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CRITICAL STUDIES IN THE CANTICA OF
SOPHOCLES: IlIl. ELECTRA, PHILOCTETES,
OEDIPUS AT COLONUS!

ELECTRA?
121-4 XOPOZX

» ~ ~
& mai mal SvoTavordras
b / /7 A \
H)ékrpa patpds, Tiv’ del
4 ? P ] 7 k] \
traxest B8’ drdpeaTov oluwydy
Tov . .. Ayapéuvova . . .

The third verse is indented in correspondence with 138-9 . . . marép’ dv-/ordaes
... Its metre (g/ sp, ending a tricolon similar to 4Ant. 814-16/831-3) was discussed in
CQ47(1997), 299-301, with a new proposal oire ydotow o7’ drats (for olire AlTars)
in 139.3 There remains the controversial trdreist in the strophe, where Schwerdt’s
Adoxkes, previously accepted by LI-W, is abandoned in their Second Thoughts in
favour of Kvitala’s rdxe o’ b8’ dxdpeoros oluwyd (which also of course needs ris
for 7{v’), still with a harsh construction for the following 7ov . . . Ayauéuvova . . .

I suggest 7iv’ del y’ dyeis ... /T and K/X are frequent confusions, and the
ancient text will have been divided as . . . AEI | TAXEIY .. .* The ye is appropriate
for the emphasis ‘why perpetually . . . 7" (idiomatically with ‘what’ implying ‘why’).?

! The first article (CS I: CQ 51 [2001], 65-89) was concerned in the first instance with the
cantica of Antigone, but touched on a number of issues of wider relevance. CS II (CQ 52 [2002],
50-80) was on Ajax, Trachiniae, and Oedipus Tyrannus. On the chronology, especially the relative
lateness of Electra, cf. CS 11, n. 2. For El. and Phil. we have the Cambridge editions of J. Kells
(1973) and T. B. L. Webster (1970) respectively, for Phil. also R. G. Ussher (Warminster, 1990),
and for O.C. we look forward to Professor P. E. Easterling’s edition in the Cambridge series. As in
CS I and II, the siglum LJ-W embraces the Oxford Text of Lloyd-Jones/Wilson and their
discussions in Sophoclea (Oxford, 1990); LJ-W? refers to their Second Thoughts (Géttingen,
1997). West, GM refers to M. L. West, Greek Metre (Oxford, 1982), and West, AT to his Aeschylus
Tragoediae (Teubner edn, 1990). References to Stinton are to T. C. W. Stinton, 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(--—--—--—-.-)and : (diaeresis), and for his
“gland gl I 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; also to correspondence with Professor
Diggle, Dr Dawe, and Professor Easterling.

% There are references in CS I to El. 153/173 (n. 64), 154/174 (n. 55), 205/225 (n. 60), 225 (72),
472/489 (82--3, n. 49), 486-7/501-2 (76, n. 51), 504fF. (69), S11 (n. 89), 828{1./842fT. (n. 49), 832/845
(n. 38); in CS II to 125-6/141-2 (n. 77), 128/145 (69), 160-1/180-1 (69), 225 (79), 244 (79), 248
(59), 472/489 (n. 29), 487/503 (n. 58), 496 (67), 50415 (56), 512 (n. 58), 828fT./842fF. (n. 29), 1066
(73), 1398f1./1422fF. (n. 90).

3 An alternative o7’ dyais was mentioned there (suggested by a reader). I now view it with
more favour, while still preferring dracs.

4 del|y’ (divided thus), cf. G. Zuntz, An Inquiry into the Transmission of the Plays of Euripides
(Cambridge, 1965), 232. For the common error « for x (as at 1. T. 166 «eirat), cf. Diggle, Euripidea
227-8.

* Kells rightly explains ‘What is this lamentation? as a way of saying ‘What is the meaning of
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76 C. W. WILLINK

The object Ayauéuvova follows quite straightforwardly after dyeis (and an internal
accusative). fyeiv with acc. pers. may have been novel here, but Euripides has it (not
long afterwards?) at Pho. 1295 mdrepov dpa vékvv 8Aduevov dyjow (lax-, corr.
Elmsley).t

134-6 AN’ & mavtolas piAdTaTos duefdpevar xdpw,
A ’ )y 2Q) /
éaté pu’ b8’ dAvew, 135
alai, {kvodpad.

~149-52 lw mavtAdpov NidBa, aé 8’ éywye véuw Bedv, 150
dr’ év Tddw merpaiwe,
alai, Saxpiets.

134 puXéraTos] -ry7os codd. 150 mavrAduov CPG+: -tAdpwy pler. 152 alév V,
del Zc; alel Dawe

The open-ended 6da verse expands the preceding run of 4da verses, followed (more
Sophocleo) by a catalectic iambic verse.” At the same time it also begins with the
recurrent colarion — — — —— (here a hemiepes), with 7w ——— i ...in 150.2

In 134 Jebb rejected correction of ¢uAéTy7- to piAdrar- here and at Phil. 1122 on
the ground that ¢Aéry7- will have been familiar from Homer. That argument would
require us to write xaxdrnT- (equally Homeric) in 236 and O.C. 521. Erratic trans-
mission is likelier (cf. the variants at 236) than inconsistency on the part of the poet. In
150 there seems to be no reason (other than slavish adherence to L) for preferring
mavTAduwy to the more allocutory mavrAduov in immediate conjunction with oe
8’...(cf. GP 189). For {w + vocative to a person not present, cf. Cassandra’s {w
mdTep, 0od odv Te yevvaiwy Tékvwy at Ag. 1305.

135-6/151-2, as things stand, are 2ia» || X — . — —, with a strange detached pent-
hemimer as clausula, necessarily as a separate period following catalexis. Suspicion is
further aroused by defective sense in 151-2, where ‘always’ is required by the rhetoric.’
Dawe recognized that; but his alel Saxpvets, though in line with the variants in V and
Zc, aggravates rather than solves the metrical problem, introducing as it does an
interlinear hiatus without sense-pause (the hiatus being unexceptionable as things
stand before the exclamation aiai). To cure both faults we need a supplement in both
stanzas:

it? Why do you do it? (his italics), but he cites no parallel. Jebb saw no need to comment. In
principle the question is in line with a frequent ‘surprised’ or ‘expostulating’ use of (s, as in
questions like 328 7&v” ad o0 Tjvde . . . pwveis dpdrw; and 388 Ty, & TdAawa, 68’ émnpdow
Adyov; A reader points out that here, since the question is extended so as to include the queried
utterance’s content, the initial ‘what . . . 2’ for ‘why . . . ?”is slightly illogical (the questioner already
knows the answer to ‘what . . . 7); but there is no call to suspect this feature of the text.

¢ Mastronarde in his commentary now allows that dyfjow may be right. The metrical
argument for it is compelling: for the pattern of the verse, cf. exactly Or. 1364 (with dAduevov in
the same place) and similarly El. 1170, Herc. 1212, Tro. 244, I. T 871, Ba. 995/1015; S. O.C. 1464,
Ar. Av. 951 (Parker? 267-8).

" Cf. West, GM 129-30. But it should be observed that the numerous Sophoclean instances are
probably all subsequent to E. Alc. 462-6/472-6. There are no instances in A4j., Ant., Trac.; cf. CS
I,n. 19and CS 11, n. 77.

8 Cf. Ant. 844/863, 850/869; CS 1, nn. 61-2, 64, 91.

® It might be suggested that ‘always’ is needed also in the strophe; but there it is sufficiently
implied in &8e (echoing det . . . d8° dxdpeorov in 122-3).
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135-6 <éar’> éaré u’ &S’ dAv-lew, alai, ikvoduar.
151-2 a1’ <alév> év Tddpwi merpai-lwe, alai, Saxpieis.

We thus obtain at once stronger sense and normal metre: 2ia [ ith, like the ia cr [ ith
clausula following dactyls at Alc. 465-6/475-6. AIEN drops out easily between AT
and EN; and for the anadiplosis éar’ éaré p’. . ., cf. Phil. 135 7{ xp7) 7{ xp7} pe, 205
BdMer BdAder p’, 816 uéfes uélfes we (and other instances of this common initial
doubling mentioned in n. 58 below).'°

153-5 Xo. obroL gol poiva,
’ ” 3 4 ~
Téxvov, tdyos épdvn Bpordvt,
mpos 6 TL OV TAW . . . 155

173-5 Xo. 0Odpoel poi fdpoet,
Tékvov: €Ti péyas év odpavir
Zevs, 6s édopadu . .. 175

174 &7 L2 &oru cett.

The responsion-flaw in 154/174 is usually dealt with by omitting év in 174 (with little
or no discussion) on the negligible authority of a Livineian conjecture (‘p’).!! There is
then a choice of evils: (i) -~ - <. . — . — (so Dawe, as ‘lekyth.’); (ii) « -« - v r— < — (ia
cr); (1ii) — « <« « - — < —(g)). () is almost unique as a lekythion with split resolution of its
third position.!? (ii) has an earlier split, unusual in the verse ia cr, and (more seriously)
resolution before syncopation which is without parallel in Sophocles;'? (iii) resolves the
first long of a choriamb.'* év is blameless in itself (év ovpavar, cf. Held. 910, Hipp. 456,
Su. 1174, Tro. 985, Bellerophon 286.1 NK, etc.). So we should prefer a remedy that
gives 2ia in 154 as transmitted in 174. That can be obtained either by adding a short
syllable (but <ém>epdvn seems unlikely, and nothing better suggests itself) or by a
simple transposition éxvov, éddvy Bpotaw dyos. The iambic dimeter thus is of the
type which I have called ‘sub-dochmiac’ (actually favouring split resolution), here
following a dochmius.'® It may be observed that a verse thus beginning X -i. . ...
associates well with the following verse.

221-5 HX. 1év 8ewois Hvaykdolny év Sewoist
é€od’, od Adfer p’ pyd-

' For doubling of édre in particular, cf. also (?)Trac. 1004-5 ¢ ¢, téare p’ éare p’.. .7 (a
crux discussed, with a new proposal, in CS II, 70-2). On the propriety of postulating word-loss in
both strophe and antistrophe (as by LJ-W at Phil. 678/693), cf. CS 11, n. 34.

' That Livineian ‘p’ readings (as opposed to ‘V’) have no transmissional authority is
conclusively shown by LJ-W in Sophoclea 271-5.

12 So Dawe, after Wilamowitz and Schroeder (it does not help to call - - - :. here a ‘cretic’).
Parker? (271F.) offers Sept. 235/241 as a parallel, but that differs as having no other resolution.

13 There is no instance either in my colometry or in the (often rather different) verses as
scanned and annotated in Dawe’s conspectus metrorum.

!4 Cf. on Ant. 795-800 (CS 1, 77 with n. 67). Here a resolved glyconic is otherwise unlikely.

'S Asin my commentary on Orestes (p. 113, cf. Or. 1253/1273, 1414), also CQ 19 (1999), 420 on
Hipp. 877-8; cf. 1275 (p. 83 below), Trac. 1009/1030, Eum. 161/168, etc. In the light of Parker’s
discussion, the ‘rhetorical pause’ at the split may seem an obstacle; but it is similar to that at Or.
1273 dpoPos éxe kevds, & $ida. Cf. also Alc. 272 Tékva, Tdde . .. and O.T 202 & Zei mdrep,
Y7o . . . (similarly with the split following a vocative).
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3 b} \ ~ 3 4
aAX’ év yap Sewois ol oxfow
TadTas dras,

8¢pa pe Bios éxmu
222 $pyéu L*¢

221-2 corresponds with 201-2 ¢ macdv xeiva mAéov duépa | éAfovc’ éxfioTa &%
wou (2an | paroem). év Sewois . . . év Sewolis is evidently too long by two syllables. As to
the sense, Electra must here be acknowledging the dewdérys of her conduct and/or her
dpy, before proceeding in 223ff. to justify it by the dewdrys of her circumstances.
Brunck’s [év] Sewois . . .[év] Sewois . . . wrongly focuses premature attention on Sewd
causes. Conjectures introducing 8eu(d) are better, as év Sewois deiv’ 7v- (Kaibel),
Selv’ - év dewois (G. Wolff); but I suspect that we should integrate the following
verse in the syntax, even as the corresponding verses 201-2 are bonded by the
correption at auépd. It may well not be fortuitous that L attests the dative dpydr,
which could be the conclusion of a sentence such as dewdr v Sewois Hvayxdofny |
(€€0:8°, 0 AdBew p’) dpydr.'® For truth surviving uniquely in L%, cf. 174 above.

243-4. éxripovs loyovoa mrépuyds || dévrdvwr ydwv. A clear instance of a breach
of synapheia without sense-pause at change of metre, the change here being to
dochmiac (cf. Stinton 336, 351). For the dochmius following anapaests, cf. CS 11, 79.

504-15. The epode beginning & I1élomos d mpdabev | moAvmovos (mmela . . . mainly
consists of dochmiac-related ia sp verses, extended at 506 ws époles alavis i Td18e
yau and 512-13 wpdppilos éxpiplels, i o 7 mw with an extra cretic colarion. At
510-11 there is a slight variation: mayypdowv 8ippwv (doubtless the same dochmiac
pentasyllable as 153/173, etc.) | Svordvows dikelaws (mol i mol).' The penultimate
verse (before . .. . ——— again, now as a clausula) is more open to question:

k4 7
ol Tl Tw
tédevmrev éx 1008’ oikovst
/ 3 7’
moAvmovos dikela. 515

514 évmrev CH (8iéhimev iZ‘L) olkovs LEVART, 2C*0*°G*: oikov cett. (etiam
T®); fort. oikots

The cretic ot 7{ mw again ends a verse (followed as things stand by hiatus), option-
ally as a separate short verse (cf. 854/865 below). Then . — . — —— - or «. - ———— may
be possible; but to write Aeimet, in line with éxAeimer Ag. 1186, mpoAeime: Or. 817, will
at once eliminate the hiatus after 7w and give, with ’« following, another — — — — —
verse like 510. The prodelision Aeime: ’« will have been a feature inviting corruption,
first perhaps to Aeim’ éx. For the rest, against the usual view, corruption surely moved
towards T008” oikov (with erasures of -s). éx 7058’ ‘from this (time/event)’ suits the

16 There are other possibilities on similar lines, similarly with the sentence framed between
agreeing adjective and noun, e.g. Sewdt Sewads (Sewds Meineke) Hvaykdabny | . . . dpyds, or
Sewdr y’ fvayrdofny Sewds | . .. dpydr. A reader is troubled by the ‘isolation’ thus of dpyd.
after the parenthesis; but its bonding with Sewd. . . . fully integrates it in the syntax.

17 Guel- (also 487 and 515), cf. CS 11, 56. mol : mol, cf. CS1, n. 89. mol cr with duxias is indeed
as likely in itself, but consistent duxei- is far likelier (pace Dawe). -ei- is surely needed, against
Ellendt, for the scansion — ——.
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compound (aetiological/temporal) point, in the temporal sense reinforcing ot 7{ 7w,
like 8fev . . . at Or. 816. But perhaps oikovs was already an error for oikots, very
possibly read by whoever glossed the verb with 8.éAurev (intrans., ‘has intermitted’);
cf. the dative construction at Or. 818 with Arpeidass.'®

823-6 mol mote kepavvol Aids 1)
mob paéfwy Alios, €l Tadr’ épopdvres 825
<véueow> kpimTovow €xmloi;

~836-9 olda yap dvaxt’ Audidpewv
xpvoodérois €preat kpudpfévra yvvaikav
amdras, kal viv vmo yalas . . .

