Interpolation in Greek Tragedy, 111
Michael D. Reeve

HE EARLIER parts of this trilogy® were concerned with the legiti-

macy of deletion in the textual criticism first of tragedy in
general and then of Euripides’ Phoenissae in particular. In this

final part arguments are offered for a number of deletions that are
not accepted by recent editors and commentators. One is discussed
inconclusively and another partially by Page? three commended
(two without discussion) by Jachmann;® otherwise they are an inde-
pendent collection, drawn largely from nineteenth-century editions.
The exiguous space allotted in Page’s book to Sophocles* may seem
to be explained by the taste of the fourth century, when Euripides
was more popular and therefore more exposed to interference. A
better explanation is the influence of Jebb’s edition; for older scholars
had no qualms about deleting lines in Sophocles, and their reasons
are often of a kind that would be approved in Euripides. Two things

1 GRBS 13 (1972) 247-65, 451-74.

2D. L. Page, Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy (Oxford 1934).

3 G. Jachmann, Binneninterpolation (GottNachr 1 [1936] 12344, 185-215).

4 “In general, there are very few histrionic interpolations in Sophokles. Perhaps none at
all in Aias, Elektra, OT; in Antigone, probably 904-20; in Trachiniai, 84 and perhaps 83-89,
362~4; in Philoktetes possibly 1365-7; in OK 769a” (p.91). It may be that in Electra *“the levity
of the deletor has been truly wonderful” (p.86), but 428-30 are a most unhappy illustration
of it. The difficulty of giving these lines to Chrysothemis has been brought out again by
H. Heubner, RhM 104 (1961) 152~56, but his arguments for giving them to Electra do noth-
ing to overcome Jebb’s objection that cdv xax@ pérer wdAw cannot be fitly urtered by
Electra, and his explanation of ¢\X’ in 431 will not hold water (in the three passages he cites
in n.10, é\\d marks a transition from statement to command, and 428-30 are just as much
of a command as 431-38). Incidentally, n.2 of Heubner’s article would drive Jachmann to
distraction (cf. op.cit. [supra n.3] 138+ n.2, 204), and with good cause: “Gegen eine Athetese
... hat Kaibel (zu 428) mit Recht eingewendet, dass die sprachliche Formulierung eine
solche nicht rechtfertige und zudem nicht einzusehen wire, warum {iiberhaupt jemand
hier etwas eingefiigt haben sollte. Ebenso T. v. Wilamowitz (Dramatische Technik des
Sophokles 177 Anm. 1), der darauf hinweist, dass die Verse, gerade weil sie weder mit dem
Vorhergehenden noch mit Elektras Antwort in Zusammenhang zu bringen seien, un-
méoglich als interpoliert angesehen werden konnten.” All three objections would have
equal or even greater force if the lines transmitted as 428-30 were OC 607-09. The third of
them must be the most perverse principle of textual criticism ever enunciated—though
its author was not ashamed to confess that he could make nothing of the lines.
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146 INTERPOLATION IN GREEK TRAGEDY, III

alone counsel greater caution: far less of Sophocles is preserved, and
his language is far more flexible. Nevertheless, many of the deletions
proposed here are certain by any standard, and until modern scholars
shake themselves out of their lethargy and regain the ground won by
Waunder and Nauck, there will be no presentable edition of Sophocles.

(1) Ale. 15 mavroc 8 éNéyfac kal Siefeddav Pidovc,
[rorépa yepaudv 0 % ¢’ érinre punrépa,]
ovy npe wAny yuvoukoc ocric ffele
Oavawv mpo kelvov punkér’ elcopdv daoc.

Del. Dindorf. “Having sounded all, A and B, he found only C who was
willing” is not a “characteristic Greek ellipse” (Dale) but nonsense.
Conjectures that give “having sounded all his ¢idoi, and his father and
mother . ..” exclude the father and mother unaccountably from the

ddoc.
(2) Med. 791  @uwée & olov épyov éct’ épyactéov

TovvTeblev Nuiv- Térva yop KorakTEvd

7o’ oUTic éctlv Seric éfaupricerand

dduov 1€ mavra cvyyéac’ ’Idcovoc

éeyu yaiac, purrdrwy maildwv ddvov

devyovca kal TAGC épyov avocidTaTov.

o0 yap yeddchar TAnTov € éxOpdiv, pidar.

[irw* ¢ pov Ly képdoc; olire por warpic

o7’ olkdc éctw o0’ amocTpodr) Kakdv.]

Nudprovov T60° Gwik’ éedipmavoy

8opove marpovc
798-99 del. F. Leo, Hermes 15 (1880) 320 (798-810 deleverat H. Hirzel). If
kaxdv (799) means the trouble likely to be caused by the murder of
the children, a refuge from it has been provided earlier in the scene by
Aegeus; if it means the unhappiness of Medea’s present situation, an
escape from it has been devised in the last 20 lines by Medea herself;
if it means the calamity of murdering the children, the power to avert
it lies in Medea’s own hands. In any case, her arrangement with

5 Though there is no objection either to the asyndeton in this line (cf. Hec. 1194) or to the
isolation of rap’ (cf. Andr. 35, HF 966, and Denniston, CQ 30 [1936] 76, against Wilamowitz,
Hermes 15 [1880] 495 n.2=Kleine Schriften I [Berlin 1935, repr. 1971] 31 n.2), it may have been
interpolated for the sake of making réxva more explicit (for odric écriv Seric éfamipriceran cf.
Alc. 848, Hcld. 977). No such deletion, however, can safely be accepted without document-

ary support.
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Aegeus has shown that she has neither the need nor the inclination to
renounce life. “Der misskannte Zusammenhang ‘zwar siindige ich,
aber nicht erst jetzt: damals siindigte ich u.s.w.” hat auch die Interpo-
lation herbeigefiihrt” (Leo).

(3) Med. 1220 ketvron 8¢ vexpol maic re kel yépwy marnp
[médac, mofewn) Sarploict cupdopd].

mwofewn) Saxpvoict cuudopd: has resisted all attempts at explanation or
emendation. Did Euripides write something that was corrupted to it,
or did an interpolator think it meant something (something of the
kind that Page resigns himself to)?

