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TEXTUAL NOTES ON SOPHOCLES, PHILOCTETES
1-675*

As the four readily available texts of Sophocles reveal, the text is far from settled.
These notes have involved no examination of the MSS themselves, but it is hoped that
however unfashionable—particularly at a time when textual criticism has fallen into
disrepute' —they might be of interest to editors and students. These notes contain
one argument in favour of an alternative MS reading, four attempts to justify the
paradosis, three justifications of other scholars’ conjectures, and some of my own of
which the last are offered more as provocation than proclamation, since I do not
profess to know the language and metre of Sophocles better than other scholars.?

72-3 oV uev mémAevkas ov7T’ €vopkos 0vSevi
3y 3

o’ > s )I ~ ’ ’
ovT Ef aAva’yKmnsS OUT€E TOU TPWTOV O'TOAOU

post 73 dvnp yap dvépa kai méAis ahler méAw exhibet Q
lacunam statuit Dawe

Because of the unusual partitive genitive mémAevkas .../ ... 100 mpdTov oTdlov
(‘nor] did you sail as a member of the first expedition’) and Q’s interpolation of an
extraneous line, Dawe has suggested that a line is missing after 73 which would have
contained a word making sense of the genitive.> Upbraiding Dawe for making ‘heavy
weather’ of the partitive genitive, Lloyd-Jones and Wilson cite F 555.1 (Radt) and
Eur. Jfon 1395 in support of the MS reading. But the text of F 555.1 (Radt) is
uncertain. Indeed, in the Loeb Lloyd-Jones prints his own conjectures 7 movrovairas
(-vadTar codd) Tov Tadamdpwy véuw (Bpordv codd.). As to the Euripidean
passage, it is not clear why Lloyd-Jones and Wilson think ¢dopa (which they
misquote as fadpa) 7dv dvedmioTwy Spd is like mémAevkas . . . Tod mpddTov oTéAoV.
This example represents an ordinary genitive, an ‘apparition of things unhoped for’.
A possibility, it strikes me, is that the genitive could be temporal, somewhat like
Aesch. Cho. 711, pakpds xeAedBouv: see Garvie ad loc. I would retain the MS reading

* These notes adopt the sigla of the Teubner edition. References to ancient authors and
standard publications are as cited in OCD®. The following modern works are referred to in
abbreviated form by author’s name and page number and, where appropriate, the abbreviation:
L. Campbell, Paralipomena Sophoclea (London, 1907) = PS; A. Dain and P. Mazon, Sophocle
(rev. J. Irigoin, Paris, 1999%) = Irigoin; R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles
(Leiden, 1973-8) = Studies, and Sophoclis Philoctetes (Stuttgart/Leipzig, 1996°) = Teubner;
J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford, 1954%); E. Fraenkel, Due seminari romani di
Eduard Fraenkel (ed. L. E. Rossi, Rome, 1977); J. Jackson, Marginalia Scaenica (Oxford, 1955);
H. Lloyd-Jones and N. G. Wilson, Sophoclis Fabulae (Oxford, 1990) = OCT, Sophoclea (Oxford,
1990) = Sophoclea, and Sophocles: Second Thoughts (Gottingen, 1997) = Second Thoughts.

! M. McCall, in a review of J. Diggle, Euripidea (Oxford, 1994), in JHS 122 (2002), 1634, has
drawn attention to the tendency of textual critics to arbitrary dismissiveness and absolute dicta.
While there are dangers inherent in attempting to make general criticisms of the sort McCall has
made in the context of short reviews of specific works, McCall’s is a valid complaint about textual
criticism.

2 Warm thanks are due to Roger Dawe, Neil Hopkinson, and Chris Kopff, who have helped me
in different ways. The CQ’s anonymous reader also succinctly identified some deficiencies at a
later stage.

3 Dawe, Studies, 3.123.
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on this ground and translate: ‘nor [did you sail] during the time of the first
expedition’.

146-9 omérav 8¢ ;Lo)h]
dewos 6dirns T@vd’ éx pedabpwy
mpos éuijv alel xeipa mpoxwpdy
melpd T6 Tapov Bepamedew.