Schubert’s supplement <véuesw> has been neglected (the lacuna indicated by
Musgrave, who suggested <drira>). The iono-choriambic sequence (either ia Sch
——<.——orpesio—-.--- ) begins like 1058/1070 below and ends with the same

ciee——— o — — as Ant. 140/154. Metre alone, indeed, cannot decide definitely
between Brunck (del. amdras in ant. ) and Musgrave. But d7rdracs in 839 is too good
to be an interpolation: ypvcodérows €pkeot . .. yvvak@v dmdraws admirably defines
what Amphiaraus was ‘brought low’ by (and put underground): yp- €p«- (lit. ‘toils such
that there is gold and fastening’) alluding to the famous necklace of Harmonia; yuv-
am- alluding to (Eriphyle’s) ‘womanly/wifely deceit’. The generalizing gen. pl.
yuvawkav is much less happily governed by yp- €pk-, with its allusion to a unique piece
of jewellery. LJ-W offer <udkapes> as a supplement in 826. But épopdivres
guarantees that the subject of the ‘if” clause is simply ‘they’, namely Zeus and the Sun.
It is certainly as ‘all-seeing’ deities that Zeus (cf. 175) and the Sun are paired in the
main clause. A new subject such as <udxapes> is thus out of place. It is rather the
predicate kptmTovow €knlou that invites expansion and clarification. As things stand,
the object of kpvmrovow is Tadra; but things manifest to the chorus and explicitly
‘seen’ by divine powers cannot be said to be ‘hidden’ by the latter. kpimrew cannot
mean ‘pretend not to see’ or ‘condone’ (vel sim.). X' interprets as otk dyovow eis ¢ds,
but ‘bringing into the light’ is not the function of all-seeing Zeus, with his
thunderbolts, nor of the all-seeing Sun. Other proposed supplements, apart from other
objections, do not confront this difficulty. What is ‘concealed’, as Schubert saw, is the
‘righteous anger’ to be expected (of gods, as 1467, Phil. 518, 602, Or. 1362). The Sun,
indeed, does not wield thunderbolts; but he might have been expected to react
wrathfully in some way (as in the Atreus myth; E. El 737ff, etc.), rather than
remaining apparently unmoved (€knos).

83948 ... kal viv ¥mo yaias . ..
H) é¢ iw. 840
Xo. mdupuyos dvdooer.
HX. ¢eb. Xo. deb 817’ ddoa tydpt ... HA. éddun. Xo. vai.
H). ol3’ ol8™ éddvn yap perérwp dudi Tov év 846
mévher: éuol 8’ olris €1’ €a’ Ss yap ér’ v
¢poiidos dvapmacheis.

'8 To the discussion of that passage in my commentary I should add that wévw: mévos there
(codd. ¢évwr évos) could well be an echo of moAdmovos here.
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LJ-W rightly suspect the breach of synapheia at ydp in 843. It is as a fragmented
ph¢ = 3io verse (cf. Ant. 787-8/797-8, 944/955, etc.) that the sequence makes metrical
sense.!® For the three speaker-changes within the verse (consistent with a late date for
this play), cf. O.C. 539/546. LI-W’s 8duap +jv for éddun repairs the metre at the cost of
a most improbable emendation. It gives straightforward sense thus far (3Aod badly
needs a noun to agree with); but not such as to make sense of the exchange as a whole,
without further alteration of ydp in 845 to an adversative (‘but . . .”). 7dp’ is better
(LJ-W?), but still does not convince. We need a substantive, and I suggest x7p. dAon
x1p is epic (11. 18.535). The chorus assent to Electra’s ¢ed: ‘Alas indeed: a murderous
bane’ (sc. 7v). El. then makes the point that the murderous ‘bane’ was ‘subdued’ (by
Eriphyle’s death), to which the chorus give further assent. The wrong ydp is easily
accounted for as an interpolation (‘Alas indeed: for . . .’; cf. Triclinius’ ydp after édaun),
which in due course took the place of x1p.

853-9 Xo. iBouévac poeis.
HA. Wi pe viv
unrére mapaydyms 855
W ov... Xo. 7l dis;

HA. mdpeow éAmidwv éru kowordrwy
edmaTpiddv dpwyal.

~864-70 Xo. dokromos d Adfa.
H).  was yap ovk; 865
€l tévos drep éudv
xepav . .. Xo. mamai.
H). «éxevBev, ovre Tov Tddov dvriacas
otire ydwv map’ Hudv. 870

I accept (with Dawe, ed. 3) Diggle’s 8ouéva in 853 for the dubious eiSouer @ Op-.2°

The metre of these exchanges is ‘enoplian dochmiac™: 8 : ¢r : 8 (0r 6m8 : 8) | - —:: -
— v e D (iambel) | ar.?! The cretic colarion in 854/865 can be lineated as such, but is
really part of a longer verse: cf. on 513 (o0 7{ mw) above, also the apparent § : mol i &
at Phil. 830-1/846-7 (p. 90 below). The vulgate lineation here as § | 2cr || ~2ia| . . . has a
most unwelcome breach of synapheia in both stanzas (and open brevis in longo in str.),
after unwéri~ el £évos.

The divided iambic metron - — :: . — can likewise be treated either as a separate
colarion or as part of a longer verse (- E - D) with two speaker-changes (late style: cf.
829-31/842-5 above). The verse-overlap at éuav | yepawv followed by interjection is
similar to, and perhaps a model for, Or. 148/161.

1 For the favourite pk‘, equivalent to 3io, cf. CS I, n. 49; here followed by iono-choriambic
beginning —— - - . . (‘a maiore’), cf. O.T. 490fY., Trac. 849-50, etc.

¥ Diggle, Euripidea 149, n. 5 and 472, n. 147 (also 318 and Studies 86); for the responsion
<« —...add O.T 657/686. I also remove the 7’ before dpwyal in 859, consistently with LJ-W’s
discussion in Sophoclea, though not with their text.

5.8, cf. on Ant. 1261-9/1284-92 (esp. 1267-8/1290-1), CS 1, 87 with n. 98; and further below
on 1232/1253, Phil. 830/846, O.C. 117/149, 1561/1572.
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1058-69 7{ Tods dvwbev dpoviuwrdrovs olw-
(~1070-81) vovs éoopdpevor Tpodais
knSopévous dd’ dv Te BAd- 1060

grwow ad’ dv 7’ dvacw €v-
Q) 3 3 y ~

pwot 7a8’ otk ém’ {oas TedoTuev;
3 b 3 \ \ 3 \
aAX’ od Tav dios doTpamay

\ Al > ’ ’
kal Tav odpaviav Oéuw

8apov ovk amdvyTor 1065
& xBovia Bpotoiot Prijpa,

katd pou Béacov olkTpav

8ma Tois évepl’ Arpeldats,

3 ’ ’ 3y I3

axdpevra pépova’ dveildn:

1059 rpogais] -pas codd. 1061 Svaow Brunck: dvnow codd.
1066 ®rjua Dawe: ¢rijun O*°D*, dpdua cett.

Iono-choriambic sequences here frame a g/ | g/ | ph tricolon (1063-5/1075-7, see
below). Such sequences almost by definition admit alternative lineations; and there is
no reason why we should not have ionic and choriambic colometries in the same
stanza.

The opening ia ch ia [ ch ia (as above) is equally pe : anacr (cf. P V. 128/144, 133/149,
397-8/406-7) : io~ ia = anacr~ (cf. Pers. 107).22 Then 1060-2/1072—4 is naturally ch ia [
ch ia [ D ba (so Dawe). LJ-W lineate 1058-62/1070-4 as pe + anacr | anacr [ anacr [
anacr [ « « — - - — . — — , but anacreontics do not normally overlap, whereas
...-—/—.% .. .is a common type of ‘dovetailing’ (as at Anz. 153, 816). For the
concluding D ba (aeolic decasyllable) in iono-choriambic context, cf. Pers. 651/656,
Sept. 726/733, P V. 132/148.

At 1059 there is an overlooked point in the text: k78ecfa: + gen. rei is uncommon,
and it is somewhat awkward to understand d¢’ dv 7e . . . (‘both their parents and their
offspring’, see Kells) as governed by Tpodas (‘take care of the nurture <of those> from
whom . . ”). The construction is much less clumsy with a modal dat. Tpogais. There is
also a further benefit: the ‘caring’ is mutual, with «ndouévous at once middle and
passive in force. Pl. Tpogal (cf. O.C. 446, 1265, E. Su. 1137, Hec. 20, 599, lon 487, etc.),
also suits the mutual ‘nurtures’. In 1061 I accept Brunck’s évaow, cf. Ant. 616 (CS 11,
73-4), Hipp. 757.

The sequence in 1066-9 (~1078-81 odre Tt Tov Baveiv mpounbns : 76 7€ uy
BXémew éroipa, i 8i8Vpav édove’ "Epwiv, i Tis v ebmarpis e BAdoToL;) can be
similarly overlapped, as by Dawe, as ch ia [ ch ia [ ch ia [ D ba; but here lineation in
ionic (especially anacreontic) cola obviates repeated hyphenation at line-end. The
pattern —« . —«—-—— i« — . — . ——(twice) : -« — - . —. ——is like Ag. 447-51/466-70
and Phil. 687-90/703-6, differing only in the fourth colon (there simply - - — - —-), and
reminiscent of Anacreon’s archetypal strophe (fr. 1), with West’s indentations:

2 olwvovs here needs to be added to the exx. of internal correption in West, GM 11. Add also

deldaios Ant. 1310 and ?E. Su. 279 (not only ‘often in comedy’); also Toidade (alongside
T0l0UTOS).
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Some, following Merkelbach and Maas, would ‘dovetail’ these verses as ch ia [ ch ia
2ch ba. But there is no need for such repeated hyphenation at line-end, provided that
indentation is available to show metrical continuity.??

1074-6 ... mpdBoTos 8¢ udva calede
(~1063-5) 1’HMéktpa Tovt del martpos 1075

Setdaia oTevdyovas’ . ..

1075 scans correctly as a glyconic (in responsion with 1064 dAX’ o0 [na] Tav dids
dorpamav as pruned by Triclinius);** but 7ov is obviously nonsensical. The vulgate
mais olrov (Heath), though a step in the right direction, needs further improvement.
There are two maides in the recent context, of whom Electra is singled out (udva) in
this sentence. So write 7wais a8’ ofrov, incidentally eliminating the interlinear hiatus.

1085-9 ws kal oY mdykAavTov ai- 1085
@va Trowovt ellov,
\ \ \ 14
76 W) kadov kabomAicaca
8v0 pépew <év> évi Adywt,
y 3 7 -~ ~
cgoda 7’ dploTa Te wals kekAfjolbar

1085 mdyxAavorov pler. (~L) 1086 xeivov Froehlich, Schuppe
1088 <év> Brunck

Cf. Stinton, 490-1. The central point of the stanza is a paradox. Electra’s delib-
erately chosen wdyxAavros alwv, against which the chorus have repeatedly remon-
strated, is prima facie ‘not kaAév’. The chorus now recognize that that choice is, after
all, consistent with true dper1). They begin with a gnomic reformulation: od8eis T@v
dyabav dv | {dv kakds ebrdetav aloyivar Bélot | vdwupos, & mai mai- not simply
‘No dyafés would be willing to live xaxds’, but rather “. . . by living kaxdas to incur
shame and ignominy’. El. has indeed elected to live 09 kaAds (in a sense); but she is
anything but shamed or v&vupos (‘inglorious’) as a consequence. copd 7” dpioTa Te
mais kexAijofar at the end of the stanza is structurally antithetic to evxAeav
aloybvar . . . vdvupos at the end of the first sentence.?

ws kal ov . . ., i.e ‘Consistently with that, you also (paradoxically) . . .” (unless

3 West, GM 58. But West oddly says that ‘what would be a straightforward aaA. strophe is
transformed by dovetailing . . .”. To preserve the lineation of the papyrus is surely to resist the
‘transformation by dovetailing’. P. Maas (Greek Metre, trans. Lloyd-Jones [Oxford, 1962], 45),
mistakenly asserted that the Anacreon strophe as lineated in the papyrus without overlaps
‘cannot be analysed according to any normal pattern’. Not so: the first two verses are like Ag.
488-9 dAdoTplas Sial yuvawds' | 7dde aiyd Tis Baiile, and the ending is like Sepr. 325/337,
917/928, Ag. 203-4/216-17, Aj. 1186/1193, etc. (cf. n. 64 below). The overlapped redivision of the
Anacreon strophe is not wrong, but akin rather to a strait-jacket, committing the reader to a
purely choriambic view of what is properly heard as metrically ambivalent. The pattern with
indentations is no less visually satisfying; and one should surely not wish to conceal from the
reader the presence of anacreontic cola in a poem of Anacreon.

2 Cf 1239 $AX’ o pa rav Aprepwt where two syllables are de trop for a dochmius in
responsion with 1260 7is odv délav. ua is certainly intrusive there (absent from many MSS,
including L). Seidler also excised dAA’, but feav or fedv for Aprepwv (Steinhardt, West) is likely to
be right.

% Implicit is the apparently contradictory xadév ol xaldv theme, as often explored by
Euripides and in contemporary sophism (e.g. the dioool Adyor); cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, The
Sophists (Cambridge, 1971 = Hist. Gr. Phil. 111.i), 316.
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perhaps dv kal ov, sc. T@v dyalav, be considered an improvement). Then xowdv is
evidently wrong. Kells defends it as an epithet in general proper to mourning (sc. oov
Tois pidois). But the essence of Electra’s wdyxlavros aldv is its abnormality. She has
explicitly been alone (udva) in her constant and extravagant lamentation. The favoured
kAewdv (Madvig and Sirks) spoils the argument by anticipating the conclusion (1089).
We shall not understand the next verse unless we recognize that the mdyxAavtos aldv
is in itself ov kaAdv, though (paradoxically) a means of achieving efxAewa. Froehlich’s
keivov, consistent with disparagement (like Latin iste), is at once what the argument
requires and a smaller change (overlooked by Stinton).

1087 has been much emended,? but is rightly defended by Stinton: ‘taking as
equipment/armament what is not xalov, (so as) to achieve . . .. Metaphors of
‘weaponry’ are common in moral contexts. Unusual, indeed, is the use of active
kafomAioaca with the sense kafomAoauévn; but there are sufficient parallels for that
(cf. Kithner—Gerth i.110).

12324 iw yoval,
\ , y ,
yoval cwpdTwy éuol qATdTwWY,
éudler’ dpriws, . . .

~1253-5 § wés duoi,
6 mds av mpémor mapwy évvémew
7d8€ Slkar ypdvos: 1255

Thus the vulgate. Suspicion is aroused by the period-end (hiatus in the antistrophe)
splitting the anadiplosis yovai yovai (the comma is a subterfuge); and further by
recognition that 1253-5 in itself scans naturally as - — .« - — i — . — (8 ¢r or 8md)
followed by two dochmiacs, like fon 675-6 (~695-6) 6pcd Sdkpva wai mevBiuous |
dAadayas orevaypdrwv 7 éoBolds.?” Only part of the tradition, not including L, in
fact has yoval twice in 1232, and it may be that false repetition has displaced
something different. I suggest either i <{w> yoval cwudTwy or preferably (with
exact symmetry) (o yovai <lw> cwpdrwv.?

1273-7 HX. & xpdvwe pakpan
dAtrdTay 68ov
émafidoas HO€ pot pavivar,
wi 7 pe, moddmovov H8’ Sawv . . . 1275
Xo. 7{un morjow;
H). wi u’ dmooreprionis

-~ -~ ’ 4 ’
TV 0By mpoowmwy ndovav uebéobar.

The vulgate colometry {w (codd.) xpdvw: | pakpdt diArdrav 6dov émafid-lads
D6€ pou davivar (ia | 28 [ 2ia~) has anomalous word-end after overlapped long
anceps.”? éraidaas i G8¢ wor davivar is surely another catalectic trimeter like 1276

% Lloyd-Jones’s dxos for 76 w7, improbably postulating a gloss Tourv and otherwise
misconceived, is justly contemned by Bremer and Kip in Mnemos. 47 (1994), 241-2.

21 88, cf. n. 21 above.

% For the correption (not abnormal in Sophocles’ dochmiacs), cf. on A4j. 348-9 in CS 11, 55,
n. 18; particularly easy with (&)pot, cf. also Hec. 1067.

¥ Even a short syllable overlap from dochmiacs into iambics would be a rarity (CS II, nn. 33,
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and 1277 (cf. O.C. 541). Before that we easily obtain a characteristic pair of hypo-
dochmiacs (cf. 2467, Aj. 401-2/418-19, 403-4/421-2, O.T. 1208-9/1217-18, (?)Phil.
1214) by a routine correction of {& to &.3° Blass proposed i <iw>, but hd | hS is
likelier than 2ia | hS. The breach of synapheia at 686v is unremarkable, at change of
metre (cf. 243), and at the end of a 48 (cf. 4j. 401-2 aAAd p’ & Aids || dAkipa Beds
..., also (?)4). 422-3, O.T 1209, 1217).

PHILOCTETES®!

188-90 a 8’ dfvpéoTouos
Axw m™Aedavns mikpas
olpuwyds vmoxeiTac. 190

189-90 mikpds olpwyds Umoyeitac Irigoin, praeeunte Musgrave: -ds -ds
mékerrar codd.; alii alia

On the breach of synapheia at a 8 dfvpdorouds || Axw TnAedarys . . . (explained
as ‘the Babbler, distant Echo’ with a virtual comma), cf. Stinton, 317.

