NOTES ON GREEK TRAGEDY, I

Aeschylus: Sophocles, Trachiniae.*
A. Suppl. 524-8 dvaé avdrrwy, paxdpwy

paxdpraTe kal TEAéwy

TedetdTaTov kpdros, 6APBie Zeb,
melfov e kal yevéolw:

14 kd ~ 4 ol ’
dAevoov avdpdv UBpw €0 aTuyTOas.

527 melfov] mbo? Stanley yevéobw] yéver o Schiitz.

PeLAsGUs goes off to summon his people, bidding the chorus pray for their desires to be
fulfilled. They appeal to Zeus to ward off the lust of men, and in the antistrophe claim his
support as the ancestor of Epaphus. M’s yevéofw in 527 must mean fiat, an impossible
sense with no closer analogue than LXX yévoiro yévoiro.  Schiitz’ yéver 0, adopted by
most modern editors, gives good sense with little change, but removes the sense-pause at
period-end (here marked by hiatus and the sequence v ——| o —~). Period-end without
pause is sufficiently infrequent in Aeschylus (about 10%) to deter us from introducing it by
emendation, and especially infrequent when marked by hiatus (about 69%,).2 Moreover,
melfov or mbod is not a word used by mortals to gods in prayer (though Pindar so addresses
his Muse, P. 1, 59).

A clue is given by Pelasgus’ final words (523—4):

éyw 8¢ Tadra mopovvdy eXedoouar:
7T€L0(2) S’g‘ﬂOLTO Kal‘, T'U/XCL ﬂpaKT'ijtOS.
It is not unusual for a chorus to take their cue from the last words of the preceding dialogue,
sometimes a prayer which they elaborate, e.g. S. 0.T. 149-50:
@OtBOS 8’6 7T€//.L¢la§ TdUUG 'LLG,VTGI:G,S (i',ua
owtp 8 lkotro kal véoov mavoTipios,
followed by a kdyrucds Suvos appealing to Apollo and other gods for help against the plague.
Sometimes the actual words are repeated, e.g. A. Cho. 781-5:
Tp. dAX elut kal ools Tadra melvopar Adyots.
‘)/G/VOLTO 8,({)5‘ C’ICPLOTCL Ul‘JV 96(:)1/ 80/0'€L.
Xo. viv mapaitovuéva pot, mdTep
Zevs Gewv *Odvpmiowv
80s TUxas Tuyxel . . .
Pers, 621—4 Ba. yamérovs §éya
Tipuas mpoméupw Tdade veprépois eols.
Xo. PBacidewn yvvar, mpéoPos Ilépoas,
ot Te méume yods . . .
S. Phil. 825—7 Ne. aax’ e’dow,uev, (ﬁt’)\ot,
éxndov adTov, ws dv els Tmvov méay).
Xo. “Ym’ d8vvas ddarjs . . .
and in particular A. Suppl. 417-8
Ba. pdv od Soket Seiv ¢povridos owrnplov;
Xo. ¢pdvricov . . .
with 437-8
XO. T(iSG q';pafaal, o« . Ba. Kal‘, 87)] 7T€'(f>pa0‘u,at.
Comparable, though rather different, is P.V. 127-8:
Ilp. 7av pou pofepov 16 mpdoepmov.

Xo. pumdév dofinbis . . .

11 am indebted throughout to Professor H. will appear in the 1977 Fournal.
Lloyd-Jones, and in the Trachiniae passages to 2 See ‘Pause and Period in the lyrics of Greek
Mrs P. E. Easterling and Mr M. D. Reeve, for tragedy,’ C.Q.27, 1977.
valuable advice and criticism. Part II of this article
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So here mefd) is the key to the situation, and the Danaids might well pray for her success.
Schiitz (in his note) suggested welfw 1ixa 6’ éméobw, exactly echoing 524 (cf. Men. Sam. 737
eduevns émoito Nixn, krd). The same result is given with less change by welfoi vxa yevéobfw,
‘may Success attend Persuasion’. For the phrase, ¢f. Theogn. 130 potvor 8’dvdpi yévoiro
TUXQ.

Suppl. 762 s kal patalwy dvogiwv Te kvwddAwy
éxovrest dpyas xp1) pvAdooeafar kpdTos.

kai paraiwv] aiparnpdv Page &ovrec] -tac Turnebus, -to¢ Bothe.

There are three difficulties: (1) kai, (2) éyovres, (3) xpdros. The chorus have been
expressing their horror of the approaching Aegyptioi, while Danaus reassures them. They
have no respect for altars or gods, they are lutsful, impious, and have the boldness of dogs
(kvvobpacets). Danaus counters: ‘But it is said wolves are superior to dogs; papyrus does
not beat corn’. The wolf is a symbol of cunning (e.g. P. P. 2, 84); Greeks are more than a
match for Egyptians (as Helen and Menelaus were for Theoclymenus, Iphigenia and Orestes
for the barbarian Thoas). Then the sense required is: “They are also wild beasts, who must
be warded off by force’.  This will accommodate kai = ‘also’, ‘even’. paraiwy = ‘unruly’,
and in a sexual context, as here, ‘lewd’, ¢f. S. Trach. 565 ader paralas xepolv, E. El. 1064,
pdrac in A, Cho. 918 (of Agamemnon’s infidelity); so also in Suppl. 229 (o0 p7) ¢vyy paralwy
alrias, 820 pdraior modvbpdors, which strongly supports paraiwv here.  With éyovras, kpdros
was taken by Weil and Murray to mean ‘by force’, cl. the adverbial rdxos; but the analogy is
scarcely adequate. With éxyovros (Bothe, read by Page, Friis Johansen), the sense is: ‘we
must ward off their might as of one with the spirit of wild beasts’. This gives a construction
to kpdros, but the reply lacks point; and the singular, though possible, is surprising, since the
sons of Aegyptus have been referred to throughout this exchange in the plural (éydvrwv has
also been conjectured). To give the required sense xpdre is needed (with éyovras):

({)S‘ Kal‘. lLCLTCLL’wV C;,VOU[LUV TE KV(IJSC‘,AU)V

éxovras dpyas xp1 puAdooeafar kpdret,
‘we must ward them off by force, as having also the spirit of lewd, wicked beasts’. Danaus
suggests cunning as the means to victory, his daughters advise brute strength; so in the
contrary sense Themis-Gaia at P.V. 211-2:

s oD kat’ loxOv odd€ mpos TO KapTepov

Xpein, 66w 8¢, Tods Ymepaxdvras kpareiv.
For this sense of kpdre: the model is Il. 7.142:

76v Avkdopyos émedre 86dw, oV i kpdrel ye.

Eum. 502-7 mevoerar & dAos d’)\)\oeev, 7Tpo¢w-
vy To TOV médas kakd,
Méw Smédooiv e udxbwv,
§ 4 3 3 4 4
drea 8 od pdTara TAd-
pwv pdray mapnyopet.

vnddooiv M: dnédveilv G Tr.: daddnoiv F

Page obelises 7a r@v, remarking: ‘qui aegritudinum levationem quaerit, sua non propin-
quorum mala promulgat: & (Blass, = ‘sua’), 7ois (Dawe) expectasses’. This is a fair
point, if 7edoerar means ‘one will learn from another the (means to the) cessation and
lessening of his own sufferings’. But what the words most naturally mean is ‘one man will
learn from another about the cessation of sufferings’. This does not make very good sense;
why should there be a cessation of sufferings when the Furies are on the war-path?3 Lloyd-
Jones renders: ‘one shall ask of another . . . as he proclaims his neighbour’s ills, when shall
tribulation subside and cease’, which does not imply that the cessation is actually taking
place.* But muwvfdvopar seems not to be used in this way (with accusative) of ‘enquiry about’

3 Wilamowitz (ed.) took udyfwv to be the Furies’ with the main difficulty.
exertions. This is in itself unlikely and does not help 4 So also Mazon, Weir-Smyth.



NOTES ON GREEK TRAGEDY, I 123

a state of affairs which does not obtain. It is true that abstract verbal nouns are favoured by
choral lyric where other writers would use clauses,® and it would be rash to claim that
Aeschylus could not have written mwwfdveofar Ajéw pdxfwv for muvbdveslar el Mjyovor pdxbor.
But it is certainly stretching the normal usage of mwfdvouar.

The model is surely that of a plague or epidemic. Each man seeks rumours of the
progress of the disease, while he spreads rumours of what he has heard. v¢mdé8oow does not
otherwise occur, nor does $moduddvar in classical Greek; it is found first in Aristotle meaning
‘give way’, the nearest sense to that required being ‘decay’, of power, in later writers (Aristides,
Philostratus). Again, it would be rash to deny that Aeschylus could have coined the word
vmédoois = ‘abatement’; but a simple change gives normal Greek. Read émiSoow, ‘in-
crease’, a technical medical term, such as Aeschylus tends to favour in his later plays.®
Ajéw émidooiv Te, ‘abatement and increase’, is then a polar expression for ‘progress’ (in the
neutral sense), of the type 7o fepuov kai duxpdv = ‘temperature’, 76 pdddov kai frTov =
‘degree’:” ‘one man will learn from another, as he proclaims his neighbour’s ills, the pro-
gress of the troubles, and, poor wretch, consoles with unreliable remedies’. He proclaims
his neighbour’s ills,® since the plague-stricken are not in a position to proclaim their own; he
is TAdpwr, because these ills are soon to be his, and he will be as little able to help himself with
his feeble remedies as he can now help others.®

3y \ Yy \ o I3 4

éuol 8 67e pév dpados 6 ydpos,
dpoPos, oV 8édia,

undé kpewoadvwy fedv

épws ddurTov duua mpoodpdkol pe.

3> ’ o 3 (3 / 14 14 Q

dmodepos 60€ v’ 6 mAepos, dmopa wopiuos, ovd
éxw Tis dv yevoluav.

P.V. go1-j5

Gte Arnaldus] 6t¢ 08 déda undé] v 0é 0édwa, un Headlam: &pu, dédua 0¢ un Page Oedv del. Musgrave, épwg del.
Schiitz: e ¢’ . . . wpogdpdkor Page

Apart from 87, which Arnaldus corrected, fault is found with the paradosis in gor—2 as
follows: (1) tautology and (2) asyndeton of d¢ofos, ot 6€dia; (3) undé adversative after a
negative (GP 193). We may add (4) the successive syncopated bicipitia épados ¢ yduos,
dpofos, ov v wu v v | wuu—, normal in dochmiac or cretic-paeonic metres but avoided in
iambics.!® In go2-3, (a) any intelligible colometry in go2 seems to give too many syllables
in gog; (b) the internal accusative duua is surprising: the syntax in itself is acceptable, but
dupa, unlike the similar formations BAéuua, 8épyua, is not used to mean ‘glance’, the verbal
action.l!

Tautology in asyndetic pairs is not in itself remarkable in Aeschylus, though this unsym-

5 Cf. F. Dornseiff, Pindars Stil, 1921, 86. Hermann read dnoddow, effugium. But if this goes

8 W. B. Stanford, Aeschylus in his Style, 1942, 55.

7 This use of polar opposites to denote the range of
possibilities in between is akin to the type in S. Ant.
1109 iT’ it’, dndoveg, ol T dvreg ol T andvreg, i.e.
‘everyone’, examined by Wilamowitz on H.F. 1106.

8 For ta tawv néAag kaxd as opposed to Taoikeia kaxd,
others’ troubles as opposed to one’s own, ¢f. Hdt.
7.152, 2 éniotauar ¢ TooovTov 6Ti &l mavres dvlpwmot
Ta olkfjia kaka & péoov ouvveveikaiev dAidéacBar
PovAduevor Toiot mAnciowt, éykdyavtes dv ¢ Ta Taw
nélag kaka donacios ékactol avtdv dmopepoiato
éniow ta elonpveikavto; E. fr. 322 N2.

® F. Wieseler, Coniectanea in Aeschyli FEumenides,
1839, 108, also read énidoogw, which he thought was
implied by the scholion dei Ta GAdjAwy drxodoovrar kai
ob pivetal kak@y avdnavoig, and would account for the
alternative explanation dwadoyrjy. He renders ‘acces-
sio, incrementum’, derives A7jifw from Aayydvew, and
paraphrases: ‘audient . . . initium et successionem
laborum’. I find this very hard.

with nevoerar (as in his text), the sense ‘will ask about’
is again required; if with wapnyopdv (as he suggests in
his note: finem effugiumque laborum . . . frustra pro
solatio adhibens), the sense effugium does not quite fit.

10 A, M. Dale, The Lyric Metres of Greek Drama?,
1968, 73 (= LMGD).

11 Such usages as kat’ dupa, év duuacw are irrele-
vant, as can be seen from e.g. Pers. 81 kvdaveov &
dupact Aeboowy poviov dépyua dpdrovrog, E. Or. 1020-1
dg 6 oo’ &v Supacw | mavvordTy mpéooyw. In
Pho. 293 yovuneteic édpac mpoonitvw o', dva&, cited
with our passage in K.-G. i g21, spoonirvew governs
&pas in the first place, cf. Hel. 947. E. Forberg
(Abhandlung tiber néda Paivew und dhnliche Strukturen im
Griechischen, Coburg, 1850, 9) explained duua here on
the analogy of ndda Baivw and other expressions with
néda, which has no verbal force either; but this
peculiar idiom with ndda is quite common, and its
extension unwarranted.
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metrical pair is surprising. However, neither looks like a gloss: dgofos is clearly not a
glossator’s word, and 8¢dwa is not a standard gloss, though it occurs (' Pers. 702); we should
expect ov ¢ofodpa if anything.'? Adversative und¢ after the negative is more serious. A
comparable example occurs at S. El. 131-3,

0280: TE Kal\. §UV[7’/‘LL T(ll.a’, OI’J’ Tl: He

Puyydver, 008’ é0édw mpohmely Tdde,
where 098¢ must be adversative. The sequence is similar to P.V. go1—2, in that 098¢ can be
regarded as contrasting with a preceding positive statement (oida) rather than its negative
restatement (ov 7i pe dvuyydver), which is not quite so difficult!’®.  But 006¢ there means ‘and
yet’, ‘and still’; ¢f. E. Bacch. 758 mip épepov, 008’ éxarev.  Adversative odde answering uév is
not found outside Homer, and undé, an adversative prohibition after a pév clause, would be
harder still.

The metrical problem, which most remedies ignore, is equally intractable. Biceps
before syncopation in iambics can be ruled out.!* ddoBos o 8é8ia cannot plausibly be taken
as dochmiac; isolated dochmiacs do occur (e.g. S. Phil. 1113), but very rarely. Nor is
8 + “Ycr 7, & any more likely.1> In any case, we should not expect to find dochmiacs in
the epode to a strophe in d.-e. éuot &’ é7e cannot be a resolved bacchius; this only occurs
when bacchiac metre is strongly indicated, e.g. Trach. 218, E. Tro. 564 (LMGD 74).

