a change
of metre) is either dod or &, followed by a run of differently ambivalent verses, best
taken as iono-choriambic: 3io ( = ph°) | 3ior ba (= dod” : ar)|2io i 2io|io *2io (= gl
ba).?® Tonic analysis does better justice to the invariably long second position and to
the elided postpositive 8’ in 630-1 (cf. n. 53 below). But———« c —— { ——— . . —— is also
D — i D —(cf. Pers. 584-90/591-7, Med. 629-30/638-9), in line with the nod towards
enophan metre in 625-6/637-8.

701-5 viv yap éuol péder yopedoar:
’Ixaplwv 8’ vmép medayiwv <mépwv>
podww dvaé AméAwv
6 ddAios ebyvwaTos

éuol Euveln dua mavtos elipwr 705
~714-18 mdvd’ 6 péyas xpdvos papaiver,
koUdév dvavdarov datifaiu’ <éywy’> 715

dv, €07é y’ €€ dédmTwy
Alas peraveyvdroby
Bupod 7’ Arpelbais peydAwv Te veikéwy.

701 yopedoar <. — . —> Hermann, Lobeck 702 medayiwv NVZc: -éwv cett.
<mdpwv>,cf. 412 714 post papaive: add. e kai dpAéyet codd., om. Stob. 1.97.18,

common (cf. CS 1, 85 with n. 84). For the placing thus of the anadiplosis, cf. Hel. 650, where I
should now read méaw y’ dudv €xo-luev éxopev, dv éuevov . . . (not as proposed in CQ 39
[1989], 59); there appears to be room for moow y apov €]youev . . . in P. Oxy. 2336.

» On the favourite ph° (West, GM xii), also Ant. 787/797, 944/955, 970/981; El. 472/489,
828fY./842fF.; Phil. 203/212, 710/721; O.C. 701/714; cf. CS'1, 49.
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del. Livineius 715 dvavdarov Lobeck (cf. A. Sept. 897): -nrov codd (-akTov
Hsch) ¢anoa:.p. Livinejus <eywy >, cf. O.T 504 718 Qvpod 7’ Hermann:
-udv 7’ A, -pdv NG P2, v cett.

In 701/714 the verse — . « — « — : . — — repeats both 698/711 and the cadence of
700/713; a multivalent verse, at once dod plus ba, 8 plus ba, a form of hipponactean
(West’s “hi) and an iono-choriambic enneasyllable (akin to both ch ia and the ana-
creontic), cf. Ag. 448 (~467) a)v\o'rpzas Siat 'yvva.u(os, Pers. 659/666 (following 29),

0.C. 130/161, etc. The longer version —« « —« — { « —— . — . — (Hermann, Lobeck),

with . . . 7€ xal $Aéyein ant. and a supplement in str., is metrically anomalous, ba ia
scarcely if at all occurring in lyric iambics before late Euripides.*

In 702-3/715-16 — - . — - —« - - (with ¢arioaiu’) is not perhaps incredible, if taken as
d % d (followed by - zth) akin to e X d and d X e (as 399/416, Trac. 637/644, Ant.
1116-17/1127-8, Alc. 573/583).3! But melayéwv is otherwise under grave suspicion,
as argued by Renehan (CPh 87 [1992], 347-9), not only as needing emendation of
darifay’? LI-W’s keletBwv for melayéwv postulates an unlikely gloss, and is
otherwise unacceptable (not only because ‘over seas’ is different from ‘over paths’, cf.
the acc. kélevfa at Od. 3.71, 177, etc.). Unless we redivide, we have not only the rare
long anceps following choriamb in 715,33 but also (at ¢arifawu’ | dv) impossible
elision at pendent close before single short (i.e. at period-end); while redivision

giveseither -« . — . —. -/ -1 .~ — . —— || still with the abnormal long anceps after
ch, and now also period-end following non-catalectic trochees, or . — . —— abnormally
following 24.

The variant melayiwv is a clue pointing rather to the loss of a noun such as
<mépwv> completing a second dochmius (before or after medayiwv), cf. 412 wdpor
dAippofoy; and it is not difficult to find a corresponding supplement in the antistrophe,
for preference darifay’ <éywy’> dv (cf. O.T. 504-6 ovmor’ éywy’ dv...
kaTapain).3t

704/717 is the same X — . . — — — as 199 and 200 (qq.v.). Period-end at efyvworass is
acceptable (with little or no sense-pause); or did Sophocles perhaps intend
edyrdroTws?

879-90 7is dv 8f7d pot, Tis dv ddomdvwy
< ~ ¥ 3. »
aladdv éywv dimvous dypas, 880

% Stinton, 119ff; cf. CS 1, 80. papaiver [re] xal dpAéye would give a likelier ba cr; or one
might consider . . . | pAéyer Te kai papaiver, with the lacuna before yopeioar in 701, giving a
cadence immediately repeated in 703/16. But there is no defect of sense to favour such a lacuna. A
reader suggests that the context arguably requires ‘the longer version’ with 7€ kai ¢Aéyes; so
indeed may an interpolator have opined (first perhaps simply writing xa! ¢Aéye: as a marginal
gloss).

3! Garvie mentions I 4. 556 (~571); and Diggle mentions E. Su. 999/1022, Or. 840-1, Ba. 410,
L.A. 547, 553, 574, 576, 764-5 (Euripidea, 506, n. 56).

2 darioawn’is certainly a conjecture of Livineius. The only variant (negligible) is pari{-.

3 Cf. CQ 49 (1999), 426-7 on Hipp. 1387-8.

i Alternatively datifap’ dv <ép-lyov>. 28 | 2ia~ is quite normal; 28 - : ith less so, but in line
with. ... i ith in 625-6/637-8. For dochmiac thus synartete with followzng iambic, cf. Sept. 420,
Ba. 1185. A reader is troubled by the postulate of ‘lacunae in both strophe and antistrophe’; but
words do drop out, and we can surely accept some coincidences of word loss. Much of course
depends on the separate plausibility of the supplements.
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7 7is "Odvpmddwy
Oedv 7 pvrav
Bogmoplwv moTapdv Tov duébuuov
el molu mAaldpevov Aevoowy 885
dmvor; oxérAa yap
éué ye Tov pakpdv dAdTav mévwy ovpiwe
1) meddoar pduwe,
dAX’ duévmrov dvdpa w1 Aebooew Smov. 890

~925-36 éueles TdAas, éueldes xpdvwe

oTepeddpwv dp’ éfaviooew rkakdy

poipav dmeipeciomv
movwy* Toid pot

mdvwuya kal paéfovr’ dveorévales 930
dudppov’ éxfodim’ Arpeldars

ovAiwe ovv mdfer

wéyas dp’ fv éxeivos dpywv xpdvos myudrwy
fuos dptoToxelp 935

<—..=> SmAwv éxet’ dywv mépe.

931 wuddpov’] wuddpwy codd. 936 <ypuvoodérwv> Musgrave; alii alia

After 26 | 28 | the sequence —« - —« v — i c —— . — i —..—..— i ...suggestsa
convergence of Dand §, — - - — -« — in 881/928 standing for — - - — X — in the same
wayas.——«-— at 604-5/617-18 (q.v.) seems to stand for - — — X — . At the same time
thesecond—- .- . — is synartete (elision in ant.) with . — - — . , thus constituting the

beginning of an enoplian sequence (elegiambus, D - e . ).

In the vulgate, &uddpwv in 931 ends a period, in responsion with € 708, but it may
well be significant that L lineates 885-6 as Tov wudbvpov €l mob mAalduevov |
Aevoowv . . . (dividing after an iambelegus). 2ia || 8§ is not indeed impossible (less
probably 2ia | § with 7007 lengthened before A-). But 2ia § is a standard combination
(Ag. 1156/1167, etc.), and one expects synapheia, if not synartesis (as at Eum.
158-9/165-6, Med. 1280/1291, etc.), in the absence of pause. auddpov’ (paired with
éx00867°) is an easy correction (it is credible that the lineator here misinterpreted
-¢pov as -ppwv). For the enoplian cadence . . . i —v v =« v ——— , cf. Hec. 650, 1068,
Herc. 1018, 1033, 1185-7, Tro. 267, Ion 718, Pho. 122, Or. 1256/1276.%

886/932 seems then to be a self-contained pair of cretics (— . — i -« - —, like O.C.
1685/1712) with a breach of synapheia in the strophe at yap. But ox&rAid ydp is
perhaps a not impossible alternative scansion.® Although the elements here are
cretics, the context is primarily dochmiac.

35 Cf. comm.Or. p. 288, and K. Itsumi, BICS 38 (1991-3), 245. The list could be extended with
exx. with short penult. (e.g. Andr. 827) and/or a different word-lelslon before the cadence, e.g.
Andr. 831, Pi. Ol 6.5, etc.). Sequences ending . L X — are vulnerable to
misinterpretation (cf. CQ 38 [1988], 93 on Herc. 1016—20) llkew1se i —on —(as
177/187 above, Trac. 884-5, qq.v.).

% For such resolution before change of metre without sense-pause, cf. Hec. 10667 eifle pou
Sppdrwv afpatdev BA ¢dp v | dréoar’ dxéoaro TuhAdy, i Alie, péyyos dmalrdéas, also
Diggle, Euripidea 398, n. 122 on Pho. 294.
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887-9/933-5 is then another member of the large class of dochmiac sequences that
begin and end as dochmiac without comprising an integral number of 8537 . ——. — -
- —(as Med. 1251/1261, etc.) is 8 in my notation. Sohere § : « ——.— i —.— i §is
88r:88; virtually the same as PV, 574-5/593-4, 582-3/601-2.