189-90. Thus Dain-Mazon (but without mentioning Musgrave, who glossed his
vmoyeiTar as subvehit). Echo ‘responsively gives forth bitter woe-cries”: vmo- as in
vmyxely, vmodwreiv, etc.; -yeirar middle, as in Ar. Vesp. 1020 kwpwidika moAdd
x€aaba. (of ventriloquial jokes; LSJ yéw IIL.1); mikpas oluwyds as Aj. 317 oluwyas
Avypds.>?

205-9 BdAAer BdAdew p’ éripa 205
dboyyd Tov oriBov kat’ dvdy-
kav €pmovros, 0U6€ e Adfe

53). As Parker has shown, word-end after long anceps is in general uncommon except at
penthemimeral caesura. Colometry that gives it following overlap at the beginning of a verse is
always to be rejected; cf. CQ 49 (1999), 409, n. 10.

%0 To redivide while keeping (& would give an anomalous trimeter ia ba ia (unacceptable with
the sequence - — — - — - — within the verse, see Stinton 127). On the common corruption of & to
lw, see CS1, n. 92.

3! Add references in CS I to Phil. 203/212 (n. 49), 709 (78), 710/721 (n. 49), 711/722 (n. 65),
1090/1111 (n. 60), 1151 (n. 8); in CS II to 140/155 (55), 184 (n. 20), 203/212 (n. 29), 677-8/692-3
(n. 77), 710/721 (n. 29), 835-6/851-2 (68), 83942 (71), 840 (n. 66), 1111 (69), 1139 (68).

2 Cf. the wrong «eitat for yeirar at I.T. 166 (p. 75, n. 4 above). Two other conjectures have
changed only « to x: mikpds oluwyds m’ dyeirar (Hermann) and mixpds olpwyds dmo yeita
(Erfurdt; so Pearson and Webster, but we surely need a verb with ‘active’ force with this
quasi-personal subject). Many other conjectures, variously with mukpas olpwyds (Musgrave) or
mkpais oluwyaio(w) (-ais Brunck), have changed the verb arbitrarily, without explaining the
corruption: vmaxover (Auratus; so Jebb and LI-W), dmnyeildmayei (Emperius, approved by
Kamerbeek), dmoxpover (Hartung, Purgold), dmoxAaler (Pflugk), dmaelSer (Rauchenstein),
dmoteiver (E. Viketos, LCM 12 [1987], 35). Jackson’s ¥mordre: depends on the insupportable
Taxeuws at El 123 (q.v.). Dawe has been content to obelize. In CQ 49 (1999), 421, I commended
mkpds olpwyds ma yeirar (Blaydes). This, if we also write TpAedars, gives an object-phrase
like TpAwmov {wdy 216; for 8ma of a lamenting ‘voice, utterance’, cf. EI. 1067 (olxTpdv), A. Su. 60
(olkTpds dAdyov); for 6ma with both epithet and genitive of content, cf. Hipp. 602 olwv Aéywv
dppnrov elofkovs’ éma. But if vmoxeiTar can be understood as ‘responsively pours forth’, there
is no need to look further, as Professor Collard has persuaded me.
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Bapeio TyAdfev atda
Tpvodvwp Sudonua Tyap Opoeit.

~214-18 ws molunv dypofdras,
> y ’ € ) ’
aAX’ 1) mou wraiwy b’ dvdy- 215
kas Bodt TyAwmov lwdv,
) \ »” > 4
7 vaos aevov adyd-
{wv Gpuov: mpofod i yap Sewdv.

214 dypoBétas RAU+; alyoBdras Burges 218 7 yap Wunder: ydp 7« codd.

The stanza surely ends with the common (commonly clausular), sequence (-) — — - -
— . ———, as argued in CQ 47 (1997), 299ff. with reference also to EIl. 123/139. As
mentioned there, more is at issue here in the colometry of the preceding verses. These
run comfortably only as above with period-end after . . . ue Adfec and . . . lwdv (at
a comma in ant.). The verse 0 0 — X — . . ——is rare (West’s Ai"’; in effect a hypermetric
wil -); but we may compare the sequence ia ch | ia ch - || (followed by hag : hag) at
Ant. 781-2/791-2. Then 208-9/217-18 is a dicolon ¢/ X g/ sp akin on the one hand to
tl § gl sp (as (D Aj. 196-7, Ant. 845-6/864-5, etc.), on the other to sequences with a link-
anceps like El. 486-7 d vw karémedvev aloyi-loTais év alreiais ~ 502-3 €l un 166
¢pdopa vukros | €0 kartacyfoe (also O.T 1096-7/1108-9, cf. Ant. 789-90/799-800;
CS 11, 76 with n. 50); here ¢/ — (~wil - ) rather than ¢/ - (»gl - ) in line with the preceding
wil | wil  wil —.

The usual colometry ~wil | wil [ wil [ wil J ... gives unacceptable word-end after
overlapped long anceps at at-/8a . . . (cf. n. 29 above), and a concluding verse — — -~ .
— « — — — doubtfully supported by O.C. 520/533 and 1248 (qq.v.). Bergk’s favoured
transposition dppov is unnecessary with the colometry as above (EI. 486-7/502-3
affording a parallel for the word-overlap in only one stanza).

The period-end (pendent close) at Adfe: is likely then to correspond with a light
sense-pause: not simply between verb and subject, but between verb and extended
subject-phrase; a consideration that may have a bearing on the crux in 209. Dindorf
proposed Bpnrei, but ‘laments’ is doubtfully appropriate. I would now suggest that yap
Bpoei conceals yapved (7 as PV, 78 ynpieras, v.1. yap-), cf. Ichn. 249-50 . . . év 1émouis
Toiade Tis véple yas | &8’ éyrpuoe (or éydpuoe) Béomw avddv.’® yijpus and ynpiw
(etc.) are frequent in contexts of clearly heard utterance (of various kinds), as at Hipp.
213, 1074, El. 754, 1327, Tro. 441, Ba. 178, Rh. 294, 609. frs. 369.6, 627, for Sophocles
cf. also O.T 186-7 wawdv 1€ Adumer oTovdeoad Te ynpus (Bothe ydpus) dpavios.

But I should also, at no extra cost, write Bapei’ 4 (n. pl.). The whole dicolon, not
just its first part, constitutes the subject of 098¢ pe Adfe, in line with the metrical
articulation: ‘nor escape my notice : from afar the intelligible utterances of a Bapeia
atda Tpvadvwp’.

678-9 kat’ dumuka 87 Spopudda <...>
8éopiov s TéraB’ of
maykparns Kpovov mais:

B eyapvoe Hunt, eynpvoe Siegmann, see R. Carden, BICS 18 (1971), 44. ynpu- may be right

everywhere in tragedy; but that does not exclude the possibility of yapv- in an archetypal MS, cf.
the variant yapdera: (aQ’K) at P V. 78. Cf. also yijpus (yépvs Bothe) at O.T. 187 (CS I, n. 81).
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~693-5 map’ & ordvov dvriTumoy <.
—> BapvBpir’ dmorAai-
geev alpaTnpdy:

695
678 dvrvya Musgrave <ASov> LI-W éaPev Vater, éBalev Stinton, édacev
Diggle 693 <véoov> LI-W

LJ-W’s supplements mend both the metre (giving - D X D before the ithyphallic) and
the defective sense.?* But <Z:8a> would be better in 678, both as the preferred lyric
form (cf. Trac. 121) and for the lipography reducing dpopada(c)da to Spopada; and in
6934 <Admav> (cf. 1088, 1195) gives at once more exact responsion and a likelier skip
after -vmrov.

680-6 dMov 8’ ovTw’ éywy’ olda kAvaw 680
008’ éoidwv poipat
7008’ éxbiov. svvTuyxdvTa BvaTiv,
o ” e/ . b ’I ’
0s ol L péfas <oU>Tw’ olite voodicas,
k] y » 3 ” > /
aAA’ {oos tév {ooist dmip
WAWE’ &8’ dvatiws: 685
766€ <8’ ad> Oadud u’ éxer . ..

~696-702 008’ 6s [rav] feppordrav aipndda k-
Kiopévay éréwy
&vbiipov m0dos fmiowot pvAlots
katevvdoeier: tel Tis éuméoort
dopBddos Ték Te yast éleiv, 700
tépmer yapt dAdoT’ dAdaydr
767’ dv eldvdpevos . . .

683 ot 71 péas <ov>Tw’ Bergk: otir’ épfas Tw’ fere codd., olTe T péfas Tw’
Eustathius 686 <8’ ad> Wunder 696 7av del. Erfurdt fepuopirav Blaydes
698 éumijpov Vauvilliers 701 efpme (Bothe) 6’ Hermann, elpm’ dv Stinton

683. We certainly need the double accusative construction with both participles (d7o
kowod), not os ovr’ épfas Tw’, oU T voodicas (as Jebb, Pearson, Webster). LI-W
accept 8s odre 7T péfas Tw’. . ., but 77 pé¢- is doubtful prosody in lyric (see now
Diggle, Euripidea 456-8).3% o0 7. .. ol 7. . .is no improvement, pace Stinton (281)
and Dawe. o9 . . . odiTe is stylish, especially with od ¢ in the first limb (GP 509 with
n. 2).

684. Responsion is again flawed (also in 686/702, see below). Prima facie, better sense
would be obtained here by writing dAA” {os év <ovk> loots dvijp (‘a just man among

3 Their discussion in Sophoclea variously supersedes Stinton’s (279-80); but some doubt
remains over dumuxa (dvrvya Musgrave) and 8+ (om. QT). The latter is defensible, but de/ would
be more pointed. As to the verb, éAafev is surely wrong; for édacev, cf. Or. 168. For the word-end
after long anceps in the sequence X D x i D, cf. on O.T 196/209 (CS 11, 76 with n. 82).

35 The Eustathian v.l. may owe something to reminiscence of Od. 4.690 oire Twa péfas
éalowov otire Tu elmaw. (The smaller correction 6s od 7t péfas Tw’ olire voadioas gives a
possible verse [ia /k]; but an unsyncopated trimeter is likelier for responsion with 699, g.v.)
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unjust’ (giving — -~ - — . — . —, a very common form of iambic dimeter). There is then
room for a more convincing emendation in 700 (see below).3¢

696-9. feppordrav is perhaps not worse than questionable.’” Worse problems follow.
The syntax has run on at some length from the strophe with {v’ ad76s % mpdoovpos,
ovk €xwv Bdow ... o08¢...008" Os ..., and we expect the sentence to end at
katevvdaoewer.’® An appended if’ clause, apparently quite elaborate, is otiose verbiage,
whether its general sense is ‘if ever he desired some relief” or ‘if ever the disease
afflicted him’, as to which opinions have differed.> A supplement is evidently needed
in 699 to complete a trimeter. For that, and at the same time for the defective sense
and syntax, I suggest karevvdoeev €l <8’ doa> Tis éuméoor | . . . (keeping éAeiv in
700, with Stinton). don/doa is a rare word with just the right connotation of
‘intolerable craving’ (cf. Med. 245, Sappho 1.3), and the corruption is credible: first
perhaps as a skip giving karevvaceiric, later expanded to -do<erev> i 715.90 A new
sentence now begins with: ‘and/but if ever some intolerable craving fell upon him to
get something (?) from the earth, he would . . .”.4!

700 (~684). As things stand, 684 dAX’ {gos év {oois dvijp is a lekythion of a form with
split resolution paralleled only at Sepz. 235/241 in sub-dochmiac context; and 700 can
become a lekythion (unsymmetrical, unlike Sept. 235/241) only with Stinton’s bald 7.
for éx Te. Responsion will now be satisfied (see above) by writing ¢opBddos <dxos>
7t I'ds €Xeiv. arxos will have dropped out after ados, and éx will have come in, as
Stinton suggested, as an explanation of the genitive, for which I write I'ds in line with
his discussion.

701-2 is now the apodosis of the ‘if” clause in 699-70. Stinton convincingly argued
the need for elpm’ dv or elpme 8’ dv (not elpme 8’ with delayed dv);** and he
accommodated efpr’ dv by an earlier interpolation of ‘and’ (el . . .) in 699, where I
have proposed € 8’ . . . In 702 Stinton then read vd7’ [dv] elAvduevos, in responsion
with 686 76 &’ ad (Wecklein) fadud p’ €yer. He was very probably right to keep 7671’
(for which Dawe accepts Seyffert’s 766°); but Wunder’s 768¢ <8’ ad> in 686 enables

3% & obk . .., cf. év od kaddi Or. 579, év o kaipdt Ba. 1287. Others have looked for - - - -«
— . — (ch ia), with év <y’> {oois (Hermann) or &v {oots (Schultz) in str. and Hartung’s éx 7t yds
in ant. (rightly challenged by Stinton [282] on linguistic grounds). Dindorf’s éx yalas gives a most
improbable long after the choriamb (cf. on Hipp. 1387-8 in CQ 49 [1999], 427); it also leaves us
without an object other than ¢vAXa understood—ineptly, since what is ‘taken from the earth’
might well be some root or fungus.

37 Bepuordrav is a surprising superlative in a context where feppo- has to do with ‘fever’.
LJ-W do well to mention Blaydes’s feppopirav, but feppopiTwy seems better (with éAxécwr); cf.
Wilamowitz’s correction dpyvpoppiTwy for -rav at Herc. 387.

3 For the single word (a verb) thus overlapping metrical period-end, cf. 4j. 229, O.T. 493, El.
1095, Sept. 121, Ag. 245.

¥ Jackson’s <wéfos>, approved by Dawe, rejected by Stinton, is too weak a word for the
context. LJ-W argue for <emaouos> (or similar), in conjunction with Turnebus’s éAcv (for which
the case is far from sufficient to justify its acceptance into the text).

4 Less probably xarevvdoer € <8’ doa> Tis éuméaor would give a syncopated trimeter (cf.
n. 35 above).

41 The revised punctuation cuts across Stinton’s discussion (281ff.), which nevertheless includes
many valuable insights.

42 On the legitimacy of elided -¢ before dv, see Diggle, Euripidea 109 (with n. 61) and 197.
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us to keep 767’ dv ellvdpevos. . . —— . . —is at least as likely as - — — - . —in a verse
immediately followed by an iono-choriambic tetracolon like EI. 1066-9/1078-81.

714-17 ds und’ olvoxiTov mpatos 1joln Sexérer xpdvwe 715
Aevoowy 8’ €l mov
/ \ > 4
yvoin oTaTov els Vdwp,
alel mpooevapua

~726-9 Zmepyeiov Te map’ 6xbas, v’ 6 xdAkaoms avip feois
mAdfe mais <Oeot>
Oelwe mupl mapdans,
Oiras dmep Sxfwv.

716 €l mov Brunck: émov codd. 717 alel Tr: dei codd. 738’ évdoua Wakefield
728 wAdfn QR (Bergk) mais <feod>] wdow codd.

714-15/726-17 is the fourth of a run of ‘asclepiad’ verses beginning with (707-8)/
718-19 viv 8 dvpdv dyabdv maidos mavrdoas (sic: -7foas codd., edd.).*

There have been many conjectures for 7dow in 728, but no one seems to have
suggested wais <feod>: a natural aggrandizing designation of Heracles in this context
of apotheosis. feod will have dropped out before the adjacent felw:. That gives us
another 2sp colarion (- - : — -) like 711/722 (there followed by anacr, here by ¢/ like
Ant. 844/863).% It only remains to accept Brunck’s Aetoowy 8’ €l wouv (for 8° Smov) in
716.

827-54. A tensely dramatic pair of stanzas. The metre is predominantly dochmiac,
with some characteristically Sophoclean features; notably a partiality for the cola
————— and ia sp (cf. El. 504-15). The responsion is compoundly flawed in
833-4/849-50, with some obscurities of sense; again in all probability as a con-
sequence of lipography (cf. 678/693, 683-4/699-700), as it certainly is in 838 (~854).
The dramatic situation is that the chorus of sailors see no good reason for not
seizing the opportunity of departing at once with the Bow while Philoctetes is asleep.
Neoptolemus reminds them in a dactylic mesode that the Bow alone is of no value
without Philoctetes.* But for the chorus the need for Philoctetes as well as his bow is

A repeated dv (Kiithner-Gerth i.246fT.) associates naturally enough with the correlative rdre
‘in apodosi’ and the participle eZAvéuevos. LI-W obscurely object to ad in 701 as ‘not suitable’.
The sense is ‘And/but I am further amazed, (wondering) how . . .". 8’ ad is uncertain indeed (with
uncertainty also in the corresponding place); but it gives unexceptionable sense. The emotion of
the chorus, contemplating Phil.’s éx6{omy poipa and scarcely credible mode of existence, is a
combination of pity and astonishment. The former predominates in 676-85 (down to &AAvE’ &S’
avaéiws); but Badpa is already implicit in the evaluation ‘surpassed only by Ixion’s fate’. Those
who still reject 768¢ <8’ ad> may prefer Dindorf’s 768¢ <rot>. LJ-W cite ‘GP 331’ for their
unlikely 766¢ <pav>. Nothing sufficiently similar will be found there.