If undé is impossible, the adversative must belong to 8é8ia, and od is also wrong. Of the
remedies suggested, Hermann’s ddofos, dAda 8é6ia, uy (with subj.) gives good sense, but does
nothing to explain the corruption; Headlam’s 6v 8¢ 6é8ia, un (with opt.) is neat, but the
inverted relative, with épws as antecedent, is rather artificial. Neither of these in itself deals
with the metrical problem. Page’s doBos édv, 5é8ia 8¢ uz (with opt.; subj. seems desirable)
alonel® solves all the difficulties. 'We might also go back to the corrupt ér. and write éuot &
dmovl? (misread as oriov, then od displaced, causing trouble in the next line), followed by
e.g. ddoPos 8¢, 8é6ia 8¢ wy. There are then various possibilities; but Page’s solution is the
most elegant so far proposed.

There is now, however, a problem in go2—3. If mpooSpdkor ue is written plena scriptura,
there are two extra syllables. We can dispense (1) with épws, which has the apparent
advantage of eliminating the internal accusative duua; but this difficulty is not a real one, as
deurrov dupa can stand in apposition to épws; or (2) with fedv, cf. P. 0. 10, 39—40 veixos S¢
kpeaodvwy dmoléctl dmopov, N. 10, 72 xalema & épis avlpwimois ouidelv kpeoodvwr, both in a
strikingly similar context (améAepos 68’ y’ o moAepnos). Or we can remove the syllable at the
end, by moving ue (w7 ne Platnauer; épw u’ Page) or by simply eliding mpoodpdkot u’; the
unhandy period of g metra!® could perhaps be divided at épws | duxrov, with sense-pause (on
my interpretation) given by the apposition.!® On balance I prefer to excise fedv, which
impairs the universality of the chorus’ fears;2° but again there aré various possibilities.

S. Trach. 86-93 A, dMX e, pijrep: € 8¢ feapdrwy éyw

Bdéw xamidn Tdvde, kav mddar wapd.

12 The omission of dédta, not 0¥ dédia, in H does not
seem significant; see R. D. Dawe, The Collation and
Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus, 1964, 139.

13 J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles®, 1954, 191
(= GP).

14 Possible instances can be scanned in other ways,
e.g. Cho. 1523 lete ddrpy kavayés dAduevov Glouéve
deonéta, giving yU | JU if ¢ is long in fete; but it is
probably short, so that the rhythm is trochaic (so
Wilamowitz, Schroeder, Kraus); E. Bacch. 578 wic
60e, Tic mdbev o kéradog | ava W éxdAecev eviov,
possibly Uu U - VuUuUuvuu l VUUUUU U-uU -,
but better interpreted as vV u — VU U LU U
trochees (so Wilamowitz, Griechische Verskunst, 1921,
580 [= GV]).

15 E. Bacch. 1170 is best taken as 2 ia.; so Dodds,
Schroeder.

vu
)

18 o3 @dfos (Dawe) still leaves biceps followed by
syncopated long.

17 Hermann suggested éuol 0¢ 3’ 6te, a most
unlikely combination of particles, cf. GP 155.

18 8 metra is the longest period found in Pindar
(P. Mass, Greek Metre [tr. Lloyd-Jones], 1962, para.
65 [= GM]), which gives a reasonable guide for
tragedy.

19 See C.Q. 27, 1977.

20 (f. the opening stanza, and Pindar /.cc.; though
the opposition mortals/gods is certainly meant here,
despite the Oceanids’ status, as it is in N. 10, 72.
Wilamowitz is right to insist (in his edition) that they
are thought of as girls not goddesses, but wrong to
infer that fedv need signify irrelevant gradations of
divine rank.
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viv 8 6 Eumjbins moTuos odk éd maTpos
Nuds mporapPeiv 0bde Setpaive dyav.
viv 8 s Euvinu’, 0ddév éNMelpw To un
mdoay wubéabar 7&v8’ aljfeav mépe.

An. xdpe vov, & mai: kai yap Sorépw, 16 Y’ €D
mpdocew émel mifoiro, képSos éumod.

88—9 secl. Hermann: post 91 traiecit Brunck, »dv ¢” in 6A2°” mutato »@v: mipiv Wakefield £&d: eia Vauvilliers.

The paradosis, though accepted by Longo,?! cannot stand. viv 3¢ . . . ok €& cannot mean
‘but as it was (before I knew these facts) . ..”; it must mean ‘but as it is (in the present circum-
stances), his characteristic fortune does not allow us to fear for him’, which makes no sense in
the context. We must therefore transpose, excise or emend 88—9.

(1) Transposition fails, because (a) Hyllus then ends on a note of consolation, which is
out of key at the end of this scene of mounting anxiety; (b) if 88—9 follows go—1, with viv §
changed to dA’ (Brunck), Deianeira’s reply xdpet vov, & mai no longer picks up his last
words. (2) 88—9 should not be excised, since the phrase ¢ {umjfins mérpos is not only striking
in itself but thematically important. It recurs in the parodos as part of the chorus’ consola-
tion: despite Heracles’ sea of troubles, some god always keeps him afloat (112—21). This
objection does not indeed go home against Hermann and Kamerbeek, who think that 88—9
and go-1 are examples of the author-variants they see elsewhere in this play: Sophocles first
made Hyllus end with 88—9, then substituted go—1. But apart from the general implausi-
bility of this view Sophocles is unlikely to have made Hyllus end with 89, since although ydpe
vov, & mal might then perhaps look back to dAX’ e, ufirep in 81, he will again end on the
wrong note, with a consolation. (3) Vauvillier’s eia is easy and necessary (I do not know
why Longo should think the imperfect weak and pedestrian): vov &’ . . . odx ela then does
mean ‘as it was’ (before I knew these facts). But can viv 8¢ ‘but now’ (in the present
situation) follow immediately afterwards?

It is not enough to distinguish between the dialectical and temporal uses of viv 6¢ (Jebb,
Radermacher, Longo), or to point to other repetitions of vov 8¢ or xai vov. The closest
parallel, cited by Jebb, is El. 13345, where the Paedagogos says: ‘If I had not been keeping
guard, your plans would have been known in the palace before you entered it yourselves;
but as it was (vov 8¢) I took precautions. And now (kail vdv) . . . go inside’. The essential
difference here is that viv 8¢, though doubtless dialectical, refers to the same actual, present
situation as «ai viv; whereas in our passage the second viv 6¢ refers to the situation which
actually obtains, the first to a situation which no longer obtains, a sequence impossibly hard
to understand if the same phrase is used to introduce both. Other examples quoted by
Longo are of equally little use. The first vy 8¢ must therefore be emended. Wakefield
considered dMa, but rightly preferred mpiv 8¢: it is more precise, and accounts better for the
corruption. Wakefield himself wrote mpiv 8” . . . odx é@, which is not good enough; the
combination of the two conjectures to give

mpiv & ¢ Eumibns méTpos odk ela maTpos
Nuds mpoTapPeiv 0vdé Sepalvew ayav
is due to Campbell, who never emended without good reason.

Trach. 97-9 ToiTo kapvéar Tov *Aruri-
vas, w80 pov w0y por wais
valew mot’ . . .
= 106-8 ovmor’ edvdlew ddakxpy-
v BAeddpwy mwéhov, dAAa

eduvacTov . . .

7160t pot maig) bt mais Tricl.: 7ébe wor Wunder.

2t O. Longo, Commento linguistico alle Trachinie di Sofocle, 1968.
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I summarise briefly the reasons why aAXa should not be written plena scriptura as in Pear-
son’s text.
(1) Brevis in longo or hiatus, or both together, normally?? indicate period-end in lyric
verse. Periods so determined, being metrical units, are the same for all repetitions of the
metrical scheme. Period-end always coincides with word-break, and elision, which implies
synaphea, is not permitted.
(2) In the lyrics of tragedy, period-end coincides with pause. ‘Pause’ in this restricted
sense means that the break cannot be preceded by a prepositive (e.g. the article, some
conjunctions such as kai, s, etc.) or followed by a postpositive (enclitics, semi-enclitics).?
Some words not strictly in these categories may be so reckoned for this purpose, as they
seem to be treated in the same say, e.g. dAAa, o08é.%
(3) In Pindar, who is in general less strict than the dramatists about the coincidence of
period-end and sense-pause (in the wider use of the term), there are a few exceptions to (2).2
In the lyrics of tragedy there are very few such exceptions, and some of those can be justified
or are suspect on other grounds. They are:
A. Suppl. 781-2 dioTos (or aidvos) ds | kdwms . .
. .. A prima facie instance. s and ypot are both due to conjecture (a: Soows, xpoiv M), but
seem inevitable. The sense-break at ypo! makes lengthening t before mp- most improb-
able (see Barrett on E. Hipp. 760).
S. 0.T. 1218-20 (3)8Vpopar yap s | mepladX lakyéwy éx oTopdrwy (Svpopar Seidler), giving no
pause at &s to match brevis in longo at 1208, is shown to be correct by the sense. wepiadda is
sound (Oedipus’ grief is ‘preeminent’), but lakyxéwr éx oroudrwy is not Greek, and Burges’ lav
xéwv is necessary; then ds is exclamatory and must come first. Read therefore ws 8vpopar |
mepladX’ lav yéwv ék oTopdrwy, as proposed by Lloyd-Jones ( JHS 85, 1965, 168), who points out
that Burges’ conjecture derives fresh support from the papyrus reading in Hipp. 584 (Pap.
Oxy. 2224).

Trach. 510-12

. Sdolpav = 790-1 xpiudbdnvar xpot: | mpdmap

*Axeddos am’ Olviaddy, o 8¢ Bakylas dmo |
NAfe madivrova @fBas

T6€a . .
The phrase *AxeA@os dn” Olviadav shows that dmo does not go closely with 7Afe. Heracles has
not just come from Thebes, any more than Achelous has come from Oeniadae; it is his home
town, regularly mentioned in the announcement of contestants by the herald, ¢f. S. El. 693—4.
The break between dmo and @+Bas is made easier by the preceding epithet.26  So too in Phil.
184~5 oTwrdv 7) Aaciwy pera | Onpdv, and cf. Aj. 425 xBovés poddvr’ dmo | “EMavidos (see ad
loc. in Part II).

0.C. 684~5 6 7€ | xpvoavyys kpdros. Here lengthening before yp- is perhaps made possible by
the close coherence of the word-group (¢f. Barrett, /.c.). So too in

E. Or. 839—40 67¢ | xpvoeormmijrwy ¢apéwv (the lengthening is required if the verse ends with a
choriambus, as is probable; see GV 212).

0.C. 692-3 008(¢) | & xpvadwios *Adpodira (P), is the only metrical reading offered by codd.
(088’ ad xpvadrios L, 008¢ ypvadwos A); but read 098’ ad | & xpvodwios (so Pearson, Dain).??

’
. TIvaoowy.

22 There are a few apparent instances of brevis in
longo in mid-verse in Pindar (see Snell3, ii, 173).
Hiatus at interjections and in correptio Attica are of
course irrelevant.

2 For further definition and illustration of these
terms see Maas, GM para. 135.

24 There is some inevitable circularity in the
argument here. Fraenkel, arguing from the displace-
ment of & from its normal position as second in the
sentence in e.g. dAd’ odk dv, has suggested that some
conjunctions function as ‘Kurzkola’ and stand out-
side the sentence they introduce (‘Kolon und Satz,
IT’, NGG Phil.-Hist. 1933, 341 n. =K. Beitr.i117n 1,
120 n.5; ‘Nachtrige zu ‘“Kolon und Satz, 11" °, KI.
Beitr. 135); but this is not meant, in its context, to

imply that there is any kind of sense-pause after such
‘Kurzkola’. A less artificial approach, perhaps, is
that of A. C. Moorhouse (Studies in the Greek Negative,
1959, 85), who says of such combinations as dAia u7,
where u7 is displaced from its normal position of
first in the sentence, that since dAAa must always come
first, un comes as early as possible and can therefore
be regarded as having its normal position.

25 Listed in Snell, l.c. n. 1, Maas, l.c. n. 2.

26 ‘A preposition placed between adjective and
substantive loses something of its prepositional
character’, Maas, l.c.

27 Not 098’ d | ypvodviog, with Elmsley’s eaic for
Oeiais in 680, which gives successive ancipitia.
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E. Alc. 218 Oeav | yap = 232 év | duar. The sense is sound but the rule infringed in both
places, which is scarcely credible; see Dale ad loc.

Andr. 833—4 87)a kai | dudidpavij==837-8 dv épef’- | & (¢). Undoubtedly corrupt, since
the elision infringes rule (1). (See ad loc. in Part II).

Suppl. 992 aibépd, | ? = 1015 (Tdxa 8¢ pov éwvdmrer modds:) dAXG Tds | edrdelas. TUxa . . .
m08ds is not Greek; read modos dMayds- (¢f. Collard’s note, and see ad loc. in Part II).

Hec. 469 év | dawdaléaior = 478 Sopiknros | *Apyeiwv. A different colometry is possible (see
ad loc. in Part II).

Tro. 1305-6 ai | xepoi = 1320-1 aibépa | doTov. A prima facie instance, but easily men-
ded (see ad loc. in Part II).

Or. 989-9o rebpimrmoBduove orédw ITédoys Ste | meddyeor Siedigpevoe.  The lyric character of
the trimeter is marked by lack of caesura, but an ordinary dialogue trimeter follows. In
dialogue, enjambement of some conjunctions is not uncommon (¢f. Maas, GM para. 136),
and the same licence may apply here. Otherwise é7° év is an easy change (émore Tricl.).
Rhes. 461 wéss pou | *Ayideds = 827 uij pou | kérov . . . 0fs.  As in Alc. 218[232, the sense is
sound but the rule infringed in both places. Wilamowitz (GV 587) reads wds pot 70 odv
éyxos *AxiMeds, perhaps rightly; ‘synaphea in hoc carmine mire neglecta’, Murray.

These exceptions are so few as to confirm the rule and make any infringement suspect.
dAa must therefore be elided, and one syllable must go from the strophe: 7ais or the second
wot. Most editors follow Triclinius in retaining wais, as an instance of a rare but idiomatic
type of relative attraction,?® to which the closest parallels are: E. HF 840 yvd pév v "Hpas
o0lds éor’ adr® xddos, Phaethon 62 (Diggle) rovs covs éNéyéw, uirep, €l oageis Adyor, fr. 1039N
opds Tov evrpdmelov ws 17dvs Pios. In all these the word attracted into the nominative which
completes the antecedent comes at the end, so that a normal accusative would give a normal
order with no interlacing. Similar, but with the antecedent complete and an attribute
attracted, is Ar. Ran. 430—1 kdkMae kdxekpdyer | Zefivov Soris éotiv dvagvorios, while S.
Phil. 549~50 1jkovoa Tods vavTas 87i | col mdvres elev oi vevavoToAnkdTes (ovvvevavoToAnkdTes
Dobree) comes close to the common oida oe Goris € pattern. Interlacing occurs with a
related but quite distinct type of hyperbaton, in which the word which completes the ante-
cedent is attracted into the relative clause, but retains its original case despite the immediate
grammatical context; e.g. Rhes. 848 poddvrwv dv ov modepiwv Aéyeis, Ton 1307 v onw Smov oot
unrép’ éori vovbérer. Similar is D.36, 14 7pioyidias éyxaléoas wpyvplov Spayuas mpos als
wrev éxelvn Siox\ais Tols TovToU TALdiots.

