Some Interpolations in Sophocles

Michael D. Reeve

I

EIANIRA’S opening speech in Trachinige ends, according to the
tradition, as follows (36-48):1

~ kd -~
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k4 -~
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\ 9 7 4 ~ % ¥ 4
cxedov 8 émicropal T miHu’ Eyovrda vy
44  ypdvov yap ovyi PBawdv aAX’ 718n Séka
puivec mpoc dAdotc wévr’ axipukToc péver.
K&cTw TL S€wov THua TolaUTnY éuol
8 /A A \ 54 \ bd \ 0 A
édtov M écterye, ™Y éyw Qopc
Oeoic dpduow Tnuovic drep Aofeiv.

But lines 44-48 were condemned by Wunder? for the following

1 The following commentaries will be cited by the author’s name: on Ajax, A. Nauck
(Schneidewin?, Berlin 1888), R. JesB (Cambridge 1896); on Trachiniae, E. WuNDER (Gotha
1841), F. W. ScuNEIDEWIN (Leipzig 1854), Nauck (Schneidewin®, Berlin 1880), Jese (Cam-
bridge 1892); on Oedipus Tyrannus, WuNDer? (Gotha 1840), ScHNEIDEWIN (Leipzig 1851),
Jese® (Cambridge 1893), E. BRUHN (Schneidewin!®, Berlin 1897); on Oedipus Coloneus,
P. ErmsLey (Oxford 1823), L. CampeeLL? (Oxford 1879), N. WEckLEIN (Munich 1880), Jes?
(Cambridge 1900). All these commentaries except Jebb’s have been consulted in the earli-
est edition accessible. Two other exceptions: the first edition of Wunder’s OT (Gotha 1832)
does not contain the relevant matter, and Wecklein’s OC (=Wunder®?) was not accessible
at all (his views are reported by Jebb).

2 E. Wunder, Emendationes in Sophoclis Trachinias (Grimma 1841) 167-70. The preface to
this work is an interesting exercise in diplomacy. Originally a loyal pupil of Gottfried Her-
mann, Wunder had incurred his displeasure by a review of the second edition of Lobeck’s
Ajax. Cordiality was restored when they happened to meet on holiday, and in the follow-
ing year he took the opportunity of dedicating to Hermann a work that would otherwise

2—G.R.B.S. 283
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reasons: (1) the 8éxroc of 47 and 157 contains a report of the oracle; but
whereas in 164-68 the period of fifteen months is critical, in 44-48 it is
merely long; (2) if 46-48 are removed, 44-45 repeat the gist of 38-41;
(3) 4448 anticipate 155-74; (4) xéctw 7 Sewodv mijue in 46 repeats 43;
(5) 4647 TowvTyy . . . écrerye repeats 41-42 whyw . . . amolyerou; (6)
v . . . Aefeiv in 47-48 is inappropriate, because the 8é\roc cannot
harm Deianira.

Jebb in the appendix to his edition disposes of (5), reasonably ig-
nores (2) and (6), but gives incompatible answers to (1) and (4):
“Deianira is alarmed not merely because the absence of Heracles has
been long, but because, as she says, it has now lasted precisely 15
months, thus completing the term fixed by the oracle. Verse 43 ex-
presses a surmise; verse 46 is stronger, and expresses certainty.” If
surmise in 43 changes to certainty in 46, then the fifteen months,
which give rise to the former, cannot be connected with the §é\roc,
which gives rise to the latter.

The only escape from (1) is to concede (4) and punctuate lightly
after 45, so that the 8é\roc can serve to explain why the fifteen months
disquiet her.

have widened the distance between them. In the circumstances the preface strikes a nice
balance between candour and generosity.

Ten years later the public heard more. In the third edition of his Trachiniae (Leipzig
1851) pp. xiv-xvi, Hermann felt impelled to explain why he had scarcely referred to Wun-
der’s work: “est enim Wunderus vir . . . singulari naturae proprietate ita semper mentem
atque oculos in uno tantum puncto defixos habens, ut, quemadmodum qui aliquid per
tubum telescopii contemplantur, illud unum cernat acutissime, a ceteris rebus omnibus,
etiam proximis et quae bene cognita habet, plane interclusus.” To sum up, “vellem ego
quidem vir optimus quid et recte et Graece diceretur sibi ab Sophocle, non Sophocli ab se
discendum putaret.”