“ Cf. 680-1/696-7, Ant. 944-7/955-8 (CS 1, 81-2), etc. -avrdaas, cf. Tro. 212 dvrdow, and my
correction 6pudoac’ at Pho. 1064.

4 CS1, 80 with n. 65. In 710fF./721ff. LJ-W rightly divide after 7é¢wv ~ mAijfe. (at the end of
a ph* verse), against Dawe (followed by West in GM 108). Dawe’s word division after long penult.
and with overlap following . . . — — — cannot be right. But then —— : — — : . . — . — . ——is better
regarded as 2sp | anacr than as a (nameless) long verse beginning X_%-

% Arguably the chorus have heard of this double requirement only at 610—13 in the narrative
of the ‘Merchant’. But, though the ‘Merchant’ is a suspect witness on other matters, no one is
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secondary (843 ‘Nay, the god will see to this’), by comparison with the primary task as
repeatedly set forth by Odysseus in the prologue, the ‘capturing’ of the Bow without
which Troy cannot be taken (68-9), explicitly by ‘theft’ of some kind (77-8).4” So in the
antistrophe the chorus again urge Neoptolemus to devote his best efforts to the
fulfilment of that task (keivo 850), and not to deviate dangerously in accordance with
Philoctetes’ wishes. Their utterance is sotto voce and allusive, for fear that Phil.’s
apparent sleep may be dimvos. At 852, if v is right, their allusiveness embraces
Odysseus (‘you know whom I mean’), who must not be named in Philoctetes’ hearing.

827-9 “Ymv’ 880vas ddaris, “Ymve 8’ dAyéwr,
edans Huiv éXfos,
L 3/ N
edalwv evalwy dvaé:

~843-5 aAXd, Téxvov, Tdde uev feds Sferar
dv 8 dv <k>dpelfn u’ adls,
’ 4 5 4
Baidv pot Padv, & Tékvov . . . 845

Hermann’s dAyeos seductively gives a 4da opening verse (with correption then at
Serar, as at EL 141 across a comma).*® But LJ-W are doubtless right in keeping
aAyéwv; also in their other textual decisions here (though their unsymmetrical
colometry needs correction). 4da followed by a shift to metre other than iambic
would be unusual, and it is likely enough that Sophocles intended period-end after
—<<—<<—«.—-—here* and likewise in 1091/1112 below (where a dochmius follows
after a sense-pause in both stanzas). The appropriate notation for such an enoplian
verse in dochmiac context will be D? x —, analogous to D X — which behaves virtually
as an expansion of — . . — X —: cf. the opening ibycean — . . — . . -« —at Cho. 315/332
and the same (more clearly sub-dochmiac, and admitting unequal penult.) at Sept.
205/213, 222/229. A modification of 4da towards dochmiac gives a not inappropriate
start to these stanzas (followed in both places by a sense-pause).

828-9/844-5 are then phrased so as to divide most naturally as seven long syllables
followed by eight; a pattern common in lyric anapaests (e.g. E/. 193-4/213-14), which
quite often associate with dochmiacs. At the same time it can scarcely be fortuitous
that the fifteen syllables are also divisible as three - — — - — cola (a favourite, as we have
seen). ——— i ————— is a possible form of the ‘dochmiac compound’ 6m8.30 — — — :
—— i ———is similarly adjacent to dochmiac at Trac. 1007(?)/1027 and EI. 203/223.

intended to disbelieve his report of the oracle. Neoptolemus has taken it from the start that the
mission to Lemnos has a compound target (cf. next note).

47 Three times in the prologue Neoptolemus explicitly contemplates taking Philoctetes as well
as the Bow to Troy (90-2, 102, 112); whereas Odysseus everywhere speaks as if the Bow is the sole
target (68-9, 113, 115), with ‘theft’ as a prominent theme (55, 57, 77). The expression 8dAwt
AafBeiv (101, 107) is ambiguous, as applied to Philoctetes. Those ambiguities are doubtless a
calculated preparation for the dilemma in the present scene.

8 One might even be tempted then to begin the stanza with a hexameter. Hermann’s edaés is
easy enough. But &v 8’ dv duelfne p’ then ends the hypothetical hex with an elided enclitic.
evars is likely to be sound, both in itself, and for the paronomastic assonance with edaiwv
edaiwv. Hermann’s alternative <«>aue{fn: in ant. is palmary. Dawe’s 28 verse here beginning
with —. . —— i —. . . is impossible (cf. Parker' 12).

% Surprisingly Dale found that harder to accept than @Ay(e)@v in responsion with Gérai at
verse-end, for which there is no sort of parallel. A possible interpretation of Or. 1300 gives the
same prosodiac length (see comm.; but I should no longer cite Trac. 1024 as a parallel).

* For the notation 8.8, see n. 21 above and further in n. 52 below.
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The metrical argument thus favours the majority reading dva¢ in 829 (dvaé VTa,
Wilamowitz). The position of & between attributive epithet(s) and vocative is indeed
unusual; probably a poeticism on the model of 1. 4.189 ¢idos & Mevérae.®!

830-2 Supact 8’ dvréyois Tavd’ alylav, 830
d Tératal Ta viv:
L/ ", ’
{0 10 por, wardv

~846-8 méume Aywv pipav, ws mwdvTwy
& véow: eddparis
Jmvos dvmvos Aevocew:

A dochmiac sequence (followed by strong pause in both stanzas): 8~ | 8 | ia sp ||.2
This seems preferable to the usual division — - - — - — | ———— . . — . —]|. .., in which

the second verse is in danger of being mistaken as aeolic (X g/). For the sub-dochmiac
ia sp verse with split resolution, cf. Trac. 846-7 (CS11, 68; if. (8., West, GM 15, n. 24).

833-6 & Térvov, 6pa tmod ardon(y),
moi 8¢ Pdom(1): mas 6€ pot Tavreifevt
¢povridos, Spdis 16n: 835
mpos 7i puévouev mpdooew;

~849-52 AN’ & 71 Sdvar tudrioTov
kevd pou keivo Adfpa(e)t 850
€80l omaL mpdées:
oloba yap év avbdpar

8334 mod] mas Q*° moi] mov KGQR 836 uévouev Erfurdt: pevoiuer codd.
849 Sdvar LS: -ato cett. 850 weivo alterum om. A 850 Adfp’ ZgT 851 émau
Schneidewin: G7¢ pler., drws L+ 852 év pler.: dv LSV, & K, & sl. AUY; ¢ 3’
Dawe

There is plainly compound corruption in the words obelized between the cola
— v« —(ia, like 201 eVoTou’ éxe, mai ~210 dAX’ éxe, Tékvov)and —ev « ———|— e« ——
— (ia sp twice). The most favoured procedure has been to expand 850 to correspond
with 834. LJ-W print xeivo <81> pot, keivd <uor> Aabpaiws (<6%> Hermann, <por>
Kuiper, <-ws> Campbell); but this triply supplemented text is at best a makeshift. The
metre thus (ia : mol then «2ia : mol) inspires no confidence (including as it does the
rarecut—. —— : —.—). As to the language, no parallel is cited for the ellipse of <éye:>
in the indirect question mds . . . ppovridos in 834-5; and in 849-51 the sentence ‘In the
highest degree possible consider how you will secretly perform that (thing, action)’ is

5! LJ-W have too many commas here (. . . éMois, edaiwv, edaiwv, dvaf). We already have
edars as a predicative adjective with éAfocs. ebaiwv bis must then be part of the vocative address,
as a laudatory epithet; not as in Jon 126/142, where the same anadiplosis is certainly predicative
(to Apollo, with eixs). It is natural for Ton to pray for ‘good /ife’; less so for the chorus here. A
reminiscence of Jon is indeed not unlikely, the association with 7waidv (ITawiv) providing a
further link.

2 Cf. 88:8 i 8 (- - - — - -) at Aj. 887-9/933-5 (CS 11, 61); 88 (8 : mol) like Ion 695, Or. 158,
etc.; for 8m8 beginning with — . . — cf. Hipp. 1276, etc. (CQ 49 [1999], 425-6). dvricyos
(Musgrave) or dumioyows (Burges) could be right; but dochmiac - - - — - — is acceptable here.
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oddly expressed. Something seems to be missing, perhaps a participle <movav> with ¢
Tu 8dvaw pdxiaTov (‘labouring to the best of your ability’).

In 833-4 we appear to have a reflection of a standard deliberative idiom mod o7;
moi Po; (with variations, cf. Alc. 863, Hec. 1056, 1079, and similarly 7oi 7is odv
doyn; moi podwv pévw; at Aj. 404). If we begin by changing the future verbs
atdon() . . . Bdon(e) to subjunctives orais . . . Bais and adding <movav> (ex. gr.) after
pdkioTov, the passage begins to take shape with likelier verse units: & Tékvov, Spa
(ia) : mob otdis, moi 8¢ Bais (8) | wds 8¢ por...~dAX’ 6 T 8dvar i pdkioTov
<movv> | keivd pot . . .

We are then left with the seemingly intractable residue trdavredfevt ~ txeivo
Adfpat. Here too the likeliest line of attack is supplementation.

(i) s 6€ po i Tdvreifev <déper> | ppovriSos. Spdis 78n turns the transmitted cr
mol into a cr : & colon following a dochmius (cf. El. 853-4/864-5, p. 80 above). ¢éper
might well have dropped out before ¢p-. “You already see the consequent tenor of my
thinking’ (LSJ ¢épw VIL.3b).

(ii) A clue to what is missing in 859 is afforded by the transmitted 6v adédpar in
851, lacking a satisfactory referent as things stand (and consequently altered to ¢ y’
addduar by Dawe). The reference can scarcely be to Philoctetes (straightforwardly
identified by the demonstrative of7os in 853). “You know whom I mean’ should surely
refer here to Odysseus, the author of the plan that Philoctetes will fail to execute at his
peril, and who must not be named in Philoctetes’ hearing. But for that we shall need
something like xeivd pot i <76> kelvou (sc. 'Odvocéws) Adbpa | é£180T Smws mpdéeus.

For the extra cretic in the verse 834/850 as thus speculatively reconstructed, cf. also
EI. 507, 513 (p. 78 above). The interlinear hiatus after Adfpa(:) is acceptable (at change
of metre) between & and ia sp.

837-8 Kaipds Tou mdvrwy
yvapav (oxwy
\ \ ’ ~ ’ »
moAd mapa méda <mukwois> kpdTos dpvuTad.

~8534 el tradravt rovTwe
yvduav {oxes,
4 » -~ 3 -~ ’
pndAa Tou dmopa mukwois évideiv wdby.

838 <mrukwois> J. F. Ch. Campe (Gy.-Pr. Greiffenberg, 1866, 17)
853 radrav G 853a loyeis L"SA+: éyeus pler. 854 muxwois Tr: mukvoia(w) pler.

The sequence ————— i —— : ——is like Anz. 844-5/863-4, 1121-2/1132-3 (CS I, 80,
85), and probably best lineated as two verses. The exact symmetry here, including
repetition of yvdpav lox-, favours similarly exact symmetry, very probably with
another verbal echo, in the defective final verse. Campe’s neglected <muxwois> is
therefore preferred to Hermann’s <moAd 7> molv . . . It is indeed especially for those
intelligent enough to recognize it that Kaupds (cf. El. 75) ‘there and then (wapd mdda)

wins much xpdros’.>

53 Parker' (11) pointed out that 854, as things stand, is the only instance in Sophocles of the
overlap...- i - . — . — in dochmiacs, so common in Aeschylus and frequent also in Euripides.
That is scarcely a ground for suspicion (I have added two other instances at Anz. 841/860 and O.C.
120/152). In general Sophocles has a higher proportion of non-overlapping dochmiacs; at the
same time he was capable of exceptional overlaps, as (with exact responsion) at 399 67e 7a
mdTpia Tev-'yea mapediBooav ~ 515 perariféuevos év-'Oamep émuéuovev earlier in this play.
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In 853 there is a compelling need for an adversative (‘If on the other hand . . .’), not
asyndeton; and it costs little to write el 8’ ad Tav TovTov yvuav loxeis (TodTov, ‘of
Philoctetes’, now antithetic to xeivov, ‘of Odysseus’). “To have, or adopt, the yvdyun of
a person’ is a natural enough way of saying ‘to go along with the thinking, desire, etc.’
of that person (akin to the common idiom ¢poveiv 7d Twos). The vulgate TadTar
(Dobree) Tovrwe is otherwise doubtful, pace Diggle (Studies 7): yvadunv Tadri
T{fepar is doubtless right at Phil. 1448; but one could scarcely say 77 (rather than 7iva
or molav) yvouny éxets;

839-42. Neoptolemus’ four hexameters, constituting a mesode, are surely lyric like
Trac. 1010-14, 1018-22, 103140 (CS 11, 71--2), and 7dvé’ should be read for 718’ in
840.

8624 Spa, PAén’ €l kaipia
POéyyme- 70 8’ dddowpov aude
bpovridi, mai, mévos
6 w1y gpoPaw rkpdrioTos.

862 BAér’ € Hermann: BAémer codd. 863 dud: Dindorf (d-): éude codd.

Dindorf’s dua. for éud: merits further advocacy.™ As things stand, between the

iambic verses (ia cr. .. 2iaywehave .. .|-—<.—.~||-.——..—< ~|| ... asalien aeolic
verses (¢! and ~gl) with two pauseless breaches of synapheia.’> The clausular sequence
issurely ... —vc—v. |« —~—.——(like 142-3/157-8, 1093-4/1114-15, 1097-8/1119-20,
1130-1/1154-5, O.C. 235-6 w1} v wépa xpéos | éudr wéder mpoadins, etc.).”® Before
that we clearly need . . . -@oinov aud:, completing the enoplian sequence - ee : — D —

like Tro. 820-1 (~840-1) pudrav &p’, & ypvoéais i év olvoydass dfpa Palvwy|...>

1095-8 a¥ 1ot 0V Tou kaTnéiw- 1095
gas, & BapimoTue
todk dAobfev éxmu Toxar TG8’T dmo uellovos
€b1é ye mapov dpoviicar . . .

~1116-20 moTIOoS <TETHOS> € Sarpudvwy
7a8’, Tovdé oé yet 66Aos
éox’ Vo xewpos éudst oTvyepav €xe
SvomoTuov dpav ém’ dAdots . . . 1120

1095 ¥ Tow semel KS 1096 xodi SQ (Erfurdt) 1116 <wéruos> Erfurdt 1117
ye om. SQV+

Parker’s other argument for mvkwd 7’ (Blaydes) is sufficiently met by LJ-W. It may not be in
character for these sailors to assert their own cleverness. But they can properly appeal to
intelligence as a presumed attribute of the person they are attempting to persuade. Moreover,
though they may be ‘simple sailors’, they are undeniably capable of using sophisticated language.
mukwd 7’ is otherwise questionable, even as one could not say pdAa dmopa moAAd Te.

54 Preferably aspirate; West, AT xxx.

% Cf.CSL,72,n. 31.

% 2da | 2ia. is indeed less usual than 4da | 2ia., but cf. Jon 212-13 (~230-1) 8Bpiuov év dios :
e'xq]ﬁé/\otcn Xepolv, also the verse — - - — - - i — . —at Hipp. 1108/1127.

57 Similar to Aj. 221-2/245-6 (CS 11, 53-4); cf. also the probable - D — : D |ith at 678-9/693-5
in this play.
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LJ-W unsymmetrically print ¢¥ Tot 0¥ 7ot katnéiwaoas, & BapimoTue, xodk as a
hypermetric verse (3ia - —) in responsion with 7éruos oe Sawpudvwv 7dd’°, 0dde o€ ye
86Xos (3ia). If the doubled wdrpos is not accepted, then we need single ¢ 7ot in 1095
(so Dawe). But the doubling is likely to be right;*® in which case the verse will have
been, not a trimeter, but the common 2ia + 8.° The verse-division at kov« || dAXofev is
otherwise unlikely, at the point where the metre shifts to the favourite 4da | 2ia»
(contrast the strong pause before the same at 1130-1/1153-4, and note the clear
period-end at 86Aas | in the antistrophe).