890/936is — - -« — < — . — . —« —, beginning with apparently dochmiac rhythm, but
proceeding in such a way as to constitute a trimeter ch 2ia. The same trick is played
(similarly ending an iambo-dochmiac stanza) at Rhesus 464-6/830-2: — . . — . — . —.

—«—(ch2ia)|-— - - e ()] R (ch ia sp; not, as usually taken, 26 with an
irregular - — — -); cf. CS' I, 69. A case might be made here and elsewhere for the
notations 6~2ia and 2ia~d for apparent instances of X .. . .. . — (‘kaibelianus’)

combined with a dochmius; cf. CS'1, 89 (on Ant. 1275/1299).

900-2 dpot éudv véoTwy: 900
wpot, katémepres, dvaf,
76v8e ovwvaidTav, TdAas

~946-8 dupot dvadyirwy
8io0dv épénoas dvavs’
épy’ Arpeldav 108’ dyer

—————— | . . . seems here to be at once a dochmius and a contracted D (cf. the
choerilean D : X D). Then ——-.—-. .- i -.—-—~—.— (=D : e-e) has in the
antistrophe an instance of therarecut...—.—— i —. —: cf. Anz. 1129, O.T 890/904
(651 and 1336 are rather different, see below), O.C. 1077; Alc. 227 (suspect, I think),
Med. 634/643, Hipp. 1149.3® Most instances are in enoplian (D/e) contexts, e — : e
being akin to D - : e (as O.T. 1088, 1090).

1190 tava rav evpdrdn Tpoiavt
~1197 & mévor mpdyovor mévwy

1190 dv rav Ahrens Tpoiav Wilamowitz 1197 fort. & wdvewv mdvor mpdyovou

1190 is variously problematic (justly obelized by Dawe). Emendation giving another
‘chor. dim. B’ (or wil), like 1187 rav dmavarov alév éuoi ~ 1194 xeivos avnp ds
aTvyepdv earlier in the stanza, is the most plausible line of attack. It may be
fortuitous that dv (du) for dvd is not attested elsewhere in Sophocles.’® The hapax
eVpwdn remains uncertain (including its sense), but Musgrave’s edpvedij Tpoiav is
doubtfully worth a place in the apparatus. (‘Dragged glyconic’ is everywhere doubt-
ful in Sophocles [CS I, n. 8], and particularly unlikely with unequal responsion.
Dawe’s latest suggestion av’ [Hermann] edpdidea Tpwiav improbably gives the
responsion =< . . . [cf. Itsumi?® 68].)

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

Y Cf CS1, 87 (on Ant. 1262-3/1285-6).

38 Cf. Parker' 1ff., who does not, however, mention all my exx. There is probably no instance in
Aeschylus (West, Studies in Aeschylus 177).

¥ To the handful of certain or possible instances in Aeschylean and Euripidean lyric
mentioned by Bond on Herc. 389 add ?Pho. 1516 (Diggle, Euripidea 348).
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another wil ~ wil responsion like 1187/1194—merely a transposition postulating that
mévwr was skipped before wdvor and restored at the end of the verse; a transposition
otherwise likely (or alternatively & mdvor mdvwv . . .), since the cognate words are
normally juxtaposed in such paregmena, as at 866 mdvos mévov mévw ¢épey; cf. Niobe
fr. 400.2 mévwe mdvov éx vukTos dAAdgoovoa (missed in my commentary on Orestes
816-18), Sept. 851 7{ 8’ dAAo y’ 1) mévoL mévwy épéatioy; etc.

I write & (not &) in 1197, cf. & mdvor Sept. 739, & mévos Cho. 466 (West).*0

TRACHINIAE*
94-102 XO0POZX
(~103-11) ov aloda vi¢ évapilopéva
TikTeL kaTewdler Te proyi{duevor, 95

Alov Alov aitdd
~ ~ \ 9, /
TobT0, Kapifar Tov Alrur-
vas 766 por w66 [uod] mais
’ s kX ~ - /7
valel mor’, & Aaumpdr oTepomdt pAeyéfwy,
n s k] - )
1) wovtiovs avAdvas 7 100
dioods dv’ ameipovs kAibels:
elm’, & kpartioredwy kar’ Supa

98 woudel Tr  yds Schneidewin 100 movriovs pler.: -as L (~L'%) 101 8i00ds dv’
dmeipovs Dawe: 8uogaiaw dmeipoiau(v) codd. (-ais -ois Tr) «pudeis Stinton

The metre is mostly straightforward enoplian (D/e). The opening - e D | . . . (like
Hel. 1107, etc.) is analogous to - e e | . . . Then iambelegi ( — e — D) frame the
palindromic sequence D — | e—e — D . For the concludingrun—-e—e : —e—e|-e—e -,
cf. Hipp. 759-63/771-5; here in effect with clausular e — (cf. 498/508) rather than
clausular ith. X e X e — is analogous to X D X e — (the elegiambus).

In 98 Easterling rightly follows Triclinius (with Jebb, cf. Stinton, 204-7); not #40. pot
[rais] (Wunder, LI-W, Davies); but yds is plausible (Dawe; cf. Stinton, 448 n. 6).

Jebb was right also in 100-1 (followed by Stinton, Longo, Dawe, and Easterling) in
taking the alternatives as essentially ‘sea’ and ‘dry land’. movriovs adAdvas adds to
‘sea’ the idea of ‘ramifications’, reflecting the complex of sea-ways and much-
indented coastline familiar to Greek navigators; ‘(the) two continents’ elaborates ‘dry
land’ in accordance with a common view of the world (sc. ‘Europe and Asia’; LSJ s.v.
fmepos 111, amplified by Longo). LI-W (and still LJ-W?) perversely take the
alternatives (reading ITovrias) as ‘In the channels of the Black Sea? Or leaning on
the two continents?” (so Lloyd-Jones in the Loeb). Against this (i) [Tovrias adAdvas
(to be understood as ‘the Bosporus, the Propontis and the Hellespont’) is a phrase
at once obscure and too narrow for a specification of ‘East’, and also odd as objective

4 For the recommended distinction between & and & (the former often exclamatory, but only
in conjunction with an expressed or implied second-person address; the latter in ‘non-allocutory’
exclamations, often in self-pity), cf. on Hipp. 366 and 669 in CQ 49 (1999), 412 with n. 17 and 416
with n. 26.

4 There are references in CS I to Trac. 102/111 (n. 22), 116-17/126-7 (67), 221 (n. 60), 497-8
(71), 497-9/507-9 (n. 22), 517 (79), 523-4 (n. 90), 848/859 (85), 849/860 (n. 38), 880 (n. 60),
1009/1030 (n. 86).
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to vale. (does one dwell in channels?). (ii) ‘Leaning on (the) two continents’ is even
odder: supposedly referring to the Western ‘pillars’, but 7meipos does not mean
‘pillar’, and the image is grotesque. Why, in any case, should so precise a location be
designated, when the Chorus have no idea where Heracles may be? It is surprising
that Davies subscribes to this widely contemned interpretation (cf. also West, CR 41
[1991], 301).

rkAibels is best taken as ‘having made his resting-place’, so with the implication
‘not coming home’.*? Pi. OL. 1.92 A\$eod mpw: kAbels (of the hero Oenomaus) and
Il. 5.709 vaieoxe (like vale here) . . . Ajuvme xexAipevos Kneuoide offer sufficient
support.*® Stinton’s kpugeis was clever;* but (as Easterling has pointed out) ‘hidden’ is
doubtfully appropriate. Dawe’s gvflels was more certainly misconceived (see Stinton),
also his later i . . . o¢’ dfpeis (ed. 3); but I accept his neglected proposal coods dv’
ameipovs: we then have two accusative phrases both governed by the one ‘environ-
mental’ preposition, according to an elegant dwé xowod idiom,* and we no longer
have adA@vas governed by valet.

I read movrious (a reading surprisingly not reported by Easterling) for the vulgate
movrias. The latter is indeed attested in L, but only there and only in conjunction with
-{ovs suprascribed by the first hand. Either adAdv is here masc. as at P V. 731, or we
have a stylish two-termination use as at 4lc. 595 (cf. KB 1.536-7, Diggle, Euripidea
167). Either way we have a more euphonious chiastic sequence of accusative plural
terminations.

112-21 m0AAd. ydp o1’ dxdpavros
(~122-131) 1) vétov 7 Bopéa Tis
rbpar’ <év> edpéi mvTwn
Bdvr’ émdvr’ dv iBor 115

ovTw 8¢ Tov Kaduoyery
Tpéder, 76 8’ abfer, BiéTov

moAbmovov domep médayos

Kpijoov: dAAd 715 Oeddv

alév dvaumAdxnTov Aiba 120
ode Sduwv épiker.