146 66irys codd. €8pirns Danielsson (Spvrns Dawe
147 éx codd. ok Linwood tévde ueddfpwy Dawe

68{rys, as Dawe has shown,* is an unlikely word to describe Philoctetes. Danielsson’s
€é8piTys occurs only in the Byzantine lexica. Dawe himself proposes (8pvr)s, meaning
‘settler’. But that noun is not attested elsewhere. Moreover, the iota in {6pdw-cognates
is treated by Sophocles as a long syllable at Trach. 68 ({8picfar) and is anceps at Aj.
809 ({8puTéov). LSJ, s.v. (Spiw, states that the iota is short by nature but frequently
lengthened by position. However, in Tragedy, of the examples I have found of {8pvua,
(8puréov, and (Spiw, there are fifteen where the iota is anceps,’ nine where it is long,®
and three where it is short.” The three Euripidean examples of xa8:8ptvw all have long
iota.? Euripides alone treats the iota as short, and even then only three times out of
eighteen (twenty-one including the xafi8piw examples), whereas he treats the iota as
long in six places (nine with xkaf8piw examples). In Aeschylus and Sophocles the
iota is never demonstrably short and it is long in three of the nine examples. If
Sophocles had used Dawe’s (Spurrs he would have treated the iota as long and he
would not have used it here, where a short syllable is required.

I suggest dAjrys for 68irns. The corruption could have arisen from scribal
confusion of O4 and A/. Sophocles uses this word six times elsewhere, and the
meaning ‘exile’ suits the context where ‘wayfarer’ does not. A seeming objection might
be that aAjrys implies movement from place to place, but Denniston has shown that it
need not.” Accepting Linwood’s otk overcomes the objection that otherwise
Philoctetes is pictured emerging from the cave when it has already been established that
he is not there: ‘whenever he comes, the fearful exile from this dwelling, etc.’

188-90 ad’ anpoo-ropos
Axw Tn/\eanw]g TIKPAS

OL/.LLU‘)/G.S U7TOK€LT(7.L

189-90 mikpds olpwyds codd. mkpas olpwyas Pflugk
mkpais oluwyais Ast

190 smékerar codd. Vmoyeirar Musgrave vmo yeira: Erfurdt
Um’ xeirar Hermann

vmarover Dorat dmotdker Jackson vmoxdaler Pflugk

4 Dawe, Studies, 3.124.

5 Aesch. Ag 339 and 527 (unless Salzmann’s deletion is accepted), Cho. 1036, Pers. 811, Supp.
413, Soph. A4j. 809, Eur. Bacch. 951, Hel. 46 and 820, Heracl. 19 and 786, HF 49, Ion 1134 and
1573, and Phoen. 1008.

¢ Aesch. Eum. 862, Pers. 231, Soph. Trach. 68, Eur. Alc. 841, El 1130, Hipp. 33 and 639, IT
1453, and F 669 (Nauck).

" Eur. Heracl. 397, Supp. 632, and Bacch. 1070.

8 Bacch. 1339, Cyc. 318 (not tragic), and IT 1481.

® See his note on Eur. EI 2024.
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The difficulty lies in d7dkerrar.l® Jackson conjectured dmordrer on the basis of the
apparent parallel with the MS reading at EL 122-3, 7{v’ dei Tdxeis &8’ dwdpecTov
olpwyav, which was emended to Adoxeis by Schwerdt (accepted by Lloyd-Jones and
Wilson, but not by Dawe). As Lloyd-Jones and Wilson point out, that parallel gives a
‘difficult locution’.!! Accordingly, Lloyd-Jones and Wilson accept Dorat’s dmakxodet
in conjunction with Ast’s mkpais oluwyais. But Jackson, who accepted that this is a
good conjecture, must have been right to object that it is ‘quite far enough from the
tradition to make it worth while to look at the one practicable alternative’.? Three
changes in succession is a drastic remedy, but Jackson was wrong to think that the
only practicable alternative is his own dmord«et.