It follows that we need to reduce 098¢ o€ ye in 1117 to three syllables (~ & Bapv-),
preferably 00[8¢] aé ye.%° We shall also need a better emendation in 1097 than
Dindorf’s & toxa a8’ for éyme Toxar 7418’, accepted by LI-W. éxn is aptly reflected at
éox’ in 1118, and a most unlikely interpolation here. More probably the prosy and
unmetrical phrase royat 7a:8’ is false, credibly introduced as an explanation of éyne. I
suggest

dAXobev ovk Exmu [TOxar Ta8’] <09d8’> dmo uellovos.

For the hyperbaton thus of the negative, cf. 4j. 682 alév od pevoivra, El 1211 mpos
8{kms yap od oréveis. The intrusion of royar 768’ will have extruded 008’.

1123-45/1146-68. A strophic pair with several issues of responsion.

1125. yeAdr pov, yept maddwv ("ph following gl | gl) stands in responsion with 1148
x@pos ovpeaifiras. Such inverted responsion (- <. . .) in the aeolic base is extremely
rare.’! wodyyeddr = por éyyelds is otherwise plausible here.%

1126. Conversely Tav éuav pedéov Tpodav stands in responsion with 1149 duyd.
unxér’ dm’ adAiwv. Here we might consider writing apav for éuav (cf. 863 above; less
probably éuav Tod ueAéov since we need rav with rpoddv), giving . —— < - — < —.

(1128)/1151. Read dAxav Tav mpdalfev BeAéwr (CS 1, 66, n. 8).

1134-5/(1157-8). tdAX’ év peradlaydit | modvunydvov dvdpos épéaomu. 1134
should doubtless be restored as an iambic dimeter (following 4da) with either LJ-W’s
éuds <ye> gapkos aloAds or something like Stinton’s <év 8airi> capkos aloAds in
1157.8% We also seem to need <yepoiv> in 1134. But év peradlayd: remains oddly
without point, as things stand. One looks for some allusion to the other ‘change (i.e.

8 Cf. 135 7 xp7, 7{ xp1} pe. .. (v xpn semel GQRS). Initial anadiplosis becomes very
frequent in Sophocles’ later plays (so, in the latter part of Phil., also 1101, 1169, 1178, 1179, 1187,
1188, 1197, 1209, 1213).

%% 2ia : § is very common. For 2ia [ & with this short-syllable overlap (already at Eum.
158-9/165-6), cf. Med. 1280-1/1291-2, etc. (CQ 49 [1999], 420 with n. 36).

% The pronoun is not needed, and 098¢ ye is not impossible (GP 156); but o€ ye is likely to be
genuine (cf. Ant. 790, O.T 1101). 008¢ e [ye] might seem more obvious, not all MSS having the
ye; but interpolation of this ye is less likely than careless omission. 008¢ is more easily pruned: o0
is more normal idiom here; at the same time it is credible that ovde was generated by misreading
of ov ce.

' K. Itsumi, CQ 34 (1984), 68. It differs from some other inequalities in that . —. . . forms are
plausibly regarded as ‘anaclastic’, behaving in tragedy differently from-x .. .and ---. .. forms
as J. A. J. M. Buijs has shown (Mnemos. 38 [1985], 74ff.), and meriting the notations “g/ and “ph
(CS1, 66, n. 6).

62 Jebb proposed éyyeldt, but podyyerd: has the merit of restoring synapheia in this g/ | ph
sequence. It also accounts for the abnormal pov (not Cavallin). For this crasis, cf. 4j. 1225, Eum.
913, Ar. Ach. 339, etc. (Kiihner—Blass i.222--3).

¢ Stinton, 122, 285-6.
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changed ownership) of weapons’ in which this same moAvurjyavos dwjp has previously
been involved (when Odysseus defeated Ajax for the Arms of Achilles), and I suspect
that dAA’ may conceal dAA- ‘other’. Perhaps then dAlat <8’ dmAw>v peraldayde. . .
épéaomu. For the combination with one noun of both subjective and objective
genitives, cf. Kithner-Gerth 1.337, Anm. 4. The presumed need for yepoiv is
questionable.

1136-9/1159-62. At 1136-9 we straightforwardly have ia ch |iach|— v« ——- . ——:
««——«<—<——(4ch ba, but with a familiar kind of iono-choriambic word-division in
the last two verses.64 At 1159-62, after the same ia ch | ia ch the MSS’ unkére undévos
kpativwv | 6oa méumer Puddwpos ala gives chia— i ... rather thanchch—: ... No
parallel is in view for such ‘free responsion’ (Webster, after Dale) of ¢k and ia in the
middle of such a standard sequence. undévos must surely be a corruption of undév
followed by either <ye> (Frederking) or <7.> (Wecklein); preferably the latter (cf. LSJ
7is A.14). Gen. undévos will have readily displaced undév as seemingly more normal;
but kpativew + acc. is quite in order (LSJ s.v. II).

1178-80. ¢ida por $ida TaiTa mapiyye-/Aas éxdvri Te mpdooew. Presumably
ionic (following an ionic trimeter and two anacreontics). But can ionics begin with
<+« =+ . — .« .- without becoming anapaests? Hartung deleted the second ¢ila.
Alternatively we might supply a syllable, e.g. $ida pot dpida <8%> 7aira. .. (or
<wot> again).

Then iwpev {wpev (r2), || tvads &’ fuiv Téraxtort, in which the second verse is
metrically ‘unique’ (Stinton 137).5° The phrasing is not self-evidently sound, and may
well be corrupt, perhaps for vais fuiv iva Téraxras (2iar): ‘where our ship is drawn up
and ready for us’. IN drops out before INA and is restored (following suprascription)
in the wrong place, before rather than after HM.

1211. Xo. moi yds; Du. els Aidov (preferably A.da, cf. 678 above). This is much more
likely to be a divided dochmius (cf. O.C. 837/879, Herc. 1061, Or. 148/161; here
another — — — — — verse) than a divided penthemimer (or ‘sp. + ba.” as Dawe) with é.
And indeed eis is the older reading (és only GRAUY).

1214-17 mds v eloidowui o’ d0Ads v’ drip,
Os ye oav Aimwv lepav 1215
ABdd’ éBav éybpois davaois
apwyds; ér’ ovdev elul.

1214 7s o’ dv eloibowp’ Wilamowitz 1216 éBav éxfpois Buijs: éx- €B- codd.

LJ-W surprisingly accept Dindorf’s nos av eloidoys’ | d0Ads o’ dvip.®® For
the purpose of obtaining two hypodochmiacs (plausible, cf. on El. 1273-7 above)

 The MSS have . . . éunoar’ OSvcaceds in 1139, but it is generally accepted that the name is
an intrusive gloss. For thecolon ... i cc——c.—.—— , cf. Sept. 325/337, Anacr. fr. 1.3, etc. (p. 82
above with n. 23).

% 1 do not understand Dawe’s notation ‘chor. dim. A (after Dale). Webster’s gloss on that (‘but
in this context like an anaclastic anacreontic’) likewise has little contact with reality.

¢ Inconsistently with their note on 1213-17 in Sophoclea, which implies acceptance of the
paradosis here against metrical changes which disturb the transmitted combination of ‘iambic,
ionic and dactylic metre . . . typical of late S’.
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Wilamowitz’s transposition is simpler and otherwise better (GV 406, n. 2). But there is
nothing certainly wrong with the transmitted ~3ia verse (accepted by most editors),
followed by wil | wil | hag |||. We do, however, need Buijs’s transposition in 1216.5” The
vulgate wil beginning - X — - . . . is of a form not recognized by Itsumi.®®

OEDIPUS AT COLONUS®®

117-20 XOPOZX
4 7 el ~ ’
topa-t ris dp’ fv; mod valey;
mob kvpel ékTémos oubels
(4 4 (4 4 k] /’
0 TAVTWY O TAVTWY AKOPEGTATOS; 120

~149-52 Xo. téét adaav Suudrwv 150
dpa kai jofa dvrdApios;
Svoaiwv pakpaiwv 0°, s’ émecdoar

The metre of 117-18/149-50 is anomalous, whether taken as a single verse or as « —
(exclam.) | - - — — - — .7 At the same time . — i . . — i — - — is suggestively like the
stanza-opening verse - — i <« - — i — . —at Jon 676 5pc> 8dkpva kal mevBipovs ~ 695
i, mdTep’ udr Seomoivar (88, there followed by 28).7' Suspicion is justified, the
more so as € € in 149 is variously uncertain, not only as a metrical chameleon. 149
follows the first intimation to the chorus that the alarming, intruding mpéaBus is blind,
and an exclamation expressing surprise and further superstitious aversion (cf. 143 Zed
dAefirop) would be more to the point than a grieving ‘alas!’? éa éa here (cf. PV 687
éa éa, dmeye deb) would correspond nicely with a doubled Jpa in 117, otherwise likely
in line with Eum. 255 pa dpa udA’ ad- Aedooe 16<mo>v (West) mdvrar. Haplography
is common, especially of exclamations, and ea would reduce easily to € before adawv.

We then have . < - — . . — ¢ . Unusual, but cf. Sept 935 epz& pawopévar ~ 949 mo
8¢ aduaot yds, Su. 350 LBG we Tav ikétw ~ 361 ad 8¢ map’ Suydvov, Eum. 837 = 870
éué mabeiv 7dde, ped, Ar. Av. 426-9 (and CS 11, 57 on A4j. 604-8/617-20).

Be that as it may, this agitated choral entry is certainly in the first instance
dochmiac in character, and 119-20/151-2 should be redivided as above.”® The colon
—«+ =« <« — X —, rhythmically akin to - . . — X — | is frequently associated with

7 J. A. J. M. Buijs, Mnemos 39(1986) 68. Buijs would also, much less convincingly, write -out
TdAas in place of -owu” d0Ads v’ dvijp (thus obtaining another wil).

% K. Itsuml, CQ 32 (1982), 63ff. 1. T 1120 and Hel. 1314 are corrupt. In the former read
avvrpodos i (post Lenting, Madvig) | peraBdAn. (for -BdAder) Svodaipovia.

% Add references in CS I to O.C. 668/681 (73), 701/714 (n. 49), 1079 (n. 59), 1225 (72),
1559/1571 (n. 89), 1682/1709 (81); in CS II to 120/152 (55), 123/155 (55), 228-9 (n. 68),
510ff./521fF. (n. 90), 684 (69), 701/714 (n. 29), 1076/1087 (n. 58), 1077 (62), 1078 (80), 1239-48
(54), 1485 (S1), 1683 (56), 1685/1712 (61).

<« — == - — occurs thrice at Inachus fr. 269c. 27-9, but that scarcely affords a sufficient
precedent for - — | - - — — . — here (without confirmation by repetition), at the beginning of a
Parodos.

" For the notation 8.8, cf. nn. 21 and 52 above.

™ The question framed by dAadv dpudrwy . . . purdAweos; is simply ‘So are you also blind?
fobfa, like fv 118, is virtually equivalent to a present tense (cf. Kiihner-Gerth i.146). ‘To be
¢uTdApios (nurturing) of dAad Supara’ is equivalent to d- &- Tpédew (cf. LSJ Tpédw 11.6), with
no necessary implication of blindness from birth.

 Ancient lineators habitually divided before/after apparent iambic dimeters and glyconics: cf.
CS1,n. 77, also CQ 39 (1989), 49 (etc.) on such errors in dochmiac context in the Helen Duo.
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dochmiacs (already at Sept. 205/213, 222/229).7 Then 120/152 is another instance of
26 with the overlap . . . — i - - — . —, as Phil. 854, etc. (q.v.). There is indeed metrical
ambivalence, but not such as to favour, even as an alternative, the traditional division
after—. . — .. — . — . —— giving a contextually less likely elegiambus and a misplaced
period-end (pendent close before single short) without sense-pause in either stanza.”
The ambivalence is rather in the verses as above: — - . — . . — . — (recurring at 208, g.v.)
is also a late-style glyconic (—gl);’® and the same . —— i . ——. . — . —recurs immediately
and with similar patterning at 1234 mAavdras mAavdras 7is 6 wpéaPus, 006’ . .. and
130-1 aééprrws, dpdvws, dAdyws 76 Tds . . . (~155-6, 162-3), but in a different
guise as ba i gl like Aj. 1205-6 (~1216-17) épdhrwv &’ épirTwv dmémavoev,
d-lpou . . . All these are synartete with following glyconics (125-7/157-9, 132/163,
Aj. 1207/1218); the second is also synartete (with elision in str.) with a preceding pair
of —. . — . —cola (128-9/160-1; another ambivalent feature).

121-2 tAevo(o)ar’ adTévt mpoodéprov
mpoomedfov mavraydi

~1534 AAN” o0 pav év y’ éuol
mpoobtijces 7dod’ dpds

121 Aevoar’ pler. (-ooar’ AUY), Aedooer’ ZnZoT mpoadépkov, Aebaae 67 Jebb
122 mpoomeitfov] mpoopféyyov AUY mavraxde Dawe: -yt codd. 153 év o’
nuiv Tr

Jebb rightly argued that ‘the singular Aedooe must be restored and placed after
mpoadéprov’, as a step towards obtaining — — - i —. —| -~ —— i — . — in both stanzas.”’
At the same time conjectures giving the sense ‘Behold him!” cannot be right.”® But the
&7 in Jebb’s conjecture is weak. mpoodépyov, Aedooe mas: would pair better with
mpoamredfov (v.1. mpoodféyyov) mavraydr.” The general command is for thorough
search using both eyes and voice. mpoadbéyyov could well be an ancient variant,
clarifying the ‘voice’ point.%

™ ‘Ibycean’, cf. K. Itsumi, BICS 38 (1991--3), 251; a feature of ‘enoplian dochmiacs’, probably
favoured in dochmiac context for its kinship with — . . — x —_

5 It is a subterfuge to supply a pause by writing a comma after the first ¢ wdvrwy.

" gl as I. T 1092, Pho. 208, etc. (K. Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 71ff.). Cho. 315-23/332-9 already
associates ibycean (n. 74 above) with glyconics. See further on 208 below.

" Less probably mol i mol twice, with é&v y’ fuiv (Tr) for & y’ éuol in 153. Such pairs of
identical cola are common in Soph. (as Phil. 835-6/850-1), cf. CS1, 67. Either mol : cr or mol :
mol will be ‘sub-dochmiac’; cf. on 1560/1571 below with n. 126.

8 As Meineke’s Aedas’ adrdv, mpoadpaxoi (accepted by Dawe). Schneidewin’s mpoodéprov,
Aeooé vw (after Hermann) is better, keeping present-tense -6épxov in line with -metfov, but still
the wrong sense.

™ For mas thus with singular imperative, cf. Rhes. 685 maie mds, Ar. Th. 372 drove mas. For
Aebgow intrans. see LSJ s.v. 2. Confusion of 7 and 7 could have played a part in corruption of
Aevooera to Aevaoate (Whence Aevoate <adTdr>), in a context where ‘stone him!” is likely
enough to have been favoured sense.

& The temptation to throw out tAeto(o)ar’ adrdvt in order to accommodate all three 7poo-
verbs should be resisted. Aedoo- is much more likely to be authentic.(cf. Eum. 255 again) than
introduced by some process of glossation or interpolation. Corruption in the MSS is evidence of
misunderstanding (very possibly in antiquity), not of interpolation. Metre is against three
molossus-words, if not decisively; and prima facie -¢p0€éyyov and -meifov have been transmitted
as variants, with no significant difference of meaning in this context.
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133-7 {évrest Ta 8€ viv Tw’ Tjrew
Adyos ody dlovd’, Sv éyw Aevoawy 135
mepl mav obmw Svvapar Téuevos
yvévar mod pol wote valet.

165-9 kAvets, & moAvpoyl’ dAdra; 165
Adyov € y’ oloeis mpos éuav Aéoyav,
k] 4 k] /7 o - ’
dBdrwy dmoPds, iva maow véuos,
duver mpdabev 8’ dmepirov.

134 ody Brunck: oddeév codd. (quocum dyovr’ Tr) 166 y’] 7w’ codd.
olgers L'QR: éxeus cett.