114 <é> Erfurdt; <dv> Porson, Wakefield 115 émdvr’ av] émidvra 7’ codd.
117 orpéde Reiske

The picture in 112-15, before odrw . . . 116fY,, is simply of ‘many’ sequential waves
(‘following on’) ‘tirelessly’ (i.e. unremittingly) driven by a north or south wind, as seen
by a hypothetical observer ‘in a wide sea’. There is no ‘ebb-and-flow’ or ‘rise and fall’
in this image (pace Easterling). The direction of flow may change with a change of
wind (cf. the comparison of Oedipus with a kvparomAné drrd storm-buffeted from
four quarters in O.C. 1238-49), but that does not affect the essential point of com-
parison, namely the unremitting moAvmovia of the hero’s life as an ‘environment’ akin

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

43 Stinton objected that Socaiow dmelpois here ‘denotes the area within which Heracles is to
be found, not a particular place near which he is situated’. But with Dawe’s emendation of that
phrase the specification of ‘particular place’ is given rather by the initial 6. . . . ;

4 Tbid. 207-9. Note also the ‘common’ confusion of A and p (Diggle, Euripidea 469-70).

4 Bruhn, Anhang 97; dvd ‘environmental’ as O.T. 477-8, O.C. 1058, etc.
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to the notoriously rough Cretan sea; despite which (dAAd . . .) some god always
preserves him from death.

As to the text, we need dv with ddore . .. 7is . .. {8oi. The vulgate kdpar’ <dv> is
defended by LJ-W, who say (without giving a parallel) that dv thus ‘falls into place
after the subject’; but a belated dv needs rather to be adjacent to the verb. That can
easily be arranged: the participles in 115, in different tenses, do not need coordination
with ‘and’; without which, indeed, the ‘following on’ (not ‘ebb and flow’) is more
clearly expressed.

Then in 116-17 (much discussed) 7péper 116 was rightly taken by Campbell as
‘encompasses’ (cf. Hipp. 367 & mdvor Tpédovres BpoTois), perhaps with a suggestion
of ‘daily bread’ (Stinton, LJ-W). The popular orpépe. (Dawe, Easterling) does not
suit the simile, in which there is no idea of turning, nor even of ‘wracking’ (a sense in
any case not well supported by parallels). 70 8’ avée: then alludes to the contrasting
glorious aspect of the moAvmrovia;* semi-parenthetically, since it is not this positive
aspect which is countered by dAAd . . . Stinton was unhappy about the antithesis thus
of Tpéde and adfe: (and considered emending the latter), but the verbs, though often
associated, are by no means necessarily nearly synonymous. The force of 7péde: is
clear enough from the context as a whole; likewise the contrasting sense of aife:, as
signalled by 76 &’ . .. The subject of both verbs is then (as things stand) the whole
phrase Bidrov moddmovov domep mélayos Kpfowov.4’

For the lineation of 120-1 (~130-1) without word-split, cf. on A4j. 227-8/251-2
(pp. 54-5).

13840 & kal o€ Tav dvacoav éAmiow Aéyw
/IQ 1\ v k) \
7d8’ alév loyew: émel
Tis dde Téxvowo[l] Z7v’ dBovAov eldev; 140

The vulgate colometry 3ia | ia ith || ba ith has an unwelcome brevis in longo without
sense-pause at (hde. No one seems to have contemplated division as above, without the
breach of synapheia and with the question 7is . . . eldev; stylishly filling a complete
verse (3ia~). For émet at the end of a syncopated iambic dimeter, cf. 4g. 393. It costs
little to write 7ékvous for -otor. The wrong colometry may indeed be ancient, giving
three trimeters.

205-8 dvolodvédrw Odpos épeorios <ovv> dAalais 205
6 ueAAdvuudos, év b€ kowds dpoévwv
T KAayya Tov ebapérpav . . .

dvodoAvédrw Burges: -ate KZg: -ete cett. 8dpnos Burges (cf. L & mas ofkos):
8dpois codd. 206 <ovw> (cf. Pho. 335) édeorioio<w> Blaydes, Radermacher
dAadayais ZgZo, fort. recte

I follow Stinton (417) in taking 205-6 as dochmiac (86 ¢r = 66~ in my notation,
cf. on Aj. 887-9/933-5 above). Others with the same or metrically equivalent wording
divide after 8éuos with a pauseless breach of synapheia. In 206 my ¢dv offers an
unconsidered further possibility, at once accepting dAaAais (see also Mastronarde on

% For Heracles as moAdmovos in contrary senses, cf. Herc. 11906 etc. (CQ 38 [1988], 86fT.).
47 The slight awkwardness of this would disappear if we wrote 76 Blov (anagrammatically) for
Biérov or BloTos moAvmovos (the latter suggested to me by Professor Diggle).
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Pho. 335) and avoiding the split -otv dA-. But dAadayais could yet be right (see LI-W,
Sophoclea 157).48

212-17 Bodre Tav dudomopov Apreu ‘Oprvylav
3 ’ 3 /.
éladaBérov dudimvpov
’ 4 /
yeitovds Te Ndudas- 215
delpopar 008’ drdicopar
Tov adAdv, & TUpavve Tds éuds dpevds.

The vulgate divides as 2ia || 4da | ch ith. Better, without the breach of synapheia at
oudomopév ||, is to regard the sequence as an expansion of iambelegus (to phrase-end
at dudimvpov) plus ithyphallic, dividing the former either as above (as < € - D? i .. D)
or with an overlap at *Op-/rvyiav (as-e- D [ A).%

In 216 there is no need for aipopa: (Lloyd-Jones), pace Davies, or for monosyllabic
scansion of dei- (Easterling); still less for dioopar (Dawe, after Reiske’s deloopar).
X d X e is unexceptionable in enoplian context, cf. 637/644, Aj. 398/416, ?A. Su. 59/64
(and conversely X e X d, as Ant. 1142/1151, O.T. 870/880, Alc. 573/583). dewp-, cf. Ant.
418. The false elision -ou’ for -opatr in the MSS is unremarkable (cf. n. 11 above),
whether simply scribal or favoured here as yielding an iambic dimeter.

517-22 781<€ 8>’ v xepds, By b€ tréfwvt mdrayos
Tavpeiwy T’ dvduryda kepdTwy,
v 8’ dudimAkror kAipaxes, Jv 8¢ perd- 520
mwv téAdevrat
mhjyuara kal orévos dudoiv:

—————————— — occurs (in a very different context) at Hipp. 740 képar Paéfovros
oikTwt Sakpvwv~ 750 v’ 8ABLdbwpos atéer {abéa (¢! + ch). But here 76£wv is surely
corrupt. We cannot have archery by one party in the middle of a wrestling bout
(so, rightly, Easterling against Jebb); but it makes even less sense to imagine noise
generated during the contest by an unused bow and/or quiver. Musgrave’s Tapodv
(accepted by Dawe in his third edition) is not a suitable word (see LSJ), and the cor-
ruption remains unexplained. My guess would be that r7é¢wv came in as a mistaken
gloss on omAwv (sic), which should rather have been interpreted as ‘of hooves’. For
bovine omAal, cf. h. Merc. 77, Hes. Op. 489, and especially Pi. Py. 4.225-6 Bdas, oi
dASy’ amo Eavldv yvalwy mvéov kawopévoio mupds, | xarkéas 8’ omdais
dpdoceokov x06v’ dueféuevor (of the fearsome male animals tamed by Jason).
Substitution of 8’ émwAdv for 8¢ Téfwv will give a barely possible verse « —« < — . — <«
— (X d % d) analogous to X d X e and X e X d (cf. on 216 above). I think that we should
go further and write 767<e 6>’ 7jv . . . giving another anapaestic verse like 504/514
(there following the same —« « — < < — — as 522; cf. alsothesame « « —« v ——— .« —in
enoplian context at 959/968). 2an (A) associates no less comfortably with the

4 LJ-W appear to accept in Sophoclea that the metre is dochmiac, despite their adherence (still
in Second Thoughts, 91) to the vulgate iambic lineation. dAaAayj is probably better than a
‘ghost word’ (Mastronarde). As to the split resolution, dochmiac X — .i. . —is in general rare
1n tragedy (CQ 49 [1999], 418-19), and would be unique here in Sophocles; though cf. the verse

..... <i..—atPi. Ol 1.9 (etc.: 38, 78, 107).

5 Stinton (338) does not mention this as an 1nstance of ‘period-end without pause’, so
presumably he too analysed without verse-end at sudomopsv. For the iambelegus running on, cf.
520fF. below, also Herc. 1067-8 (there —e - D - D; CQ 38 [1988], 96).
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following - - - - - — - - = — (4da~ = sp D -) here; cf. (in reverse sequence) Fum.
1040-1/1044-5. 7é7¢ &8’ . . . is otherwise likely for the anaphora following 513ff. oi'
761’ doMleis | {oav . . . (cf. GP 165). 7é7¢ should not, of course, be misinterpreted as
éreira.

In 520-2 Headlam’s -mAwk7ou for -mAexTou is probably right, accepted by Dawe. But
then obeli are merited by the metrical oddity of -mwv éAdevra (- i - - — - ?) appended
with overlap to an iambelegus (- e — D).’ Lengthened -a before 7A- is unlikely, and
brevis in longo (in mid phrase) intolerable. I suggest <dAdevr’> JAdevra, with
rhetorically appropriate emphasis. The overlapping continuation of the iambelegus
will then be a more normal D - i D —, like 112-13 moAAd ydp ddor’ dxduavros i 1
vérov 1) Bopéa Tis.

640-1 6 kaAABdas Tdy’ Suiv
adAds odk dvapaiov . . .

t/ X : E is enoplian, and a short pendent syllable (~ . . . merpaia 633) is to be
expected (though not perhaps as mandatory in Sophocles as it would be in Euripides;
cf. below on O.T 196-7/209-10). The correction duiv here is credited by LJ-W and
Davies to Itsumi, overlooking that Dawe had rightly attributed it to Triclinius. A
similar correction of 7juiv, neglected by LJ-W, appears without attribution in Dawe’s
text at EI. 496 in the sequence D - i E.5!