Erfurdt’s dmo yeira: (printed by Pearson in the OCT’s predecessor) and Musgrave’s
vmoxeiTar (printed by Irigoin as his own conjecture), both retaining the MSS’ mukpds
oluwyds, deserve consideration. The problem is that they both fail to convey the
futility of Philoctetes’ cries. With Musgrave’s conjecture, another difficulty is that there
is no similar attested usage of dmoyéopar. Pflugk’s dmoxdaler seems unduly romantic.
All these suggestions disclose what Jackson archly described as ‘a fluidity of learned
opinion as to relations obtaining between a lament and its echo’. What they do not
disclose is close attention to the thrust of the Chorus’ words. Unless Sophocles can be
interpreted as using a personified Echo to represent futility, the idea that Echo alone
responds to Philoctetes’ lament is inept because it leaves the Chorus ending on a
bathetic note (‘but it’s OK, guys, because Echo responds to his lament’), where what we
expect is hyperbole.

The Chorus is describing here Philoctetes [/’étranger, a man rejected by his peers and
by society, and the resonance of the unique epithet afvpdorouos is reduced if Echo is
allowed to answer Philoctetes. If, on the other hand, there were a suitable emendation
of dmérerrar to throw dfupdorouos into relief and produce the hyperbole that I think
we should find here, then that would be the appropriate remedy. Hermann’s 7’
dxeiTar goes some way to creating the sense of futility required and is very close to the
ductus litterarum. But there may be a simpler way of achieving this. Emending to
amérerrar, which occurs in just such an abstract phrase elsewhere (Pind. Nem. 11.46)
and which answers the epithet 7nAedarns, would do. The sense would then be: ‘But
Echo with her mouth that never shuts, who appears afar, is out of the reach of
Philoctetes’ bitter lament.”!* If even Echo does not respond to him, then that confirms
Philoctetes as podvos (183), making the fdpn he endures truly dvijkeora (184).

227-9 aAX’ olkticavTes dvdpa 8vaTnvov udvov
éptipov Bde wdpidov kalobuevov
dwrjoar’ eimep ws PpiloL mpoorkere.

10 Jackson, 207: ‘totally unknown in Greek tragedy, all but totally unknown in Greek poetry’.
The suggestions of Pflugk and Ast do not alleviate this difficulty.

' Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Sophoclea, 183.

12 Jackson, 207.

13 The word’s only other appearance in Soph. is at EL 109, where it is no personification but a
loud cry. Echo does appear personified in Pind. O/ 1421 (where she definitely does not represent
futility, marpl kKAvrav ¢époia’ dyyeriav), Eur. F 1182 (Nauck), Ar. Thesm. 1059, and Mosch. F
2 (as Pan’s lover).

4 1f it is felt that the three epithets accorded to Echo create an imbalance between her and
Philoctetes’ cry, TnAedavns could be emended to TnAepavois. However, the imbalance may be
intentional here, as it echoes Echo’s lack of response.
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228 kaddpevov S kaloduevov rell.  kwAodvpevor Bergk
rarotuevov Morell y’ dAduevov Toup
kal dpidwv T pevov Seyffert

There is nothing syntactically wrong with the MS text. Following Hermann, Blaydes
held that xaAodpuevov should be translated ‘imploring you’, notwithstanding Ellendt’s
caveat about the infrequent use of the middle, there being apparently only one other
instance in Sophocles.’* Blomfield had defended it on the basis that it means
‘existing’, but this does not address the real issue.!® If it could be argued that in fact
kalovpevoy means ‘calling myself’, there might be a chance of explaining the
paradosis. The sense would then be ‘having taken pity on a [x, y, z] man, and one who
calls himself friendless, speak if you really have come as friends’. But the verb does
not seem to be used like this and most editors emend.

Campbell in his commentary thought Seyffert’s conjecture most worthy of mention,
despite the unlikelihood of Tnrwuevov. Toup’s dAwpevor (‘wandering’), which Heath
thought possible!” and which is adopted by Dawe, is perhaps inappropriate to a man
with an affliction of the foot,!® and «ai . .. y¢ seems a clumsy use of the remedium
Heathianum after the asyndeton. Following Campbell and Jebb, Lloyd-Jones and
Wilson adopt Morell’s conjecture.!® While there is palacographic justification for this,
logically one must ask whether a castaway, who describes himself as uévov and épsiuov
in the same sentence, can be said to have anybody there, other than perhaps the wind
and the rain, to mistreat him. One would have to accept that kaxoduevov is being used
rather broadly.