(4) Andr. 761 Aueic 8 ér” Spbhol Kod yépovrec, e dokeic,
AN’ €ic ye To10vd’ &vdp’ amofAéboc pdvov
Tpomaiov avTod cTrjcopan, mpécBuc mep wv.
-~ 4 \ hol 4 L4 »
[moMAdv véwy yap kdy yépwv etipvyoc 1)

’ 4 \ -~ \ L4 L) > -~
Kkpeiccwv* i yap Set Setddv v’ edcwpareiv;]

“Suspecti,” Wecklein. The sense is “for even if he is an old man of
spirit, he is superior to a host of young men.” Kirchhoff’s &v for 7 (764)
gives what is required: “for even an old man, if he is a man of spirit,
is superior to a host of young men.”® Nevertheless, mpécfuvc mep dv
makes a more forceful and idiomatic end to the speech: cf. Phoen. 1624
008¢ mep mpdiccwv kardc, [Eur.] Rhes. 453 woimep Jcrepoc poAdv, Med.
463-64 katl yap € v pe crvyeic, | ovk dv Suvaiuny col kaxdc Ppovelv more,
Andr. 26668 kai yop €l wépif ¢ Eyor | TyrToc uddvBdoc, avacricw
éyos | mplv § mémoiBac matd’ *AyiMéwc podetv, El 362-63 kal yop €
mwévmc Epwy, | odror 76 ¥’ fjfoc Sucyevéc mapéfopar, Soph. OC 958-59 mpoc
8¢ Tac mpdfeic Spwc | kol A dv dvTidpay mepdicopan.’

8 “Malim kol yépwv etifuyoc dv,” Wecklein; and indeed this x&v would be more at home
in later Greek. The corruption of xai to xév may have led to the corruption of dw to 4.

7 “Quacre: distinction here between yépwv and nmpécBuc ? In 761 he denies that he is yépwr,
in 763 he calls himself mpécBuc: does he use yépwr with a connotation of decrepitude which
is absent from mpécBuc ? If so, can yépwr have abandoned the connotation in 764 "’ (Barrett).
It was partly doubt about the distinction that led Wecklein to accept Czwalina’s deletion of
761 (““auch kann Peleus nicht in Abrede stellen, dass er ein Greis ist, wie er es 763-764
zugesteht™); bur that yépwv has a connotation of decrepitude in 761 is evident from the
phrase é° dplot xov yépovrec (cf. also, of intellectual decrepitude, 678 yépwv yépwr €l and Ar.
Eq. 1349 ofrwc dvdnroc éyeyeviiumy kel yépwy;), and there is no reason beyond a certain im-
plausibility in the resulting statement why it should not keep this connotation in 764 (“for
even a yépwv of spirit—sc. how much more a mpécfuc of spirit!—"" etc.).
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(5) Supp. 216 adX’ %) ¢pdvmcic Tob Beod petlov chévew
{nret, 70 yobpov 8 év dpeciv kexTuévor
doxotpev elvou Soupdvwy coddiTepor.
e kal <o Paivy dexddoc, ol copoc yeydc,
Scric kdpac pev Becddroic Poifov Luyeic
221 £évorcwy B Edwrac e Ldvrwv Bedv,
229 éc 8¢ crparelav mavrac *Apyelove dywy
231 Big maperlaw Beodc amddecac moAw,
véoic mapayleic, oiTivec Tipdevor
xeipovce wodépove 7 adédvouc’ dvev diknc,
Pbeipovrec acrovc, 6 pév Smwc crparnlary,
6 & dc TPpiln Svvapw éc yeipac AaBdv,
&Moc 8¢ képdouc odvex’, odk GmockomdY
237 76 wAijfoc €l T PAdmTeTan wecyov Tdde.
246 kameir’ éydd cou coppayoc yevijcopon ;
Three interpolations have been removed from this passage: 222-28
(del. Lueders), in which Theseus so far forgets his own premises as to
rebuke Adrastus for arranging a bad match; 230 (del. Wilamowitz),
which competes for the attention demanded by the vital words Big
mopedddw Beovc (231); and 23845, an irrelevant piece of political
analysis that deprives xémeir” in 246 of its function.8 The most damag-
ing of the three is 222-28, which separates uév in 220 so far from 8¢ in
229 that the structure of the argument is completely obscured; not
only that, but it throws the audience off the scent altogether by sup-
plying another &¢ (222).
(6) Supp. 504 1} vuv dpovelv duewov éfavyer didc,
%) Beodc Sikalwe Todc Kakodc Gmoddva.
[dereiv pév odv xpr) Todc cododc mpdTov Tékver,
éreira Tokéac marpida 0, v avéew ypewv
kol ) kar@fou. choadepov Nyeuwy Opacic,
vedc Te vosTC Tjcuyoc Kaupd codoc:
510 kol 70576 pot Tavdpeiov, 1) wpounbic.]
[CHO. éfaprécac v Zedc S Typwpovuevoc,
dpdc 8 OPpllew odk éxpijy Torawd’ Jfpw.]
ADR. & maykdricre—THE. cty’, "Adpact’, éxe cTopa
kol ) mimpocfev T@v éudv Tovc codc Adyovc
Biic
8 Without 234-37 or 232-37 xdneir’ would be even easier, but since these lines consist en-
tirely of subordinate clauses, they do not sever the connexion between kémeir’ and 231.
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506-10 (del. Schenkl) are irrelevant here or anywhere in the speech
(post 493 Wilamowitz®), and they were unknown to the man who
weakened the force of Adrastus’ outburst by adding 511-12. Further-
more, 504-05 justify the outburst, but hardly 506-10. Finally, the
occurrence of feovc in 505 and Scupdvewr in the last line of Theseus’s re-
joinder (563) is not likely to be an accident.?®

(7) Supp. 841  mdfev mol’ oide Siampemeic epvyia
Ovmrav éducav; elmé [y’ dic copddTepoc
véoicw acTdv TdVS’]" émcmiuwy yop €l

Del. Hermann, followed without reasons by Jachmann, op.cit. (supra
n.3) 214. The ye is meaningless, and codie is not required for giving
information so straightforward. For the form of what remains cf. P1.
Resp. 398E tivec olv Opmrdideic appovion; Aéye poi: cd yap povcirdc.

(8) Supp. 1169 vudc 8¢ r@vde xp1 xopw pepvnuévovc
[clew, Spdvrac dv ékdpcar é¢ éuod,
-~ ! > e -~ 4 A} Y \ 4
wéciv §° Umetmov Tovcde Tovc adrTodc Adyouc,]
~ ’ lé b} k] 4 3 A\ /4
TGy moAw Tvd’, ék Tékvwy ael Térvoic
iy TapeyyéMovrac Gv éxkvpcare

1171 7ouciv 8 Smeumeiv Reiske.

1170-71 are either a generalizing addition or (with Reiske’s conjecture)
a poor alternative to 1172-73. ydpw is already governed by one verb,
and dv éxdpcare does not bear such close repetition.