826-30 T dios adTémaide kal 7d8’ SpBds
éumeda karovpller
mls yap dv 6 u1) Aevoowy
<X v > éru or’ €7° émimovov
éxou Bavaw Aatpelav; 830

~836-40 SewoTdTwt peév UOpas mpooTeTaKWS
tddouarit, pedayyaira 7’
dppyd vwv dwiler
tNéooov [07]t Imo Ppdvia SoAiduv-
Oa «évrp’ émléoavra 840

837 &’ Wakefield 838 aixiler codd. 839 6’ del. Gleditsch ¢dvia Heath,
SoAiduvfa Hermann: ¢oiv- et SoAd- fere codd.

826/836 is usually (not by Jebb, who follows L; cf. also Stinton, 135-6) divided as
ar || - - — -, with brevis in longo in the strophe. There is no sense-pause after J6pas in
836, and dod . : e —is akin to the verse D — : e —at O.T. 1088.52

After that we have the favourite short verse X .. . — — — twice (cf. on 846-7/857-8
below), unusually with an elided postpositive at verse-end in 837 (or, if we prefer, at the
beginning of the following verse).** As to the text, attempts to explain ¢dopar: are at

0 Apparent —. - —. | . .. is similarly open to suspicion at 4nz. 812 and 860 (CS 1, 78-9).

3! Dain claimed sjuiv there as his own correction, overlooking that he had been anticipated by
Waunder.

52 The multivalent — - - — . — quite often behaves like — . - — - - —as an enoplian unit, even as ¢/
( = X dod) may behave like X D or T (as at 640, O.T. 1096, etc.).

%3 Full close is normal following . . . - ——— (n. 10 above). The exception here is justified by the
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best implausibly forced.* Of numerous -ar. conjectures by far the best is Blaydes’s
neglected Bappar: ‘tincture’ (cf. Ar. Ach. 112, Pax 1176, etc.), both technically (Bd.u-
corrupting to ¢d.u-) and for the sense. There is a double point: the robe had been
dipped in Nessus’ blood (éBaia 580); but the blood was also poisonous because of the
Hydra’s blood in which Heracles’ arrows had been dipped (éBajev 574). Then 7’
(following uév, GP 374-6) is likely to be right here for an ‘additive’, not simply
‘balancing’, point. di«{let (not aik-), cf. Aj. 403. For the shift to finite construction, cf.
GP369,n. 1.

In 839—40 the usual procedure is to delete Néooov 6’ after Erfurdt and Gleditsch
(sometimes mo as well, after Dindorf), with uelayyaira in 837 then taken as
substantival. That is scarcely possible. Longo compares the use of xkvavoyairys in
1l. 20.144 and Od. 9.536; but the ‘titular’ epithet (in the nominative) there ends a
verse, preceded by the verb of which ‘Poseidon’ is already understood as the subject.
The residue of 839 is then somehow taken as a dochmius in responsion with 829 ér.
mor’ ér’ émimovov, followed as above by 2ia.> But we cannot simply excise Néooov
0’ or Néogov 0’ Umo (though 8’ is indeed unwanted). More probably we need a
supplement in 829. We can then write fnpds o . . . in 839 (glossed by the proper
name, cf. fpaxAéovs 854, d8vooeds Phil. 1139) as the appropriate noun with
pnedayyaira and with the right metrical value for another iambic sequence, beginning
— we v ww < i...like 825/835.5 For the supplement in the strophe <déAwov> then
suggests itself (recurring at 835), or else <ért ¢dos>.%7 As things stand we have to
understand something like s with ¢ w7y Aevoowy, but no parallel is cited for that.

846-8 7} mov téAod. orévert,
) mov adwdv xAwpav
Téyyel Saxplwy dyvav:

~857-9 & 7é1€ Boav vipudav
dyayes an’ almewds
4 ) 3 ’ k) -
7dvd’ Olyalias alypdr

‘stichic’ nature of the repeated cola (cf. the similarly unusual . . . Aemrov 8’|...or... Aemrov |
8’. .. at Sappho 31.9-10). In such cases I do not indent the following verse, even as one does not
indent following elision at verse-end in non-lyric stichic metres. (4;. 631-2 is different, at any rate
if the sequence there is 2io : 2io.)

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

5 § . i ith is possible in itself, though such overlap from dochmius into following iambic is
rare; cf. n. 34 above.

% With split resolution at — - - - . . . as EL 212, Phil. 201 (and in ia sp verses also at 846, 847,
El 508, Phil. 836/52); cf. Parker® 252. To retain ¢oivia SoAduvfa would give another split
resolution. ¢dvia oAduvba is probably right, with a more normal pattern.

T <ér. ¢dos> was suggested to me by Professor Diggle (comparing 1. 7. 232-3 for the triple
éry). Gleditsch’s <mdvwv> after -movov, though technically good, is painfully otiose, and
Aevoowv does really need an object (<dds> Hartung, <¢dos> Wunder).
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The short penult. in 846 is uniquely anomalous. The colon — <« « ——— occurs (also
twice) at 827-8/837-8 above, El. 128/145, 160-1/180-1, Phil. 835-6/851-2; repeatedly
in El. 504-15. For the same in Eur., cf. Ion 149-50, 896 (perhaps consciously
‘Sophoclean’). It is certainly X «« -« . .. (Parker? 258). Whether the penult. also is
anceps is much more doubtful, though accepted by Parker, after Dale, on the strength
of ... oréves here. Everywhere else (given duc<e>{ats at El. 515), including the corres-
ponding verse here, the colon ends with . . . ———, and is naturally taken as ia sp; a form
of iambic dimeter with dochmiac affinities indeed, but still strictly speaking iambic.*®

Suspicion once aroused may well embrace the adjacent dAod, taken by com-
mentators as a rather strange adverbial neuter plural (Jebb ‘desperately’, Easterling
‘despairingly’, neither offering a parallel). Blaydes proposed 6A¢” aldle.. But if oréve
came in as a gloss, it is as likely to have come in as clarification of a verbless phrase.
The structure 7 mov . .. |7 mov . . . at the beginning of successive cola is consistent
with epanalepsis like Ba. 534-6 ér.. . .| ére. . . peljoer. Ex. gr., something like 7 mov
dMods dras (causal gen.) would be stylish.

882-8 Xo. 7is Quuds, 7 Tives véooy,

4 3y 9, ~ 7 ~

Tdvd’ alyud Bédeos kaxod
~ ~ b] / \ /7 4
Evveide; mas éunoaro mpos BavdTwe favaTov 885
dvioaga udva cTovdevros
év Toudr addpov;

émeides td paraiat 7dvd’ IBpw;

886 dvicaca] dv- codd. 888 paraia L, -ala cett.; paia Conington

884-5 is usually taken as 2ia || D (or 2ia | D if -7o is lengthened before mp-; cf. 4j. 885,
Phil. 1111, O.C. 684). Stinton accepted ‘period-end without pause’ here. But
the whole constitutes an enoplian verse - e - D? (cf. — e — e — D? at 4j. 176-7/186-7,
q.v., - e — D? at Alc. 903-4/926-7, etc.), following a glyconic of the form ———. . —. -
(cf. on Aj. 626/637) and followed by a dicolon .. D X : ith like Andr. 124-5/133—4
(cf. Archil. frs. 168-71 W.). The breach of synaphaea at 8dvarév || dvicaca (av-, cf.
Aj. 628) has more justification, at phrase-end between sequences of some length;
cf. Ant. 967 dAés.

In 888 both Davies and Easterling accept the inappropriately reproachful, if not
gratuitously offensive, address & paraia (the context at Med. 152 is quite different),
and Easterling implausibly deals with the metrical problem (an apparently defective
iambic trimeter) by making two short verses (2ia~ | cr). The interpretation & pdrawa
(Dawe), with Blaydes’s Tavée <rav> $8pw padding out a trimeter, is indeed not much
better. LJ-W mention Ag. 1214 lov {0V, & & xaxd, but that is not parenthetic, and
kaxd is commonly substantival, unlike udraca. The exclamation postulated here is
quite different in tone and context: inserted in the middle of a question (of a common

%8 Irregular responsion . . . . — < —is attested in the sub-dochmiac 2ia verse « «« « <« « i — . —
at E. El. 1149/1157 and Or. 152/171. But of the cola X «. - —« —and X o« « ——— here, only the
latter is a form of iambic dimeter. A tripody surely cannot correspond with a dimeter. The
associable X — . ——— (El 512) is certainly ia sp (X e sp), cf. 4j. 193, 198, 400/417, O.T. 1097/1109,
1333/1353, El. 487/503, O.C. 1076/1087. The ’dochmiac affinities’ of this ia sp colon are seen
partly in its association with Js, partly in the occurrence of correption (cf. n. 18 above) and
greater tolerance of split resolution. But these affinities cannot include ‘optional drag’. It is one
thing to lengthen a usually short penult., quite another to shorten the first syllable of a spondee.
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type before an extended narrative), and with pudrawa (pl.) supposedly referring to the
same thing as ‘this J8ps’. Conington saw that w paraca is likely to conceal a vocative
paia (to the Nurse, cf. Hipp. 243, 311); an insight surprisingly not mentioned in LJ-W’s
discussion. éneides, & paia, Tdvde <rav> UBpw will give a satisfactory syncopated
trimeter (ia lk), as likely as 3ia in lyric. But & paia <paia> will obviate the need for the
prosy <rav>. For the doubled vocative, cf. 4g. 973 (etc.) Zei Zeo, 1490/1514 Baoired
Bacired, Phil. 197 & Odvare Odvare, Andr. 504 (etc.) uirep poatep, Ba. 5824
8éomora 8éomota ... d Bpduie Bpdpuie.