Trach. 97-8 xapdéar Tov *Adxpijvys . . . ol mais vaie is of the first type, but differs in its
interlaced order, which is elsewhere found only in the second. Whether this difference is
significant is hard to tell. All the examples are from iambics, and it might be that in lyrics
a greater freedom was permitted.?® Certainly the scholion Aeimer 76 maida is not evidence
for a text without mais, though it shows how easily wats could have intruded. Itis true that,
as Wunder pointed out,3® w360 por w0 pov is a type of repetition favoured by Sophocles.
But it is also true that pronouns are sometimes wrongly repeated in Sophoclean mss.: e.g.
Phil. 1178 ¢ida por dida pot Tadra G: dpida pov ¢ida Tadra rell., Phil. 832 {6 por v pou Q:
{0 10v pou rell., Phil. 816 uéfes pe uébes pe GRQ: pébes pébes pe rell.; cf. 0.C. 1099, Trach.
1023 (repeated &).3! So although the abnormal syntax gives some slight ground for rejecting
wats here, palaeographical probability gives a stronger indication that po: is the intruder.

Trach. g6-102 “Alwov, “AAov alrd
ToDT0 Kapifar Tov *Alrkun-
vas, mof pot w0 pou
valel wor’, & Aaumpd oTepomd PAeyébwv,
1) movrias adddvas, 7
Swooaiow dmelpows kAilbels,
elm’, & kpatioTevwy kat’ Sppa.

28 For this and the following type of hyperbaton, 30 Ad loc. and on O.7T. 1216 (his 1192).
see K.-G. ii 579, Anm. 4. 31 T owe these examples to Mrs P. E. Easterling.

2% T owe this point to Mr R. Mayne.
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Lloyd-Jones has shown3? that the paradosis cannot be just a variation of ‘is he on sea or
land ?’; since xAwfeis cannot mean ‘situated’, diooaiow dmelpois cannot mean ‘within the two
continents’, and adAdvas must mean ‘channels’. He sees an allusion to the Pillars of Heracles,
on which their architect is leaning («Afeis), so that the sense is ‘is he on the east (the channels
of Pontus, i.e. the Bosporus) or the west ?’, as the scholiast took it. This bold and attractive
interpretation has been widely accepted, and is, as he says, the only sense the Greek as it
stands can be made to yield.?® It may be right. But the picture of a colossal Heracles
bestriding the straits of Gibraltar, though far from ‘grotesque’,3* does not fit the entirely
human, if heroic, stature of Heracles in this play,? and seems to me out of place in an ode of
consolation for the anxious wife.

The prototype of the standard3® question ‘where is he, on land or sea?’, is Od. iii 88-go
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3 ’ !’ 4 y ’ o > ¥

oV ydp Tis Svvatar cdga elméuev Smmol SAwlev,
Ny o :] 3 :] 3y ’ /7 k] ’ /7

€l Sy’ én’ Amelpov Sdun dvdpdor Suopevéeaarv,
” \ 3y 4 \ ’ k] ’

€iTe kal €v meddyer peta kvpaow ~Audirpitys.

Similarly in A.R. 4, 440 ff., of the angry Aeetes searching for Medea:

dewa 8¢ mavri 17apa'.crx€80v 7’)'77've Ao,

) JaN ’ -
€L um ot KOl;,D'Y]V aﬁTa‘ype’rou, ‘;’) U’.V(}. yatav,

Aol -~ 4] ’ ¥ 3 3 \ 7 -~
1) TAwTis €VpbvTes €7’ elv AAds oiduaot via,

déovow.

She must be found, wherever she is hiding, on land or sea.

Hermann compared with this

passage a fragment of Sophocles’ Scythians (549P):

KpMUYOUs Te kal orjpayyas )8 émaktias

avAdvas,

and suggested that it refers to the same situation: these are the places where Medea might

32.C.0Q.% 4, 1954, 91fl. Professor Lloyd-Jones
does not accept the following criticism of his interpre-
tation, though he endorses the arguments in n. 33.

33 P. Janni, in a survey of some uses of xAvouar in
Homer and later poetry (Quaderni Urbinati 3, 1967,
7—25), claims that xkAfleic here can mean ‘situated’.
He shows that there are various models underlying
the uses of «xAfvopar, and that the senses ‘leaning on’,
‘resting on’, ‘lying on’ which underlie the relevant
examples of kekAuévo; are sometimes so watered
down that it means no more than xeiuevos, situated in
or on; e.g. Od. 4.608 ai 0’ dAi kexAiatar (of islands,
cf. Od. 9.25 eiv dAi keitar), Theogn. 1216 kexdiuévn
medi (of a city), 1l. 10.472 y0ovi kéxAito (of weapons).
11. 5.709 Aiuvy kexApévos and P. O. 1, 92 > Algeod ndépw
kAleis  ‘situated near’ (of persons), which come
closest to xAleis here as it is usually understood, are
extensions of the ‘weak’ use, as Jebb saw. (In Ii.
15.740 novte kekhyuévor, of the Greeks fighting on the
shore, the military use of kilvouar ‘give way’ may be
operative, cf. J/. 16.68). But Janni does not meet the
main difficulty: that the sense ‘resting on’, ‘leaning
on’ underlying these personal uses cannot, however
much it is watered down, apply in Trach. 101,
because dwooaiow dmelpois denotes the area within
which Heracles is to be found, not a particular place
near which he is situated ; and the analogy of islands
ai 0’ dAi kexkAlatar cannot be invoked to justify some
such paraphrase as & yépow keiuevog because
Heracles, like Mr King’s Regulus, was not a feature
of the landscape. The same holds if with marginal
change we read dwoaic év aneipoc. Nor does it

help to take év aneiporg with vaier, since kAbeic will
then have a positive sense ‘laid’ or ‘having reclined’,
which suits Phaedra (E. Hipp. 114) but not Heracles.
In other words, the fact that kexAéros sometimes
means keiuevog is irrelevant to Trach. 101, because
kelpar 1s not normally used of persons except in
special circumstances, e.g. if they are ill or dead.
Lloyd-Jones’s interpretation alone gives kAdeis its
proper force. Otherwise we must assume that
Sophocles has completely misunderstood and mis-
applied the Homeric usage.

34 A. Y. Campbell, PCPS 183, 1954-5, 12.

35 So the exchange with Atlas is not mentioned as a
feat of strength (its inclusion at E. H.F. 403—7 does
not clash with Heracles’ human stature in that play,
because the ode is a set-piece encomium, with the
canonical labours). The Gigantomachy is mentioned
(1059), but then giants were often thought of simply
as rather large warriors, as the vases show (¢f. F. Vian,
La guerre des géants, 1952, 16, 51-6; West on Hes. Th.
50) ; monsters like Enceladus were dealt with by gods.
Heracles is not to be thought of as a god in the Trachi-
niae, least of all in this ode, where his safety depends
on divine help.

36 T do not mean that the question ‘is he in the
east or west?’ is impossible, particularly after the
reference to the sun’s rising and setting at the begin-
ning of the stanza, but merely that ‘where is he, on
land or sea? is typical in such a context. With
Heracles, there is a special point, as his labours
involve both; ¢f. e.g. Trach. 1012, E. H.F. 225f.,
P. 1. 4.40.
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be hiding. adAdvas here means ‘creeks’, ‘inlets’. Now in Euripides’ Peirithous (GLP i,
p. 124, 30—1)37 Heracles says of the labour of Cerberus:

Tolovd’ iyvevwy mpdyos Edpdimys kikdw

’Aolas Te mdoms és pvyods éjAvba.
Page translates és pvyovs ‘to the farthest ends’ of Europe and all Asia.3® The passage
touches Trach. 100-1 at several points: the context of the labours; the all-embracing two
continents; and upvyoi corresponding with adAdves. xAfels still defies translation.?® But
putting these passages together, we can see what it has displaced:

Swooals év amelpois kpudeis.
Heracles, in some corner of earth or sea, is hidden from the eyes of men, but not from the
Sun, kpatioredwr kar’ Spua. kAbeis for kpudels is an easy phonetic error.

Trach. 116-21 ovTw 8¢ Tov Kaduoyevi

’ \ > R4 7’
Tpéder, 76 6 avéer PudTov
moAUmovoy womep méAayos
Kpriowv. adAd 7is fedv

2\ 3 4 o

atév avapmddknTov “Aui-
8a ode duwv épvker.

Tpépet] orpéper Reiske

Biérov . . . Kprjawov must be taken together, ‘as it were a Cretan sea of life’s troubles’; Buérov
moAvmrovov cannot of itself be substantival,#® and the article cannot be taken in hyperbaton
with woAvmovov. Then on the face of it 7ov Kaduoyevi is the object, 7édayos the subject of both
verbs. What then is the construction of 76 8¢, and what is the meaning of the verbs?
Since kduara have been central in the preceding simile, it might appear that kdua can be
understood with 7o 8¢, sc. 70 uév («ua) before Tpéder, with a common ellipse (e.g. E. H.F.
636 éxovow, ot &’ o¥; see GP 166). But such an ellipse of 76 uév is only possible when there
is a strong contrast between the verbs. It might be said that there is one here: 7péper =
‘encompass’ (Campbell), i.e. to his detriment, ¢f. E. Hipp. 367 & mdvor tpépovres PBporovs,
JSr. 591N Bdoker 8¢ Tovs uév poipa Svoauepias, Tovs 8 SABos Nuav; adfe = ‘exalt’. But since
Tpépew and adfew, though not strictly synonyms, are often found complementing each other
(e.g. Plat. Rep. 565¢, Tim. 82d), this contrast would hardly be intelligible. Others have
taken 76 8¢ adverbially, ‘encompasses, while it exalts’ (Campbell), ¢f. e.g. Thuc. 1.107, 7.48.
But again contrast is needed between the verbs. Moreover the following dAd, ‘but some god
always keeps him from stumbling’, implies that the previous sentence has been negative in
content, so that 76 8’ adéer must be parenthetical, ‘while it exalts him’; but the adversative
still follows rather awkwardly, and in any case it is Heracles’ safety, not his glory, that now
interests Deianeira. These difficulties also make against Macro’s ingenious interpretation
(see n. 40). 7péde, he rightly insists, means ‘feeds’. The sense then is: trouble is Heracles’
daily bread, though it increases his stature; yet some god always saves him from death.
This gives excellent sense to Tpéger.  But 7péer and adée. are too close in meaning to give

87 Greek Literary Papyri, i, ed. D. L. Page (Loeb),
1942 = Select Literary Papyri, iii, 1950 = Pap. Oxy.
2078.

38 Rightly, I think, though the sense is not cer-
tainly attested elsewhere. The meaning of E. Cycl.
291 yijs év ‘Eiiddog pwvyoic is unclear. R. A. S.
Seaford suggests (C.Q. 25, 1975, 204) that the pvyoi
which Heracles visited are caves: he is looking for a
way down to Hell. In E. H.F. 400 f., nmovtiac
0’ Ghos uvyovc eloéfawe, Ovarois yaliveiav Tibeic
épetpoic, pvyovs could mean ‘depths’ (Wilamowitz,
Parmentier), but might again mean ‘farthest recesses’,
of. P. N. 3, 23-5.

3% In Theognis 855-6, 945-6 kAivouar is used
metaphorically of a ship off course (= ‘deviate’),
which might suggest ‘having turned aside’ for
kMbeic here, ¢f. dmoxkAive (intr.) at Xen. Anab.
11.2, 16, Theocr. 1.130. But the simple verb could
hardly mean this without some more precise comple-
ment, as at 0.C. 193 unkére todde . . . friuaros &w
néda kAvys.

40 Anthony Macro, in a note on the passage (4 7P
94, 1973, 1-3) cites examples of genitives with
neuter plural adjectives used substantivally without
the article, e.g. Ant. 1209-10, but I doubt if these are
enough to establish the singular use.
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the required contrast for 76 8¢: if adi€e: is positive in sense, so too must Tpéder be positive, and
this makes the following dAa even harder to understand.4!

Masaracchia®® adduced several passages of Homer in which aéfew and cognates of
Tpépew were used of waves ‘built up’ by wind or sea (Il. 11.307 7pd¢e «dua; Il. 15.625 kipa
dvepoTpedés; 15.618, 0d.3.290 kipard 7€ Tpoddevra; 10.93 défero kiua), and suggested that
Sophocles, relying on these passages, is here comparing Heracles to a wave. I find his
conclusion far-fetched, and the lack of contrast is still a difficulty; but the line of argument is
attractive. We might also compare A. Sept. 758-60:
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rakdv 8 domep BdAacoa ki’ dye,

70 pév mitvov, dMo 8 deipet,

Tpiyadov, 6 kal mepl mpvuvay méAews kaxAdler.
wdpa could perhaps be introduced as the object of rpédet, atéer by reading otrw 8¢ 76 Kaduo-
yevel (sc. To uév kiua) Tpéder, etc.  But again lack of contrast precludes the ellipse. There
seems to be no solution along these lines.

Reiske’s orpéper ‘whirls back’, ‘twists aside’ has been widely adopted.  This does give a
contrast (Jebb introduced the same contrast by conjecture at 0.C. 1454~5), though 76 8’ adiée
must still be a parenthetical reference to the glory of Heracles’ exploits. But the sense
required for orpéde is not easy. In E. fr. 540N ¢eb, ma 7dv eddarpovotvrav ws rdya oTpéder
feds, it means ‘upset’, ‘overturn’, which is not wholly appropriate here, though Hartung so
understood it. Something like wdAw orpéde: is really needed to give the sense required.

Is adée: rather than 7péde: the corrupt word? Kamerbeek suggested the noun adéy (or
adéed), but this is a prosaic word, and can hardly be understood to mean ‘with the effect of
increasing him’; nor is dMa then intelligible. The clue is perhaps given by the use of
avéew as a gloss on Tpépew at X' 28, X E. Hec. 232; adéer may be a gloss here which has
replaced some other word. In such cases there is not much hope of retrieving the original,
since it need not be graphically similar to what has displaced it. Something like 7péper 738
alel Bidrov modvmovov . . . médayos would make adequate sense and give aMa its full force:
‘as for Heracles, this perpetual sea of troubles is his daily bread; yet some god always keeps
him alive’.#3 But this is merely a possibility, and the passage must be left as a crux.