(9) HF 190 amp omAiTnc 8odAdc écri TAV SmAwy
[kei Totce covrayBeicw odce un dyaboic
y _\ 14 4 ~ ~ 7
avroc Tévmre dehia T TOV médac,]
Opadcac Te Adyymy odk éxer T cdpot
Oavarov audvou, pioy éxwy aAkny udévoy

Since the remarks about weapons must go together, Wilamowitz
transposed 191-92 after 194, while Wecklein deleted them. Wilamo-
witz may have been right, inasmuch as whoever added them intended

% Transposition of a self-contained and dispensable passage is never preferable to dele-
tion unless some palaeographical cause can be found for the error. Cf. below on HF 191-92
(no.9).

10 Cf. Fraenkel, Eranos 44 (1946) 86=Kleine Beitrdge I (Rome 1964) 419. Other examples
occur at Ajax 524, where edyenjc answers ebyevij in 480, and Phoen. 525, where 7éM\« &’ ed-
ceBeiv xpecdy answers 493 dmocrepodpar marpidoc dvocidrara (not the last words of the speech,
but the last words of Polynices’ case).
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them to follow 194, but Wecklein was right inasmuch as they were
not added by Euripides. They say the same thing twice, the first time
in questionable syntax,!! and they kill off the hoplite yet again when
his death has already been caused by a broken spear.

Even if 191-92 made acceptable sense after 194, transposition would
not be a sounder remedy than deletion. Dispensable lines that form a
syntactical unit will very seldom have been displaced by accident. In
this passage there is nothing to cause such an accident,!? and deliber-
ate transposition would have been entirely pointless.

(10) Ion 1354 Io. & poaxapiwv por dacudrwy 178° Huépe.
PR. 2AaBdv vov adra Ty Texodcav éxmiver.
wacoy & émedav *Acad’ Edpdmmc 0 Spovc
’ Q9 3 ’ ~ ~ ' & ’
yvuxy 1ad’ adroc. Tod feod 8 €xori ce
éOpefe 7°, & mat, kol T8 amoddwul cot,
& Kkeivoc arxéleverov p’ éBoviifn AaBeiv
1360 chcal 0’ rov 8 TéBovAel’ odvex’ ovk éxw
Aéyewt 13
7106t 8¢ Bmrdv odric avbpdimwv Tade
¥ (4 -~ IQNY @& I 7
éxovrac Nuéc, 008’ W’ Ny kexpuppéve.
kol yaip™ icov yap ¢’ dic Texodc” acmafopa.
» )y @ \ I - /4
[apéar 8’ GOev ey punTépa {nreiv ce xpi:
1365 mpdTov pev el Tic Adeddidwy Texodcd ce
éc Tovcde vaovc ééénke mapbévoc,
éneira 8 €l Tic ‘EMdc. é nudv 8 éyeic
o 14 > o ’ ~ ’
amavra Poifov 6, dc pérecye ThHc ToxMc]

1356 Io. médcav ¥’ émeABaw *Aciad’ Edpdimmc 6 Spovc.
PR. iy 748 adrdc Kirchhoff.

Del. H. Hirzel, reported by Dindorf, Philologus 21 (1864) 148. In view of

11 Unless the author wrote civ roic Te covrayfeicv (considered by Paley and better than
Madvig’s illogical «dv), he had no better reason for using the dative than that the genitive
would not scan. Nothing in Kiihner-Gerth § 425.7 suggests that roic covrayfeic. rémxe is a
legitimate way of saying “his comrades in arms are the cause of his death.”

13 If Wilamowitz was right about where 191-92 were intended to go, a careless insertion
from the margin would account for their displacement, but nothing, if they were genuine,
would account for their being in the margin.

13 oo €xw [Aéyew] Wilamowitz, but éxew is far from being a simple equivalent of el8évou:
it usually occurs in contexts of giving and receiving information or of suggesting and
grasping ideas (e.g. Phoen. 953, Or. 1120), so that ovx éxw amounts to a request for further
enlightenment (e.g. Or. 1120, Hel. 701, 794). The construction too is doubtful (see A. M.
Dale on Hel. 1147-50 and 794—where read el 8¢ Aéxrpa Siépvyec, 768> odx éxw).
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ral xaip’, the priestess cannot give directions to Ion after 1363: cf. 1604,
Alc. 1149, Hcld. 600, Hipp. 1437, IT 708, Hel. 1686, Phoen. 1453, Or. 1068,
Erechtheus fr.362.33, Hyps. fr.64.67 Bond. Indeed, if Kirchhoff’s restora-
tion of 1355-57 is right,!4 she cannot give him directions after yvdcy
7¢8” adrdc in 1357. In detail too the lines betray themselves: 1364 gives
either impossible sense (“begin from the place where you must seek
your mother”) or impossible grammar (“as for the place from which
you must begin to seek your mother, first of all whether any Delphian
girl exposed you”), and ‘EMdc in 1367, whether or not wapfévoc is to
be understood with it, lacks a parallel.15

1364-68 are not the only interpolated lines in the passage, but the
others require a lengthier exposition.

(11) Tro. 235 “ExdPy, mukvic yop olcdd u’ éc Tpoloaw 66oic
é\0dvra kijpuk’ €€’ Ayaurod crparod,
[éyvwcuévoc 8¢ kol mwapoilé cor, yivou,]

Tad0YBioc fjkw kouvov ayyeddv Adyov
Del. Dobree. The syntax is indefensible.

(12) El. 367 deb:
Y » 3 3 \ ] \ b k] ’
ovk éct’ akpiPéc ovdév elc edavdpiov:
- \ e\ TR ’ ’
380  odroc yop cwmp ovr év ’Apyeloc péyac
¥ 5 / / b 4
o7’ ad Sokrjcer SwudTwy dykwpévoc,
k] ~ \ -~ £ ¥ e 7
év Tolc 8¢ moAoic v, dpicToc NUpétn.
k] 1 ’ > a -~ ’
oV u1) ppoviced’, ot kevdv Sofacudrwy
’ -~ ~ > ¢ 7 Al
mMjperc mAavicle, T4 8 ouAie BpoToc
KkpiveiTe kol Toic nlecty Todc evyeveic;

391 @A’ —dfioc yap & Te mopawv 8 T 0od mapwy
’ Ayapéuvovoc maic, odmep odvey’ rkoper—
defdpel’ olkwy kaTadiceic. ywpeiv ypedv,
dudec, dduwy T@VS’ évTdc: W éuoi mévc

o 4 4 ~ 4
€in mpdBupoc mAovciov pdAdov Eévoc.