For all the fairness of Hermann’s strictures (and they are not unmixed with praise),
Wunder remains one of the most independent and least cloudy of Sophoclean commenta-
tors. As the present article shows, he was not afraid to delete, and even inert editors agree
with him from time to time (e.g. at Trach. 684); but it is by no means his only method.
Others are employed, for instance, at Trach. 941-42, where he makes an unassailable case
for Wakefield’s conjecture Biov, and at 810, where his suggestion épww for 8éuwv is far more
penetrating than the usual preoccupation with wpovdaBec/mpovBalec.

Though most of his endeavour was devoted to Sophocles, at least two other contribu-
tions are worth recalling, both to be found in Neue Jahrbiicher 99 (1869): iiber gwei stellen in
Horatius oden, 134-44, and iiber gwei oden des Horatius, 849--55. In the first he argues with care
and clarity for visis in place of linquis at 1.35.24; in the second he offers interpretations of 1.22
and 30 that are altogether more helpful and perceptive than anything written before and
many things written since.

1869 was the year of his death, and a brief obituary is appended to the second of these
articles.
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Jebb parries (3) as follows: “An allusion to the §éAroc, without fur-
ther explanation, is natural here, where she communes aloud with her
own thoughts, heard only by the Nurse. It is also dramatically effec-
tive, as bespeaking the interest of the spectators for the explanation
given in 155ff.” Thar the function of the passage is to create suspense
had already been stated by Schneidewin.

Nauck apparently agrees with what he takes to be Wunder’s view,
that 46-48 are interpolated. He makes three points: (1) the §éAroc is
ignored in the immediate sequel; (2) Deianira’s distress is greater in
46 than in 43, but for no obvious reason;3 (3) the same as Wunder’s (6).

Tycho von Wilamowitz, Die dramatische Technik des Sophocles (Berlin
1917) 122-25, takes up these three points and launches a vigorous
attack on the idea that Sophocles or any of the tragedians might have
wished to create suspense of the kind that appealed to Jebb. Like
Nauck, however, he fails to notice that by deleting only 4648 he ex-
poses himself to the full force of Wunder’s (1) and (2).

Recent editions and commentaries* give the impression that the
matter is closed; but it has no right to be until the arguments of
Wunder, Nauck and Tycho von Wilamowitz have been confuted.
Can they be confuted ? On the contrary, Wunder’s case against 44-48
is corroborated by a small but significant detail, and it can even be
maintained that he did not go quite far enough.

In dialogue the tragedians appear to have used rov x.7.A. for év k.7.A.
only under metrical constraint. The manuscripts offer no exception
in Aeschylus,’ three in Euripides$ and in Sophocles perhaps only
écreye, Ty éyw Bapa in line 47 of the present passage.” As it happens,

3 He does not make it clear whether the Steigerung lies in dewdv nfjuc compared with
mfjpe or in éTw compared with cyedov émicrapar; but he is right in either case, because
it is pointless, as Wunder saw, to distinguish between njue and dewdv mijucx, and the other
distinction is the one unwisely drawn by Jebb (see above in the text).

4 Pearson (OCT, Oxford 1928), Dain (Budé, Paris 1962); Kamerbeek (Leyden 1959),
Longo (Padua 1968).

5 At Supp. 265, xkvwddAwv BporodlBipwv | 7a 8 ... is an emendation (Turnebus: ra 3¢
cod.); “notandum 7¢ 8y in initio trimetri positum sine metri necessitate pro & &3, nisi hoc

ipsum restituendum,” Dindorf, Lexicon Aeschyleum (Leipzig 1873) s.v.¢ § 5. It may be that
in mopfeiv & un xp7 at Ag. 342 & (FTr.) is an emendation of 7a (V).

8 Supp. 858 émawvov Tdv Eywye Povdopar . . . (dv Pierson, 7éwd’ éyds Te Nauck), IT 35 vépoic
Toiaw fderar fed (—aw olav Herwerden), Bacch. 338 76v *Axréwvoc @fAov udpov, | rov . . . (rov
L, év 1). Only the second of these instances is noticed by Kiihner-Gerth § 460.3.