The long strophe ends with anapaests (2an | 2an | 2an~), recognizably lyric only in the
Doric vocalization at 166, following the pendent close of a hipponactean (syntactically
self-contained in ant.).®' For this satisfactory colometry we need Brunck’s neglected
ovy for ovdév in 134 (better than the Triclinian od8év dyovt’, accepted by Dawe, or
Blaydes’s ovx dAéyovt’). Without such a change the anapaests begin later following an
anomalous colon . . — . — — (neither clausular, since ending with elision in str., nor
following in synaphea, since preceded by brevis in longo in ant.).8? The wrong 008év is
doubtless due to a mistaken desire to give d{ovra an object—needed only if Ta 8¢ viv
is taken as equivalent to (ra)viv 8é. There is no parallel for such splitting of raviv.
Rather, the sense here is: ‘but these sanctities (ra 8¢€) there is now a report that someone
has come not honouring’.

7w’ oloeis in 166 will then have to give place to 7w’ éxeis (so Dawe); unless, as I
strongly suspect, €yets came in as a consequence of corruption of e y’ to e/ 7w’
Adyov €l v’ oloeis corresponds exactly with Adyos oty alov8’. For i ye si quidem, cf.
GP 142.

208-11 Ou & £&°, dmémrodist dAka wij . ..
Xo. 7{ 7148’ dmevvémes, yépov;
Ou. w1 p<av> avépme is elui, 210

und’ ééerdons mépa parevwy.

208 £év’] Eévoucodd. 210 un u<av>] wij u’ QR, uy pun pig p’ cett.;
pn wi p’ Hartung

It is certainly to the Coryphaeus that the notation Xo. refers throughout the pre-
ceding amoibaion 176-87/192-206. He it is, with quasi-magisterial authority, who gives
the promise in 176-7; and he it must be whom Oedipus continues here to address in
AAAG pu7 . .. dvépmu . . . éfeTdomis wrA. with singular verbs. Metrical considerations
confirm the proposed (apparently new) correction of £évor to £€v’ in 208.83 The MSS’

8 The period-end before (évres is acceptable; but Meineke’s Tt0évres could be right.

8 The common use of the colon . .. : . . — . — — is of course as an iono-choriambic clausula,
as at 1723 SvedAwTos ovdels |||, Ag. 204 Sdrpv un xaracyeiv ||| (etc.); often (optionally) lineated
with word-overlap (. ../ - i - - — - —~). So far as I am aware this is its only use as a colon in the
lyrics of tragedy.

8 Singular vocatives from actor to Xo. are ‘exceptional’ (M. Kaimio, The Chorus of Greek
Drama within the Light of the Person and Number Used [Helsinki, 1970], 231), but certainly occur
at 465 and 530 in this play, also O.T. 1321, all similarly on the lips of blind Oedipus; cf. also Oed.’s
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& Eévor, dmdmTodis . . . gIVES X wv v — v v — —, unlikely as x g/ and with impossible
correption (admitted in aeolic verses only in the double-short part of the verse).%* The
vulgate & €évor, dmdmolss . . . (Wilamowitz) gives an iambic dimeter, with the correp-

tion still unacceptable.®> With the proposed & £&v’, dmémroMis . . . we straight-
forwardly have — . . — . . —. — again (cf. on 119/151 above with nn. 74 and 76), here

inceptive as at Cho. 315/332, Alc. 244/248, with no need even to consider altering the
transmitted amdmrols. £€vor will be simply a misinterpretation of the elision £év(e). It
should not be argued that & &évou is protected by Antigone’s & £évoc at 237. That
could indeed have played a part in the error. But, whereas it is appropriate for Antigone
to address her appeal to a crowd, it is proper that here the blind Oedipus, in more
personal contact with an individual, should specifically address the Chorus-leader with
‘(I am) stateless), sir’ in reply to the latter’s interrogation. It is no refutation that
Oedipus explicitly addresses the whole chorus at 220 ({o7e . . .) when he reluctantly
begins to reveal his identity. Singular address is particular apt here for an impassioned
entreaty,®® possibly with the bodily contact of supplication. At the same time it must
be conceded, in the light of 174-5 & Eeivor, py 610’ ddiknba, | ool moTedoas,
petavaotds, that the shift of number is not impossible in itself.

For the proposed u7 u<av> dvépne in 210, rather than the vulgate py w1 p’ dvépme
(Hartung), cf. CS1I, 51 on 4j. 190 (un) pu<dv>, dvaé...).

216, 218, 220, 222. As things stand, these are all - . - — . . — i .. . -7 except 220:

o ” 3y ’
O.. Aaiov {ote T’ dmwdyovov;
" LA > /
Xo. o &, lob.

LJ-W, like Hermann in his first edition, accept Reisig’s excision of dmdyovov,
with the exclamations then expanded to & lov lo¥ (the doubled (ov already Tri-
clinian). Pearson changed dnd- to éx- and threw out & « (losing the word-end after
—« .-+ .-). Stinton (13) rightly pointed out that d7éyovov (recurring at 534) is not a
glossator’s word. Elmsley was the first (with <odv>) to propose gaining a long syllable
between 7w’ and dwdyovorv.®® Hermann in his second edition preferred Xo. <> O.
dméyovor.® Dawe accepts Dindorf’s <8vr’> dmdyovov. Where dnéyovov is kept, the
exclamations & &, Zov (s.v.l.) will of course be a separate short verse or extra-metric
(like EL 840). As a further refinement (after Hermann?), it may be observed that to
write Oc. Aaiov lote 7w’ ... Xo. & Ov. dmdyovov . . . would scarcely even count as an
emendation; cf. my similar proposal (after Biehl) at Or. 182. For 4§ thus interrupting
(with an elision), cf. also Herc. 1052.

prjois at 258fF. in which the 2nd pers. sing. is used from 282 onwards (then plural address at 296
and 299 in the following dialogue; Kaimio, 217, misstates that).

8 x gl occurs elsewhere in Sophocles only at Phil. 141/156 (without resolution). & Eeivor,
amémols . . . would locate the correption in a choriamb, but — — . « <« < — . — (- c¢h ia) is scarcely
more likely.

8 Sophocles has correption quite frequently in dochmiacs (CS II, n. 18) and occasionally in
sub-dochmiac ia sp verses (Trac. 846-7, Phil. 851); not otherwise in lyric iambics (likewise Aesch.
and Eur.), except for the exclamation & mdmocat O.T. 167.

8 Cf. Phil. 1181 (Kaimio [n. 83 above], 230)

87 A verse questionably associated by Stinton (11ff.) with the verse 2da : ia at Hipp. 1108/1117
and elsewhere. The long seventh syllable can scarcely be an anceps here.

88 Jebb should not simply have dismissed dméyovov as ‘against the metre’.

8 Wecklein accepted this <¢)>, but weakly continued it to Oedipus.
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228-36 Xo. ovdevi popidia Tiais épyerar
&v mpomdOne 76 Tivew:
dmdra 8’ amdrais 230
3 4 e 7/ /
érépais érépa mapaBarlopéva
mévov, ob xdpw, dvTidibwaw éxew:
\ \ -~ ) € 4
av 0€ Tawd’ €dpdvwv
<éu>madw éxromos adbis ddoppos é-
-~ \ » 4 ’ ’
pas xBovos éxbope, ui Tv mépa xpéos 235
éudt méAer mpoadims.

The usual colometry imposes a dactylic strait-jacket, with dv mpomdfn.. ..
éxromos as an extraordinary run of four 4da verses (framed between 4da verses) with
three consecutive word-overlaps, the sequence as a whole in conflict with the punctu-
ation. This is particularly unacceptable in non-strophic verse, where metre and rhetoric
should go hand in hand. Period-end at €yewv should be regarded as certain, following a
sequence beginning with the common D : - - — . . : D (as 4j. 172-3/182-3, O.T
155-6/163—4), already ambivalent (4da : D = D : A) and with a clear shift to ana-
paestic cola as in Pho. 1489-50 (... D : an i A i A)and Hypsipyle 68-74D.*® We then
need an extra syllable somewhere to obtain dactyls (4da + 4da) running up to the
standard 2ia clausula.”’ The proposed <éu>madw (EL 647, etc.) is easy, eSpavwy
eumaAw corrupting easily to épdavap (sic) maAiv with apparent dactylic continuity.

23740 Av. & Eévou aidddpoves,
3 b \ \ 3 \ /’
tAAX’ émel yepaov dlaoyv marépat
’ b \ > k] /’ y ¥
T6v8’ éuov ovk dvérdar’ épywy
¢ /7 3. > 4
dxdvTwy diovTes adddv . . . 240

dAaov in 238 is omitted by L**AUY and commonly deleted. But the verse thus
trimmed as — - — . . — . .. is a surprising glyconic in this enoplian context (between D
and D ——| D ba),” the more so as Sophocles does not elsewhere resolve the last syllable
of gl. Prima facie, dAadv is too good to be attributed to an interpolator, the com-
bination with yepaov enhancing the appeal; and loss of dAadv in part of the tradition
is easily explained as a skip due to homoeoteleuton. If instead dAA’ is false (as often,
e.g. Phil. 1203 [a)u\’] §evm codd., corr. Erfurdt),” it is easy to obtain a 2ia verse:
yepadv dAadv émel marépa,>* with the adjectives appropriately brought forward for
emphasis. For dxdvrwv (not dx-) in 240, cf. West, AT xxx.

% The verses can indeed be variously divided and/or indented. The above colometry makes a
feature of the shorter an cola that symmetrically follow the two sentence-divisions. The first
metrical shift exploits the frequent D : . . — .. — (cf. Aj. 224-5/248-9; CS 11, 54).

' The eight dactyls might equally well be divided as 2da : 6da or 6da : 2da, cf. the sequence
6da (2da : 2da : 2da )| 4da | 2ia. at 1673-6 below (for the ending . . . | 2da | 2ia~ thus, cf. on Phil.
8624 above with n. 56; for 6da before the iambics cf. El. 133-4/145-6). But we can accept one
word-overlap, in order to end with the favourite 4da : 2ia. like 676-7/689-90, 16756, EI.
211-12/231-2, Phil. 142-3/157-8, 1093-4/1114-15, 1097-8/1119-20 (cf. also 4da : 3ia. at 252-3,
540—1/547 8. and 1671-2 below). For the penultimate 8da run thus, cf. Ba. 163-5.

————————— may be either a contraction of D? or a dragged formof ~. . — .. —. —

9 Cf. J. Jackson, Marginalia Scaenica (Oxford, 1955), 103. But EI 1239 is probably not an
instance (n. 24 above).

% For the resolved warépa at verse-end before change of metre, cf. exactly Tro. 565-6 veavidwv
arépavov édepev | EAAASL kovpoTpddov (and Diggle, Euripidea 398, n. 122).
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241-53. 237-40 (above) are a prooimion to Antigone’s appeal. From 241 onwards,
with only three exceptions, all her verses are dactylic tetrameters, taking further the
runs of such verses at EJ. 130ff./146fT. The first two exceptions are at 242 and 249, in
both of which we are offered a surprising choriamb + cretic, with limping effect.
(i) 241-2 4AX’ éue Tav pedéav, iketedopev, i & Eévor, olkteipal’ d| . . . easily
becomes another D i . . —. . i D (as 228-9) with Brunck’s olk7io- for olx7(e){p-."
(ii) At 248-9 «eiuela TAduoves: aAN’ iTe, vevoarte i Tav ddékmTov xdpww We can
obtain the same again by writing 7dv8’ d8dxnra xdpw.* (iii) The conclusion 252-3
has an unacceptable hiatus:

3 \ Ey " 3 ~ \ 14 bl
oV yap idows dv dbpiv BpoTov daTis dv
3 \ b4 3 -~ 7/
€l Beos dayou T éxduyeiv Svvarro.

LJ-W attempt to evade that by lineating e/ feds dyo. as a separate short verse
between commas. Triclinius more suo inserted a ye. Dawe, after Elmsley (<vuw>),
supplies a pronoun (<a¢’>).”” But the supplement we want is <xdx’> (kaxex easily
reducing to kax with ex suprascribed). The sense is then similar to El. 6967 drav &¢
Tis Oedw | BAdmrne, Svvair’ dv 008’ dv loxlwv duyeiv and Phaedra, fr. 680.1-2
aloxn uév, & yvvaikes, o008’ dv els diyor | Bporddv m0l’, i kai Zevs édopudant
rard. For the unsyncopated 3ia verse thus following the dactyls, cf. 541/548 below;
here — .. - —. . . like El 163/(183), etc.

Not mentioned so far is the corruption in 243 warpos dmep frod uévovt dvropar,
where metre requires three dactyls. Dawe’s Toduod < - - > does not lead anywhere, and
gives too much weight to a variant (QR+) which is more likely to be a guess (or simply
lipographic) than a survival of truth. Hense’s 706 <rAd>uovos, accepted by LI-W, is a
makeshift, no more or less likely than 703 <8vo>udpov (Meineke) or 706 <éva>mdvov.
All postulate the loss of three letters (for no obvious reason) and alteration of a fourth.
ToU dunydvov (‘helpless’) would account better for rouu- while keeping -vou.

512 opws 8 épapal <11> mvbéobar . . .
~523 TovTwy 8’ adBalperov 0vdév.
The irregular responsion of « — - - — . — — (hag) with—— —— . . —— (hag™ = paroem)

is tolerated by LJ-W, with an appeal to West, GM 117. But there is no sufficient
support there.”® Meineke’s easy <7.> mvféofar should surely be accepted, restoring

% It should not be argued that present imperative is better. The aorist here on Antigone’s lips is
in line with 243-7 dvropar . . . aldods kipoar and 248 vedoar’, and cf. O.T 1508 dAX’ oikTiadw
odas. According to Speake’s collations the MSS in fact have oikTetp-, not oik7ip- as implied by
editors ex silentio; but that does not greatly affect the issue.

% 7dv<§’> is likely enough in itself (4 lost before 44). For adverbial a8xnra, cf. Pho. 311
(like avévyTa, Hec. 766 etc.).

97 Jebb’s parallels cannot be said to confirm the personal object. At Ant. 6234 the extra words
¢pévas . .. mpos drav make a big difference.

% The alleged parallels in GM 117 are: E. El 116/131 (irrelevant, as an instance rather of the
frequent g/ ~ wil; at 116 Diggle accepts Hermann’s xa{ u’ éruwkre, but I venture to prefer xal
TikTer pe); E. Su. 1000/1023 in a variously corrupt context; Hel. 1481/1498, where Diggle rightly
accepts SuBpov yewuéprov Aimodicar (Hermann) ~ Aaumpdv dorépwyv vm’ dédas (Fritzsche);
Trac. 960/969, where favdvra in 969 has been emended to fdvarov by Bothe, to ¢pipevor by
Hermann (see Jebb). In any case none of these has hag in responsion with ————. . ——,
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satisfactory responsion between forms of paroemiac (- — -« — - - —-).%
534-5 Xo. toal 7't elo’ dp’ dmdyovol e kai . ..
O.. «rowal ye matpos ddeAdeal. 535

Jebb’s eis’ dp’ for dp’ elo’ (AUY, dp’ elaiv pler.) painlessly restores an iambic
dimeter.!® J. C. B. Lowe’s y’ for 7’ (Glotta 51 [1973], 59) is a further clear improvement:
oai (or gol) 7°. .. dmdyovol Te . . . confuses two uncombinable points: ‘at the same
time your offspring (and your mother’s)’ and ‘at the same time your daughters and your
sisters’. But oot y’ elo’ dp’. . . is a further small change worth considering (K in fact
has ooi, not gai), with dmwdyovos ‘born from’ + gen., as in 220, and marpds likewise
gen. in 535.

668-80 ebimmov, £éve, Tdade xwpas,
(~681-93) {kov Ta. kpdTioTa Yds émavla,
Tov dpyira Kodwvdv, é&v6’ 670

d Alyewa puwiperar
fapilovoa pdAior’ dndwv
xAwpais ¥mo Bdooats,
70V olvewmov éxovoa KLGOooV
kal Tav dPatov Beod 675
4 ’ k] /
dvAAdda pupidkapmov aviidiov
avijveudy Te mAvTwWY
xewaovwy: v’ 6 Barxudras
3\ ’ 2] /
del didvuoos éuBatede
tlelaist dudpimoddv Tibjvass: 680

680 feais Elmsley, Gvia:s anon. ap. Schneidewin

This famous stanza is formed of six verse-pairs (dicola) and a further verse.!®' The
four verse-pairs from 670 to 677 (~683-90) are “gl | g/ (||) “gl [ ph Chi : rz) (I)) “gl | g/
Chi & th) (||) 4da : 2ia~ (||).'"® Then 678-9 (~691-2) is metrically the same as the
opening 668-9 (~681-2);!* a sequence overlappable indeed as g/ [ g/ ba, but no
less properly lineated in its natural cola (delimited by word-end) as hi (a recurrent

% For the frequent loss of 7 before 7 (e.g. Sept. 1066, Med. 1256, Ion 719), cf. Diggle, Studies
18,n. 1.