At 358 Orestes and Pylades are invited into the cottage, but it is not
until 393 that Orestes accepts the invitation. Fortunately the delay is
caused largely by 17 or perhaps 20 interpolated lines, which fall into

14 g surely is (see A. S. Owen, ed. Euripides, Ion [Oxford 1939] ad loc).
15 Euripides’ word is ‘EMavic (Med. 1339, Tro. 477, EL. 1076, IT 64, 1154, 1468, Hel. 193, 561,
562).
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four blocks: 368-72 (369-72 del. Vitelli), 373-79 (del. Wilamowitz),16
383-85 (383-90 “suspecti,” Murray), and 386-90 (del. Wilamowitz).
386-90, a reflexion on the superiority of moral to physical strength,
are irrelevant, and no more words need be wasted on them.1? The
key to the interpretation of the rest is the ydp in 380, which makes no
sense anywhere except after 367.18 It cannot give a reason for 379, be-
cause 379 is the conclusion of another train of argument; and it can-
not give a reason for 368-72, because Orestes’ present experience of
the adrovpydc does not account for his past experience of similar
people (369 48y yap €ldov).

380-82 are not so much anillustration of 367 as the evidence for it, just
as in Orestes the services of Pylades are Orestes’ evidence for the value

of friendship:

1155 ed-
oUk €cTiv 0¥8év Kkpeiccov 7) pidoc cagic,
] ~ 4 ’ L] ’ 4
oV mAoditoc, od Tupavvict aAdyicTov 8¢ T
70 wAfjloc avradaypa yevvalov didov.

18 The fact that Diog.Laert. 2.33 assigns 379 to Auge has always been thrown into the
balance, but the line could have been transferred on its own from Auge; at all events, the
clumsiness and incoherence of 374-76 (see Denniston on 375) tell against Euripidean author-
ship, unless 375-76 had been interpolated into Auge before 373-79 were transferred to
Electra. J. Baumert points out (ENIOI AOGETOYZIN [Tiibingen 1968] 34-35) that in the pas-
sage of Diogenes é&v 7§} Adyy elmdvroc is only an emendation (4¥yy cod. m, of the XVI century:
ad7fj B P, adrod F); but é 74j adrfj makes no sense in the context, and é 74 adrof is a poor
attempt at restoring sense, because if Diogenes had not known or not cared about the pre-
cise play he would have contented himself with elmévroc (moreover, if the phrase is possible
Greek, it surely implies, since no one else’s Electra has been mentioned, that Euripides
wrote only one play). For the easy corruption of Adyy to adrj cf. Apollod. 3.9.1, where a
successful first appearance did not prevent her from being recast as adry six words later. If
379 did not come from Auge, therefore, it is Diogenes who must be held to account, not his
editors. Whatever the truth about Auge, 373-79 certainly do not belong in their present
position, not only for the reason about to be given above but also because the notion of
employing wealth as a criterion of edar8pia has no business to be entertained after 371; cf.
K. Schenkl, ZdstG 25 (1874) 89: “Wenn . . . diese Verse [371-72] echt sind, so kann man nicht
begreifen, wie der Dichter v. 373f. nur davon sprechen kann Reichthum als Masssta
anzuwenden.” '

17 “The outburst against athletes, who are no doubt intended, is quite out of place here.
But it does not follow with certainty that Euripides could not have put it in” (Denniston).
So much for odx éjpovy 57t TIxou’ 008’ éumrecdv Epupov (Euripides at Ar. Ran. 945).

18 368 goes with 369-72, which provide better evidence of rapayudc in of ¢vceic Bpordv
than the single instance of the adrovpydc would. Incidentally, it should not be forgotten
that the order ai ¢vceic Bpordv is “really remarkable” (Ed. Fraenkel, Agamemnon 112 (Ox-
ford 1962) 317 n.1; at OC 1721 read not [&] with Wilamowitz but [+4]).
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cd yap ¢ 7 elc Aiyiclov ééndpec koo
kol Anciov mopficfa kidtvwy éuol,
viv 7° ad 8idwc por moeplwy Typwplow
kovk éxmodwv €l.

If 380-82 were to be an illustration of 367-79 or 367-72, the appro-
priate connexion would be not ydp but ket ydp or otrwc. Cf. Septem 597-
614:
ded Tod Evvalddccovroc Spribfloc Bpotoic
dikauwov @vdpa Toict ducceBectépotc.
év mawri mpdyer 6 €’ SuAioc kakijc
600 KdKiov 0UOEY, Kopmoc oV KopicTéoC . . .

609 ovrwc & ¢ udvtic . . .

383-85 draw a reasonable moral from the present case, so long as
Swdig means “nach dem Verhalten im Umgang” (Wecklein) and not
“by the company they keep” (Denniston). Whether they are genuine
depends partly on how corrupt they are.1®

396-400 are open to objections of a different kind. ywpeiv xpeww
(393)20 and the e clause (394-95) suggest that the speech is at an end ;2
and the oracle implied by 399-400, which apparently promises the
return of Orestes, is ignored by Electra and nowhere else mentioned
either in the play or outside it.2?

19 Buripides would have written Bpordv (Keene) and something other than ¢poviicet’,
probably not *¢pomijced’ (Il. 15.104, AP 10.66, Cebes 41). For kevdv Sofacudrwv mhipec cf.
Isoc. 8.75 éAmldwy kevdv Svra pecrdv, Timon fr.11 dvBpwmor kevefic obrjcioc éumeo ackol.

20 Mr Barrett raises the important question of the exits and entrances in 357-407: what
does the adrovpydc do, and what do the émadoi do ? The adrovpydc can hardly be discussed
in his presence, and yet there is no sign either that he leaves the stage at 363 or that he re-
turns at 404. The dmedof are ordered at 360 to take the gear inside, and yet they are still
outside at 393-94 (awaiting an order from Orestes himself ?). Two further difficulties about
360: can the adrovpydc give orders to the émadol of Orestes ? can he sandwich an imperative
addressed to the émadol between two coordinate imperatives addressed to Orestes and
Pylades ? The case against 360 is strong, and so is the point that the adrovpydc should not be
discussed in his presence. Could it be that at 363 the adrovpydc retires to the back of the
stage and busies himself with the door (cf. 357 ofixoww wdAar xpijy T0icd’ dventixfen midac;),
so that Orestes has time for a brief conversation with Electra (the briefer the better) before
the adrovpydc rejoins the company round about 393 ?

21 Cf. Ed. Fraenkel, SBMiinchen 1963, Heft 1, 66-67.

22 Wecklein was at least alive to the difficulty: “diese Worte, welche fiir Elektra noch
nicht verstindlich sind, spricht Orestes zu Pylades.” At what point, then, does Orestes
turn from Electra to Pylades ? and why should Pylades need oracular assurances about the
return of Orestes ? Incidentally, ¢ mepdv in 391 must surely be the adrovpydc. Orestes, were
he present, would be a worthy host; he is not present, but the man who is, the adrovpydc,
is no less worthy. The point would come across more clearly if 396-98 were placed between
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(13) IT 1411  &AX’ épme, Secpa kol Bpdyovc AaBwv yepoiv:
€l p) yop olduc vivepov yerijcerau,
ovk éctw édmic Toic Eévoic cwmmploc.
[mdvrov & avaxTwp “"IAdy T° émickomel
cepvoc Iloceilddv, Iledomidaic & évavrioc,
kol viv mapééel Tov *Ayauéuvovoc ydvov
col kai moliTauc, dic €oikev, év yepolv
AoBeiv 7’ abeAgriy, %) ¢dvov Tov ADAG:

3 ’ ~ ~ 3 ey
auvmpdvevrov Bed mpodoic’ alickerar.]