My own suggestion is, adopting Seyffert’s kal ¢idwv, to read povoduevov for
kadovpevor (kal @idwv povoluevov: ‘and being deserted by his friends’), as a
pleonasm after udvov and épfjpov. u and « are regularly confused.?’ povdw does not
occur elsewhere in Sophocles, but the same usage of povéw does occur in Euripides.

236-7 Tis o', @ Tékvov, TPOOETxe, Tis TPoTTyayey
Xpeta; Tis opur; Tis avéuwy o $iAtaTos;

236 mpocéoye codd. mor’ éoxe Blaydes «aréoye Lloyd-Jones and
Wilson

In Sophoclea Lloyd-Jones and Wilson called Blaydes’s mor’ éoxe the least
unconvincing of his suggestions (which included wpodmeupe, mpodrpepe, and o’
émeuipe), but in the OCT they preferred their own xaréoye, referring to O C 369-70
and LSJ s.v. karéyw I1.6 and suggesting that the scribe’s eye had skipped forward to
the mpoo- of mpoarjyayev and imported it back to give mpooéaye, displacing their
ratéoye (cf. LSY s.v. 1.2 and Soph. Phil. 244). In Second Thoughts Lloyd-Jones and

15 0C 1385, where Jebb comments that this usage is rare except as a legal term meaning ‘to cite’
in a legal action, although he thinks it appropriate in that place. Cf. LSJ s.v. L.4.b.

16 Cf. LSJ s.v. I1.2 for apparent examples of this usage. It seems to be most common in the
perfect passive, as noted by LSJ. The status recognition inherent in the usage seems to depend
upon the existence of a social milieu. Philoctetes’ point is just the opposite: he has none. This is
one reason against Blomfield’s defence.

17 B. Heath, Notae sive lectiones ad Sophoclem (Oxford, 1762), 83.

'8 At least coming from his own mouth. But see my conjecture at 146, where a similar word is
put in the mouths of the Chorus.

19 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Sophoclea, 184-5.

20 See Jackson, 120, and J. Diggle, Euripidea (Oxford, 1994), 178, n. 4.
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Wilson have taken the opportunity to revise their earlier view,? in light of
Kirkwood’s review of the OCT, where he cited Hdt. 9.99.1 in support of the
paradosis.?

What is Philoctetes asking? The progression of thought is from need (did
Neoptolemus need something? but what could he have needed?), to impulse (what
impulse could have brought Neoptolemus here?), to chance (was it just a chance wind?
well, if it was, I like that wind very much). Philoctetes’ expression of joy betrays a
growing doubt about the reason for Neoptolemus’ arrival. If Lloyd-Jones and Wilson
could have convinced us that the sense of xaréaye is of bringing Neoptolemus in to
land at Lemnos and that Philoctetes’ questions are inspired by nautical usage, that
would have added weight to their conjecture. However, xaréyw in its nautical usage is
intransitive (cf. LSJ sv. B.2), as is mpooéyw, except apparently in Kirkwood’s
Herodotean example.

Toavoid doubt over whether mpooéyw can be used transitively in the sense required,
my suggestion is to read mpoaeidxe for mpooéaye. The sense will then be ‘what need
drew you on?’ An obvious objection is that mpooéAxw is not a word used by Sophocles.
It does, however, occur in the sense ‘draw on’ in the variant reading at Pind. Ol 6.83
and at Aristaenet. 1.10.17-20.23

260 & Téxvov, & mal matpos éf AxidAéws
ové ZgZoT é¢ rell.