893-5 Xo. <& é>érexev érexe
peyddav dvéopros dde viuda
8duowoL T0iad’ *Epuwiv. 895

Easterling has the support of a scholion in preferring & véopros to dvéopros. But
the definite article is otiose in conjunction with d8e, and LJ-W rightly approve the
sense ‘this bride without a (marriage) ceremony’ (cf. dvuuévaia k7. at Pho. 346ft.).
With dv @ros we can also divide as above, so as to end with . . . | T ba || 2ia, with an
effect of double clausula; T ba as 648/656, Alc. 437/447, etc.?®

Before that, érexev érexe (Tr; -xev -kev codd.) could be an iambic monometer, but
seems more likely to be a defective dochmius, the context suggesting a need for an
exclamation of grief at this point.®® For the dochmius ending with resolution before
change of metre, cf. Hec. 1066-7 (the same ... 8| T. . .), cited in n. 36 above.5!

The vulgate divides either after pueydAav or after peyddav d, always with a
metrically unacceptable first verse. Dawe, dividing as Dale, annotates érex’ érexe
peydAav d as ‘a. dim. cat.’ (catalectic verses cannot end with a prepositive, and the two
split resolutions are horrible). Davies, dividing a syllable earlier, annotates «. .. .. . —
(sic) as a dochmius (impossibly, and also inconsistently with his commentary). The
vulgate érex’ érexe (Schroder) is culpably treated as the paradosis by LJ-W (a mis-
representation not remedied by Davies). It is in fact an anadiplosis of most unusual
form (see above on A4j. 620), and the elision should not be regarded (as by Dale) as a
routinely ‘simple emendation’.

1004-9 té€, éaré p’ éaré pe

8vopopov edvdoar, 1005
A / /
éaré pe dvoravort

maL <mai> pov Yavers; mol kAlves;

dmoleis p’ dmoleis

3 Vs o \ /

dvatérpodas 8 i kai pdon

~1023-30 & mai, mod wor’ €l; TA1O€ e TAOE pu’ <d>
mpéoAafe kovdicas 1025
é & lw baiuov

% Tba and - e ba are related verses, - « —« < —« — often behaving as an ‘enoplian expansion’ of
< — < — (comm.Or. xx). T, cf. also Ant. 879, 967/978, 1115/1126. T sp, frequent in Eur. (as Andr.
862, Ion 1482) occurs first at Trac. 646/655. For the ‘double clausula’, cf. on 4j. 196-200-

0 <& &, cf. 1004, 1026, etc., below. There are indeed other possibilities on similar lines: e.g.
<¢ed-> érexev érexev. Or one might insert ) or ded or € ¢ or simply 67 at the end of the verse.

¢! On anadiplosis in dochmiacs, see especially Diggle, Euripidea 376-8.
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Opdioxer 8’ ad Bpdrioker Sethaia
Siodods’ Nuds
amotifaros dypia véoos 1030

The antistrophe appears to be sound, though u’ <d> for ue seems a plausible
improvement in 1024;¢ beginning with either 38 | § or 38 | ia sp, depending on the
scansion of € ¢ (alai) i).5? Secure responsion returns in 1007-9/1028-30, with a shift
to anapaests (with a transitional verse of eight longs) and a typlcal ‘sub-dochmiac’
iambic dimeter with symmetrical split resolution (- -- - - O ).64

In 1004-6 there is probably compound corruption. Ellendt’s edvdofa. seems certainly
necessary (for -doat, v.l. -doat). A variant Joratov for 8vouopov is attested by a
scholion in L. The truth could perhaps be something like this:

NN A/ y @ 34 _ 7 R X
é & éaré p’ Sorarov, éaté u’ &

8vopopov evvdclar: 1005
<é é iw Saipov->

The lacuna usually, after Coxon, indicated after the initial € € is now located later,
as a verse corresponding with, and very probably identical to, the exclamatory verse €
€ lw Saipov: at 1026 (a responsion thus like Aj. 694/707, Andr. 1175/1188). The
variant doTaov is taken as a survival of truth. §doravor may have come in either as
a corruption of that or as a synonym of 8vouopov (or both). eare ue dvoravov
ewao(f)ar and eare pe Svopopov evvao(f)ar will then have been transmitted as
variants. The same corruption of .’ & to e (as in the antistrophe) is postulated at the
end of the first (28) verse. éare has the normal trisyllabic scansion, not with éa- mono-
syllabic as in some conjectures.

1010-14/1031-5, 1018-22. At Phil. 839-42 similar hexameters constitute a mesode.
Here it is the further hexameters (divided between the Old Man and Hyllus) that
constitute a mesode, with nothing corresponding after the antistrophe.®* As usual in
tragedy, the hexameters are ‘enoplian’ (D : .. D —, nearly all with strong caesura) and
with Doric vocalization.%

In1010-11 ... wd0ev éo7’, & | mdvrwy ‘EXdvwy ddikdTatol dvépes, ols 87]. ..
the text is suspect, since the point should not be that the persons addressed are ‘the
most unjust of all the Greeks’, but rather (much more pointedly) that ‘you Greeks are

62 Neither brevis in longo nor lengthened ué before mp- seems as likely. & frequently precedes or
follows an imperative (4g. 22, Herc. 792 [Verrall], Alc. 234, Tro. 335, Cho. 942, etc.); at E. EL
112-13/127-8 odvrew’. . . & | éuPa . . . it both follows and precedes. In general & very often ends
a verse, and a similar emendation seems likely at Hipp. 1372 uélere pe rddav’ &- (codd.
Tdlava).

® For..i.—...in dochmiac context, cf. on i i . . .in CSI, n. 96 (also n. 18 above).

 Verses of the pattern — — — i —— i —— —can be ‘sub-dochmiac’ (indeed admitting the
annotation 8~8); cf. EL 203/223, Phil. 829/845. For the sub dochmlac iambic dimeter, cf. CQ 49
(1999), 420. I observe en passant that . . . dmoriBatos dypia véoos || is like Hipp. 883 .
Svoexméparov dAoov kaxdv || (CQ ibid.).

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

6 1011 EAdvowv (s.v.1.), 1013 dAexduav, 1019 éuov pdpar, 1021 Aabimovov 8° 38dvav, 1035
éuds, 1037 od pdrnp and rav. dvdowuov is likely in 1014 (cf. dvacw Hipp. 756; CS 1, 73), and
7dvd’ should be written at Phil. 840.
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the most unjust of all men’. It is his fellow countrymen in a broad sense that Heracles
has benefited by his labours. LJ-W accept Koechly’s “EAAaves wdvrwy. I should prefer
mavrwy “EXavés <y’> with no change of word-order and an appropriate additional
empbhasis.

OEDIPUS TYRANNUS ¢’

151-8 *Q Aws advenés Pdri, Tis mote Tds moAvypioov
ITvBévos dyAads éBas
OPas; éxrérapar poPepav ppéva Selpart mdAAwy,
iie ddade Tlady,
k] \ \ ¢ /’ ’ A /7
audi ool alduevos: Ti por 7 véov 155
7)) mepireAdopévais
o 4 3> /
dpats mdAw éfavioes
xpéos, €imé pou, & xpvoéas
Téxvov *EXmibos, duBpore Priua-

~159-67 mp@Ta 0€ KexAdpevos, Blyarep Aids duBpor’ Abdva,
4 ’ b \
yawdoxdv 7’ ddeldeav 160
Aprepw, & kukAdevt’ dyopds Opdvov edkAéa Bdaaer,
kat Poifov éxaBdlov, tiw lot
A ’ 4 ’
TpLacol dAeéipopor wpodavnTé pot,
€l mote kal mpotépas
¥ o kd ’
aTas UTEP OPYUUEVAS 165
méAeL vvoar’ éxromiav
dAéya mipartos, éNfete kal viv.

151 58v- pler. (~ L) 154 ITawsw (dubltanter) L-J/W: -dv codd. 158 ¢rjua P:
ddua cett. 159 kexdopévw(t) DA+ 162 w semel Heath; fort. & & 165
vmepopvupévas Musgrave 166 fviocar’] jv- codd.

The chorus begin with 6da- (||) 2ia (|]) 6da-~ (||)) paroem, or in enoplian notation D : -~
D-(D-E()D : -~ D~(|) - D—; the verses all self-contained but with no visible
breach of synaphea.’® The hexameters also, as usual, have diaeresis after the fourth
dactyl, giving the pattern D : i Da(d ). The rest of the stanza is a long
dactylic run, with strikingly symmetrlcal word d1v151ons, usually hneated as 4da | 6da |
6da~. But with that lineation the 6da verse — « « —« « — i == i . i —..— i . 1S

7 There are references in CS I to O.T. 159-66 (n. 61), 171-2/183-4 (70), 465-6/475-6 (n. 14),
469 (69), 483 (n. 46), 490/504 (n. 38), 870/880 (88), 883/897 (n. 86), 1096-7/1108-9 (n. 51), 1186
(n. 61), 1197 (n. 8).