Del. England. After the urgency and confidence of 1411-13, which in
any case bring the speech to a perfect conclusion, dic éowcev (1417) is
alone sufficient to condemn “these halting lines, with their super-
fluous and ill-timed piece of mythologizing.”

(14) Hel. 988 o0 yoap yauet Tjpd’ odire ctyyovoc céfev
otr’ @Aoc ovdeic, adX’ éyw) ¢’ amdfopau,
? \ A} L4 4 b} > \ A} ’
€l p1) mpoc oikovc duvauel’, aAa mpoc vexpouvc.
[7i Tabra; Saxpvoic éc 76 BijAv Tpemdpevoc
éewoc v &v péAdov 4 Spacripioc.
KkTeW’, €l Sokel cot* SuckAedc yap od kreveic:
~ / Ié ~ b ~ 2, ’
pEAASY ye pévror Toic éuoic meiflov Adyorc,
v’ fjc ducalo kal Scpapt’ éyw AdBw.]

Del. K. Schenkl, ZgstG 25 (1874) 451. Once again a perfect conclusion,
this time one full of defiance, has been ruined by an interpolator.
991-992 can only bear one sense without violence to the Greek,
namely “why (sc. have I been saying) this ? (sc. because) if I had cried
like a woman, I should have been pitiable rather than a man of
action”; but to arouse pity in Theonoe was the sole purpose of his
speech, and he has already explained to her why he will not resort to
tears (947-53). The deletion of 991-92 leaves kretv’, €l Soxet cor (993)
altogether obscure: is it a gesture of defiance or submission ? If of sub-
mission, why does he suddenly submit? If of defiance, what does it
add to the speech but confusion? for after he has been saying “if you
tell your brother and the pair of you try to kill me and take Helen, I
shall kill both Helen and myself,” “go ahead and kill me” would only

382 and 391. These three lines cannot stand in their present position, but they could have
been moved to it, rather than written for it, by the man who added 399-400. It is not clear
whether this transposition would entail the deletion of 392.
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be intelligible accompanied by odv and followed by a summary of his
reasons why the attempt is not worth making.

Only one method of rescuing the passage deserves to be considered,
J. Jackson’s deletion of 992 and substitution of rpemduebe; for rpemd-
pevoc in 91. “When Menelaus, in the heat of his oratory, arrives at the
chilling disyllable vexpotc, his voice falters a little, and, to brush away
the involuntary tear, he lifts his hand . .. Then comes the recollec-
tion that he is the son of Atreus. . . and he rises to the typical bravado:
*kill, if kill thou wilt’, followed by the typical relapse into the better
part of valour: ‘or preferably listen to reason’” (Marginalia Scaenica
[Oxford 1955] 37). This piece of melodrama sounds plausible enough
until the eye lights upon the chilling disyllable vexpc in 986, which has
no perceptible effect on Menelaus’ resolution.

(15) Phoen. 518 dAX’ €l pév dMwc mjvde yijy olkeiv Bélet,
é€ect’- éxelvov & ody €xaww pebricopa.

» 7 -~ 4 7
[cpxew mapdy pot, T&de SovAevcw moTé;]

Del. Kirchhoff. The line adds nothing to éxeivov 8’ ody éxdv pebricopa
and stands apart from the syntax of 503-19.

16) Or. 360 > Ayopéuvovoc pév yap Tiyac fmcTauny
youéuvovoc pév yip Toxac fmcrdun
[kai BavaTov oiw mpoc dduaproc dAero]

MoaAéa mpocicywy mpdpay

“Der vor 367 iiberfliissige Vers wird von Dindorf getilgt,” Wecklein.
Since T¥yac can only stand for fdvarov, the kel is indefensible, and the
intervention of @Aero makes Madée mpocicywv mpdpav ambiguous.23

(17) Or. 552  mamjp pév édvtevcév pe, cn 6’ érTikre maic,
Ay ’ Y ¥ -~y ¥ ’
70 cmép’ dpovpa mapalafoic’ dAlov wapa:
[Gvev 8¢ maTpoc Tékvov odk €in wor’ év.]
eloyicduny odv & yévouc apynyérn
~ > -~ -~ € /’ 4
TréMov audvaut Tic dmocrdcnc Tpodac.

Del. Nauck. “Wie ist es moglich, dass ein verniinftiger Dichter den
Gedanken ausspricht ‘ohne Vater gibt es kein Kind’, wenn er nicht
etwa eine komische Wirkung beabsichtigt, die hier vorauszusetzen

23 Dj Benedetto repeats Hermann’s argument that the ambiguity would have been
resolved in delivery. How ? If by pitching 361 on a different register, that in itself is a con-
demnation of the line, because rdxac and fdvaror go together in sense and syntax.
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keinem einfallen wird;2¢ wie ist es denkbar, dass er in so platter
Form redet . . .?” (Euripideische Studien I [MémAcStPétersbourg SER. VII
1.12 (1859)] 44). The language of the line is not in itself impossibly
platt, but the rest of the passage is much less direct, just as its argu-
ment is much less crass.

(18) Or.557 4 c1) 8¢ Buydrnp—unTép’ aidoduar Aéyew—
t8lowcw Vpevaioict kodyl caddpocy
3 3 A ¥ ’ 3 k] I A 7
éc avdpoc fjeL Aékrp’: épowtdy, v AMéyw
-~ b 4 ] ~ 7 > @

kakdc éxeimy, éfepd, Méw & Spwc.

» » [ A} 3 4 ’
[A¥yicfoc v 6 kpvmrroc év dopoic mocic.]
TobToV KaTékTew’, émi & EQvca unTépa,
avécio puev Spdv, ada TipwpdY TaTpl.

Does Tyndareus really need to know that “her clandestine husband
was Aegisthus” 12 and does anything turn on his identity ?

(19) Or. 579 m@pdc Bedv—ev od kadd pév éumicny Gedv

ré /7 b A b \ 4

ddvov dukalwv: el 6é 8 Ta umTépoc
~ 3 14 14 > N ¥ ’ ¢ 14

ciy@v émjvouvy, Ti ' av édpac’ o karlavawv;
olk &y pe picdv aveydpev’ *Epwicw;
7 pTpl pév mapeice cippcyor Beat,

~ > y 4 ~ $4 2
Td & od mapeict, pdAov NOkNuévw ;
[c¥ Tou purevcac Quyarép’, & yépov, karny
> 4 \ A \ 14 4
amdAecac pe: Sia 70 yap keivic Gpdcoc
maTpoc crepnbeic éyevéuny unrpokTdvoc.