7 At OC 35, 7év & dnloduev used to be printed as 7dv ddnloduev, which according to
Campbell and Dain is the original reading of L, until Elmsley pointed out that “r&v

neque. . . neque prodv nisi post vocalem in hoc metro usurpari solet.” Dindorf emended
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the words v éyd fapc occur after a vowel in El 1144, albeit not at
the end of the line; and it may be that an actor has borrowed them
from Electra’s famous speech without noticing that he should have
written écrecyev, Ny éyw fopc.

When Wunder found too many faults in 4448, it may seem
surprising that at the same time he should have made the contrary
mistake of not going far enough; but made it he has. By ending
Deianira’s speech at 43, he leaves the last line tagging along like an
afterthought: it introduces a new point only to abandon it at once
and leave it hanging in the air. Delete it, and the speech could not
have a more fitting conclusion:

A 9 \ \
wAnY éuol mikpac
wdivac adrod mpocfaddv amolyerar.

It is with the same language that Tecmessa concludes her final speech
(Ajax 971-73):

A) ~ 32 \ 9 ~ € 7
mpoc Tair "Obuccedc év kevoic HBpilérw:
A” \ Y ~ 3 /7 % 9 14 3 9 M

loc yap adToic okér’ éctiv, aAX’ éuol
> 7 \ ’ ’
Amrov aviac kol ydouc Sioiyerar.’

II

One deletion proposed by Wunder exceeds all the others in impor-
tance and is indeed one of the most important ever proposed in
tragedy.

What, asks Oedipus, is the reason for these supplications and the
wailing all over the city ? Rather than learn at second hand,

adroc B8’ éjAvle,
o6 méct kAewoc Oldimovc kadovpevoc (OT 7-8),

and so the action starts.

Trach. 47 accordingly, but Jebb had already cited it in two editions of OC as an instance
of metrical constraint before he came to edit Trach. and saw that it is not.

8 Schneidewin, Philologus 4 (1849) 473-74, was quite wrong to remove 969 and 972-73:
what must go is 966-70 (Nauck). “The diversity of opinion among the critics as to which
verses should be deleted curiously illustrates,” says Jebb in his appendix, “the arbitrary
character of such processes”—or the unremarkable fact that some people have more wit
than others.

In the circumstances it is a waste of time to tinker with 4 in 966, especially if all that
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Wunder deleted line 8: “neque enim umquam apud Sophoclem qui
prologum orditur suum ipsius nomen ita profitetur, sed ab eo quicum
colloquitur primum nomine appellatur. accedit quod numquam
Sophocles, quo fuit sensu venusti et decori, Oedipum in ipso exordio
TOV &L kAEwov kaovuevoy se dicentem introduxisset.”

Now the second of these arguments may be intangible and leave
room for dispute;® but the first rests on an observation of the greatest
simplicity and the greatest significance. When Sophocles begins a
play, two concerns are in his mind: to furnish essential information,
and to develop a realistic situation. It is not realistic!® for someone to
announce his name to people who know it already, and so the audi-
ence must wait until the second speaker uses it unless they are familiar
with the myth.!* In Oedipus Tyrannus they wait only 14 lines; in Philoc-
tetes it is 26 and in Trachiniae 49.12

emerges is an ugly sequence like rébvmre xei xelvorc (R. D. Dawe, ProcCambPhilSoc 194 [1968]
12-13). Among the examples of repeated syllables collected by Diggle, ib. 195 (1969) 59,
there is none as bad as this.

% Cf. Schneidewin and Jebb: “Oed. spricht diese Worte nicht im stolzen S el b st gefiihl
— erinnert er doch nur an die allgemeine Volksstimme —, sondern in tiefem M i t gefiihl
fiir die Leiden Thebens und in bitterm Bewusstsein, wie gross der Abstand sei zwischen
seiner gepriesenen Herrlichkeit und dem, was er in der Noth zu thun vermoge. Wie es aber
fiir die {xérac ein Trost sein muss, dass der gefeierte Fiirst selbst sich ihrer annimmt, so ist
es fiir den Zuschauer ein Zug tragischer Ironie, das Oed. gerade am Wendepunkte seiner
kAewdtnc an diese erinnert”; “‘the tone is Homeric . . .: Oedipus is a type, for the frank
heroic age, of Arist.’s peyaddpvyoc — & peydrwv adrov afidv, &foc awv.”