éx describes origin in the sense of parentage (see LSJ s.v. II1.2) often enough in
prose?* and verse. But the fextus receptus here is awkward (especially in a rather grand
apostrophe), ‘o son from father Achilles’. Jebb cites Anz. 193 in support of the
majority MS reading, even though that example includes the definite article in the
cognate usage of dnd. Jebb’s reference to Phil. 910 is a typographical error. In my
view the variant reading (‘o son whose father is Achilles’) should be adopted. In its
support I refer the reader to Phil 940 (to which Jebb intended to refer), of’ épy’ 6
mais u’ édpacev ové Ayl éws, and to A4j. 1289, otk Tijs BapBdpov unTpos yeyds.
For a nominative appositional phrase following the vocative, see e.g. Aesch. Sept. 70,
Apd 1’ ’Epwis marpos 1) peyacbevis.

285 6 uév xpdvos odv Sia xpdvov wpovfawé pou

87 AUY (adopted by Schneidewin and Pearson, inter alios) odv rell.
vuv Wecklein and Blaydes
xpévov codd. mdvov Nauck

The majority MS reading is unmetrical. Irigoin accepts the reading of AUY, despite
the usual appearance of ueév 84 together rather than in isolation.?> The triumvirate of

4 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Second Thoughts, 105-6.

22 G. M. Kirkwood, Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2.1 (1993), 22-31, at 29.

2 For the combination of é\xw and dyw, see Soph. OC 924-8 (Theseus) otkoww éywy’ dv
ofis émepBaivwv xOovés,l. . ./ dvev ye Tod kpaivovros, SoTis fw, xOovos/ oBf’ efAkov obT’ dv

ov...

% See J. E. Powell, A Lexicon to Herodotus (Cambridge, 1938), s.v. I1.3 (56 examples), and e.g.
Andoc. 1.109, dyafoi é¢ dyafav, translated by MacDowell ad loc. ‘fine sons of fine fathers’.

% See the numerous examples cited by Denniston, 391-5.
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Lloyd-Jones and Wilson and Dawe agree in adopting the conjecture of Wecklein and
Blaydes to restore sense and metre.

Lloyd-Jones and Wilson retain the MSS’ xpévov. Dawe, on the other hand, adopts
Nauck’s conjecture. Lloyd-Jones and Wilson think that Eur. Andr. 1247-8 is a parallel
supporting the MS reading here. The text will then mean ‘one period of time after
another went by for me’ (as Lloyd-Jones translates in the Loeb). But the Euripidean
passage is not analogous: the definite article is absent and it is unlikely that ypdvos can
mean ‘a period of time’, despite the examples cited by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson in
support of that meaning.?® With that in mind, the text should be emended. Nauck’s
mévov, adopted by Dawe, makes good sense, but it is not the only possibility and the
preference of Sophocles (Phil. 761) and Euripides (F 826 Nauck) for the plural éia
mévwy elsewhere tells against it here. I prefer 7pduov, T and X being confused along
with M and NV: ‘I spent my time trembling’.

4512 mod xpn Tifeabar TadTa, mod 8’ alveiv, Stav
\ A 3> -~ \ \ o /
70 e’ émawdv Tovs Beods elpw xakols;

452 épevvav Hartung (accepted by Nauck) émafpov Postgate

Critics have been concerned by émawav because finding out that something is bad in
the course of praising it seems illogical. Erfurdt and Hermann tried to explain this by
saying 1o fei’ émawdv means quum uolo laudare diuina. Most subsequent editors
have accepted the MS reading, with varying degrees of diffidence. However,
Lloyd-Jones and Wilson adopt Postgate’s érafpav in the OCT. They reject the
paradosis because in their opinion (i) it is unlikely that anyone would discover that
the gods are evil in the course of seeking to praise them, and (ii) ‘the word must have
been corrupted because of the presence of ailveiv in the line before’.?’” These
objections require a response. As to the first, Sophocles’language here, while difficult,
is a paradox more natural to Greek than even English.?® It is quite in character with a
declaration about divine inscrutability from a man with a heroic, anti-Odyssean
belief system who feels the injustice of his abandonment, and who struggles with
piety. alveiv need not in any event mean ‘praise’.?> Nor do we need to import an
unattested meaning here for émawdv. If, then, it means ‘praise’, are there similar
examples in Sophocles of persons discovering things to be bad while praising them?
No. However, at Soph. OT 441 Oedipus indignantly responds Totatr’ dveidil’ ols
éu’ evprijcers uéyav to Teiresias’ enquiry about his prowess at answering riddles.