# According to Eust. 1498.58-59, Euripides wepiecvpixfiy fearpirdc for the line, drovcac 16
¢8duevov 76 ‘dvev 8¢ punrpdc, & ndbapp’ Edpunidy;’. X 554 is vaguer: Myeral Tic avtod elndvroc
TobT0 elpnrévas ‘dvev 8¢ unrpdc, & kdbopu’ Edpunidn;’. The story is presumably of the same
vintage as e.g. Diog.Laert. 2.33, Plut. Mor. 198, Sen. Ep. 115.15; “Dass die Komoedie, die
eine solche Tactlosigkeit des Euripides nicht ungertiigt gelassen hitte, den Vers gekannt
habe, lisst sich nicht erweisen” (A. Nauck, op.cit. 45). Cf. Clem.Alex. Strom. 2.142.3.

3 Murray in his apparatus on 561 prints an impossible conjecture: oi Nauck (for J), a
word too archaic for Euripides (cf. Denniston on EL 924). Nauck’s reason was this: “Der
Artikel wiirde nur dann statthaft sein, wenn ein xpvmroc mécic der Clytaemnestra bereits
erwihnt wire und nun gesagt werden sollte, dieser sei Aegisthus gewesen. Eine derartige
Erwihnung ist nicht vorangegangen; vielmehr soll ausgedriickt werden KAvrowpjcrpe
kpunrdv elye mdcw” (op.cit. [on no.17] 45). Surely, however, ¢ kpvmrdéc mdaic is easily enough
extracted from 557-59, for {Sio Suévaror xovyl cdbgpovec will oftener than not be clandestine.
It is tempting to wonder whether the interpolation was due to a mistaken belief that the
future tenses in 560 needed something to refer forward to. In that case Nauck’s conjecture
would have more justification, unless the name of Aegisthus was supposed to be a rude
word.
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588 Jpéc; *Odvccéwc &onov o¥ koarékTove
TyAépoyoc: od yap émeyduer mocer mcw,
’ > » ¢ )Y Y /
péver 8 év oikoic yiéc edvaripiov.]
~ bl a
oplc *AméMwv’, 6¢c pecoudadove Edpac
4 -~
vaiwv Bpotoict cTope véuer cadécraroy:
ToUTW mbopuevoc TNV Tekolcav EkTavoV.
éxetvov 1yeicd’ avdciov kol krelvere:

k] -~ (4 3 3 b ’
€KEVOC NUOPT , OVK €YW.

Dindorf’s deletion of 588-90 is now commonly accepted (see Di Bene-
detto), but it only serves to isolate 585-87 even further. If all six lines
are deleted, Orestes passes from one divine ally to another2¢ and
leads up in all seriousness to his strongest argument.

(20) Or. 682 ’Opécr’, éydd ToL cov karoudoduou rdpo
kot fvpmovijcar coic kakoict Bovlopan:
[kai xpn) yap oltw T7éV Spepudvwy kaka
4 4 N ~ ’
Evverropilew, Svvapw My 816 fedc,
Orjcrovra kol krelvovre Tovc évavriovc:]
70 8 ad dvvachou mpoc Oedv yphlw Tuyelv.

686 del. Hermann, “‘neque enim continuo interfici inimicos necesse est,
quo quis aliquem ab eorum saevitia defendat”; to which Wecklein
adds, “wenn Menelaos seine Bereitwilligkeit zu sterben erklirte,
wiirde er sich die folgende Ausrede abschneiden.” Pedantic objections,
perhaps; but to 684-85 there are two others: the previous mention of
Svvauic (685) takes the force out of 70 8 «d dvvacfou in 687, and the use
of Sucipovec for ‘kinsmen’ (684) is as much a singularity as the use of
Suoupou for ‘kinsmen’ in 806.27

“Wer mit der Logik und ihrer Schere an die Rede geht, kann viel
wegschneiden . . . Menelaos dreht sich ja im Kreise herum und sagt
eigentlich alles zweimal,” Wilamowitz, Hermes 59 (1924) 261= Kleine
Schriften IV 355. Unfortunately mere repetition is not the only thing
wrong with the speech, and even editors who leave the text un-
changed would do a service by printing a number of diagnostic con-
jectures in the apparatus, for instance 694-95 del. Weil, RevPhil 18
(1894) 208; 696 Guudc Nauck; 702-03 delebat Hartung; 706-07 del. Gow,

26 Mr Barrett points out that the transition would be even smoother if feol were read for
fec! in 583.
27 See part 1 (GRBS 13 {1972]) 260 n.38 and cf. Eur. Supp. 1035, IT 1402, Jebb on OC 330.
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CQ 10 (1916) 80-81; 714 *Apyouc y’ évex’ v Hermann; 714-16 del. Din-
dorf.

(21) Or. 931 coc &’ émiAbe cvyyovoc,
édeée 8- °Q yiy *Ivayov kekTyuévor,
€ - 3 / IQ N\ A \
iy auivwy oddév dccov 1) marpl
ékrewo unTép’: €l yap apcévwy ddvoc
b4 \ b4 k] 4 ? ¥ 2 N
écrau yvvaufiv ocioc, ob plavorr’ ér’ av
/’ n 1 ’ 14
Oviickovrec, 7 yuvaufl SovAevew ypedv.
938 [rodvavriov 8¢ Spdcer’ 7 Spéicoar xpeww:
viv pév yap 1) mpododica Aéktp’ éuod marpoc
Tébvmkev: el 8¢ 87) kaTakTeveiTé e,
[ ’ 3 -~ Y 4 14 »
o vdpoc avelrou, kod ¢plavor Oviickwy Tic av-
wc Tijc ye TOAuNC 0¥ cmawic yemjceTan.]