Trach. 122-3 &v émueppouévas a-
deta pév, dvria 8 olow.

There are three difficulties. (1) The pév-clause is elliptical; (2) 58vs cannot apparently
have its normal sense; (3) there is no real contrast such as uév . . . 8¢ should indicate. Jebb
comments: ‘The difficulty of ddeia is not the construction, which, if harsh, is quite possible;
“I will counsel in a pleasant vein” (the adj. used adverbially), “though the counsel is

41 Macro (l.c.) anticipates these objections (a) by
distinguishing between the senses of Tpépew and
abéew: ‘Aristotle defines the function of tpogs as the
maintenance of the ‘‘being” of a living creature,
whereas the increasing of the bulk of whatever has
“being” is the function of 76 adénrikoy (growth-
promotion)’. But tpépeww and adfew are in general
complementary rather than contrasted ; they are both
aspects of alere. Certainly h. Cer. 233—5 dylaov viow

. &tpepey v peydpogt 6 &dékero daipove icog,
which he quotes, does not support his contention.
(b) He follows H. Schiitz (Sophokleische Studien, 1890,
400 f.) in explaining @Ada by the negative idea implicit
in the metaphor: ‘the higher the surge raises him, the
greater the depth of the abyss on the other side; the
more labours he performs with success, the further
would he fall—if he were to fall. Yet, so far, one of
the gods has kept him from falling into the abyss of
death’. But for dAda to have its proper adversative
force, the negative implication would have to be
explicit.

42 Stud. Urb. 39, 1965, 125 ff.

43 Mrs Easterling writes: ‘I take the logic of the
stanza to be: just as the waves of the sea “pass by”
and ‘““‘come on”, to use Jebb’s translation, sc. just like
the regular up-and-down movement of the sea (as in
A. Sept. 758-60), so Heracles’ fortunes are now up,
now down—his zdvoe follow a similar up-and-down
pattern—but up to now he has been under divine
protection. Something like ‘“‘this perpetual sea of
troubles is his daily bread” would remove the com-
parability (or so it seems to me) of fdvt’ émdvra v°, a
rhythmic pattern which is important in the whole
Parados.” But favt’ dmdvra e surely refers not to
the ‘regular up-and-down movement of the sea’, and
so to the rising and falling fortunes of the swimmer,
but to the perpetual succession of waves. The
notion of ‘up-and-down’ in this stanza depends
entirely on adéer, which I argue may be corrupt;
though of course the cyclic alternation of good and
bad fortune is the central theme in the antistrophe
and epode.
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adverse”. The objection is the sense. “In a pleasant vein’> must mean, “suggesting thoughts
of comfort”: as in 0.7T. 82 78ds, “pleasant”’, = “‘bringing good news”. But, since dvria
expresses remonstrance against her despair, there is then no proper antithesis with déeia.” He
therefore reads Musgrave’s aidota, which he considers gives the requisite contrast, ‘tempering
opposition with deference’.

Lloyd-Jones (¥YCS 22, 1972, 263—4) rightly dismisses aiSota, though not I think for the
best reasons.** He too sees no difficulty in the syntax, assuming an ellipse of elu{, which
his examples justify. He insists, however, that a proper contrast can only be given if ddeia
means ‘well-disposed’, a sense which he finds uniquely but adequately supported by E. Pho.
771.  With this interpretation the paradosis can stand.

The main problem is certainly to find a sense of %8s which gives an adequate contrast.
Any contrast will be no more than a formal one, as Jebb saw, since the form the chorus’
opposition takes is a consolatio which must be welcome to her. There cannot therefore be a
real contrast, as at e.g. Ar. Ach. 501 éyw 8¢ Aééw Sewa pév, Sikaa 8¢ (an apology for plain
speaking), or A. Sept. 810 Bapéa 8 odv Spws ¢pdoov. But a formal contrast is not, as Jebb
assumed, necessarily pointless. I agree with Lloyd-Jones that the text can be defended, and
that given his account of the syntax, the meaning ‘well-disposed’ for ddeia is necessary not
only to give a contrast, but even to make sense. I shall argue, however, (1) that elui is not
the only possible ellipse; (2) that the sense for %8Js that he posits, though it does occur, is not

necessarily the sense in Pho. 771; (3) that ‘well-disposed’ is not the sense which gives the most
pointed contrast.

78vs has various relevant (or near-relevant) senses.
(i) pleasant, agreeable, welcome (of things: the standard sense): S. El. 667 ool ¢épwv ixw
Adyous | ndets, cf. ib. 56, 1360; O.C. 731.
(ii) agreeable, welcome (of persons): O.7. 82 s elkdoar pév, §83s (sc. Baivel), El. 929 78ds
ovd¢ untpl dvoyeptis, Phil. 530 & ¢idraTov uév fuap, 1dioros 8 dvrp.
(iii) agreeable, sweet-tempered, courteous: Isocr. i.20 (the context shows that this is advice
on how to behave) ; E. Hipp. 289 18iwv yevod, orvyvy dppiv Adoaca; Theocr. 14, 61 edyvopuwy,
LAdpovoos, épwTikds, eis drpov adds (of Ptolemy).

(iv) well-disposed: D. 5.15 mdvrwv vjkiora OnBalovs (dv modepijoar olopar) . . . ody ws 1déws
» 4 -~ QY L4 N ’ ’ 3 3 ¥ y /’ ’ \ ’ td
éxovow Nuiv, 008’ s dv xapilowro Pimmw, AN’ loaow . . . € yewijoerar méAepos, kaxa mavl

éfovow avTol.
(v) glad (as adverb only): E. Bacch. 814 pws & iBois dv 98éws d oot mukpd;
(dnd%)s has much the same range, though (iv) is lacking).

These senses may be roughly classified as follows: (i) and (ii) refer to the (agreeable)
effect the thing or person so described has, or may be expected to have, on others, without
specifying what gives rise to it; (iii) specifies a particular kind of overt behaviour, compatible
with good or bad intentions (‘whatever his feelings towards me, he is certainly courteous and
agreeable’); (iv) specifies a disposition towards others in the person so described, referring to
intentions rather than overt behaviour; (v), the adverbial use, is the reverse side of (i) and
(ii)—it refers to the agreeable effect from the point of view of the person experiencing it.

The sense required for Lloyd-Jones’ interpretation is (iv), since the contrast as he under-
stands it is in apparent contradiction between the chorus’ intentions (good) and their
behaviour (opposition, normally bad, but here in fact not so). D. 5.15 s, so far as I can see,
the only certain example of this sense. Other condidates are: Hipp. 589 ndiwv yevod, which
means ‘be more agreeable’, ‘behave more agreeably’, i.e. (iii) not (iv). D.23.64 78iovs
éoeable drovoavres means ‘more sweet-tempered’, ‘more amenable’; this verges on (iv), but as
Lloyd-Jones himself points out, really belongs to (iii). Finally Pho. 771-3:

ool uév yap ndvs és Adyovs dpiferar,
ey 8¢ Téyvmy pavrtikny uewbduny
70m mpos adTéy, oTe poL poudds Exew.

44 ‘I shall oppose you, though with all deference’ enough. The conjecture is bad because aidoiog
does give some contrast, if not the right one, and the never has the sense required.
slight zeugma of aidoia (olow), dvtia olow is easy
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This could mean, as Lloyd-Jones and Pearson say it does, ‘he will enter into discourse well-
disposed to you’; but it can also mean, ‘he will discourse agreeably with you’, i.e. with
courtesy, whereas, for the reason stated, Teiresias is not on speaking terms with Eteocles.
This seems to me more natural; it is clearly possible. There is then no certain example of the
sense ‘well-disposed’ in tragedy, and though D. 5.15 may be enough, its assumption in
Trach. 122 should if possible be avoided.

The sense ‘well-disposed’ seems inevitable, so long as we assume an ellipse of eui. We
can say ‘I am well-disposed, but I shall oppose you’, but not ‘I am welcome’ or ‘agreeable’.
We can of course say ‘you are welcome’ or ‘he is welcome to her’ (Phil. 530, El. 929), but ‘I
am welcome’ is ruled out by the logic of the word.#®* Again, we can say ‘I shall be welcome’;
but the ellipse of éoopar is unexampled.#¢  We can also say, ‘I shall oppose you, though in a
manner welcome (agreeable) to you’. This adverbial use requires not the copula, but e.g.
épd understood, as Longo has suggested.4? At first sight this seems difficult, as ép& is not
expressed and oiow would not make sense. It is, however, justified by the type of zeugma
found at e.g. O.7T. 116 008’ dyyeAds Tis 0Vde ovumpdxTwp 680D [ kateidev (with dyyelos sc.
7A0e¢) : the verb which should be common to both members of the conjunction in fact only
fits the second. Another way of supplying the verb would be to understand dvria oiow
itself with d8eia, on the model of Pho. 438 madai pév odv Suvnbév (sc. épd), A’ Suws épd. In
either case what we have is a variant on 78éws uév, évavriws 8¢ oow épd. For the adverbial
use of 7dvs, ¢f. Trag. adesp. fr. 283 yvvar, 7{ pov Tpayeia kodk elfiouévws | Aadeis; with O.T.
82 4\’ elxdoar pév, §0Us (sc. Baivew from 81), and, as I take it, Pho. 771.

We can now translate, ‘I shall oppose you, though in a manner agreeable to you’. This
clearly has more point: the chorus do not insist that they are well-disposed to Deianeira—
why should they not be >—but that what they are going to say is what she will want to hear.
In fact, as sometimes happens, the emphasis is on the pév-clause rather than the 8é-clause:
‘although I shall oppose you, my words will be agreeable’.#®  In prose we might have: mpos
Ta mapovra dfupodow évavridoopar pey Suiv, dAX’ odk andds y’ dxovoecle.

Lloyd-Tones is therefore right in his conclusion that the text can stand, but not in the
sense he gives to ndeia.

Trach. 196—7 70 'ydp moloiv éxaoTos e’xp.oﬂe?v 0éAwe
otk av uebetro, mpiv kad’ HSoviy KAvew.

Various impossible interpretations have been suggested.
(1) mobody = mobovuevov (X).
(2) 70 ooty = of moboivres, with ékaotos in apposition (Hermann).
(3) 70 mobodv éxpalbetv = 1ov mdhov éxkmAfjoar pabdv (so Mazon in Rev. Phil. 25 [1951], 8 f,
after Campbell; but see Jebb’s note).
(4) 7o mobodv is ‘accusative of reference’, ‘as to his curiosity’ (Jéi)b, hesitantly).
(5) 70 mobodv is governed by uefeiro (Blaydes); but as Jebb points out (ed. p. 191), this
would need a genitive. (In Ar. Vesp. 416 s 7618’ éyw o0 pebroopar, the sense of pebiepar is
different; see MacDowell ad loc.)
(6) 76 moboiv is object of GéAwv and subject of ékuafeiv, ‘wishing the desiring part of himself
to learn’ (Denniston C.Q. 45 [1931], 7); this is scarcely Greek.

76 yap mobody must remain a crux. Conjectures are not convincing. 7d ... woflel’
(Thomas) is not quite ra mofodueva. tdv ... mdbwv (Pearson), governed by uefleiro, fails (a)
because the plural is out of place (0.C. 333, E. I.4. 555, Tro. 595, which he cites, are not
strictly comparable); (b) because it is clearly Lichas, not the desire to learn, which the
crowd would not let go. There might be deep corruption, such that 7o . .. mofodv has
displaced a phrase meaning ‘the facts’; so Nauck proposed 7a ydp mapdvl . . . mofav (for
0édwr). But there is perhaps a simpler possibility:

45 T owe the substance of this point to Mr C. J. 47 0p. cit. (n. 21), ad. loc.
Tuplin. 18 Cf. e.g. D. 18.125 8pa un tovrwy &x0pos 7jc, Euoi
46 So even with &orar: D. 4.29, the only case cited  &¢ mpoanoiei, ‘while pretending to be mine’ (GP 370).
by K.-G. i (41, Anm. 2), is not a clear case.
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‘Each man desiring to learn (from him), would not willingly let him go . . ., with 705
(demonstrative) governed by pefleiro (and perhaps also by éxuafeiv), 0édwr = éxav, as e.g. in
Phil. 1343 ovyxdper 0édwv, fr. 684 (Zeds) vmeiker kal 0wy éyrdiverar (¢f. Ellendt s.v. 8w,
316 col. i). éxpabeiv then has no object, but it does not really need one. The corruption
would be quite easy.
Trach. 262—9 s avrov éNovr’ és 8duovs épéoTiov,

§€IVOV ﬂaAaL(‘)V (’)’V'Ta, ﬂOMd }Le‘v Aé‘yots‘
émeppobinoe, moMa 8’ drnpd dpevi,

AMywv yepolv pév os dpukt’ Exwv Béln
TV GV Tékvwy Aeimoito mpos Téfov Kplow,
dwrel 8¢, Soddos dvdpos s éAevBépou
paioro* Selmvois 8 Ny’ Nv dveuévos
éppubev éxTos adTov.

There are three difficulties. (1) moAXa 8’ dmmpd ¢pevi gives no proper antithesis; (2) the
finite verb ¢wvet (8¢) corresponds with the participle. Aéywv (uév); (3) paiorro needs some
complement or qualification. (2) can, after a fashion, be met; Il. 5.144-7 &8’ éev > Aarivoov
kai ‘Ymelpova . .. Tov pév . . . Badawv, Tov 8’ érepov . . . mAjfe has a similar structure. The nearest
examples in tragedy are: El. 190-2 . . . olkovoud Baddpovs marpds, dOe puev | deikel odv oToAg, |
kevals 8 apdiorapar Tpamélas; O.C. 521-3 rveyk’ déxwv pév . . . TovTwy § adbaiperov 0ddév;
Trach. 835-7. The last two, however, with their change of construction, are easier, and
even in El. l.c. the verb in the uév-clause (e.g. dv) is not expressed, so the finite dudiorapar is
less abrupt. Here it is the exact symmetry of the verbs Aéywv and ¢wvet which seems harsh.
The crucial objection, however, is (2). (i) émeppdfnoe cannot be understood with 7woMa 8’
arnpd ¢pevi, because then, as Jebb says, the anaphora moMa peév . . . moAda 8¢ is out of place.
Kamerbeek cites Phil. 1370 yotrw Surdijy pév é¢ éuod wrijon xdpw, | Sumdijy 8¢ marpds and
explains that there is a hendiadys Adyois kai Suavolq, etc., adopting Campbell’s view that the
anaphora adds emphasis. The example makes the point against him; obviously ‘you will
get many things from my father and many from me’ makes sense, while ‘he insulted him
often (much) with words, often (much) with baleful heart’ does not. Moerover, as Jebb
says, an epithet would be needed with Adyois (e.g. aloxpois).*® But Jebb’s own explanation,
that there is a kind of zeugma whereby a more general verb like JBpioev is understood in the
d¢-clause, will not do either. There are of course cases where a verb must be understood in
one clause or an antithesis in a sense slightly different from that of the verb expressed in the
other (¢f. on 122). The trouble here is that the whole contrast depends on the verb to be
understood, and this is straining the device of zeugma too far. There must, for the contrast
to work, be an explicit reference to action in the 8¢-clause.