10 Admittedly, different people will draw the line between the realistic and the unreal-
istic in different places, so that it may be impossible to tell whether a particular scene is
meant to be realistic. At the beginning of Philoctetes, for instance, it would probably strike
most people as unrealistic that Odysseus tells Neoptolemus at length when they set foot on
Lemnos a story that he is bound to have heard earlier in even greater detail; but would
Sophocles have pleaded necessity, or did he see nothing unrealistic in it?

11 The only true statement in Bruhn'’s interesting note is the comment of Voltaire’s that
he disagrees with: “Die Nennung des Namens ist notwendig, damit der Zuschauer weiss,
wen er vor sich hat, aber zugleich psychologisch wohl begriindet . . .; so dass wir eher mit
dem Scholiasten sagen werden mfavisc 8¢ 76 Svopa Tob mpodoyifovroc édAwcer als mit Vol-
taire (Lettres d M. de Genonville 3) einem Dichter unsere Bewunderung versagen, qui n’em-
ploie d’autre artifice pour faire connaitre ses personnages que de faire dire (le 1oi): Je m’appelle
Edipe, si vanté par tout le monde.”

12 Aristophanes can be much less obliging: see Dover on Clouds 134 (Oxford 1968). In
comedy, of course, nothing hinges on the name—though it is as well for modern readers to
remember that the audience was not disposed in Dicaeopolis’ favour at the beginning of
Acharnians by merely knowing his name.

The crudity of Euripides’ introductions can go without illustration, but there is a wel-
come exception in Heraclidae, where Iolaus uses his own name in an imaginary rebuke (line
30). Eteocles does much the same in Septem (line 6); cf. also OC 3.
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Wunder’s arguments seem not to have impressed the editors, who
ignore his deletion; and one P. de Koning apparently failed to set
Leyden alight in 1891 when he made the same proposal, whether in-
dependently or not, in his doctoral examination (Quaestiones Atticae,
thesis V). It is hoped that the explanation here offered for the phe-
nomenon observed by Wunder will acquit him of irresponsibility and
encourage the editors to think again.

I

-~ 8’ > A \ I k] \ » A
vilv 8’, éc cé yap moumdv Te kadTov dyyelov
d \ -~ -~
NKkw, <O cdcov, ¢t w’ éXéncov, elcopdv
[ 4 4 8 4 13 3 8 ’ ~
e mavra dewda,13 kamukivdivwe Bporolic
keirou malely uév €d, maleiv 8¢ farepc.

M 0 A} » A \ 7% € -~
xp1 8 éxtoc dvra TudTwy T Selv’ Opév,
xaTav Tic €b {fj, Tnikabre Tov Biov

ckomelv pdAicta un Siapfopeic Aaly.

These lines (Phil. 500-06) must be judged in the light of a Sophoclean

mannerism. Since it may have passed unnoticed, here are sixteen
examples: '

Ajax 479-80 alX’ §) kaddc Ay 7 kaddc Tebmrévon
TOV €byeri xp1j. wdvt’ akrikodc Adyov.
691-92 Tay’ v @ ilcwc
mfoicle, kel viv SucTuxd, cecwcpévor.
1314-15 BovXijcn mote
kot Sedoc elvaw pd@Mov 7) v éuot Bpacic.

El 821-22 ¢ xapic pév Qv kTavy,
Avmn & éav {@- Tob Blov & oddeic méboc.
1320-21 7) yap &y kaddc
écwc’ uavmiy 1) kaddc arwAduny:
OT 145-46 1 yop edTuyeic
v 75 0ed pavodueld’ 7 memrwrdTec.
Ant. 37-38 Selfeic Taya
elr’ edyemjc médukac eir’ éclADY kaxi].
209-10 Oowvwv

\ ~ (3 ’ b3 ;] ~ U4
xai {Ov Suolwc €€ €uod TiprjceToun.