Del. Wecklein (938 et 941 iam Schenkl mutato 942, 93841 in suspicionem
vocaverat Weil). The trouble is located in 938 and «od ¢pfdvor Grrjckwy
Tic v in 941. “Fiir 8pdcer’ 7 dpécow konnte man eher mpdfer’ 7 mpafou
erwarten” (Wecklein), and indeed miisste man if the implied condition
is yuvouéi SovAevovrec;? if, on the other hand, the implied condition is
éué rarakrelvovrec, nothing in the preceding lines has paved the way
for this implication (which is why Weil read &7 for 8¢ and punctuated
the line as a question). As for xod ¢fdvor Grijckwr Tic dv, the reappear-
ance of this idiom after only five lines is disquieting enough, but even
more disquieting is the change of sense that it has undergone. Weck-
lein establishes with the aid of seven parallels (1551, Alc. 662, Tro. 456,
IT 245, Hcld. 721, Ar. Plut. 485, 874) that od ¢fdvoir’ €7’ dv Ovmjckovrec,
7) yoveuél Sovdevew ypedhv means “ihr diirftet nicht mehr zu friih sterb-
en (es ist hohe Zeit fiir euch zu sterben, d.i. seid nur gleich auf den
Tod gefasst), wenn ihr euch nicht in die Knechtschaft der Frauen
ergeben wollt,” or in other words that od $cvoir’ &v is equivalent to
an imperative; but though he remarks that the idiom is more aptly
used in 936 and 1551, he does not notice that 942 requires xod ¢$fdvor
Bvijcrcewv Tic v to be interpreted as a future indicative, i.e. “you will be
murdered before you know where you are, because they will certainly
have the nerve to do it.”2® It is inconceivable that one poet could have
used such a distinctive phrase twice in five lines in different senses, but

28 On 8pdv intrans.=mpdccerv intrans. see Fraenkel on Phoen. [376] (op.cit. [supra n.21]
22-24).
29 Some authors use the idiom in this way (LSJ ¢0dvw 1v.2.b).
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quite conceivable that an interpolator misunderstood Euripides’ use
and did not realize his own was different.

(22) Or. 1045 EL. & ¢idrar’, & mobewov 1jdictdv T éywv
Thic cijc adeAdiic dvope kol Ppuyny piow 30
OR. ék 7ol pe Tiéeic kol ¢ auetpacfour Oédw
[pAdTyTe xetpdov: T yap €7 aildodpar TdAac;]:
& crépy’ adeAdiic, & pidov mpdemrTvyp’ éudv.
[7d8’ avri maildwy kol yaundiov Aéyovc
mpochféypar’ qudi Toic Tadamdpoic mape.]
1050-51 del. Oeri. 1047-51 break a sequence of couplets (1022-593') at
the point where a reciprocal action makes parallelism most desir-
able.32 1051 has been deleted by many editors since Nauck because of
its resemblance to 1026, but 1050 cannot stand on its own. In 1048 the
phrase ¢uddrnre yepdv is an extraordinary mixture of mental and
physical.33
(23) Or. 1191 “EAévnc Boawovcnc, v 7o Mevédedic ce Spé&
%) T6v8e koué—méy yop v idov 68—,
Aéy’ dic dovedcec “Epuidimy: Eidoc 8¢ xpn
3épn mpoc adr mapbévov cmacavt’ Eyew.
K&y uév ce cdln pn Bavetv yprplwv kdpmv
[Mevédewc ‘EAévyc mrdp’ dwv év aipord],
pnébec mem@cOou matpl wopbévov Sépoc:
" 2 3 4 M -~ /
W & S€vbvpov un kpardv ¢poviparoc
’ \ \ 4 7 /’
kel ce, kol cv cpale mapbévov Sépny.

30 The couplet is corrupt (cf. J. Jackson, Marginalia Scaenica {Oxford 1955] 142).

31 On 1024 see part I (GRBS 13 [1972]) 256-57.

32 Deletions that break a sequence merit the same suspicion as transmitted lines that
break a sequence. Hipp. 779 (del. West, Philologus 110 [1966] 155) is not so objectionable that
the sequence of couplets need be broken.

33 Mr Barrett writes: “1050-51 must go; not because of the resemblance (fortuitous ?)
between 1026 and 1051, but because (a) Orestes and Electra have not been bent on incest;
the lines surely belong to the farewell of lovers prevented (whether by death or otherwise)
from marrying, and I suppose them to have been interpolated here from such a context in
another play. In our context, marriage and children are wholly irrelevant. (b) mpdcmrvypa
indicates the inception of the embrace from which Electra breaks away with 1052 ¢ed;

1050-51 must not delay the embrace, but equally can’t be uttered during it. In 104749 1
think Binneninterpolation:

éx Tou pe miéect [kal  apeipaclu 0édw

GAdTTL xELpdY] T Yop €7° aldoDuon TdAac;

& crépy’ adeAdiic, & pidov mpdemrvyy’ éudv. (They embrace.)
After the future mjfeic ("I can’t hold myself in much longer”) I should expect the giving
way just to happen, not to be announced with an expression of intention (§éAw).”
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Del. Nauck. Both names appear at the beginning of the speech (1191):
the repetition of both is inartistic, of Menelaus’ totally unnecessary.
Since Menelaus’ awareness of Helen’s death is the premise that Elec-
tra sets out from, the phrase “seeing Helen’s corpse in blood” can
hardly be meant to add anything new.

(24) Ajax 312  émerr’ éuoi Ta Seiv’ émmmeidnc’ ém)
€l w1 davoiny wév 76 cuvrvyov maboc
[kavriper’ év 7& mpayparoc kupot more].
3 14 ’ 7’ 3 4
kayd), ¢idot, Seicaca Tovéepyacuévov
» ~ o bl ’
éea mav Scovmep éénmicTauny.

Del. Nauck. “ . . . and he asked what situation he was in”” adds nothing
to 312-13 and is unutterably tame by comparison: Ajax is not asking
but threatening, and it is his threats that terrify Tecmessa (315).34

(25) Ajax 323  viv 8 év Toudde kelpevoc kaky TUXY
dcuroc avip, dmotoc, v pécoic Boroic
cdnporpijcy fcvyoc Boxel mecdv,

\ ~ /’ bl L4 4 /
Kai 07Adc écTiv e TL Bpoceiwy KoKdy.

-~ 7 \ 4 k4 ’
[roiadro yop mwe kol Aéyer kadvperar.]

Del. Nauck. Ajax is 7cvyoc (325). The wording of the line derives in
part from 383 {ov 7@ Oed mac kal yedd kdSvperau.

. [ 4 b} -~
(26) Ajax 961 oi &’ odv yeddvrwy kamiypdvTwy Kokoic
~ ~AQY £ b 14 \ 9 ’
Tolc 7008+ lcwe Toi, kel BAémovra i *wébovy,
7’ 3y N * ’ 3 ’ ’
Oavovr’ v olpwréerav év ypeie Sopdc.
3 \ 1 3 -~
ol yap kool yvduoct Tayalov yepoiv
» 9y » ’ Y A
€xovTec ovk icact mplv Tic €xPaln.
966 [éuot mikpoc Téfvnkev 7) keivoic yAvkic,
(4 ~ \ /’ L 3 A 3 4 Py
ab1d 8¢ Tepmvdc dv yap Npdchn Tvyely
b / 0’ € A 0 U4 [ )’0 A
éxrjcal’ adrd, Odvarov Svmrep ffelev.
’ ~ ~Qy 9 ~ o) A
7i 8T T008’ émeyyeddev Av kdra;
~ 7 ’ »
Beoic TéBvmrev obroc, od Kelvoicw, od.]
A} ~ %) \ 9 ~ € 4
mpoc Tadr *Obuccedc év kevoic TPpilérw:
» \ k] ~ y /7 % 4 3 0 \
Aloac yap adroic odkér’ écrlv, aAX’ éuol

\ 3 7 A Id ’
Aaraw avicc kol ydouc Stolyetou.