There are various ways of introducing such a reference.
after 264 meaning ‘maltreated him with shameful acts’.

A line could have dropped out
Or again moMa &’ dmpd Ppevi,

4% Mrs Easterling also suggests that moida uév . . ., she takes it. But the distinction emphasised by o
7oAkd 6¢ has an emphatic rather than a contrasting  uév . . . &5 0¢ in 229 (‘as my news is good, so I have a

effect, and compares 229 dAL &5 udv iyued’, 5 8¢
stpocpwrvodueda; she understands drypois with Adyorg,
and renders: ‘loaded him often with abuse, evilly
spoken and evilly intended’. She argues further that
there should be no contrast between words and actions
in Eurytus’ repeated behaviour towards Heracles.
“The emphasis, surely, is on the ever more offensive
nature of his insults: he claims that Heracles is an
inferior archer, he taunts him with being a slave, and
finally to crown all he throws him out once and for all—
not “‘often”.’

arnpd could no doubt be understood @6 kowo? as

warm welcome’) is irrelevant in 263-4: there is no
point in distinguishing between Eurytus’ evil speech
and his evil intentions, if they are both aspects of
his insults. (Lloyd-Jones compares Ant. 603 Adyov
Tdvota kal gpevawv *Epwis; but the effect of the
conjunction is to emphasise not that speech and
intention are distinct, but that folly in both, for the
family of Oedipus, is retribution for past wrong.) I
do not take the point about the repeated behaviour of
Eurytus: Lichas gives two examples of insulting
words, one of insulting actions—in fact, the culmina-
tion of them.



134 T. C. W. STINTON

Mywv xepolv pév could be cut out (Bergk), so that moAda uév is answered by Seimvois 8¢ in
268. Jachmann has shown®? that interpolations of this kind within the line are not un-
common, and a good example occurs below at 360-4, where Hartung’s deletion is certainly
right. The sense is then satisfactory, and the motive for the insertion would be to give a
clearer antithesis to moAa pév than is otherwise given by 268 8eimvois 8¢. The displacement
of Aéywv yepotv uév, though possible (¢f. e.g. Il. 13.13 &vfev yap édaivero mdoa puév 10y, | daivero
8¢ Ilpapowo méAis, see GP 372), might be a sign of clumsy writing.  This may well be right.
Another solution, however, is to insert, e.g. pélwv: moMa 8drpd dpevi | pélwv, Mywy uév
(péCwrot drops out and yepoiv is inserted to fill up the trimeter). This does allow some verb
like Bpioer to be understood, the participial clause being parallel to the dative Adyois. This
does not indeed dispose of dwvei 8¢, which was Bergk’s main reason for deleting moda. 8¢ . . .
xepoiv; but dwret is suspect on other grounds besides its corresponsion with Aéyw.

The verb ¢wrveiv is adequate in itself, ‘exclaim’, ‘call’: P. 0. 13, 67 ¢dvnoe & ‘evdes,
AloAida Bacided’; A. Ag. 1334 ‘unkér’ éoéddns’ Tdde pwvav; Hdt. 2. 2 ‘Békros’ dwveiv: cf. A4j.
1047 ofros aé pwvd. It is normally followed by direct speech, but kadeiv in 0.7, 780 kadei
(ue) map’ oivw mAaoTos ws einy marpl is near enough. The trouble is paloiro.  Jebb trans-
lates: ¢ “Thou art a slave”, he cried, ““a free man’s broken thrall” °. This glosses over the
difficulty: paiorro needs a complement or qualification. True, in P.V. 188-9 padakoyvedpwy
éorar moll Srav TavTy parsty the verb has no agent or instrument expressed, but radry ‘in
this way’ (i.e. by the secret) is enough, and the striking pa.o8 has been prepared by padaxo-
yvdpwr: Zeus is to be pounded ina mortar till tender.52 Campbell argued in Paralipomena that
dv8pos élevfépov could be the simple genitive of the agent; but this rare archaic construc-
tion is not found with finite verbs.?® As the text stands the gen. must be possessive, as Jebb
took it. Radermacher wrote dvdpds é éevfépov; but with &s gone some other change is
needed anyway, and the required complement for paloiro is more likely to be concealed in
¢dwvei. Radermacher in fact read ¢wvjj 8¢ Soddos, which does not help since he meant by it
‘a slave by his speech,’ ¢f. E. Alc. 760 duovo’ dAaxrdv; i.e. Eurytus is mocking his guest’s
uncouth Doric. This needs no refutation. But Pearson also read ¢wvjj, and interpreted
much more plausibly ‘that he was crushed as a slave by the voice of a free man’, i.e. by
Eurystheus’ orders, cl. P. 0. 3.28 dyyeAiais Edpvoféos.>® The change is minimal, but ¢wvjj
must then bear a strange sense, and the picture of Heracles crushed by his master’s voice is
not convincing. The right sense is given by mdve, ‘crushed by hard labour, as befits a free
man’s thrall’ (cf. P.V. 954 s fedv smpérov) ; mdvos is after all what servitude to Eurystheus
means for Heracles. The verbal insults are now introduced by Aéywv uév, picking up Adyors,
the action by Seimvois 8¢, picking up pélwv. The two verbal insults in fact cohere: Heracles
is inferior to his sons in archery, Eurytus claims, despite his supernatural weapon; he is
broken down by his hard labour in servitude to Eurystheus. pélwv is one out of many
possibilities, and #dvw is perhaps not quite close enough to dwvei to carry full conviction, but
they will serve as diagnostic conjectures. It may be thought uneconomical to make two
changes, but it is idle to pretend that the corruption can be cured by one.

50 Philol. go, 1935, 341 fI., esp. 342-3; Rh. Mus.
84, 1935, 207; ‘Binneninterpolationen’, NGG 1
(1936) 123-44, 185-215.

51 pélwy rather than &pdwy, the normal form of the
verb with this sense in trimeters, since Sophocles in
this play avoids interlinear hiatus without pause
(E. Harrison, CR 55, 1941, 22-3). Another part., or
aorist part. or finite verb would also do, and since the
syllabic augment can probably be omitted here;
there are many possibilities. (yetpdv would be neat,
¢of. xepdpara in 0.T. 560 = ‘deed of violence’, Sept.
1022 = ‘work of the hands’, both apparently from
x&ip; but the abusio cannot be assumed here, and
without it the contrast is insufficient: ¢f. Plat. Soph.
219C xepdv Adyots.)

2 (f. Taillardat, Les Images d’ Aristophane, para. 369.

5 It is found with participles and verbal adjec-
tives, at least some of which may be regarded as
having substantival force (see W. Schulze, Ph.W. 16,
1896, 1332-3 [= Kl. Schr., 1966, 648-9]; Ed.
Schwyzer, ‘Syntaktische Archaismen des Attischen’,
Abh. Berl. Akad. 1940, nr. 7, pp. 8-9 [¢f. ib. 1942, nr.
10, p. 14 and Gr. Gr. ii 6%]), though not all can be so
explained (see W. J. Koster, Mnemosyne ser. iv 5,
1952, 89 f.). The simple genitive with wwdofar,
firrdoba is gen. of comparison. It might be argued
that the same held for gafotro, i.e. paiecfar 4 gen. =
‘to be crushingly defeated by’; but there is no analogy
for such an extension, and the phrase do¥dos Gvdpoc
éAevBépov paloiro would even so be very difficult.

% C.Q. 39, 1925, 3-
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Trach. 327-8 7 8¢ 7oL TUXT
Kaky) wév adti v, dAa cvyyvduny éxet.

avrij y° dAda LRA: attn ¥ dAkd Ven b: adrs p* dAdd Lb: dAL adri ye Platt.

Jebb translates: ‘Such a state is grievous for herself, but claims our forbearance’, and
comments: ‘9 . . . 79xn, not the doom of captivity, but rather her present condition of mute
and inconsolable grief.—adrj ye is emphatic; sad for /er, but to be condoned by us; y’ is
therefore in place.” But:

(1) adrfj is unemphatic, and cannot be emphasised by ye.*
(2) 7Jxn must mean ‘state of slavery’, not ‘state of silence’.
(3) There is no real contrast in ‘bad for ker, but to be condoned by us’.

adry Ven b (Turyn’s Zr) ‘this state’, a Thoman reinterpretation, gives no better contrast.
adm) ye Lb (Turyn’s K) ‘her state is bad in itself, but deserves sympathy’, though an improve-
ment, still gives no real contrast, unless we can understand ‘bad in other respects, but
merits sympathy’ (a consolation); but this cannot be got out of the Greek.

A. Platt (C.Q. 4, 1910, 162), rightly insisting that vdxn must mean her state of slavery,
took the general sense to be ‘her condition is a bad one, but if she continues in obstinate
silence we must make allowances for her’. He therefore read . . . kaxy) pév, A’ adrf ye . . .:
‘her state is bad, but she herself deserves sympathy’. He compared 0.C. 1014-5

6 Eetvos, dvaf, xpnoTds: ai 8¢ ouudopal

adrod mavwdets, dfwor 8 duvvalelv.
But the required contrast is still not there: ‘we may disapprove of her state, but we should
pity her’ is nonsense; it is her state which deserves our pity. 0.C. 10145 does not help; it
means ‘the stranger is good, and his misfortunes bad, and deserving of our sympathy’. The
contrast, the core of the problem, is still to seek.

An apposite sense, suggested above, is: ‘her state is bad in other respects, but (at least) it
deserves our sympathy (a consolation’. K’s admj ye cannot convey this: ‘in other respects’
must be made explicit. It can be, with two slight changes, one depending on the other:

7 8¢ 1ot TUXY
KoKy pév adt) TdMa, ovyyvduny <8 > éxer.

Trach. 441—43 "Epw'rt ;Le'v VoV 6oTis dvTavioTaTal
4 -~ -~ -~
moKkTYSs STws és yelpas, od kaAds ppovel.
T \ b \ -~ 14 7

obros yap dpyet kai Oedv dmws Oéder,
kapod ye* wds 8 ov xdrépas oilas y’éuod;
@or’ €l T Tdu® T avdpl Tnde TH véow
Mdbévre pepmrds elul, kdpra paivouar,
THde T yvvaukl, T peTarria
700 undev aloyxpod und’ éuol kdrod Twos.

Wunder,?¢ followed recently by Reeve,?? deleted 444: Deianeira’s application of the exem-
plum to herself can only imply an illicit love, while there is no other indication that Iole is in
love with Heracles—indeed, she appears rather as an innocent victim. There is some force
in this argument. That Love has power even over gods is a commonplace;®® the exemplum is
taken up, rather differently, in the following ode (497 fI.), and seems here to be an excuse for
irresistible passion, as in E. Hipp. 443 fI. But the person to be excused for irresistible passion

%5 Nor can y¢ emphasise kak1), as Mazon implies by 56 Emendationes in Sophoclis Trachinias, 1841, 192—4.
his rendering: ‘si son sort est cruel, il lui donne au 57 M. D. Reeve, ‘Interpolation in Greek Tragedy,
moins le droit 4 quelque indulgence’. Such dis- III’, GRBS 14, 1973, 167.
placement, with ye following two closely connected 58 Cf. h. Ven. 34-5, S. Ant. 787, frr. 684, 941.15,
words of which the first is more emphatic, is very rare  E. Hipp. 443 ff., Ar. Nub. 1079-82, Men. Hero, fr. 2
(GP 150; the only tragic example Denniston con- (Sandbach), A.P. 5.64, 4-5 (Asclepiades), Theocr.
siders sound, E. Hel. 837 tadtd &lper pe, is clearly  3.46-8, Mosch. 2.76, Ovid. Met. 5.369-70.
much easier).



136 T. C. W. STINTON

is Heracles; Deianeira needs no excuse, and it is sufficient excuse for Iole that she is in
Heracles’ power.

I share Jebb’s feeling, however, that the line is a fine one: ‘instead of saying «ai Bpordv,
she touchingly refers to her own experience’. Love controls Deianeira’s destiny, not only in
the sense that she is enmeshed in the situation created by Heracles, who is dominated by his
passion, but because the pain of her own situation is due to the very intensity of her own love
for Heracles. It is this that has caused her cruel anxiety over his absence, and is to cause the
cruel pangs of jealousy which cloud her judgement and bring Heracles and herself to death.
It is this exercise of love’s power, no less than Heracles’ passion for Iole, which is treated in the
second strophic pair of the third stasimon (845 ff.), and justifies the conclusion: Kvmpis
dvavos pavepa T@vd’ épdvn mpdrrwp. This is perhaps what Sophocles means by her 8aiuwy,
on which she calls before she kills herself (910): her 7fos, her too great love for her husband.
That she should here anticipate this insight is a fine touch, not to be rejected as an interpola-
tion. As for Iole, her love for Heracles, or Deianeira’s belief in it, is prima facie made plain
at 461-5:

koUmw Tis adTOV €k Y’ éuod Adyov kardv

Néykar’ o008’ dvedos: 7ide T 008 dv €l

kdpr évraken T® Pulelv, émel op’ éyw

@rripa 81 pdhora mpoaPAépac’, o

70 kdAdos adtiis Tov Blov Suddeoey.
The subject of évraxein is most naturally Iole. That it should be Heracles, though Iole is
the subject of the preceding main clause and is referred to by the following o, is not impos-
sible, but it is very difficult. This is in fact another delicate touch: Deianeira cannot believe
that any woman could resist Heracles. This is Iole’s excuse, though it sharpens Deianeira’s
pain.®® V. 444 thus reveals a depth of psychological insight sometimes denied to the Greek
tragedians; but it is not just elaboration of character for its own sake, for the full realisation
of Deianeira as a passionate woman is central to the working of the play.®°

How then is v.444 to be reconciled with the poetical logic of the passage insisted on by
Wunder? The sense is, I think, perfectly coherent if it is taken as a parenthesis: . . . Love
rules the gods as he will (and me also; and why not another such as I am?), so that I am
mad indeed, if I blame my husband’, etc. This saves both the logic and the sublety.

Trach. 497 uéya T abévos a Kompis éxdéperar vikas aec.