13 gdna Wakefield, accepted by Diggle, loc.cit. (supra n.8) 37.
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érc 7OV yap alcypdv Aupdrwy Tobc mAelovac
b "
aTwpévouc doic av 1) cecwepévouc.
1) mAeiw kaka
4 " \ -~ bl 14 3 /’
malfoiev 7 kot Spdcy éxdikwe éué.
A kd b} A Y / \
coi &’ éyw Pppalw karov
TPoc GAAov €lvaw, mpoc 8 €u’ apevdetv del.
\ \ /’ A
v 8¢ Tépyv My
Tdp®d didwct watpl, TS avTy AdBot.
kol {@v kakovpyovc kal Oavawv érewcduny.
€ ~ \ kd -~ b 3 w t] kd ’
e {d pév olktpdic, el 8 o’ cAwAdroc
T0UTOUC, BoKolW’ GV T Vvdcov mepevyévar.
Tfj0€ pev wodel péyov
-~ ) 3 ~ ~ 3y 3 -~ k) -~ /
cwthp’ apeicle, Toic 6 éuoic éxbpoic mdvouc.
\ ~ ~
kol Tabre cod peév Evvbédovroc €cti pot
-~ ¥ ~ b IQ ~ /
KopuTety, avev cod 6 oo cwlivar cfévw.

289

All these antithetical formulations occur at the end of long speeches;
there are other examples at the end of shorter speeches (4jax 132-33,
OT 521-22, Trach. 83+85, Phil. 94-95), and also at heavy pauses in long
speeches (OC 1306-07). It is therefore hard to repress the suspicion
that Philoctetes’ speech ended as follows:

4 4 /’ kA Ve ~

¢ mavra dewa, kamukwdivwc PBporolc
- -~ \ - ~ \ ’

keitaw molbetv pév €b, mabetv de farepo.

That 504-06 add nothing is insufficient to condemn them, and they
are inoffensive in themselves; but wafletv pév €5, mafeiv 8¢ Odrepa ac-
cords with the poet’s manner both formally and in another respect:
it has the eloquence of economy and restraint.

A similar improvement can be made in a speech whose final lines
are not so inoffensive (OT 51-57):

3 ’ 3
. . acdadeiq T8’ avdpfwcov wIAw.
» \ \ A /7 9 y 7 ’
opvib yap kal Ty 761" alciw TIYMY
€ -~ A ~ -~
moapécyec Nuiv, kai Tavdy icoc yevod-
¥ -~ -~ -
Wc elmep apéeic Ticde yijc, dcmep kpaTeic,
Al 3 4 4 n ~ ~
EVv avdpacy kdAov 1) kevijc kpaTeiv:
e 0Vd€év écTwv oUTe TUpyoc olTe vaiic

» > -~ \ 7/ ¥
épnpoc avdpdv ury Evvoikotvrwy écw.

Not to linger over the Boeotian navy, the military commonplace in
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the last clause is infelicitously expressed: men do not ‘dwell together’
in ships, hardly even in embattled towers. In addition, though this
appeal is littered with instances of dic (44, 47, 54, 56), the last two un-
like the rest occur in the same sentence, one on top of the other—a

piece of clumsiness that could easily have been avoided (od8év yap
k.7.A.)14

Iv

Certain peculiarities of Polynices’ appeal to his father at Oedipus
Coloneus 1285-1345 have not been given sufficient attention.

(1) Eteocles won the city over and drove me out, says Polynices
(1292-98);

v éye pdlicra pév
v ap 'Epudv airiov elvan Aéyw-
émera kamo pavrewy TavTy KAvw (1298-1300).

According to Jebb, “&reira is not opposed to pév, but introduces the
fact which confirms his conjecture.” How likely that is may best be
judged from the other passages in Sophocles where éreire follows
peAcT pév:

poAicra pév Tovd’ Sprov aldecheic Oedv,

émeara kaué Tovcde 0’ of maperc cor (OT 647-48).
poAicTe puév 87 Tod favdvroc tpépw,

omwc oy’ &hamrov: od yap €lddunv:

éreira pévror yd Adyoc kadoc mpociy (Phil. 350-52).
Sdowct’, *Arpetdon pév podicr’, émera be

6 Aapriov maic kel cv (Phil. 1285-86).

Unless Polynices is misusing the language, therefore, he must mean
“that your Curse was responsible is primarily my opinion, but I hear
the same from seers as well”; yet that is surely not what he does
mean, and even if it were he would have put his words in a different
order.
(2) He goes on

émel yop HAfov " Apyoc éc 16 Adwpikdv,

AaPav *Adpacrov wevlbepdv, fvvwudrac

écrnc’ éuoavrd yiic Scovmep Amiac

14 Alternatively, the second dic clause may have been designed to replace the first.
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mPpDTOL KetdoDvTan Kol TeTiunyTon dopi,
émrwc Tov émradoyyov éc @nBac crélov
\ ~ » ’ hal ’ ’
Edv 10icd’ ayeipac 7 Odvoyue avdicwce
7) Tovc 768’ éxmpafavrac éxBodout yiic (1301-07).