% The examples they give are Soph. OT 561, where ypdvo: cannot mean what they say because
the point Creon is making is that Oedipus would have to go back a long way in time to find the
time when Laius was murdered, a point made clear by Dawe’s paraphrase in his commentary ad
loc.; OT 1137, where the sense of period is lent by the adjective éxuvouvs; and Eur. Supp. 1118,
where if xpdvov could mean a ‘period of time’, Musgrave’s uérpa would be effete (Diggle and
Kovacs adopt it; it does not satisfy Collard, who obelizes the text).

2 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Sophoclea, 189.

% Cf. Shakespeare, Antony & Cleopatra, 2.6.53-7, ‘Though I lose/ The praise of it by telling,
you must know,/ When Casar and your brother were at blows,/ Your mother came to Sicily and
did find/ Her welcome friendly.”

¥ Cf. LST s.v. 11, ‘be content with, acquiesce in’ c. acc. rei, with examples (the references to
Pindar do not mean what LSJ say they mean). Sommerstein on Aesch. Fum. 469 says ‘the verb
[sc. aiveiv] need not imply enthusiasm’, referring to Aesch. Supp. 903-4; and Eur. Alc. 2 (where
Dale refers to Eur. Hipp. 37, éxdypov aivésas dvyrjv, which Barrett in his commentary ad loc.
translates ‘consenting to’ without explanation).
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Discovering that something is great in the course of censuring it is almost the
opposite of discovering that something is bad in the course of praising it, and this
should encourage editors inclined to retain the MS reading here. In response to
Lloyd-Jones and Wilson’s second objection, their reasoning is circular and cannot of
itself justify altering the text. Repetition, if indeed the compound form in 452 allows
this to be so categorized, is not of itself indicative of corruption. There is no reason,
in a rhetorical question such as this, why a word should not be repeated in a
compound form when it is asked why something should not be done and the question
is then answered.

So, Lloyd-Jones and Wilson fail to establish that the MS reading is indefensible. As
to their adoption of Postgate’s conjecture, there are actually two good reasons against
it (where they dismiss Hartung’s épevvav, which does not suffer from either), the
second of which is, in my view, fatal. First, érafpeiv occurs nowhere else in Tragedy. It
occurs just once, at Bacchyl. 13.227, as they admit, prior to the third century B.C,
making it a very rare word, to be inserted, one would have thought, only with
circumspection. Second, the alpha in dfpeiv is treated by Sophocles as short in those of
the seven examples referred to by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson where its quantity is
determinate. We must ask therefore why Lloyd-Jones and Wilson believe that in
compound it should be treated differently, as it would have to be here.

500-3 vov 8°, els g€ yap moumdv Te kadTOV dyyelov
nKw, ’aﬁ ou’)ami, 0’15 w’ e’)\e]’naov, et’ooet[w
s mavta dewa Kamkcvﬁvvwgg‘pmrocs
keitar, mabeiv uév b, mabeiv de fdrepa.

502 mavra Sewa codd. wdvT’ dénAa Wakefield
503 BdTépg Blaydes

Dawe admits Wakefield’s conjecture. On 502 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson say that
Wakefield’s conjecture ‘gives a sense better suited to the context than the reading
of the manuscripts’,3® although they accepted the MS reading in the OCT. But is
the paradosis unjustifiable and does the change really suit the context better? Dealing
with the last first: Sewd kdmicwdivws is a perfectly natural combination; dewds
with the infinitive is common in Sophocles where d8nAos does not occur in that
construction; and if we accept Wakefield’s change, how can one stand outside evils
and look out for them, as Philoctetes suggests one should in 504?33 These points

30 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Second Thoughts, 107.

31 See e.g. Pl. Leg. 736c and Xen. Mem. 4.6.10.

32 But see Goodwin, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses of The Greek Verb (London, 1889?), para.
763: ‘Any adjective may take an infinitive to limit its meaning to a particular action.” The
infinitives in 503 are more easily explicable if the thought can allow them to be epexegetic of what
precedes.