The following interpretations have been offered:

(1) ‘Kypris ever bears away great and mighty victory’ (Jebb, Radermacher), i.e. uéya 7
obévos . . . vikas = peyacbevij Twa vikav. But the word needed then is not ofévos but
kpd7os, which often means ‘victory’ from Homer on, and occurs in such phrases as viky xai
KpATY T@V:Spwpelvwv (S. EL 85, ¢f. A. Suppl. 981, Pl. Legg. 962a), aé0Awv rpdros (P. 1.8, 4), etc.
The equivalence only works if Nixky is personified; but Nike personified cannot be won by
Kypris.

(2) ‘Kypris ever wins great strength from victory’, i.e. (a) ‘wins with much to spare’ (Jebb),
or (b) ‘wins the strength victory confers’ (Wunder), ¢f. S. El. 60 éfevéyxkwpuar kAéos.  Jebb’s
paraphrase (which he does not endorse) is impossible to understand from the Greek—the
genitive is doing too much work; Wunder’s interpretation is open to the same objection as
(1): “obévos is the act rather than the result of victory’ (Campbell); contrast O.C. 1088
émkele oféver ‘with conquering strength’. 6!

(3) ‘Kypris ever advances unchecked in mighty conquering strength’ (Hermann, Camp-
bell), cf. Alc. 601 éxdéperar mpds aldd, S. El. 628 mpos dpyny éxpépn, Thuc. 3. 84 dmaidevoia

59 Jebb makes a psychological error when he says  Greek Tragedy (Greece and Rome 20, 1973, 6-7).

in his note: ‘Such a belief would mitigate, rather than 61 Longo understands (1) and (2) at the same
increase, the wife’s pain’. This might seem reason- time, this being a case of the ‘syntactical ambiguity’
able, but it is not the way the human heart works. he often finds in Sophocles. There is ambiguity in

60 Cf. the judicious remarks of P. E. Easterling on  Sophocles, but not of this particular kind.
the kind of psychological realism to be looked for in



NOTES ON GREEK TRAGEDY, I 137

Spyis mAetoTov éxdepduevor, with péya 7o oblévos internal accusative. But éxgépecfar means
‘to be carried away’ by feelings, usually undesirable impulses, like a chariot plunging off
course (cf. PV 883); it cannot mean ‘advance unchecked’. (aidds in Alc. 601 is of course
good, but not in the excess to which Admetus displays it: even a good quality can be bad in
excess, like Niobe’s pride in her children, cf. Arist. NE vii. 4.1148% 33 ff.). The internal
acc., uéya 1 abévos, is also hard, and the position of vikas awkward (in Paralipomena Camp-
bell read vkdo’ for this reason).

(4) °. .. exerts mighty victorious strength’ (LSJ), cl. Jon. 1012 8vvacw éxdéper Tiva; (of the
Gorgon’s blood). But éx¢éper probably means ‘exhibit’ there rather than ‘exert’.

(5) °. .. exhibits mighty victorious strength’ (Hermann), ¢f. Lys. 19. 30 aA\’ 008’ of mdAac
mAovator Sokodvres elvar dfwa Adyov éyowev dv éfeveykelv, Pl. Legg. 788c Selypara éfeveyrdvra
els ¢&s, Xen. Cyr. 5.2.7. This is the most convincing interpretation so far, but in the
context of victory it is difficult to understand éx¢épecfar in any other sense than ‘win’.

(6) ‘Invictum ubique est Veneris robur’ (Brunck), i.e. uéya 7v ofévos in apposition to a
Kvmpes, vikas acc. plural.  This is a promising line, since it gets rid of the awkward genitive,
makes ofévos a property of Kypris and gives the right sense to éxgépecfar.52 Better still is:
(7) ‘Mighty strength is Kypris; she ever bears away victories,” punctuating after Kvmpis
(Wakefield). This explanation, mentioned by no modern commentator, is I believe
correct. The ellipse of the copula is typical of such yv@uac: 14 568 péya 7 Onpedew aperav,
A. P.V. 536 %8¢ 7 Bapoaréas Tov paxpov Telvew PBiov éAmiov (cf. Andr. 781), Bacch. 883
moTév 7v 76 Oetov abBévos; and of this word: S. El. 174 ér uéyas obpavd | Zevs, Rhes. 821 péya
oV pot, uéy’, &, moXioxov kpdros, H.F. 735 uéyas 6 mpdal’ dvaé,® Ar. Ran. 1199 péya 70 mpiyua,
péya 7o veikos, ddpos 6 moemos épxerar (possibly épyerar with all three), Acts 19, 28 peyddn 7
"Apreuss Tév *Edeciwr). The effect may seem somewhat staccato for dactylo-epitrites and the
like, but ¢f. P. 0. 6.72—4, 7.35, 13.47; P. 4.287, 12.30; N. 5.16, 9.33, 10.30, 79-80; I. 1.32,
2.12.

But can ofévos be a predicate? The normal expression would be éxet yap 7 dikn péya
obévos (E. El. 958, cf. Bacch. 883 76 Oeciov abévos); Kvmpis éoti ofévos, with substantive as
predicate, is eccentric in Greek with this kind of predicate.®* Kuvmpis éori kpdros would be
different. We can say ‘Kypris is a power’ (cf. Rhes. . c. uéya ov pou . . . kpdros), or address
Zeus as a power (A. Suppl. 526 TeXecdraTov kpdros, 6ABie Zed), just as we can say ‘old age is a
burden’ (H.F. 638 76 8¢ yfpas dxbos) or ‘death is a great joy’ (Ag. 550 Oavetv moAAn xdpis) or
‘woman is a great bane’ (Hipp. 627 yvv) kaxov uéya): all these are individuated. Xen.
Cyr. 5.2, 7 Tédos (ékdépwv) iy Buyarépa, Sewdv T kdMos kai péyefos is an oddity: xdAos ‘a
beauty’ is even found in the plural (Luc. Dial. 18, 1 A48a kal ‘EXévy kai 6Aa Ta dpyaia kdAAy),
and uéyebos is simply correlated with it (Pl. Prot. 356c ueyéfy = mathematical ‘magnitudes’
is a philosopher’s usage; we might have (varying) ‘strengths’, but ofévm is not found).
Misleadingly similar are statements of identity such as Zeds éorw aifip (A. fr. 70, ¢f. E. fr.
877), a kind of persuasive redefinition whereby a god is identified with one of his attributes—
a common form of theological proposition in later writers, cf. . . . poipa 7" éuvs, Bdoavos,
oAéris ov, 8ikn av (Abel, Orphica, 292),% ‘God is Love’, etc. Clearly irrelevant is e.g. Hel.
560 & feoi- feds yap kai 76 yiyvdrokew ¢idovs, where Beos is predicate = feidy 78¢ (and so
with other abstracts equated with fess—éAnis, vods, Mjfn: see Dale, Kannicht ad loc.).
Irrelevant also are definitions of abstracts with an abstract in the definiens: uéya 7« o6évos a
Kimps is not like éorw . . . % dmoria dmddpis s dducias (Theophr. Char. 18.1).

More to the point are the Homeric periphrases with ofévos, Bin, is, etc., e.g. ofévos
’I8opevijos, which give one context at least in which such words tolerate individuation. Nor

2 Longo also considers taking uéya 7t ofévog in
apposition to d Kiémpig, but thinks that éxpéperar must
then mean ‘advance unchecked’, making »ikac a
genitive of space traversed, which is ‘duro’: I should
say impossible.

% Punctuate after &@vaé&, followed by asyndeton.
(This arrangement occurred independently to
several members of the Heracles seminar given in

Oxford by Mr G. W. Bond and Professor H. Lloyd-
Jones in 1972.)

¢ This objection was pointed out to me by Mr
L. D. J. Henderson.

85 See Norden, Agnostos Theos, 172.

66 For this ‘predicative’ use of fedg, see Wilamo-
witz, Der Glaube d. Hellenen, 1931-2, i 17.
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is it irrelevant that the antistrophe begins (507) ¢ uév #v morapod obévos, a phrase evidently
modelled on the Homeric pattern, and corresponding in structure with péya 7 ofévos o
Kvmpis in 497. This is I think an adequate defence of Wakefield’s punctuation, though the
question remains open. The same problem arises if ofévos is taken in apposition to Kvmpis
(6), which is less attractive in other ways. Wakefield’s interpretation seems to me less
difficult, at least, than any of the others.

Trach. 553—4 18 éxw, dpidar,
Avmijpiov Avmmpa, 148" éyw dpdow.

w] &e Wratislaw  Adnnual Adgnua Jebb post Avtipior, 7jj0° interpunxit Hermann

Avtijpiov Avmmua is a puzzle. Deianeira must be innocent, and cannot therefore know
what effect the charm will in fact have. Hermann’s punctuation . . . Avmipiov, Admyua
17id¢ . . . will not do; not so much for the reason given by Jebb and Kamerbeek, that it is out
of character for her to want to cause Iole pain (it is, of course, but if Iole loves Heracles as
she believes, ¢f. 4445, 463, his loss will hurt Iole whether she wants it nor not) ; nor because
Avripwov could not, at a pinch, be a noun;®%? but because, since Avrijpeos is in fact always an
adjective, the sentence could not, without modern punctuation, be understood so that
Avrijpiov Avmpua do not go together and 7de . . . 77j8e are not correlative. Wratislaw’s éxer,
read by Paley, ‘how my pain has a cure’, suffers from a similar defect. Jebb’s Avripiov
Adénua gives straightforward sense and is widely accepted.

A disadvantage common to all these answers is that they eliminate the striking oxymoron
Avrijpiov Avmpa (¢f. 1021 Aabimovov 88vvav, Cho. 539 dxos Topaiov; see below on 1020-2), and
with it a powerful piece of tragic irony. A quieter irony has already deepened Deianeira’s
words at the end of the previous episode (494-6):

o 3 3 \ ’ ~ \ ’
. d 7 dvri ddpwv 8dpa xpn mpocapudoar,
-~
kal Tabr dyns. kevov yap od dikaid oe
~ b -~
xwpetv mpoceXdévl’ HSe odv oD oToAw.

There Deianeirais simply giving instructions to Lichas; she has not yet thought of the charm ;8
but her words are so chosen by the poet that the audience, knowing the story, will at once
remember the robe which cleaves to him (767 ff., 833, 836). Here too Avripior Admyua will
at once remind the audience of the charm’s disastrous consequences. But what is the
ostensible meaning of ‘a pain that brings release’ that Deianeira intends and the chorus
understands ?

Quiet simply, I think, it is the pain of the dying Centaur, the blood of whose wounds has
provided the charm, as she now goes on to relate. This may be thought far-fetched:
Deianeira has no interest in Nessus’ pain. Now tragic irony works rather like oracles or
riddles: an oracle seems to mean one thing, e.g. that Heracles will find rest after his labours,
or is to die by the hand of none of the living (i.e. is invulnerable), but is seen on its fulfilment
to mean another: he is to die, and the agent of his death is the long-dead Centaur. Some-
times the fulfilment of the oracle seems to demand an artificial sense, e.g. the oracle of the
bones of Orestes in Herodotus (1.68), but formally the terms of the oracle are fulfilled. The
difference between oracles and tragic irony is this. The ostensible meaning of an oracle is
the obvious one, while its true meaning, revealed on its fulfilment, is obscure; in tragic
irony the true meaning must be obvious to the audience, while the ostensible meaning, what
the words mean in the stage-situation, is less important. So here the ostensible meaning,
the Centaur’s death-agony, is less important, and it does not matter that it is somewhat
artificial, if formally it fits the terms of the ‘oracle’, the riddle, the ambiguous phrase Avr7jpov

87 As gwtipiov, El. 925, possibly A. Eum. 701; cites, Avtijpiov is adj.).
pethierpioy Pers. 610; possibly «nintipiov Trach. 68 As Reinhardt and others interpret the scene,
575; ¢f. Hesych. Avtijpiov guiaktipiov (see Paley, ¢f. K. Reinbardt, Sophokles,® 1947, 55-6, 254-8.
J- Phil. 5, 1874, 89; but in P. P. 5, 106, which he
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Mmpa. It might also be said that this ostensible meaning spoils the oxymoron, since the
pain and the cure no longer apply to the same person. Again, in the secondary meaning of a
riddle this does not matter; but there is an analogy to this less pointed use of oxymoron: dxos
Topalov, cure by surgery,®® is applied in Aeschylus’ Supplices (268) to Apis’ salvation of his
country by destroying its monsters. Here it is the monster Nessus whose death furnishes the
cure, so she thinks, for Deianeira’s marriage. In the event, the cure is to destroy both its
partners. (Addendum: Simpler still is to suppose that the charm is painful for her because

its use is dioxpdv, ¢f. 597 : it is shameful to have to win back a husband by such means.
I now prefer this interpretation.)

Trach. 680-88 éyw yap v o biip pe Kévravpos, moviw
mAevpay mkpd yAwyive, mpovd ddfato
-~ -~ k) /7 3 3> 2 ’
mapijxa Oeopudv o0dév’, AN’ éowlouny,
~ |4 ’ bl 4 /4
xaAkijs 6mws Svovimrov ék SéATov ypadiiy,
kai pou Tdd’ My mpdppnTa Kal Towadt E€Spwv-
70 ¢dpparov TobT dmupov dTivds T del
Oepuiis dbixtov év puyots odlew éué,
éws v dprixpioTov dppudoaui mov.
kdbpwv TowabTa.

Wunder,"° followed by Pearson, excised 684 (1) because it interrupted the construction,
in which o¢lew is governed by mpovdiddéaro; (2) because of the repetition of «ai roiatr’
&pwv . . . kddpwy Towadra. As Jebb and others point out, odew can equally well depend on
mpdppnra, kal Towadr’ é3pwv being dua péoov (¢f. A. PV 664-5 oadds émorimrovoa kal pvbovuévn |
éfw 8opwv Te kal mdrpas wheiv éué). Both kai’s could be connective, as Jebb took them:
‘Now these were his instruction, and I obeyed them’, or (better) corresponsive, as at S. El.
680 ramepmduny mpos Tadra kai 76 mav Ppdow, where (pace Denniston, GP 321) kal . .. xal means
‘both...and.. ., orrather ‘ut...ita...”. So Mazon renders: ‘Voici ce qu’elle (inscrip-
tion) m’ordonnait, ce qu’aussi bien j’ai fait’.  As for the repetition, the emphasis it gives has
point, and is marked by the chiasmus (¢f. Men. Pk. 506—7 I'\uxépa pe xaradéloure, katadé-
Aourré pe | Ihuképa, ITdraie, to quote Eduard Fraenkel’s favourite illustration of the figure).
This is not unlike the insistence on detail in the performance of ritual that we find elsewhere
in tragedy, as Lloyd-Jones points out to me; cf. Atossa’s description of her offerings at
A. Pers. 607 f., or the chorus’ detailed prescription for propitiating the Eumenides at
0.C. 469 ff. But there is a special dramatic point here: not only is Deianeira concerned to
Jjustify her acts by emphasising how exactly she has followed her instructions, as Rader-

macher remarks, but there is a nice irony, in that her very exactness ensures that the Cen-
taur’s cunning has its full, deadly effect.