Why yép? Jebb, reduced to perplexity and reluctant to write 8 &p’,
supposes “‘the hearers are left to understand that he found the seers
among his new allies.” 8 &p’ is certainly out of the question, but so is
any other particle, because only 8¢ and § odv are appropriate and
neither scans.

(3) The vocabulary and expression of 1313-25, in which Polynices

lists his allies, are in various ways unusual.

1313 oloc: in this use, an echo from a bygone age (Hes. Catal., Aesch.
Pers. 21; cf. Il. 1.263; parodied in Timon’s CiAoi!?).

1313 Sopuccoiic: Hesiod, Theognis, Aesch. Supp. 182 and 985 uncon-
tracted, otherwise lyric (Aesch. Sept. 125, Eur. Heraclid. 774);
clumsy, not to say superfluous, alongside ¢ mpdra uév 8dpe
KpaTUVWY.

1314 kpardvwy: elsewhere ‘rule’ or ‘possess’; r& mpdre kparivwy pre-
sumably to be interpreted along the lines of Ajax 1300 r¢ mp@7’

apicTevcac.
1318 edyerou . . . dnwcew: LSJ elyomon mr ‘profess loudly, boast,
vaunt. . .: mostly, not of empty boasting, but of something of

which one has a right to be proud’, and for that reason seldom if
ever construed with the future infinitive, which is confined to
religious vows (LS m).

1318-19 the datives karackadsi and zvpl (wupt LD, Taye A) sit uneasily
together in the same phrase.

1319 8ndcew: in this sense, Solon, Herodotus, Thucydides, Aristo-
phanes, “etc.” (LSJ); not in tragedy at all.

1320 Spvvron, 1321 &8uajryc: epic and lyric.6

1322 Xoyevbeic: nowhere else in Sophocles,!” seven times in Euripides.

15 References can be found under oloc in Index n of Diels, Poetarum Philosophorum Frag-
menta (Berlin 1901).

18 §pyvrar, however, has a much stronger flavour of epic and lyric than édusfmc, partly no
doubt because it is commoner, partly because more synonyms were in use.

17 A. S. Gratwick, CR 79 (1965) 24346, takes exception to Aoyevfeic in the colourless sense
‘born’, and for other reasons as well follows @ in omitting ypdvew . . . *Araddrrc; but @
probably omits the words because some scribe jumped from &dux-mc to’Arardr-rc.



292 SOME INTERPOLATIONS IN SOPHOCLES

1322 micrdc, 1325 édoPov: in the situation, empty swagger.18
(4) “...andI...am leading to Thebes the fearless army of Argos”
(1323-25),

* 5 > \ 2 ~ \ ~ 4
ol ¢’ avri Taildwv TGVOe Kol Yuyfic, maTep,
ikeTevopey Edumavrec . . . (1326-27).

Jebb again: “avri waidwv . . . (kerevouer here=npdc maidwy, ‘by them’,
i.e. “as you love them’, a very rare use of avri, but one which comes
easily from its ordinary sense, ‘in return for’, ‘as an equivalent for’.”
Ludwig Dindorf wished to substitute augi, also “very rare,” if that
is the phrase for singularities (Ap.Rhod. 2.216).

(5) . . . ééatTovpevol
uivw Bopeiow elxabeiv oppuwuévey
7»8” avdpl Todpod mpoc kacvyviTov Ticw (1327-29)

6

pivw . . . elcabetv, concede thy wrath to me, i.e. remit it: the same
constr. (though not in the same application) as Ph. 464 ommix’ dv
Beoc | mhodv nuiv eiky, concede a voyage to us. This is better than to
make ufuw acc. of respect,” Jebb.