1% Jebb was only at fault, pace LJ-W, in retaining oo 7’. For the metre, there is no good reason
for preferring oal v’ dp’ dmdyovoi v’ elol kai (or oal 7dp’. .. as Bothe), which gives at once
less exact responsion and the ugly rhythm . . . .. X ! — . — (combining long anceps following
resolution with thecut .. . X : —. ).

19t The metrical scheme is discussed by L. P. E. Parker in The Songs of Aristophanes (Oxford,
1997), 25, with an analysis as four periods (2 cola + 4 + 4 + 3). 670-3/683-6 might indeed be
better termed a tetracolon; at the same time the anaclasis in 672, as also in 670 and 674, suggests
another metrical inception (cf. CS I, n. 6). The syntax overlap at 677-8 emphasizes xeudvw (cf.
CQ 42[1992], 43). Parker is surely wrong in her division of 679-80/692-3 (n. 103 below).

12 Stinton (353) was doubtless right to scan & 7€ | ypvoavyys at 684-5, a lengthening
reminiscent of Pindar’s 6 8é| xpdaos in Ol. 1.1, similarly at the end of an anaclastic glyconic. The
period-end with brevis in longo and hiatus at 688 dAX’ alév ém’ duart || dkvrdros is at a change
of metre before the favourite 4da : 2ia~ (nn. 7, 56, 91 above; a sequence whose frequency belies
Parker's reference to it as ‘in defiance of normal practice in Greek metre’).

19 Parker surprisingly divides 679-80 at éuBared-ler feais . . . (with 008’ | & ypvo- in ant.),
against the pattern of the stanza and offering no parallel for the penultimate length g/ - — (no
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length) : t/ ba.'"* Whether 680/693 is a separate period may depend on what we read.
Period-end is of course given by hiatus in ant. if 008’ ad || a is accepted there (see
below). Period-end would also be given by ‘anceps following pendent close’ (Stinton
326), if felais were emended to monosyllabic feais, as by Elmsley (preferably then
with L’s 008’ ad || xpvodyios in 692-3, accepted by Dawe). Arguably period-end is to
be expected after the compound g/ ba (or ¢/ ba), as at 669 where there is both brevis in
longo and sense-pause. But there is no sense-pause after either 679 or 692, and cf. the
terminal rhythm at Alc. 993-4 (~1004-5) yevvaiordray 8¢ maodv || élevéw rAioiats
&KOLTLV.

LJ-W are doubtless right, after Wilamowitz, in rejecting feais on grounds of
sense,'% and in accepting d ypvodvios Adpodira in the corresponding verse (see
further below). But it does not follow that, if feais is wrong, ‘we must read felais’.
felous too is questionable. As applied (exceptionally) to a person, feios elevates him
from his actual humanity to a kind of ‘divinity’, whether as herald, bard, or king (LSJ
s.v. 2 and 3). It is not applied to persons who actually are divine or semi-divine (heroes,
nymphs), nor do we find it used to describe the (temporary) elevated status of
bacchanals. We might perhaps have to accept fela:s if nothing better were on offer; but
the neglected conjecture @uiais (or Ouviais) is surely the truth: cf. Anz. 1149-52
mpoddavnl’, || dvaf, cais dua mepimdlows || Ovidow (s.v.l.), al oe pawdupevar
mdvvvyou | yopevovor Tov Taulav “Taryov. If Buviois had been transmitted, it would
have been accepted here without question, though at the same time calling for an
explanation. As things stand we are left wondering what the dwwviooio Ti8ijvar are
doing at Colonus rather than on Mount Nysa where they belong (/I. 6.133, etc.). With
Ovlais/Bvias (the same dilemma as Bdxyats/Bdxyacs) an identity is wittily suggested
between those archetypal companions of the god and the ‘Thyiad’ maenads familiar in
Attic Dionysiac cult.!%

691-3 oTeprovyov xfovds: ovde Movady
(~678-80) xopoi vwv dmeatiynoav, odd’ tadt
d xpvodvios Appodira.

692-3 008’ ab ¢ Tr: 008’ ad L, 038’ @ KQR+, 0dd¢é AUY; fort. 008’ <odv>| a

008’ ad || xpvodvios (as Dawe), 008’ d || xpvo- (as Jebb) and odd¢ || xpvo- all give
period-end (pendent close before anceps), unacceptable both as unnatural period-
divisions (especially that after a) and as requiring the improbable feais in 680 (see
above). At the same time & ypvodvios AdpodiTa gives a surely authentic concluding

secure parallel exists, cf. K. Itsumi, CQ 34 [1984], 78-9, and my discussion of S. El. 137-9 in CQ
47 [1997], 299-300); moreover feais is unlikely (n. 105 below).

1% The symmetry is such that the first syllable of {kou in 669 is probably short, cf. ixduav at
Hypsipyle 265D. On my lineation without dovetailing overlaps but with indentation to show
continuity, cf. CS I, 73 with n. 37.

195 Wilamowitz argued that these attendants of Dionysus are unlikely to have been called fea.,
since they needed Medea’s arts to rejuvenate them. The 7{fyvac in Il 6.128-41 are doubtless
thought of as Nymphs (as in Hom. Hy. 26.3), but are associated with, rather than included in, the
fBeol émovpdvior with whom Lycurgus vied.

1% Cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, The Greeks and their Gods (London, 1960), 178. The form Quia. =
Buiddes is attested in Strabo (10.3.10) and certainly restorable at Ant. 1151, whether Guidow
(codd.) is corrected to Guviaaw (Holford-Strevens, LJ-W) or Oviaiow (Boeckh).
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hipponactean (now in responsion with Qviais dudimoddv Tbijvass); for the definite
article in such a phrase, cf. 706 xd yAavkdms Abdva, Trac. 208-9 Tov eddapérpav
AndéAAw, Phil. 188-9 a 8’ dBvpdaTouos Ay, 1. A. 548 6 xpvooxdpas “Epws, etc.

Stinton (338, 353) felt able to accept 008’ ad || & as a ‘period-end without pause’. But
the hiatus is obviously unwelcome, and ad otherwise doubtful.!”” LJ-W print their
conjecture a6’ as ‘the neatest way of avoiding’ the period-end. But adre is unlikely in
itself,1%® and the elision at pendent verse-end insupportable.'”® Since 008’ af d is
attested only by Triclinius, very possibly generated by conflation of the variants 048’ a
and 006’ ad (either of which could be the parent of AUY’s 0dd€), we might legitimately
visualize an archetypal 008’ <odv> | 4, anciently telescoped by lipographic omission of
OYN after 0YA.'° Both 008’ odv (GP 420 ‘nor in fact’) and the similar odr’ odv (GP
510 ‘nor for that matter’) are uncommon, but the force of the particle is appropriate
here to this conjunction of Movadv xopoi and ‘Aphrodite with her golden harness’.
This is a place eschewed neither by poets nor (for that matter) by courting couples.
There is thus rhetorical point, not without a delicate touch of humour, in the con-
clusion of both stanzas.

703-6 ouwaiwy dAoer xept mépaas,
16 yap eist alév opaw rirdos
Aevaoer viv Mopiov dios 705
k3 - 3, ’
xa yAavkams Abdva

~716-19 a 8’ edjperpos éxmay)’ dAl xepaov
tmapamrrouévat mAdra
Opdrioker Tav éxaToumédwy

Nypjidwv dxdlovlos.

703 ouwvaiwv Blaydes: onuaivwy codd. xepi Heath: yewpt codd. 704 eis del.
Hermann, ¢ 8’ els Dawe elgopdv (om. aiév) AUY Aevoee LKQR 716 dXi
(Page) xepoov Dawe: dAia yepat codd.

(i) Against Stinton (491-2), dAi xepoov, symmetrical with 703 yepi mépoas, neatly
restores the ph¢ = 3io verse (n. 19 above), while accounting well for the transmitted dA{a
xepoi(v) and giving point to the following mapa- (‘alongside’, not simply ‘flies . . .
along’, as Lloyd-Jones). LJ-W’s ékmayla xopoiow also gives ph¢, but otherwise lacks

17 Jebb argued that ad ‘is somewhat prosaic, and implies a contrast between the deities which
is unfitting here’. A slight contrast (‘nor on the other hand’) is not in fact inappropriate.

1% 38’ a8’ épme. may be the truth in Trac. 1010 (Blaydes proposed ad ’¢épmed); but a dactylic
hexameter more readily accommodates such an exceptional epicism.

1% Brunck’s 008¢ <y’> || d is no better. Cf. L. P. E. Parker, CQ 26 (1976), 23, who cites 4j. 632
and Rhes. 911 as the only instances in tragedy of elision at the end of a pendent-ending
aeolo-choriambic colon. 4;. 632 (CS 11, 59) in fact exemplifies elision following D — or 2io within
a D - D - or 4io sequence. Rhes. 911 Ppvyiwv Aexéwv émlevoe mAabelo’ is ‘enoplian’ (T ba), not
aeolo-choriambic, and the elision at mAafeio’ is akin rather to that at w{mrovr’in Ant. 594 (CS1
71). Both of these are open to grave suspicion (period-end being otherwise likely in both places).
In Rhes. 911 we should, I think, read . . . mAéovo’ émAdby.

110 The distinction between otir” odv and 08’ odv is not clearcut, and some attestions of the
former have been emended to the latter: Il. 2.1147 (Dindorf, La Roche), S. Ach. Conv. 17
(Wecklein, prob. Pearson). Under 006’ odv Denniston mentions O.C. 1134 od«k éywyé ge (0éAw
Ovyeiv pov), 0v8’ odv édow, Hdt. 2.134, PL. R. 492e. The occurrence of 008’ odv elsewhere in
O.C. is an encouraging feature.
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these merits.!!!

(i) In 717 mapamropuéva as a past participle (for which one might have expected
-mrapéva) is the wrong tense. Stinton’s mrapamryoouéva is differently the wrong tense.
LJ-W write mapamerouéva, again appealing to Parker for justification of the unaccept-
able resolution «. . - — .!'2 rapaicoouéva (Meineke, Campbell) is the neglected
palmary remedy here: ékmayda . . . fpdiiaxer goes well with a participle emphasizing
speed, and it is credible that «cc should have been misread as 77 in a context where
‘flying’ makes sense.

(ili) mapatooouéva might then correspond with 6 8’ alév dpaw or 6 8’ els alév
opav;but . .-« —is the likeliest scansion. Sophocles has only dioo- elsewhere in lyric
(1499, Trac. 843); and only Tro. 156 and 1086 offer (very doubtful) support for aGicow
in tragedy.'' So the choice lies between ¢ yap alév (Hermann) and ¢ 8’ és alév, giving
««— <+ —«—(T) before the concluding g/ | ph; preferably ¢ 6’ és alev, since wrong ydp
for 8¢ is likelier than interpolation of els (elo-) before alév.!!*

10814 €lf’ deMaio TaxvppwoTos meleds
3 I3 ’ / bl > -~ b 7
ailfeplas vepédas kvpoawu’ tadrdv 8’ dydvwrt
alwpioaca ToOuoV Suua.

A Dl/e sequence (¢ — e — e — | D — ith), then a concluding syncopated trimeter
(probably ba ith with the scansion ai®-, cf. El. 1058 oi@wvous). LJ-W accept Hermann’s
remedial but too arbitrary dvw8’ for adrdv §°. Jebb proposed dvwlev adrdv, an
improvement in that dvw6ev is normal, dvwBe not elsewhere in tragedy. On similar lines
kbpoaiut Tovd’ dvwlev will account better for adrdv 8. The primary cause of error
will have been intrusion of dywvwv as a gloss.

1085-6 tiw Zeb mavrapye Oedv mavrémra mépoist
~1074-5 €pdovaw 1) pélovaow; s mpouvdaral Ti pot

The antistrophe is evidently sound as 2ia + 8, a common combination. In 1085-6
LJ-W accept Jebb’s iw Oedv mdvrapye mavrémra Zed, mépous, after Brunck and
Hermann. But Dawe was right in desiderating <mdrep>, to give fewv something other
than mdvrapye to depend on.!!* It is as wdvrapye, not as wdvrapye Bedv, that Zeus is
invoked. So read

" Tt is also awkward to take dxdlovfos as governing yopoiot . . . Tav . . . Nnprjdwv, rather
than the adjacent Nnp1uSwv. LI-W remarkably commend their conjecture as at once ‘radical’
and ‘somewhat less expensive’.

12 Cf. on Ant. 795-800 in CS I, 76 with n. 47. Ant. 1141/1150 (glyconic, with resolved
antepenult.) should not have been mentioned here as an instance of -- - - —; nor are 4j. 606/619
(CS 11, 58) or Ant. 970 (CS 1, 83) convincing instances.

13 Tro. 156 $6Pos diooe. is in anapaests (rdpPos nol. Seidler). At Tro. 1086 diggov
(s.v.l.) mrepoior mopevoer ~ 1104 talyaiodt kedawodaes mip, — — - — - - — — is as likely as
—X—.—. .- —, perhaps with Schenkl’s diov, or alyAdv (= alyAdev). Diggle’s alfadoiv is
unconvincing, both as an emendation of atyatov and for the responsion with atsoor.

14" As Stinton observed, és alév (éoaiév) is like the equally rare és alel (éoacel) at Eum. 836,
and Hermann’s aiév Spwv does not account for eis. - - — - « — . — (as Hec. 905, 910, etc.; cf. CS1,
81, CS II, 70 with n. 59) here follows smoothly after the ionic sequence . .. : « . — — . . - —
(a possible contact without period-end not contemplated by Stinton).

115 R, Dawe, ICS 19 (1994), 67.
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& Beadwv <mdrep> mdvrapye mavrémra Zeb, mdposs . . .

cf. Cho. 784 marep Zeb Gedv 'Olvumiwv. marep (77p) drops out easily before ma-.
For the routinely common corruption of initial & to i, cf CS1, n. 92 and CS 11,
n. 17.

1224-5 w) divar trovt dmavra vi-
kGt Adyov, 16 8’ émel dpavij
Bivac . .. 1225

Dawe would now accept 7w for Tov in 1224 (rwa mdvra after Blaydes’s rw’
amavra). But, as Professor Easterling has pointed out to me, the parallels by no means
support 7wa in this fopos; what we want is rather w7y ¢ivacr uev . ..'"® The indefinite
subject of ¢avn can be understood (Kithner-Gerth i.35).

123944 év b TAduwy 68°, odk éyw udvos,
mdvrolev: Bdpeios s Tis drTa 1240
kvpatomAé yewwepia rkAoveitar,
s kal Tévde kat’ dkpas
Sewal kvpatoayeis
oy ’ 3\ ~
drar kdovéovow del Evvodoa, . . .

The verses are mostly self-contained in this eopde (see further below); but 1242-3
are a pair of ambivalent———. . ——like A4j. 631-2/642-3 (CS11, 58), where the cola are
certainly synartete in the strophe.!'’ As to the sense (involving the punctuation),
the vulgate treats the whole epode as a single sentence. But the syntax ‘this man
TAdpwv . . . even as . . . so also this man . . .’ plainly needs articulating with a colon
somewhere. Logically, it is the opening predication 7Aduwv 86¢ . . . mavrofev (like
wéleos . . . Bedfev at Or. 160) that is then elaborately developed (with epexegetic
asyndeton) in the comparison with a perpetually storm-battered headland (1240-4),
variously buffeted from all four points of the compass (1245-8, see below). The overlap
at mdvrolfev stresses that word (cf. yewudvwy at 678).

1245-8 al pev am’ dediov Svoudv, 1245
€ 9 ’
al 8’ dvarélovros,
< ) A 3 N 7
al 8’ drriv’ ava pégoav,
< b - k] \ e ~
ai 8’ évwuyiav dmo ‘Pumdv.

The sequence D sp (D?) || dsp (D) ||islike — - « — ——| - — o ———]...at
Hec. 165-6/207-8. In the penultimate verse ( - — — - - — — agam) I have made
what seems to me a necessary transposition, for the MSS’ ai 8’ dva péooav drtiv’.
We cannot end a verse thus (a fortiori a period) with elision at pendent close.!!® But

16 Cf. Thgn. 425-7 mdvrwy pév u1 divae émxboviowaw dpiarov, | und’ éadeiv adyds dé€éos
Nediov, | pivra 8’ Smws dkiora widas AiBao mepijoar (and similarly Cert. Hom. et Hes. 78-9,
beginning dpxyv weév un divar . . . and without the pentameter).