Trach. 807-12 Towadra, uftep, marpl Povevoas’ éud

\ ~ 3 3y 7 * ’ ’
kai 8pda’ éidlns, dv o€ molvipos dixn

! L] ’ k] y 7’ :] 3 /’
reioarr’ "Epwis 7. €l Oépus §°, émevyopar:
0 ’ 2] 3 ! A ’ \ ¥

s 8, émel pou Ty Géuw ov mpodBales,
mavTwy dpioTov dvdpa Tdv émi ybovi
! bl € -~ b4 k) »

kTewvac’, omotov GAAov odk Sy moTe.

809 0éui 6°] 0éuis »> Brunck: 0éuer” Wunder
810 npodifales A: mpodirafes LP

€l Béuis 8 is surely wrong. (1) 8¢ makes no sense: it is obviously not adversative, nor can
it be progressive. Jebb translates: ‘Yes, if it is right, this is my prayer’, glossing over the
difficulty. If 8¢ is progressive, émedyopar must add something to the imprecation already
uttered in dv oe molnpos Aikn Teloarro, ‘and if it is right, I utter (this as) an imprecation’.

8 It is possible that zouaior here means ‘shredded’ more point if it refers to surgery (¢f- Tucker’s note
or ‘tapped’ (i.e. lot by incision), ¢f. Fraenkel on A. and see p. 57 n. 3 below, on Trach. 1121).
Ag. 17 évréuvew dkog. But the metaphor has much 70 0p. cit. (n. 56), 196-7.
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It is true that performatory utterances such as ‘I promise’, ‘I swear’ do add something to a

bare future statement of intention, in that they commit the speaker further.
émevyopar adds nothing; the wish is the imprecation.
pdhor’, émera 8¢ | 6 Aapriov mals, kal od.—un 'medéy mépa.™

But edyouac,
Cf. Phil. 1286 S)owal’, ’Arpeidar pév
(2) The standard pattern in

such expressions, as commentators point out, is: ‘if it is right—and it s right, since . . .—
then . . .” (or the injunction, statement, etc. qualified by ‘if it is right’ comes first). E.g. E.

HF 140-3

\ ¢ / /’ \ 4
Tov ‘HpdkAewov marépa rai Evvdopov,
-~ k]
€l xpi 1, épwtd- xpn 8, émel ye deomdrns
Sudv kabéorny’, ioTopeiv a Bovdopar:

7y 3 ’ ~ ’, oo,
T’ és ypdvov {yreiTe unkvvew Biov;

(see Wilamowitz’ note); S. fr. 941, 145

€t pou Béus, Oéuus 8¢ Talnbi Aéyew,
Aios Tvpavvet mAevudvewy (sc. Kvmpis).

E. El. g300-1

Myou’ dv, €l xpii—xp1) 8¢ mpos pidov Aéyew—

4 ’ \ b3 \ kd ~ 4
TUxas Bapelas Tas éuds kdpod maTpds.

Men. fr. 223 (Koerte)

€l Oeov kadely oe Set,

8et 8¢, T0 kpaTody yap viv vouileTar Beds.

Hippocr. Art. 8

4
katapepabixet, kTA;

el &1 Te Towoliro Sei év ImTpikhy ypdipar: et 8¢: kadds yap “Oumnpos

But in Trach. 809 the pattern is interrupted by e §éucs 6¢.
Heath and Wakefield wanted el 0éuis 67, *medyouar, which breaks Porson’s law. Brunck

wrote . . . *Epwis 7.

y /’ bl Y ’
el Oéuus y’, émedyopar.

This goes some way to meeting the first

objection, but it leaves the second. Wunder’s e fepior’ émevyopar meets both, and could
be right. But the form feuiords, as opposed to the normal fepirds, is certain only once in
tragedy, in lyrics (A. Sept. 694; cf. abéuoros, S. fr. 742), though Elmsley and others read it in
0.T. 993, perhaps rightly, and Wunder would introduce it elsewhere (Phil. 812, O.C. 644;

E. Pho. 612, Or. 97).
Oéps y’, émevyopar: Géuis 8é. .

Axt" adopted Brunck’s ye with different punctuation: *Epuds 7°, el
. . This also meets both objections, but émedyouna: can neither

govern the optative nor follow as a parenthesis, like ikeredw.
Taking a hint from both Wunder and Axt, I would punctuate:?3

N ! ’
v o€ moinpos dikn

reioarr’ "Epwis 7°, el 8éus y’ émevyopar
with 6éus indeclinable: see K.-B. i 459, Anm. 2.
In 8og LP have mpodidafBes, which would have to mean, ‘you took the law into your own

hands,’ ‘you preempted 0éuis’.
Deianeira for exacting her own vengeance.

This gives some sort of sense: Hyllus would be reproaching
But (1) 7o for pot (Pretor) is then necessary;

(2) the article Ty 8éuw is wrong; (3) @éuw has a different reference from that of 6éuis in the

same line, with punning effect.

‘you spurned Themis’.
could just be an ethic dative.

"1 In Trach. 1190 edyouar is performatory; but that
is different, as it does not endorse a prayer already
uttered.

énevyouar can mean glorior as well as imprecor, as
at A. Ag. 1262 (see Fraenkel), 1394; so here & 0éuic
& énedyopar might mean, as Lloyd-Jones suggests to
me, ‘and if it is right, I exult in it’, viz. her punish-
ment. But the sense imprecor is favoured here both
by the context, where an imprecation is actually
uttered, and by the qualification: it is particularly in
the utterance that the speaker must insure himself
against impiety, ¢f. S. El. 126-7 d¢ 6 Tdde mopdw Slort’,
el pou Oéuic 768 adddv, P. P. 3, 1-2 Fjfedov Xipwvd ke

mpotfades (A) may be conjecture, but may be old—AaBeiv
for Baleiv (and vice versa) is a common slip in mss.

Jebb and Kamerbeek take it to mean

The article is then possible (6éuis is almost personified), and pou
But the other objection, that féuw has a different reference,

Oulvpiday, | el ypedw T duetépag 46 yAdooag kowow
edtaclar &nog, | {@ew . . . (it does not matter whether
or not Pindar is actually uttering the wish for
Cheiron’s return), Od. 22.412 ody dain krauévotaw én’
avdpdow edyerdacbai, (Odysseus restrains Eurycleia
from uttering an exultant cry).

72 Philol. 4, 1849, 574. Wakefield has the reading
so pointed in his test; in his note he attributes it to
Brunck, and prefers &7).

73 This punctuation seems not to have been
considered by Wakefield or Musgrave, as is implied
in Blaydes’ note.
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still stands. Far simpler is Hermann’s interpretation: quoniam tu mihi hoc fas obtulisti,
Herculem necans : h.e. dedisti, ut hoc fas esset. For the sense ‘give up’, ‘give over’ for mpoBdMew
¢f. Plat. Phaedr. 241¢ 1év Nopddv, als o pe mpodfades éx mpovolas; S. 0.T. 745 éuavrov els
dpas | Sewas mpofdMwv; ‘make available’, E. Cret. 6 el uév dvdpt mpotiBadov 8éuas | Todudv.
v @éuw = ‘the right’ is an unusual phrase: we should expect v 8(knv, and indeed éuw
might be intrusive from the line above.?® But the repetition is effective, and ¢f. A. Ag. 1431
kal Tivd axovets Spkiwy éudv Béuw, i.e. feura Spria (see Page’s note). So here the sense is:
‘since you yourself have made this feucrdv, éuis for me,’ by killing his father and so sacri-
ficing her own right to the filial piety which 6éuis would normally enjoin.

Trach. 924-5 Ader Tov adris mémdov, 1) xpvordaros

TPOUKELTO LATTOV TEPOVLS.
7 Wakefield: ¢ codd.

“The peplos was fastened near the left shoulder by the mepovis, which is described as
lying “in front of’, i.e. “above” the (left) breast. It would not accord with Greek usage to
imagine the brooch at the centre of the bosom’ ( Jebb, reading 7).

‘It is impossible to understand, with Jebb, “ ‘in front of”, i.e. ‘above’ the (left) breast™.
But it is equally impossible to think that the fibula of the peplos was placed at the centre of
the bosom and not near the (left) shoulder. It would then seem that the phrase & . . .
mepovis is a rather loose way (!) of saying: ““which was held before her breasts by a gold-
wrought brooch” ’ (Kamerbeek; my exclamation point).

‘Pins, in the first place, serve to fasten the apoptygma of the robe on the right and the
left shoulder: a triangular lappet is drawn over from the back and clasped on the front part
with a pin, pointing up or down. That is the rule’. (Jacobsthal, Greek Pins, 1956, 109).73
Pins are commonly shown on vases (first on the Frangois vase) point upwards, which ‘no
doubt renders reality’, since if the pin were point down in the ordinary activities of daily life
it would prick the wearer, though ‘all was well so long as she behaved like the maiden in the
Panathenaic procession and did not dance or work’ (ib. 114). Two pins were worn; when
women are shown on vases with a pin on one shoulder only, ‘it is simply a slip, and it was not
the painter’s intention to characterise them as érepdmopmos’ (ib. 109).78

7 is necessary; Deianeira of course loosens her robe where it is fastened by the pin. She
reaches up to her breast and pulls the left pin downward and out, so uncovering her heart.
mpovkeiro paotdy means ‘(where the pin) projected from her breasts’ (‘was set in front of her
breasts’, LSJ). Such pins were usually from five to six inches long.?” Sometimes they are
shown with the points projecting above the shoulder, with the pin-head correspondingly high
up on the body; sometimes with the point below the shoulder, dand the head well down on
the breast, as the Moirai and Atalanta are shown on the Frangois vase (detail in Jacobsthal,

" If 6éuw is intrusive, there are many possibilities.  point downwards. Pins tend to become smaller; in

Wunder suggested énel tor iy Zpww od mpoiifales
‘since you provoked this strife’ (between mother and
son), Il. 11.529 &pida mpofaidvres (op. cit. 58).

" mepovr) can also mean fibula (safety-pin or
brooch), as in Od. 19.226-7 (Od. 18.293 is problem-
atic; in Il 10.131, Il. 14.180 a pin is probably
meant; see E. Bielefeld, Heft ‘Schmuck’ in Archaeologia
Homerica, 1968) ; but mepovic here is almost certainly a
pin. Fibulae are not found in mainland Greece in
the classical period, except in outlying parts such as
Illyria, and hardly ever appear on vases (C. Blinken-
berg, Fibules grecques et orientales, 1926, 32-33, notes
only two examples, both of the mid-sixth century);
whereas pins, and later also buttons or discs, are
shown regularly on vases as fasteners of peploi.

76 Cl. Pfeiffer on Callim. fr. 620°.

7 Sub-Mycenean and Geometric pins are some-
times very long (30 cm or more) and were worn

the sub-Geometric period the longer pins average
13 cm; the smaller, from 5 cm to 10 cm, are not all
likely to have been used to fasten peploi, as they
would not be long enough to pass through the folds
and hold them. Virtually no pins have been found
which can be identified, by some divergence from the
archaic type, as originating in the classical period.
We must therefore assume that in classical times pins,
when they were used, were of the archaic type: for
peploi, that is, around 13 cm long. This agrees well
enough with the size of pins shown on vases. (Hero-
dotus comments on the very large pins used in Argos
and Aegina [5.88]). Pins were inconvenient, and
evidently went out of general use during the fifth
century: ‘It is hard to understand how long it took
for the pin, an inheritance from the Bronze Age, to be
gradually superseded by other, cleverer types of
fasterners’ (Jacobsthal, op. cit. 114; ¢f. 9o, 110-11).
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pll. 331-2).78 Given a large pin so worn, the head might be described as ‘projecting in
front of the breasts’, especially as the weight of material from over the shoulder would tend to
pull the point back and the head forward.”® mpovkeiro paorav therefore makes sense and
should not be altered, though Jebb’s paraphrase is not quite right. It seems to me, however,
that a more natural expression for such an arrangement would be given by the slight change
mpovketTo paor®d, ‘where the pin was visible on her breast’; paor@ then corresponding exactly
with kara o7ijfos in Il. 14 180 ypvoeins &8 éverfjor kata orijflos mepovaro.8®  For the dative, cf.
0.C. 313 kpati & HAwooTeprs | kuvi) mpdowma Beooalis viv duméxe, ‘the sunhat on her head
screens her face.’
Trach. 1003-6 €€,

éaré W, éaré pe
Svopopov edvaoar

éaré pe 8voravov edvaoar.

5 - ~ LI

& mat, mod mot €l;
-~ ’ -~ /7

Tad¢é pe T@dé pe

mpSadafBe kovdioas.

" ¥ N\ -~

€ ¢, lw Saipov.

= 1024-5

1006 éavé ue dvoravov] €’ dorarov Hermann edvdoa L: edvdoar A: evvdobar Ellendt

Since A. H. Coxon showed®! that the lyrics in this scene have normal strophic responsion
and not the complex interlocking pattern which Seidler postulated, Dain (in his edition) and
Lloyd-Jones82 have followed him, with variations of their own on his text. In so defective a
passage, it may seem a waste of time to suggest further variations; but there is one point where
I believe progress can still be made.

éaré W éaré ue is similar in shape to, and so probably corresponds with, 7§8¢ pe 7d8¢ pe in
1024 (Coxon’s starting-point). So a dochmiac precedes it (what this was is anybody’s
guess), and it is followed by 2 & (or & 4 hyp.). Guided by this, Coxon writes:

<>
éaré ' €aré pe
8vopopov edvdoar [éaré pe SvoTavov edvdoar]

<LZu-—U-———>
Dain: éé,
3~ /’ )~ ’ /
€0TE (L<€>, — U —, €EATE [LE Sva,u.opov
JoTaTov edvdoar, €aTé pe dvoTavov
Lloyd-Jones: 6>

éaré ' éaré pe

Svopopov edvdoar,

éaré pe Svoravov.
All three versions founder on two facts:
(1) éaré we éaré pe clearly means not ‘allow me to . ..” but ‘let me go’, ‘let me be’; ¢f. the
agonised Hippolytus’ uéferé pe rddava (Hipp. 1372),% in a scene whose similarity to this one
issurely not accidental, and Phii. 816—7 ®u. uéfes uéles pe. Ne.mot puebi; Pu. pébes moré. | Ne.
ol ¢nu’ édoew. It is true that Heracles at once tells them to take hold of him, but this

?8 The Frangois vase is cited in illustration of
Trach. 924-5 by F. Studniczka, Beitrdge zur Geschichte
der altgriechischen Tracht, 1886, 98—9.

?® This point was made to me by Mr J. Boardman,
to whose advice I am indebted in this note.