3 M. D. Reeve, ‘Some interpolations in Sophocles’, GRBS 11 (1970), 283-93, at 288, has
argued for the deletion of 504-6, which would negate my third objection. The deletion, proposed
on the bases that 504-6 add nothing and that such antithetical gnomic utterances as we find in
502-3 occur at the end of sixteen other long speeches in Sophocles, is accepted by Lloyd-Jones
and Wilson, but not by Dawe or Irigoin. Reeve himself couched his proposed deletion carefully:
‘it is hard to repress the suspicion that Philoctetes’ speech ended [with 503]’. Statistically he has a
point, but I do not think that 504-6 add nothing. They contain a warning to Neoptolemus to
watch out in case he comes to grief through not looking to his life, intimating that he has reason
to want to get away from Lemnos too, which is not implicit in 501-3.
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should be enough to cast doubt on Lloyd-Jones and Wilson’s view. Dealing with the
MS reading: the sense must be that we know that everything is terrible and that, given
that knowledge, it is sensible, when one is making hay, to be on the look out for
catastrophes in case they take one by surprise. You can anticipate terrible events, but
you cannot avoid them.* The MS reading, which Irigoin retains, allows this
interpretation. I would therefore reject Wakefield’s conjecture and compare further
Pind. Pyth. 8.76-7.

The epexegetic phrase mafeiv pev ed, mabeiv 8¢ Odrepa is also difficult to explain.
Jebb’s explanation ‘that, as they have fared well, so they may fare ill’ (original
emphasis) does not help and does not do justice to the Greek. These words need a peg
and the only peg for them is in what precedes. It means ‘some of which [sc. dewa (502)]
to bear well, others badly’. Blaydes’s 8arépa should also be adopted because fdrepa is
unparalleled in an adverbial sense and is clumsy in the context of an (otherwise
inexplicable) epexegesis, whereas fdrépq is regularly used in this way.?

628-30 olkouvy 7d8’, & mai, dewd, Tov Aaepﬂ.'ov
A %) A
éu’ éxmioar mor’ dv Adyowst parfarois

~, \ 4 3 9, ’ /
deiéar vews dyovr’ év Apyeios péoous;

630 vews codd. ’k vews Blaydes Aews Schubert

When analysed, the phraseology is a little strange. Blaydes lists a number of
conjectures for 630 before concluding, as if in defiance of his reputation for
radical emendation, that ‘the common reading may be defended, and should not
hastily be altered’. Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, following Blaydes, retain the MS reading.
Dawe adopts Schubert’s conjecture, despite the word’s absence in the plural in
Tragedy.

If vews meant ‘from his ship’ with dyovr’, then one would expect és Apyelovs
wéoous to follow. So there was some sense in Campbell’s original attempt to make it
dependent on Seifar, despite his later retraction of this argument,’ even if a separative
genitive was even more unlikely with deifat. vews dyovr’ is difficult for ‘leading from
his ship’, but not impossible. But vews dyovr’ év is tortured and Blaydes’s 'k vews
seems a certain correction.

Dr Dawe has expressed concern per litteras about Adyoior paABarois. With what, he
asks, do the soft words go? This prompted me to suggest elfac for deifac with
Philoctetes as subject. Philoctetes is imagined yielding to Odysseus’ words as the latter
leads the former from his ship. However, this necessitates a further emendation of
dyovr’ év and I propose dyovai (dative plural participle agreeing with Adyoiar) u’.
Having already accepted Blaydes’s correction, we would have éu’ éAmicar o7’ dv
Adyoiar parfarois/ elfar ’k vews dyovoi u’ Apyelows péoous; ‘Is it not strange, my
son, that Odysseus hopes that I would ever yield to his soft words leading me from his
ship to the middle of the Argives? This proposal has the benefit of giving Adyotou
walfarois a purpose. I acknowledge that it is radical, but believe the text to be in need
of a radical solution here.’’

3 For the thought, see e.g. Achilles Tatius 1.3.3.

35 Cf. LS s.v. IV.l.c, and add to the examples given there Soph. F 434.3 (Pearson, but not
Radt) €5 mafdvra 0arépa Baveiv.