% For this hexameter-form (anciently termed ‘enoplian’), cf. 4g. 104, Hipp. 1102, Andr. 103,
etc. The alternation of double- and single-short cola has a heritage stemming from the epodes of
Archilochus (frs. 168-71, 182-7 West, etc.). Cf. Andr. 117ff. as a more extended development
(probably later in time), discussed in Mnemosyne 54 (2001), 724-30. The opening hexameter here
can be viewed as a catalectic correlate of the openingsequence D : - - —. . i Dat 4j. 172-3/182-3
(cf. O.C. 228-9, 241-2, Tro. 825-6/845-6, Pho. 351-2, 1555-6, Phaethon 84-5/92-3).

% d— and 2da. are alternative notations of the colarion — - - — — (adoneus, ad), which may also
behave as the catalectic correlate of — - - — .. — (D). Opinions may differ as to whether — - at the
end of a hexameter stands to — - - in a ‘catalectic’ relationship; but notations (as West) such as
4da.for —v . —v.— o — —(notfor—v.—vo—.. —, which is D?) are convenient.
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oddly amorphous. Colometry xar’ évdmAwov is preferable here,’® with indentations
as above.”! The sequence D i - . — .. i Disalready at once 4da i D and D : A4; and
the whole period, as an expansion of the basic (‘enoplian’) hexameter D : .. D—, is at
once 16da~and D"! : .. D — (paroem).”

I write @dr. (personified) in 151 in line with @rjua 158 (cf. 4j. 173, El. 1066); for the

3\

rectifications ITawdv in 154 and 7jvdoar’in 166, cf. West, AT xlix and xxx. In 162 iw (w

needs correction, but there is no compelling reason to look further than Heath’s single

i, with long iota;”® we might, however, perhaps consider writing & .7

168-78 @ mémou, dvdpilfua ydp dépw
mjuata: vooel 6€ pot mpémas
a1dMos, 006’ év ppovtibos €yxyos 170
& Tis dAé€eTar ovTe ydp €xyova
kAvtds xlovos adéerar ovTe TKOLOW
inlwv kapdTwy dvéyovor yuvaikes:
dMov 8’ dv dAw mpocidois dmep ebmTepov Spywy 175
Kpeioooy duaipuakéTov TUPos Spuevoy
dxTav mpos éamépov Geod

~179-89 dv s dvdpifuos SAAvTal,

vpAéa 8¢ yévelda mpos médwi 180
Bavataddpa reitar dvolkTws:

3 Iy ¥ ’ 3 3\ /’

év 8’ ddoyor moAwal T’ émi patépes
dxav mapaBduov dAdofev dAdar

Avypdw mévwy (keTfipes émoTevdyovow: 185

mawwv 8¢ Adumer oTovdeoad Te yhpus Suavdos

Tt seems not unlikely that the alternatives kara 8dxrvdov and kar’ évémAwov in Ar. Nub.
650-1, defining pvBuol of which the pupil is expected to have an understanding, in effect refer to
alternative modes of what we should call colometric analysis. Many passages can be analysed in
alternative ways, and simple counting of metra may well not be uniquely correct. Counting of
metra is of course impossible in ‘dactylo-epitritic’. For the colon .. D (as part of a longer
dactylic/enoplian sequence), cf. on Trac. 214 éxapaBdlov dudimupov (above, p. 66).

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

2. D' as a further extension of the sequence D, D?, D? etc. Hcld. 615-18/626-9 (if earlier) may
be viewed as a step towards this, with D% (4da + D) i .. D — as an expansion of the opening
enoplian hexameter (D : -~ D —) in 608/619. The ambivalence is such that the symmetrical
pyrrhic words ypéos/méAer and Tékvov/dpAdya between — D and D — are at once double-short
(dactylic) and anceps-biceps (enoplian; cf. n. 70 above).

3 So S. Stelluto, RIFC 120 (1992), 400 (who also defends Jmep, against Smep-, in 165). For
wrongly doubled iw, cf. 1186, 4j. 891, Ant. 869, Trac. 1026 (the opposite fault at Trac. 1031,
E. Su. 804, Tro. 1327, Ion 912, 150). LJ-W? now allow that /& with long iota is ‘not impossible’
(cf. CS1, n. 61). The anacoluthon kexAduevos . . . mpopdvyTé wot has been much discussed, and
LJ-W commend without adopting Blaydes’s conjectures xéxdopar & and aitd for iw iw. The
first would be more appealing if we had reason for regarding the variant xexAouévw(t) as a
reading older than xexAduevos; but that is evidently not the case. As to the second, ‘I ask’ is surely
feeble in a context calling for an impassioned appeal. The anacoluthon is of a kind familiar
enough in general, including epic poetry, if not elsewhere in tragic lyric; cf. KG 2.105-7. To the
parallels cited by Jebb add 11. 5.135, 6.510 and Barrett on Hipp. 23. It is arguably made /ess ‘harsh’
by exclamation at the syntactical shift; perhaps also by the echo of d{duevos . . . emé pouin the
strophe.

™ Corruption of &/& to i is very common (CS 1, n. 95). For allocutory/exclamatory ¢ with
imperative (with or without a vocative as well), cf. n. 62 above.
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- o 5 ’ , ’
TV Umep, & xpvaéa Bvyarep Auds,
eddma méupov dAxdy:

183 dyav mapaBduiov Nauck: dxrav mapd B-codd. 182 émi CFNPA+: ém L,
ému pler. 184 («erripes O: {xcr- cett. 185 moudw IT et L*Kt: mawdv cett. ydpus
Bothe 187 rw]v IT (Kennedy): dv codd.

The second strophic pair again mixes single- and double-short cola, with some
new developments. Period-ends are certain after the third, fifth, sixth, and seventh
verses.”> 168-70/179-81 is 2ia | 2ia | paroem, or in enoplian notation — ~E|-~E| .. D -
(cf. — E in 152/160). Then in 171-2/182-3 we have 4da (again) followed by . D? —
(reflecting - D — in 154/62, also the paroemiac in 170/181). The sequence 4da (open-
ended) | X — . . . was to become a Sophoclean mannerism (recurring at once in
177-8/188-9).76 Then in 173-5/184-6 the hybrid compounds ia : paroem and pe :
paroem (= ia + 4da~) are obviously related (the latter with precedents at Pers.
970-1/988-9, Ag. 108-9/126-7, 116/134); both recur in Hipp. 1102-10/1111-19 (nearly
contemporary?). The concluding 4da : 2ia~ is the first of many instances of this, or a
closely related, combination in Sophocles.”’

In 174 Dobree’s dAa. is widely accepted, but ‘one after another’ is the sense
required.”® In this sentence (unlike Th. 2.4, cited by Dawe) there is no place for variety
of mode or destination, the image being of a constant progression like a migratory
flight. At 183 dAXofev dAAa, by contrast, both mode and location are relevant. We
should not wish to anticipate that dAAa: here; nor is it easy to see why dAAa(t) should
have been corrupted here but not in 183.

In 183 several considerations favour Nauck’s dydv for dxrdv. (i) The main emphasis
should be on loud lamentation; by suppliants at altars, indeed, but presumably at
various altars (GAdofev dAdar). dxrav mapd Baueov puts too much stress on ‘altar’
(at the expense of ‘lament’), and apparently on a particular altar. The reference can
scarcely be to an altar in front of the palace, with the dAdoyo: and parépes actually
visible to the spectators. (ii) The genitive Avypdv mdvwy has a better construction as
governed by dyav . . . émoTevdyovaw (at once objective and causal, cf. Phil. 751-2,
Andr. 1037) than as governed only by émiorevdyovaw (a verb in itself apt to govern a
dative, as at Ag. 790) or by ix(e)Tijpes (as Jebb takes it). (iii) mapaBdpiov is in itself a
plausible compound (cf. émiBcuios). (iv) The recent dwrdv at 178 is not in favour of
a recurrence here in a quite different sense; but it may do something to explain the
error.

More trivial differences from the OCT are: 168 & mdmo, cf. on Trac. 852 above; 182
émi (with Jebb);” 184 {kerijpes (with Dawe);¥ ydpus Bothe (added in the apparatus).®!

5 Cf. Dale (Collected Papers, 207) who similarly indents the third, fifth, and last verses.

 Here unlike nearly all the later exx., as not iambic following the dactyls; cf. next n.

" As EI 125-6/141-2, etc. Cf. Dale (ibid.) and West, GM 129-30. Not Ant. 340-1/351-2,
which is 4da : sp ith(CS1,69). —- - —- - followed by X —. . . other than iambic occurs elsewhere
only in Phil. (677-8/692-3, etc.).

™ So Jebb; for the construction (sc. éri), cf. KG 1.444 Anm.4 (but the adjacent mpoo- here is
scarcely relevant, since mpds cannot stand for én{ in such expressions).

" Not é&m (Pearson, Dawe, LJ-W, without comment). ém = émeor. makes no sense. Only
Dawe, and only in his collations (Studies 2), reports the reading ém (sic).

8 Exact responsion is obviously likely here.

8 Cf. Bjorck, Das Alpha impurum 1734 yfipus -dw -vpa is naturally the (epic, Attic) spelling
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190-202 Apn 7€ Tov paldepdv, os 190
viv dyadkos domibwy
PAéyer ue mepfdnTos avridlwr,
maAlgovTov Spdunua vwricar TdTpas
dmovpov, €it’ és uéyav
Barapov Audirpiras 195
LRy ) \ k] /7 L4
eir’ és Tov dmééevov Spuwy
Opruciov kAbdwva:
’ \ » \ k] ~
t1éder yap €l Tv voé ddiu
A3 3 »
1007’ ém’ fuap épyerart
Tév, & Tav TUpddpwy 200
doTpamdy kpdTy véuwy,
- - ’ ¢\ - ’ -
& Zeb matep, vmo od PpBioov kepavvade.