80 Jacobsthal (93) quotes the passages together,
and remarks on Trach. g24-5: ‘thus the peploi in the
Kerameikos graves were fastened’. But the position

of pins in graves can rarely show how they were
fastened, and as he later points out (109), ‘pins in
tombs are found where they were placed at or after
the prothesis: vases show how people wore them when
alive’.

8 CR 67, 1947, 7-8.

82 JCS 22, 1972, 267 fI.

83 For the reading see Barrett ad loc.
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contrariness is a sign of his condition. So Philoctetes has asked for Neoptolemus’ hand just
before he cries ‘let me go’.

(2) edvdw, edvd{w and compounds are invariably transitive, both in the literal sense and in
the frequent metaphorical sense ‘put to (easeful)® death’. (So too, except for Hdt. 8.134,
is kowudw, etc., which has a similar semantic pattern, and is also used of death.) If the sense
is ‘let me sleep’, edvdofar (Ellendt) is essential.

The clue to the right line is given by the end of the scene (1040-3):

& yAukvs “Aidas,

& Auos adbaipwy, edvacov ebvacdy u’

WKruTdTEw Wopw Tov uéleov dlicas.
Heracles in his agony prays for the death which Hyllus has denied him, and in characteristic
Greek fashion he prays to the god of death to put him to sleep. Cf. Ajax in his suicide speech
(4j. 831-3):

kadAd & dua

mopmaiov ‘Epufjy x00viov €b pe xowuioar

&vv dodaddoTw kal Tayel mydijuart . . .
and especially Hippolytus, who at the beginning of his lyric outburst prays for death to
come (1371-3):

kal viv 68vva u’ odvva Paive—

wéberé pe Tdrava—

kal pot Bdvaros mawav éNfor,
asks for the means to kill himself:

audirdpov Adyxas épapat,

Siapotpdoar

dud 7 edvdoar Tov éuov Blotov,
and concludes (1386-8):

€ife pe Koyudoete Tov Svodaipov’ “Ai-
8ov uédawa vikTepds 7 dvdyka.

It is generally agreed that, whatever the text in 1004 ff., Heracles is asking for death:
‘let me sleep my last sleep’, or something of the kind. That the Hippolytus scene owes
something to the Trachiniae is clear enough;8¢ perhaps the debt is even greater than it
appears. Suppose Heracles, like Hippolytus, utters a prayer at the beginning, as he does at
the end, so that edvdoa: is not infinitive but optative, like Hipp. 1373 (6dvaros) éAbor, 1387
kowpdoee, and, like xowudoete, 1377 edvdoar, transitive; the subject of edvdoar having been
displaced by one of the intrusive elements offered by the mss. Then, taking the intrusion to
be éaré (ue) dvoravov, we could write:

éaré p’ éaré pe
Svopopov: edvdoar <’ >
edvdoar <Saipwv>,

8 There are of course many verbs in Greek
which are normally transitive but have an intransi-
tive, reflexive or absolute use (see K.-G. i g1-5).
These are characteristically verbs expressing motion
or change, as in other languages (verto, muto; turn,
move; changer, sortir; ziehen), and are far more
often compound than simple. This seems to be very
rare with denominative verbs. Out of the many
listed in K.-G. lc., I note only xvkleiv, which is
probably absol. rather than intr. (sc. néda, ¢f. éAicow),
and évavAilew (Phil. 33, E. Hyps., Hippocr.),
perhaps by analogy with karaldew (¢f. karaxowudv in
Hdt. 8.134). edvar intr. might conceivably be
justified by analogy with this last, or with Awgdy

(commoner intr.), or (kat’ dvrigpacw, as it were)
with @vakwei if intr. at Trach. 1250 (probably trans.
there as Jebb takes it, though the intr. use is found
with mapa-, dmokweiv). The usage is not particu-
larly Sophoclean (Campbell lists a few examples in
his ‘Essay on Language’, ed. vol. i p. 99); it is fairly
common in Herodotus. edvdoar might therefore be
intransitive, but the evidence tends to show that it is
not.

85 Not always easeful: cf. Hipp. 560 ndtue povip
katyivacey, of Althaea; Hec. 473 dupundpe kouyuile
@loyu®, of Zeus and the Titans (Giants).

86 See E. R. Schwinge, Die Stellung der Trachinier-
innen im Werk des Sophokles, 1962, 21—4.
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Saluwv corresponding with Saiuov in the antistrophe (¢f. also Ant. 833 & pe aipwv opoordrav
xarevvdlew and E. Andr. 1182 €ilfe o’ 7’ *INw Tvape Saipwr).8?

With this reconstruction the correspondence with Hipp. 1371-88 becomes very close.
Not only is the general structure similar, with opening and closing prayers for death around
an urgent appeal for a death-dealing weapon, but the formal pattern of uéferé pe rddava, xai
pou Bdvaros mawav éNdou corresponds exactly with éaré pe 8dopopor: edvdoar ' edvdoar Saluwv,
as elfe pe rxoyudoee Tov Svadaipova . . . "Abov . . . dvdyka does with & ydvkis "Aidas, . . .
etvaody etvacdv pe . . . Tov pédeov. Of course Euripides need not have followed Sophocles so
closely; but if I am right about the sense of éaré ue and the usage of edvdw, it seems likely
enough that he did so.

Trach. 101822 Ilp. & mal T008” avdpds, Tolpyov T68e uetlov amjke
N ) \ LA \ \ ’ Z, \ 14
7 kot éuav pdpav: ov 8¢ avdAafe: oolt Te yap Suua
14 N 2 ~ -~ 4 \ ¥
éumdeov 1) 8¢ éuott odlew. I'A. Yadw uév éywye,
Aabimovov & 38vvav oir’ évdobev otire Bupalbev
14 b3 /7 4 -~ /7 4
éoru pou éfavioar BidTov: TowadTa véuer Zevs.

1019 ool ydp €roiua Jebb 1022 ¢dwwar . . . fiotov Musgrave

Jebb’s ingenious ool yap éroiua (sc. pdpa) és mAéov (Meineke) . . . a¢h{ew gives some sort of
sense, but % 8. éuod cannot mean ‘than mine’ or ‘than for me’, nor can it readily be altered
to mean this. E.g. 7 yepaid would make sense, but does not account for 7 8" éuod. Suppose
we start with ool yap é0° dpua (pot- 70 yap opud Meineke), which is as easy as Jebb’s reading
and as good. éumleov looks like éumedov (Hermann), a word it has in fact displaced in an
Orphic fragment quoted by Tzetzes (Orph. fr. 261 K). The change from -ov to -os would
be inevitable when Jpua became dupa. There is now no comparative in need of a comple-
ment, so the feeble repetition of 3 kar’ éuav pypav can be eliminated. Suitable sense would be
given by e.g. d veapa ‘your youthful spring’, or even d Siepa, ¢f. Od. 9.43 Siepd modi ‘nimble
foot’ (an epic usage; Swepds later means ‘fluid’, ¢f. Sypds), with P. N. 5.20 yovdrwy éladpov
oppav.8®  We then have:

ool yap €0’ opua
éumedos a Siepa. odlew,

‘your agile spring abides still to save’.
must remain a Crux.

87 edvdoar u’ edvdoar here might account for the

unmetrical edvacéy u edvacor in 1042. For the
responsion 1006 ————— (edvdoar) = 102500 u———,
cf. Phil. 395 ndw’ Eanudouay = 510 &xbeis

’Atpeidas, where the scansion Azp- need not be
doubted (¢f. N. Conomis, ‘The dochmiacs of Greek
drama’, Hermes 92, 1964, 38). edvdoar is also
possible, though I know no actual instance of the
responsion =2y — x — in hypodochmiacs (¥, — ¢ —
occurs in syncopated trochees at E. I4 235/46).
éaté 1’ daré pe = T@Oé pe Tddé e is in this context
most naturally interpreted as dochmiac. But this
gives brevis in longo without sense-pause in both
places, which would be remarkable. (Conomis
states [op. cit. 45] that brevis in longo and hiatus do
not occur without sense-pause in the dochmiacs of
tragedy. This does not hold for Aeschylus and
Euripides, in whom this feature is no more rare in
dochmiacs than in other metres, but it does seem to
hold for Sophocles; see now C.Q. n.s. 26, 1976).
Slight pause might perhaps be given by the exclama-
tory force of dvouopov in the strophe, though this is
doubtful; certainly not ué mp- with lengthening
before mute and liquid in 1024, since this would
imply synaphea (it is required, most improbably, by
Seidler’s arrangement of the scene if Erfurdt’s

This is of course pure speculation, and the passage

etvacov edvacdy w0’ is read in 1042). It seems better
to interpret éaré u’ éaré ue (with Coxon) as dactyls.
An isolated pair of dactyls among dochmiacs is,
however, anomalous; they should be regarded as
forming a compound with the following —vv—v—,
i.e. a long form of prosodiac, ¢f. the shorter ibycean
at Andr. 826 ddi” audypara Oroouar, itself part of a
longer enoplian compound; the longer dactylic
movement of Med. 135 Aéfov: 87" dupinilov yap éow
ueddBpov Bodv; and the corresponding enoplian at
Ton 1466 & te yyyevéras ddpos odkéTe vikTa dépketat,
followed by dochmiacs (cn this type of colon and its
incidence in dochmiacs, see LMGD 167; the ending
- Y — is typical, ib. 159). Dale remarks on S. Phil.
827 "Yav' 6dtvag adaric, “Yave & dAyéwv, where the
metre is ambiguous, thatthe verse -vu ~vu -vuU —u_
is uncharacteristic of Sophocles (0p. cit. 117—g), but it is
presumably in place in the xouuds type of scene in
which most of the Euripidean examples occur.
(On Phil. 677 see Part II of this article.)

88 As a devotee of R. B. Onians’ Origins of European
Thought (q.v. p. 149 £.), I had thought of dpud . . . d
puvedo®, cf. A. Ag. 76-8 8 T ydp veapos pvedds oréprev |
évtog édv@oowy | iodmpesfug, in a similar contrast
between youth and old age; but the phrase is too
bizarre to convince even myself.
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All recent editors adopt Musgrave’s dafimovov 8 d8wvédv . . . Budrov: ‘Myhandsare helping,
but no resource, either in myself or in another, avails to make his life forget its anguish’
(Jebb); lit. ‘I cannot achieve a life which makes him forget the distress of his pains’, i.e. I
cannot cure him. The reading of codd., however, not only makes sense but has more point.
Heracles, in a frenzy of pain, has just begged (whatever the exact text may be)®® that his
head should be cut off. The old man askes Hyllus to help him; he replies, “This I can do,
but I cannot compass the pain which makes life forget its troubles’ (or ‘which will cause him
to forget the troubles of his life’); ‘such things are in the hands of Zeus to bestow’. Hyllus
cannot bring himself to put Heracles out of his pain as he asks by giving the coup de grdce.
The idea of a painful cure is familiar, e.g. in the metaphor évréuvew dros?® (4g. 17, ¢f. ib.
846), dros Topaiov (Cho. 539); the idea of death as a cure for life’s troubles is implicit in
Hippolytus’ prayer €l po. 8dvaros mawav éNou (Hipp. 1373), ¢f. A. fr. 255 N & Odvare IToudv,
and esp. P. fr. 131° S. 8ABior & dmavres aiog Avoumdvwv tederav (of death). The exact
counterpart of Aafimovos 88dva is Avrijpiov Avmmpa at 554, which I believe to be sound (see
above ad. loc.). Itadds a fresh ironical twist that Deianeira’s ‘pain that brings release’ does
indeed bring such pain that it needs still more pain to cure it. And it is a central theme of
the play that the release from labours which Heracles thinks he has been promised is in fact

death.

dAXN’ odre wirnp évBdd’, AN’ émaxtia

Tipw. ovpBéBnrey dor éxew Edpav,

maldwy 8¢ Tovs pév EvAhaBoic’ adTn Tpéder,
\ > N \ ’ b4 ’ 4

Tods 8" av 76 @nfns dotv vaiovros pdbois

Nuels 8 Soow mdpeauev, €l Tu xpj, mdTep,

mpdacew, kAvdvtes éfvmmperijoouey.

Trach. 1151-56

Nauck, followed by Jachmann® and Reeve,?2 changed to 7jueis 8¢ goc in 1155 and deleted
1156, on the ground that 7ueis & door must indicate a real not a courtesy plural, whereas
Hyllus should refer to himself alone. Radermacher argued that any BagiAikov mpéowmov on
stage would have a retinue, and Hyllus is referring to these as well as himself. This is
possible, but it is dramatically more effective, as Jachmann insists, if Hyllus is referring only
to himself—he alone is dramatically important as the only son present, and it is to him
that Heracles’ last requests are to be addressed. But the rhetorical fullness of 1156 makes a
better close to his speech than the rather abrupt 1155, and it is doubtful if €l 7v xp7 can
stand alone = ‘if anything is needed’.®® We can get the best of both worlds, and secure a
substantial improvement at little cost, by adopting Nauck’s first change and punctuating:

ﬁl.LEzg 8€, ool 7Ta’.P€O'I.L€V' Ez T xpﬁ, 7Td1'€p,

mpdocew, kAvdvtes éévmnperiioouey.

T. C. W. STINTON
Wadham College, Oxford

8% The most convincing restoration is that of

Lloyd-Jones (¥CS 22, 1972, 269-70):

008’ drapdlar pov

kpdra Biov 0éAe

{—VY—) uodaw To¥ aTvyepod; e ped.
His ex gratia supplement maveinovos (or Avoimovog)
governing fiov = ‘putting an end to the pains of life’
fits exactly with the interpretation of Aafimovov
G6%vav Bidtov offered here.

If it is right to see a close correspondence between
this whole passage and E. Hipp. 1371 fI. (see p. 144
top) above), Hipp. 13856 ndc dnalddéw Piotav
éuav 106> dvdAynrov ndbovs; (for the text see Barrett)
might be thought to support Musgrave’s interpretation
of Trach. 1021-2. But it would correspond equally
well with Trach. 1015-8, as restored by Lloyd-Jones.

90 It is possible that the metaphor there refers to
the tapping of roots or the shredding of herbs, as
avtiropa. . . 66wy does at P. P. 4.221 or pdpuaka . . .
dvtizeucw at E. Alc. 971 (¢f. Fraenkel’s note); but it
has more point if it anticipates 846 in the sense ‘cure
by incision’, i.e. surgery, as Page takes it, and so does
&xoc Topaiov in Cho. 539, Suppl. 268 (see n. 69 above
on Trach. 554).

91 G. Jachmann, ‘Binneninterpolationen’, NGG 1,
1936, 190-1.

92 0p. cit. (n. 57), 167-8.

9 T owe this point to Mr Reeve, who tells me that
Mr W. S. Barrett made it to him. I have not found
any examples of this usage. E. Suppl. 594 &v Oei
pdvov por would be analogous, but dei has other
usages not shared by xp7.
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