36 Campbell, PS 210.

37 For the record, Dr Dawe does not approve it.
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645 aAX’, €l Bokel, ywpdev évdolev AaPwv

AaBawv codd. AafBeiv Page
AaBdvl’ Wyttenbach AdB’ odv Frohlich

For examples of the singular participle with the plural verb, see Bond on Eur. HF
858.38 Lloyd-Jones and Wilson print the MS reading. Their list of parallels® is badly
ordered, and it does not deal with all the relevant examples.*’ Moreover, Jackson did
not propose ywpois dv, as Lloyd-Jones and Wilson suggest, without more.*! Jackson
was complaining that the examples cited in support of the MS text involve a singular
participle preceding the plural verb, and he suggested the possibility that the plural
xwpawuev could have come about as ‘a whim of the subconscious memory’ of what
appears in 526 and 635. Jackson, however, sounds a note of doubt by saying that if
right, ‘we should have to impute to Sophocles the banality dAA’, el Soxei, ywpois
av’.*? Despite Jackson’s self-confessed idiosyncrasy regarding word order,* there is
something that sets this example apart: Neoptolemus and Philoctetes are both about
to leave, whereas in other examples, where the text is not corrupt, the plural verb
refers in reality to one person. That is not the case here and the text therefore requires
correction. Neither Frohlich’s Add8” odv nor Wyttenbach’s Aa3év8’ is much help. odv is
the wrong connective and Aaf3év8’ is the wrong tense for the construction. Page’s
AaBeiv, however, gives just the sense required and is an easy correction. Of modern
editors only Dawe adopts it.*

650 ...00T€ ﬂ'pai?vew mTavv.

wévou V¥  mdvy VP rell.  mdvov Reiske
m66a Wecklein mdAw Nauck mold Hense Tayd Meineke

Because the MSS’ wdvv is rare in Tragedy, and then occurs only in lyric and

anapaestic passages, many changes have been suggested. Lloyd-Jones and Wilson,

however, retain the MS reading translating ‘a good deal’ rather than ‘entirely’.*’

While they refer to five other instances of the word in Tragedy, none of their
examples displays the meaning they give it here. Its occurrence in satyric drama at
Soph. Ichn. 345 in such a mutilated area of the papyrus is inconclusive. The MS
reading is unparalleled and unsuitable. There is not much to choose between the
conjectures cited. Those of Hense and Nauck are rather dull. Meineke’s has some
plausibility on palaeographic grounds, but seems abrupt. Wecklein’s is pedestrian,
and it is the wound, not his foot, that Philoctetes wants to soothe. Dawe accepts the

3% To his examples should be added Eur. IT 349. Hermann compared this line also with Soph.
OC 1104. Page on Eur. Med. 565 suggested the MSS’ singular optative might be kept against
Elmsley’s conjecture, although he was uncharacteristically indecisive on this. Diggle has now
stepped into the breach and maintains the MS reading (approved by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson,
Sophoclea, 194).

¥ Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, Sophoclea, 193-4. The closest parallel is Soph. Trach. 335, as
Schneidewin realized.

4 To their list can be added Eur. HF 1208-9, and fon 548-9 and 1250.

4 Referring to Jackson, 241-2.

4 Jackson, 242.

4 Contrary to what Fraenkel, 61, says, some examples do exhibit plural verb followed by
singular participle, so consideration of the sequence is not decisive.

“ Approved by Diggle also on Eur. Phaéth. 97 D.

4 Not a meaning given by LSJ.
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reading of V before correction (as Hartung had done), but this leaves us with an
unlikely separative genitive.*6 Reiske’s simple mdvov gives the best outcome of
applying salve to the wound.

Little Venice, London NICHOLAS LANE

% The examples of such genitives given by Dawe, Studies, 3.55, involve a passive verb (Soph.
Phil. 1334 and Eur. Or. 43) or a verb connoting taking respite from which ordinarily takes the
genitive (Soph. 4j. 274). These are quite natural. Here, however, we have an active verb and a need
to supply an object if mdvov is accepted.
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