Abkel’ avaé, 7d Te o xpv-

gooTpbdwy dm’ dyxvAdy 204
Bélea Bédow’ dv addpar’ évdareiobar
dpwyd mpoaTabévra, Tds Te mUppdpovs
Apréuidos ailylas, Edv als

Adbk’ dpea budiooer
TOV XPUOOUITPAY T€ KIKA)OKW

~ 3y 3 7 ~

Td08’ émdvvpov yds 210
olvdma Bdkyov, ebiwy

poawddwy 6udoTolov,
medaobivar PpAéyovt’

tdyradm — - — T

/ b) \ \ y Vé b ~ ’
medrar ‘mi Tov dmdTipov év feois Bedv. 215

190 ZApy Elmsley: -ea codd. 192 mepiBdaros Elmsley 194 dmovpov PVPPAC+
(-mop- FG): ém- pler. 196 Spuwv Doederlein: -ov codd. 198-9 rédos H. Miiller
dpap Dindorf 200 7ov & rév Hermann: 7av & GR: 7ov & cett. et [T
204 dyxvAdv Elmsley: -wv vel -&v codd. 205 fort. Bédy 208 fort. &py
211 ediwv (efiwv F*) M. Schmidt: edwov codd. 212 Sudorolov LPaXs: povi-
pler. 214 dyladm <odupayov> G. Wolff, dydadma (Hartung) <éaia:> Arndt,
<vukrépwr> J. H. H. Schmidt

Mostly straightforward lyric iambics (ia cr | Ik | 3ia~ || 3ia |ia cr|ith || . . .|| 2ia| Ik | ia
cr | Ik | 3ia~), but with an enoplian dicolon — D — | ith at 196-7/209-10.%2 The split
resolution in the last verse is remarkable (more so, across a comma, in the strophe).®3

In 190-7 the chorus pray (in the first instance to Athena, previously associated with
Apollo and Artemis) for the banishment from Thebes of the unmartial ‘Ares’

in trimeters and non-lyric anapaests: A. Su. 460, Eum. 569, PV. 78 (v.1. yapderar); E. Hipp. 213,
1074, EI. 754, 1327, Tro. 441, Pho. 960, Ba. 178, Rh. 294, 609, frs. 627. Doric yapv- is likely in
lyric, as transmitted at Ichn. 250 (teste Page; contra Lloyd-Jones, also Diggle). But the MSS offer
only y7p- here, and likewise at Alc. 969, Rh. 549, E. fr. 369.6 (= Erechtheus 3.6D).

8 An ‘Archilochian dicolon’ (cf. Archil. frs. 16871 West), untypical (for tragedy) in its long
ancipites; contrast Sept. 756-7/764-5, Med. 990-1/996-7, I.T. 403-4/417-18 (all . D - : ith).

8 Most split resolutions in lyric iambics are ‘sub-dochmiac’, as in Trac. 1009/1030 (p. 71
above). But cf. Trac. 657-8 mwpiv Tdv8e mpos méAw dvioewe vaoidrw éoriav (Parker? 245).
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currently afflicting the land. The stanza climaxes with a remarkable appeal to Zeus to
destroy the abominated god with his thunderbolt. In between, 198-9 is unintelligible
as transmitted, though the metre is well preserved. LJ-W accept Hermann’s releiv,
mentioning also Kayser’s re)ei and the latter’s punctuation after ydp. These do
not satisfy, and most will subscribe to their further comment ‘forsitan lateat gravior
corruptela’. I propose two small changes:®* 7é)n for TéXe:,’* and 7068’ for To67’. The
sense is then that, whereas other gods have either diurnal or nocturnal 7é\y, at once
‘rites’ (cf. Ba. 485 1d &’ l(epa vikTwp 7 ped’ fjuépav teleis; LSI rélos 6) and
‘spheres of action’ (rédos 3), the 7é\y of this abominated god, by implication
funerary, are, with little remission, both diurnal and nocturnal. 7048’ in 199 also
gives a clearer antecedent to the following 7ov . . . The 7éAy at once ‘proceed’ and, as
deaths, ‘come’.8¢

In 190 the form Apea is generally accepted without comment. But this accusative is
always Apn elsewhere in tragedy (including lyric), except as corrupted to Apyv.%” It is
hard to see why Sophocles should have favoured an abnormal spelling and/or
scansion here in responsion with 203 Adke” dvaé . . . It might be argued that it is no
easier to account for corruption of normal Zp7n to abnormal Apea. But the near
equivalence (see further below) of -7 and -ea in words like BéAn/BéAea could have
made copyists careless in the spelling of apparently analogous terminations (perhaps
also influenced by accusatives like BagiAéa).

In 192 mepiBdnTos is ‘such that there is Bosj around’ (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 677-9);
debate as between ‘active’ and ‘passive’ is sterile. Boi} as ‘war-cry’ is an attribute of
Ares as war-god; and likewise, but as ordvos (as elaborated in 182-7 above), an
attribute of this dyaAxos Ares. There is no need for Dindorf’s -rov or Dawe’s -¢of-.
PAéyer (of Ares), cf. Pho. 251; here the ‘fire’ metaphor follows on the heels of 186
Ty . . . Addumer. dvrid{wv ‘confronting (me)’. Not dvrid{w (Hermann), neces-
sarily with the sense ‘and I entreat Ares . . .’ (rather than further prayer to the feot
alefikaror addressed in 159-67). The chorus cannot, in the same stanza, address one
prayer to Ares (‘please go away’) and another to Zeus to ‘destroy’ Ares; moreover
avridlw (lit. ‘confront’, only by extension ‘entreat’) is not used of entreaties to gods.

In 194 Dawe rightly prefers dmovpov, which gives wdrpas a much clearer construc-
tion. The variant érovpov will have been prompted by the following eir’ és . . .

In 205 scan B€A 4, if sound; and similarly 5p & 208. But the truth could well be -5 in
both places.®

8 But I also accept Erfurdt’s duap (with Pearson; contra, Bjorck, 175), cf. CS1, n. 59.

8 7éAn, rather than Té)ea, for the scansion X — . —. — . — (~211); cf. n. 88 below.

8 Cf. LSJ &pyopar V. On 7é)os in tragedy, see F. M. J. Waanders in Misc. Trag. Kamerbeek
(Amsterdam, 1976), 475-82.

87 Schwyzer (1.576) does not even mention Apea as a possible form of the accusative.

8 Attic poets used both -y (commonly) and non-Attic -ea in the plural of neuter nouns in -os,
presumably, as Elmsley opined, with a consistent difference of scansion. It is hard to believe that
they indifferently used -y and -€a in lyric in the same words with the same scansion. Transmitted
-ea is usually - & without ambiguity; invariably so, following a long syllable (e.g. dAyn/ddy d,
mévininévl &, relyn/rely &). The same is usually apparent also in nouns with short penult. as
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In 211 edwwv (sic) in F, corrected to -ov, may well be a mere slip (Dawe). But ed{wv
pawddwv oudoTodov is nonetheless likely to be the truth (eviwv easily corruptible to
-ov following Baxxov); cf. Pho. 656-7 mapfévoior OnBaiaict kal yvvaily edios.

477-9 oL yap v’ dyplav
4 k] /7 3y ¥ \
UAav dvd 7’ dvrpa kal

mérpas Tdbs Tadpost, . ..

478 mérpas] -ais FG+, -aios 7L*KRV 5] ¢ IL* raipos] kavpds (potius
kavpos cf. EM 493, 54) Bergk ex Photio xavpds: 6 xaxds, ovrw ZopokAts (fr.
1059 Radt)

Dawe’s uncertainty is more persuasive than LJ-W’s confident acceptance of
meTpaios 6 Tadpos. (i) dvrpa kal mérpas makes a natural pair (hendiadys); «ai
meTpaios, by contrast, makes an odd third after o7’ dypiav SAav dvd 7’ dvrpa (What
are dvrpa if not rocky?). (ii) *. . . the bull’, taken as ‘like a bull’, is an inept
comparison at the end of this explanatory sentence, even if raipos dv’ vAav was a
proverbial phrase for a wanderer (text and interpretation of Theocr. 14.43 are in fact
uncertain). The chance that Bergk was right gives a further ground for preferring obeli.
If Photius read xavpds (kadpos) here, 6 xaxds makes sense, but not the only possible
sense; e.g. ‘the polluted/accursed person’ or ‘the quarry’ might have been a more
accurate gloss. We might then consider writing § <ye> xaipos.

4834 Sewd pe voiv dewa Tapdooer
codos olwvobéras . ..

483 pe voiv Nauck: pév odv codd.

A choriambic tetrameter, but also — 2io i 2io~ (the same sequence is repeated,
followed by a clear shift to ionics beginning - . ——. . .).¥

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

651-7 Ou.  7i oot Bédeis bijr’ elxdbw;
Xo. TOV olTe mply
vijmov viv 1° év p-
kwt péyav kataidesar.
Ou.  olold’ odv & xpnilets; 655
Xo. olda.

dxmldyed. There are scarcely any places in the whole of tragedy where the tradition offers -ea and
disyllabic scansion is either impossible or very unlikely (as at Hel. 1119), and only a few, though
there is a clutch of them here, where such scansion is possible but contrary to exact responsion.
The case for -7 is enhanced by the nearby xpdrn (201). Cf. E. El. 1228 pélea and 1231 ddpea,
with ¢dpn nearby (1221). That -ea spellings may be erroneous is further suggested by the
abnormal Apea in 190 above.