It is hard to say how many of these peculiarities ought to excite sus-
picion. (5) and (4) may not seem beyond the range of audax verborum
novator Sophocles;'® the loss of all but a few fifth-century tragedies will
doubtless be said to account for most of (3); and Jebb’s treatment of
(2) and (1) may be thought satisfactory. Anyone who is prepared to
swallow all five need read no further; others may like to consider the
following suggestions for removing (1), (3) and (4).

(1) Delete 1300. At OT 1466 pdAcra uév is not followed up, and
Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford 1954) 382, collects similar in-
stances of mpdrov uév. In this passage alternative speculations (if
pdAicre uév means ‘rather than anything else’) or attributions of
secondary responsibility (if pdAwcre pév means ‘more than anything
else’) are quite irrelevant, but a continuation may have been missed
by some pedant.

18 The same applies to wavdpyowc (codd.) at 1293. In a class on the play Ed. Fraenkel once
proposed mdvapyoc, which is surely right. It is published here without his knowledge, be-
cause he is now with Sophocles.

19 The phrase comes from Ellendt-Genthe, Lexicon Sophocleum (Berlin 1872) s.v. dpicrevw .
Cf. Haupt’s remarks on mpéfupoc at El. 3, cited by C. Belger in M. Haupt als akademischer
Lehrer (Berlin 1879) 220.
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(3) Delete the list of allies (1313-25) and either or both of the rela-
tive clauses that frame it. Deletion of the second has the virtue of re-
moving (4); the first is harmless enough in itself, but v érre .
Adyyouc repeats 1305 émrddoyyov.2® Read therefore

e 1 S ~ ~ 3 I -,
elév - 7{ $ra vliv aduyuévoc kupd;
col mpocTpomraiove, & TATEP, AiTac éxwy
3 4 LIS ] ~ 4 ~ b3 -~
1310  od76c T éuavrod cvppaywy Te THY EUdY
~ ~ bl ~ [ 4
1328  pnuw Bapeiov elkalely oppuwuéve

AS, & 8 \ y ~ \ o ’ ’
TQW VOpL TOULOV TTPOC KACLYVT)TOVU TICLV.

The excision of a substantial passage from the play is not unprece-
dented (299-307 del. Wecklein?!). Nor is the list any loss: it contributes
nothing to the appeal and is devoid of any other merit.22

As long as (5) has to be taken on trust, however, and (2) remains a
grave problem (perhaps a sign of omission or dislocation),23 it cannot

be pretended that the difficulties of the speech have been cleared
away.

ExXETER COLLEGE, OXFORD
October, 1970

20 ““The art. 7év”* with émrddoyxov, ‘because the expedition is no longer a project, but a
fact (1312),” Jebb. Since 1312 comes seven lines after 1305, another possibility could be
entertained : that 7ov is addressed to a knowledgeable audience (so Campbell: ““The article
is probably used by an anachronism: i.e. “The well-known expedition of the seven chief-

tains’.”). In that case no more information about 7év énrdAoyxov crédov ought to be forth-

coming.

21 301-04, in which the chorus say that the mention of Oedipus’ name will bring Theseus
running to the spot, are a fussy elaboration of what they have just said (297-98), that the
same cxomdc as brought them themselves on the scene has gone to fetch him. Though
Sophocles could have been fussy for once, linguistic eccentricities point the other way: it
may be an accident that évrpomiy (299) is attested only in Hellenistic prose (évrpémopon Ajax
90, OT 724, 1056, 1226, El. 519), but diwv (304) is foreign to trimeters, and Bpadic eide
(306-07) has always been an embarrassment.

22 Contrast the rhetorical force of Trach. 1089-1106, where Heracles lists six of his victims
in suitably horrific language and then continues:

dMwv Te udxbwv uvplwy éyevcauny,
kovdeic Tpomal’ Ecrice TV €udv xepdv:
viv 8 &8 dvaplpoc kai xarepparwiévoc
Tuddijc O’ drnc éxmemdpbnuar TdAac,
6 Thc apictyc unTpoc vivopacuévoc,
6 Tod katr’ derpa Zmvdc addnbeic ydvoc.
3 Unless, in the absence of 1300, the force of yap could be “I hold your Curse responsible,

because the measures I proceeded to take will bring disaster on either me or him (and
thereby fulfil your Curse).”