7 Then — D ba like Alc. 436/446, Hipp. 163, etc.

118 Cf. n. 109 above. — - . — — — — is otherwise unlikely (see further on 1456/1471 below, and cf.
on Hipp. 70-1 in CQ 49 [1999], 409).
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neither — . « — — — - ~ nor redivision as af 8’ dva uéooav || drriv’ appeals.'!® The
wrong word-order may well owe something to a{ 6’ dva- in the preceding verse, while
also putting the words in the simplex ordo preposition—adjective—noun. The terminal
verse is probably a paroemiac like 523.120

1456/1471. éxrvmev aibjp: & Zed ~ duéyas albfp: & Zeb. A self-contained
terminal verse (following two dochmiacs and pause in both stanzas). Choriamb +
molossus is strange in itself and unparalleled as a clausula. To write & Zeb <Zei>
(cf. E. El. 137) would give a possible paroemiac (2an.); to write & Zed <& Zedv> (cf.
Ag. 1073 &moddov @moAdov) would give a non-catalectic anapaestic dimeter.

1477-81 éa éa- {800, pdA’ adlis dudioTarar
Swampiotos 8Tofos
{Aaos, & Saluwv, tAaos, € Tt ydu 1480
natépt Tuyxdves ddeyyes dépwv.

~1491-5 (sec. L) tiw mai | Bab Bab’™ eir’ dxpav
émydadov . . . (space of about eight letters) . . . évadiwe
IToceldawvime Bewnt Tvyydveis
BovBurov éotiav ayilwy, ikob. 1495

The strophe is straightforwardly 2ia + 8 | § | 28 | 28.1?! The initial 2ia + § is indeed
reducible to 28 (éa [éa] Bothe, J. H. H. Schmidt), but there is no clear warrant for that.
The antistrophe is a partly lacunose mess, though we are back in secure responsion at
least for the last two dochmiacs. Triclinius was probably right in beginning 1491
symmetrically with </od lov-> {w . . ., following which Hermann’s wpdfaf. pad’, eir’
dxpav . . . neatly completes the opening 2ia [ 8 (with symmetrical overlap at pudA’
ad-'Ois ~ mpdPa-'6:, cf. n. 59 above).!?? Attempts to preserve 7ai do not yield satis-
factory metre;'?* and indeed the bald vocative ‘boy!’ thus shouted to the offstage
Theseus is very odd, to a King not elsewhere regarded as young in this play. It follows
that émi ydadov . . . Tuyydveis conceals three dochmiacs. To restore them, if we can,
we must certainly begin by accepting Nauck’s excision of IToceidawviwe.'?* There will
then be room for something (in or near the place where L’s gap suggests a lacuna) that
will restore sense. Perhaps something like . . . fa0” €l <8¢ «kd>-/mi yvddwv dxpav |
<polwv> évaXiwe Bed Tvyydvers kTA. (wodaw Kuiper, Pearson).

119 Stinton (275) argued for the former; but — . « — — — — — scarcely exists except as a form
of paroemiac (2an.). To divide before dxriv’ would give an improbable length (whether
ending.....—-or....—~-); not supported by 520/533, which is ¢/ sp, preceded by a divided
pair of spondees (the frequent —— i ——, cf. on Anz. 844-6/863-5 [CS 1, 80 with n. 65]).

120 Usually taken as — — « « —« — —— (¢l sp), terminal as Aj. 1191/1198, Hipp. 130/140. But, as
Diggle has shown (Euripidea 458, n. 73, correcting West, GM 16 with n. 27), dn& p- is normal,
dmé p- almost without parallel, in the lyrics of tragedy (cf. also on Phil. 683 above). Following
enoplian verses, — D — ||| is no less appropriately clausular, with its ‘epic’ cadence.

12l There is no advantage (though little harm) in analysing as ia (exclam.) | ia 8. I accent {8od
(‘behold!” here of sound) for i8od. Cf. my commentary on Or. 144 and 147-8.

122 For the idiom (as Med. 1252 kariSer’ iSere, etc.), cf. Diggle, Euripidea 84.

B {% <i®>, mal, Ba- as a dochmius (so Jebb, with single éa in 1477) has unacceptable
word-end after long penult. i <i@>, wai, faldi Pafd’ as 2ia (so Pearson, Dawe, LJ-W, likewise
with single éa in 1477) has the unlikely cut . . . - : ~ . — in an iambic dimeter.

124 “Poseidonian god’ is unparalleled for ‘Poseidon’. Probably it was simply the name that was
interpolated (as often). The ending -{w: could have been generated later, in line with évaliwe.
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155661 €l 0éus éori pou Tav davij Beov
\ \ ’ 7 k] /’ b
kal o€ AiTraws oéfew, évwuyiwy dvaé
Aldwved Adwved, Aiooopar 1560
) 7 /3 3 N\ ~
tuigr’ émmdvart wit’ éml Bapvayel . . .

~1568-72 & x0éviar Beai odpd 7’ dvikdrov
Onpds, 6v év midais daol moAvEevois 1570
3 A ~ ’ )y 2 »”
evvdobBar kvvleiobal 1° €€ dvrpwv
ddduarov pvraxa map’ Aidac. . .

(i) With oéBew (Heimsoeth) for ceBilew, and midais (QR; -acae rell) in ant., the
stanza begins with a straightforward run of four dochmiacs (all — - - — . — except for
one long penult.). With oeBi{lew (~mdAaiai<v>) we have 28 followed by an aristo-
phanean; unexceptionable in itself (though more characteristic of Aeschylus), but with
an unwelcome period-end in the antistrophe before the enclitic ¢aat (defended below
against Bergk’s raiou).'?’ Active oéBew is poetical (LSJ ‘rare in prose’), and so liable to
be replaced by the much commoner oef{{ew. gefi{wv is probably an error for géfwv
(so Page, after Burney, Blomfield, Elmsley, Prien) at Pers. 945.

(ii) The vulgate Aldwved Aldwved is Hermann’s spelling (codd. dié- di6-). The
contraction (here only) seems likely to have behaved on the analogy of Aiéns and
Abs.

(iii) The responsion . . . — - — at Alooouar ~ é¢ dvrpwv has been questioned, but
seems acceptable at the end of a sub-dochmiac verse.'?¢

(iv) The usual procedure in 1561, after Seidler, is to delete the first wijr’ and then to
make an appropriate adjustment of émurdvw (sic LV; émi wévw: Tr, émimova pler.).'?’
I should prefer to delete the first (e)m, leaving simply wijre mévwr wir’ éml
Bapuvayei|. .. udpwe k7A. with the preposition dmo kowod as in Ant. 366 moré ueév
kakov dAdor’ ém’ éabBAdv, etc. (Bruhn, Anhang 97). That has the merits of giving
clearer sense and of not introducing an interlinear hiatus.'?® The scansion is then
< <<= i< < .—,an acceptable form of the dochmiac length §x8.!%

(V) Bapvaxet (not -axel., as Jebb): cf. Svodxés Eum. 145, BapvdAynra 4j. 199. The
sense must be ‘grievous’, not ‘loud’; and a dochmius cannot end with . -—.

(vi) Dawe was right to question the vulgate raio: (Bergk) for gaoiin 1570. It is hard
to see why such an easy definite article should have been corrupted; and there is
nothing wrong with the inserted position of ¢aai, cf. Hec. 451-3 éva Tov | kaAAioTwy
védrwv matépa | pacly AmSavov media Avraivew.

125 1t should not be suggested that — . . —. — X i —. . — . —is a possible verse with link-anceps.
Word-end after long anceps is in general rare, except at the caesura after penthemimer (Parker'
2fT.), and the clausular effect of — - - — . — — after — . . — X — bis is unmistakable.

1% Jebb’s vedady wou for Alaaopar does not appeal (better Aloooww’ dv?). If change be needed
I should prefer one giving mol : mol : cr (with another mol cr following). It could be, perhaps,
that é¢ dvrpwv has glossed éx pvxav.

127 For that, LJ-W’s émumévws is no better than Seidler’s émi mévew: (after Triclinius); indeed
inferior in the inelegant combination of émi- and éni. . .

128 Dain’s un Tréth is a slightly bigger change, but otherwise acceptable. Or the truth could
well be u7) <7> mévewe (i 7o . . . wijte, GP 509 with n. 2, cf. on Phil. 683 above; <7u> -, cf. on
5 12 above with n. 99).



108 C. W. WILLINK

1561-7 w7’ éml Bapvayel
Eévov éfavioar udpwe
Tav Taykevfel kdTw
-~ 4 \ / 7’
vexpav mAdka kal ZTirywov 8épov
moAav yap tav kal pdravt 1565
mudTwy (kvovpuévwy
mdAw ode Salpwv dikaos avéor

~1572-8 ... ¢pvAaka map’ Aibar
Adyos taiév dvéxelt: Tév, d
TI'és mai xal Taprdpov,
katedyopar év kabapd Brivar 1575
opuwpévwr veprépas
T Eévant vekpdv wAdkas
o€ ToL KikMjLoKkw TOV alev Tmvov.

(i) 1562-4/1573-5 should be divided thus (T | mol cr | - D . - ), not as an isolated
anapaestic metron followed by . — — ——— «—<—.—(aweird verse) || - - - — - — . pépwt
naturally ends the phrase that began at uy7(e) . . ., and & very often falls at the end of
a verse. The division after kdrw ~ (Tap)rdpov is attested by L and rightly accepted by
Jebb and Pearson. Thecola ..~ - ~.—(T)and (-) - - - — - - — X — occur frequently in
‘enoplian dochmiac’ contexts.!3® mol cr, cf. 1559 (~1571) Adwved Aooopac.

(ii) LJ-W? give good arguments (citing Kassel) against Dawe’s latest idea Adyov
(Blaydes) alev éyew (requiring also an additional 7’ somewhere for coordination of the
infinitives). But Adyos aiév éxe. (itself an emendation of dvéyet) remains open to
objection, ‘always’ being frigid with Adyos é€yer, and dvéxer (v.l. -ou). insufficiently
accounted for. Progress will lie in keeping dv . . . dact . .. map’ Aida: (a stylishly
shaped clause, see above) and looking for a different emendation in 1573, in effect
beginning a new sentence following the extended exclamatory address which has
focused attention on mythical terrors. A minimal change gives Adyos aiv’ dvéyeu
‘myth maintains/upholds (such) fearsome (notions of the Underworld)’. aivds is
uncommon in tragedy, but cf. 4j. 706, Pers. (?)256 (Pauw), 930 (aivds), and several
alvo- compounds. For the sense ‘maintain, uphold’, cf. Od. 19.111 (eddixias), Ar. Th.
948 (8pyta); but it would cost little to write alvd ¥’ éxer.

(iii) Jebb convincingly condemned xai pdrav in 1565. The choice here lies between
Biicheler’s dvraAdayav (possibly then with Jebb’s (kvouvuévav ‘due, fitting’; LSJ
{kvéopar 111.2) and something like adrav dxuav (possibly with Jebb’s other conjecture
{kvovpevov, but the many mjuara may be said to be ‘coming to their very acme’). For
the ydp then in a wish, without strong causal force, cf. GP 94-5 and Kannicht on Hel.
1201.

(iv) The ode ends with a prayer to ‘eternal sleep’ (Death), uncanonically invoked
as ‘son of Earth and Tartarus’. We expect something properly climactic at the end
of this fine envoi, and the phrase év «afapd. is surely thematic. The passing of the
notoriously ‘unclean’ Oedipus is to involve not merely a painless end of mjuara (the
theme of the strophe), but a terminal catharsis. And yet, as things stand, the prayer is
apparently for Cerberus to Bijvar év kaflapar for Oedipus as he sets forth on his last

130 (\) D x —: cf. Andr. 827,831, Herc. 1030, 1033, Tro. 267, Or. 1257/1277, etc. (unequal penult.
as Sept. 222/229); also 119/151 above (p. 95 with n. 74).
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journey. It will not help to emend Byjva: (some also emend év xafapdi), since no
action/inaction by the mythical dog will constitute an appropriate terminal prayer,
worthy of Sophocles as a serious poet. Dawe’s latest suggestion, év kafapde ueivay, is
technically clever but weak in sense. As many have seen, we need a subject of Brvat
other than Cerberus. Nauck’s 84s for 7ov allows us to take 7a¢ £évwr as the subject,
but comes too abruptly. Wecklein’s {v” impossibly leaves us to infer a subject. Hartung’s
768’ (better 76 8’ or Ta §’?) seems to require <’k>Brjvar ‘to turn out, result’. But
perhaps no change at all is needed, given the change in what has gone before. The
antecedent of Tov . . . is now the Adyos with its traditionally frightening view of Death,
including a notion of (punitive) xfévia: feal, and can thus almost stand for ‘Death’
(as represented in that Adyos). Where Baivew is used of things rather than persons
(only in poetry), there is always an element of personification; and that the subject
of Brvau here is virtually Death is confirmed in the final verse oé ot xicdjokw . . .
(cf. 4j. 1226-8 0¢ 87 ...| 0é ToL ... Aéyw)."3!

1670-6 Av.  aiai, pei- éorw €0 v 81), 1670
> \ \ » \ 4 \ »
00 70 wev dAdo 8€é w1, matpos éudurov
dAaoTov alpa Svoudpow orevalew,
o \ \ » \ ’
&OTwe Tov MOADY dAdoTe wév mévov
éumedov eiyouev,
& muudtwe 8’ dAdyiaTa trapoicopert 1675
86vre rai mabodoa.

The metre is straightforward, with a syncopated iambic verse (ba : cr ba) followed
by 4da : 3ia || 6da (4da : 2da) | 4da : 2ia~ (for the combination of pure dactyls and
catalectic iambics so frequent in later Sophocles, cf. nn. 7, 56, and 91 above). As to the
text, (i) drwe (Badham and Wex) must be right in 1673. The MSS’ &urw is a suspect
form prima facie (cf. Barrett on Hipp. 903-4); and the explanation of éotw éo7e vOW
87 (with the dual pronoun as it were underlined) . . . dvoudpow orevdlew logically
proceeds with &7we ‘us who . . .. The explanation is twofold: there are grounds for
oTdvos in the moAds mévos unremittingly experienced by Oedipus’ daughters before his
death (dAAoTe peév); and there are (now and henceforth) further grounds in what
they have seen and experienced at the end (of Oed.’s life). (ii) mapoicouev has been
defended, but only with evident reluctance. mapedponev (Hartung), xdy’ ebpopev
(Blaydes), dmelavoaper (Arndt) are indeed worthless conjectures. mepdoopev (Reiske)
and émépacauev (Jebb) are little better, the latter (‘we have gone through’) weakly
anticipating mafovoa, the former (‘we shall go through’) leaving the participles
without an object. Better are the technically plausible conjectures dmop’ oioouev and
amoprigopev contemplated by Jebb and rejected somewhat obscurely as ‘barred by the
context’. What the sisters have recently seen and experienced is well described as
dAdyiata (kal) dmopa (cf. LST s.v. dmopos 11.2); at the same time we need a future verb
for the balance with dAdoTe uev . .. elyouev). But I should prefer amdpws iuev (easily
corrupted to -a mapoicouev): the sisters’ future ‘course’ will be dmopov for the reason
given.

131 At one time I thought it necessary to change rdv, & I'ds 7ai...to o€ 8’, & I'ds mai. ..
in line with that parallel. But such a change would be hard to justify.
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1720-3 AAX’ émel 6ABlws o’ éAv- 1720
oev [10] Tédos, & $idar, Biov,
Mjyere 7008 dxovs: kakdv
yap SvodAwTos oddels.

1720 0¢’] y’ codd. 1721 76 del. Bergk. & om. Q*

Jebb’s ‘he hath found a blessed end’ gives an impossible sense to éAvagev, and Lloyd-
Jones’s ‘he has resolved the end . . .’ still does not convince. “The end of his life’ should
surely be the subject of ‘has set him free’. This is the culminating theme of the play. o’
for y’ is an easy correction (especially after -s); cf. Monk’s 6s a¢e for 6s ye at 1. A. 70.
In 1721 either 76 or & is intrusive; the metre is certainly ch ia [ chia|chia : chba (=
ar). [d] ¢iAa: could be right (cf. Jon 764), but one might then have expected a different
word-order.

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