% Jono-choriambic (for the colon — v « — — . « — — , cf. Pers. 633-5/640-2), etc.; cf. CS I, n. 15.
Tonics follow in 487ff. Lines 483-4/498-9 and 485-6/500-1 are thus better not overlapped as 2¢h |
2ch, given the availability of indentation to show continuity.
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O.. dpdle 81 7{ difus;
Xo. Tov évayi ¢pidov wimor’ év alriar
ovv dpavei tASywt dripnov éxPaleivt.

657 Aywi] Adyov L, -wv K*  Badeiv Tr et Suda

Two exchanges (6514, 655-7), both beginning with a divided trimeter. The first
divided trimeter is followed by two dimeters (or 3cr : ia); the second (differently
divided) by four dochmiacs. The corresponding dialogue in the antistrophe (678-96) is
between Jo. and Xo. Only the latter sings in these stanzas, in line with the rule that
unsymmetrical assignation (to different personae) normally occurs only in the spoken
verses of strophic amoibaia.’® The utterance of O../lo. in 651/680 is usually shown as a
dimeter (suggesting song, despite Jocasta’s Attic vocalization uaflodod y’ j7is %
TUxn). In what is properly taken as the first part of a divided trimeter, the cut . . . — :
— . — is unremarkable, since it falls at the penthemimeral caesura. The same metrical
trick is repeated at 1336-7/1356-7. For the apparently similar, but certainly sung, verse
—e— i e at 890/904, cf. on Aj. 948 above. I indent wjmiov . . ., since the corresponding
divided trimeter at 680 ends with word-overlap.

The corruption in 657 has been variously treated, but no one seems to have proposed
the simple transposition odv dpavei Baleiv dripov Adywt. Adyw: will have moved
next to déavei. The false éxBaleiv (Baleiv is clearly right with év alri{a.) perhaps
entered from the margin.

8734 UBpw dureder Tupavvis: ¥Bpis, €
modA&v vmepmAnoli pdrav . . .

873 JBpw . . . Tupavvis Blaydes: 3Bp:s . . . Tdpavvov codd.

Dawe’s note, citing convincing parallels, remains persuasive against the latest
defence of the paradosis by F. E. Romer in Eranos 98 (2000), 9-24 (which surprisingly
fails even to mention Fraenkel’s proposal Bpis dureder Tdpavvor 3Bpw- €i. ..,
despite its commendation by LJ-W and inclusion in their apparatus). We surely need
UBpes as the thing initially ‘begotten’, which then with a progression becomes the
subject of the calamitous ‘rise and fall’. (Against Fraenkel, the pattern §8p- ¢ur- dp--
UBpts, €. . . is supported by the similar asyndetic pattern . . . fedv alroduar | fedv od
Méw . .. at the end of the stanza.)

11979 So1is kad’ dmepBoAav
Toéeboas éxpdrnoas trodt
4 ) > ’ »
mdvr’ eddaipovos ABov, . . .

1197 is suspect not only for the long penult. (short in the corresponding place, and
in itself a rarity in Sophocles),’! but even more so for the word-end after long penult.”
Reisig’s ov for 700, accepted by LI-W, gives quite the wrong sense, as several reviewers

% Cf. 4j. 364-93, Ant. 1312-16/1334-8, EI. 1398ff./1422fF. (the rule applicable also to Aesch.
and Eur.); O.C. 510ff./521fY. is a rare exception.
' Cf. CS1, 66 withn. 8. %2 Cf. Parker' 12.
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have pointed out. és | wdv7’ (olim Hermann, Blaydes) is better (és dropping out after
-as), cf. Trac. 489 eis dmavl’ foowv, Pho. 1642 eis dmavra SvoTvxis, PV. 736 és 1a
mdvTa, etc. But, given €(1)s, it costs nothing to write efs, adding further emphasis to the
‘superlative’ statement; cf. 4j. 636 (Lloyd-Jones, for ék), Sept. 6, etc. (LSJ €is 1b).

1201-3 é€ of kai tBacileds rkaliu
éuost kal Ta uéyior’ éri-
puabns . ..

The hiatus in the middle of a phrase at the end of the first glyconic of a run is
incredible. The choice lies between changing xaAij to kAvews (Heimsoeth, Dawe) and
Elmsley’s Bacireds éuos | kaAfi. Not xadf <7’> éuos (Blaydes), with the e both
otiose and questionably late. kaAijt Bacideds | éuos would give wil in responsion with
gl: not impossible, but doubtful before late Sophocles (cf. on 4j. 1190).

1307-11 alai alai, 8YoTavos éyd,
ol yds ¢épopar TAdpwy; mér ot
dboyya Samwrdrar dopddav; 1310
tiwt Saipov, v’ ééfAov.

Jebb took the whole of 1307-11 as ‘anapaests’ (p. xciii); likewise (presumably) Dawe
and Pohlsander, who exclude these verses from their analyses of the lyrics. 130710 are
indeed anapaests, but lyric (with Doric vocalization); 1311, however, resists recognition
as a paroemiac (2ia~).>> The paroemiac never ends with . . . .. — — — (a cadence proper
rather to non-catalectic anapaests); and its fourth position is virtually never resolved,
except (very rarely) in the pattern .. — — «« i . . ——(as LT 215 papdfwv AdAidos
énéBacav).®® As an anapaestic verse, 1311 is further anomalous as having a split
resolution other than in the second position of the first metron.> It follows that the
cadence . .. i Saipov, v’ ééjAov should be recognized as dochmiac (with iambo-
dochmiacs following in 1313-20/1321-8). For such a dochmiac clausula to non-
catalectic lyric anapaests, cf. S. EI. 225,244, E. Hec. 180 (as Hermann), 182, etc. It may
suffice then to take the i as extra-metric. Or the truth could be {w <iw>;% or even {w
<& Saipov> Saiuov, v’ ééflov as two dochmiacs.”’

1329-31 AméAwv 7d8’° v, AméAAwv, $idot,
0 Kaka kakd TeADV éud 7dd’ éud mdldn 1330
émaice 8. ..

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

9 Cf. West, GM 534,121, 198. For ... — .. i . . ——| cf. also I 4. 123, but that yields to a
plausible transposition (Herwerden, cf. Diggle, Studies 45).

% Diggle (Euripidea, 117, n. 81) seems to imply that split resolution does not occur at all in
anapaests. Initial —-i - — .. .. . does indeed occur, e.g. Tro. 159 & 7éxv’, Axaidv . . ., Ion 921 é&vfa
Aoxedpara . . . Lyric anapaests did not fall within the purview of Parker’s article on split
resolution in CQ 18 (1968).

% Giving either ia § or 88, cf. on Ant. 1267-8/1290-1 in CS 1, 87. Similar doubling of i is
widely accepted at Trac. 1031 (Bergk), E. Su. 804 (Triclinius), Ion 912 (Paley), 1502 (Hermann),
Tro. 1327 (Kirchhoff).

Y

9 Cf. PV. 694 io» o> poipa poipa (lect. incert.).
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~1349-51 8o’ Sotis 7y Os [an’] dyplas médas
vopas émmodias Aboé u’ dmd Te dovov 1350
épvro . ..

1329 & ¢idou pler. (~L+) 1330 xaxa semel L+ éua 7dd’] 748’ L+ =dby
Elmsley: -ea codd. 1349 dan’ (én’ O) del. Tr 1350 vouds Hartung: voudSos
codd. (quocum émi wdas Miiller) Adoé p’ Bothe: éAvaé p’ vel évoer fere codd.
(EXaBé W’ LV, w Tr) 1351 éppuro pler.

In 1330 we should write 7dfn (with Elmsley), as at O.C. 1078 (likewise verse-end), cf.
dxm Pers. 573, 581, Sept. 78, etc.; a6 & here (cf. n. 88 above) would be an impossible
resolution at period-end before hiatus. (LJ-W? appear to commend an extraordinary
scansion of éua 7d8’ éua mdfea as - <i- - -i. - ~ [‘kaibelianus’] with two split
resolutions and brevis in longo, rather than a normal dochmius . -i. .« . —; it is
scarcely an advantage that correspondence with this is given by the minority reading
éafé p’in 1350.)

In 1350 other possibilities include AdBe p’ or AdBev/iédaB’ with u’ transposed to
follow &s, but Dawe rightly accepts Bothe’s simple Ajoé p’ (and attributes p” éAaf8’ to
Linwood, not Kamerbeek). LJ-W should not have accepted Kennedy’s otiose <u’>
following dmé 7e ¢évov, giving elision at verse-end in responsion with clear
period-end (hiatus with syntactical pause). The hiatus without sense-pause in ant. is
unremarkable at change of metre.

1339/1359 €1’ €07’ drovew 1dovdr, didow ~ BpoTois éxAbny v épuv dmo

«—.—— i —.—.—becomes a normal syncopated trimeter (ia »2ia) with Heimsoeth’s
plausible supplements <gdv> %8ovar and éxAfny <dv>; but precedents in Pi. Ol
13.3/11 etc. and Py. 8.7/14 etc. may be added to the parallels cited by Stinton (15), after
Wilamowitz and Dale.%®

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

% Stinton, 15-16; cf. also Parker' 15, and my discussion of Hcld. 81/102, 90 in CQ 41 (1991),
526-17.
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