34 Here, at least, ore cannot be called an “interpolatorisches Flickwort”: Ajax asked mod
mor” el mpdyparoc;.
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Del. Nauck (followed without reasons in GRBS 11 [1970] 286 n.8). The
lines are open to five objections, two of them insurmountable and one
of the two by itself decisive. (1) Since Tecmessa changes the subject in
966, the asyndeton is unjustifiable.3® (2) There is no parallel for the
syntax of 966 (the two offered by Jebb both contain the verb Sov-
Aopor). Emendations of 4 give either poor sense or impossible idiom
(no use of 4, for instance, is remotely like the one introduced by
Schneidewin here). Both these objections can be evaded by supplying
a suitable line before 966. (3) 969 is unmetrical. Remedies are avail-
able, but they are usually spurned. (4) 970 is just silly. “His death con-
cerns the gods, not them” (Jebb) flatly contradicts 961-65 and 971-72.
Another interpretation that the Greek perhaps allows (cf. Andr. 334
Tébmica &7 cfj Buyarpl) is “he has been killed by the gods, not them”
(cf- 950-53 TE. odk dv 768’ Ectn Tij0e 1) Oedv pére . . . TE. To16vde pévror
Znvoc 1) Sewn) Oedc | ITaMoc dureder mip’ *Odvccéwe ydpw); but the
other Greeks are not laughing at Ajax because they imagine they have
killed him themselves.?® (5) 971-72 are unambiguous: “let Odysseus
bear that in mind when he indulges in empty mockery, because they
no longer have Ajax.” Between 965 and 971 there is one position and
one only where mpoc radre, év kevoic®” and ydp, all fall into place: after
965.
Few interpolations are so unworthy of their surroundings.

(27) Ajax 1057 «el pr) Oedv Tic Tijvde meipav écPecev,
Nueic pév av Td’ 7y 68’ eldnyev Ty
fawvdvrec &v mpovkeluel’ aicyicTw pdpw,
obroc 8 av €(n viv & émjMater Bedc
[r7v T008” FBpwv mpoc pijAe kol wolpuvac meceiv].

Del. Nauck. “. .. and if some god had not frustrated his enterprise, we
should have been dead as he now is and he would have been alive; but
as it is the god changed it round,” i.e. we are alive and he is dead. The

35 To forestall a rhetorical rejoinder: except at the start of a speech, Greek does not mark
a lack of connexion by a lack of connective.

3¢ For the repeated ot cf. OC 587 od cuukpdc, olik, dydw 6d¢, fr.846 Pearson od xdcuoc, odik, &
TAGpov, GAX drocpla, Ar.Ran. 1308 adry o 1 Moic® odx éXecBlalev, of, Ach. 421 od Polvikoc,
o¥. It would therefore be uncharitable to suspect that the author’s inspiration ran out
before the end of the line. The same applies to dvmep jjfelev in 968, which may seem to be a
mere stopgap after dv ydp 7pdcln Tuxeiv but can be read as olov fj0edev (cf. OC 1704-06
énpatev olov fjfedev.—ro molov ;—dic éxpyle yic émi Eévac Efave).

37 For an unusual interpretation of év xevoic see CR 85 (1971) 344-45.
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interpolator has ruined the sense by completing an elliptical expres-
sion that he either disliked or did not understand; in doing so he mis-
used mpdc (contrast 53, 184, 300, 374-75).

(28) Ajax 1102 Zmapmc avdccwy HAec, ody Nudv kpatdv,

1Qd ¥ O @ ’ - ’
008’ €c’ 6mov cou Tvde Kocuijcou wAéov
apyiic éxewro Becpoc 1) kol T@de cé-

L4 » ~ % ¥ il o
[Omopyoc @A wy Sedp’ émAevcac, ody SAwy

4 4 ? » (4 ~ ’

cTparnydc, wer’ Aioawroc Nyeiclul wore-]

5y @ ¥ »
AN’ dvmep dpxeic Gpye

Del. Schneidewin, Philologus 4 (1849) 474. A glance at LSJ oc 1.5 is in-
structive; Jebb takes no account of the stylistic level at which this use
originates.?® Furthermore, the contention that Menelaus is dmapyoc
&Mwv breaks the connexion between Zrdprnc dvdccwv AA0ec (1102)
and @A dvmep dpyewc dpye (1107), and it is not a contention that
squares very well with 1109 é&repoc crparyydc (this last was one of
Radermacher’s reasons for accepting the deletion of 1105-06, just as
Tov cTparyydv in 1116 was one of his reasons for deleting 1111-17).

(29) EL 591 wdc radr’ émouvécoy’ dv; 7) kol TadT épeic
¢ Tijc Buyarpoc avrimowe AapBdvec;
;] ~ 3 4 \ /’ Y \ A}
[alcypdc &, éavmep kol Aéync: od yap kadov
éxBpoic youetclou Tic Buyarpoc odvera.]
3 3 k] \ Y 1 ~ b4 14
AN’ o? yop ovde vovlerely éfecti ce . . .

Del. Wilamowitz, Hermes 18 (1883) 219 n.1 (“This verse is perhaps an
interpolation, and also 593,” F. H. M. Blaydes, The Electra of Sophocles
[London 1873] on 594). There is nothing to add, except that 7c
Bvyarpoc olvexe is impossibly vague in a general maxim 3

(30) EL 655  rair’, & Avke’ "Amodov, Aewc kAvay

doc mlcw Nuiv demep éfourovpedor.

\ y ¥ / \ ’ b ~
16 8 &M\ vt Kol awrdenc éuod
> ~ ’ ¥ 3 9 4
émraid ce Saipov’ Svr’ éfeldévau.

\ b \ \ b ’ 2 4 > € A

[rovc éx Aioc yap elxic écri mavB Spéiv.]

38 §doc="whole’ occurs in Sophocles (OT 1136, Phil. 480, OC 479), but Euripides seems to
avoid the word altogether outside Cyclops (217): Phoen. 1131 comes in an interpolated pass-
age (1104-40), and fr.1041 xpwel 1ic adrov wdmor’ dvfpdmwy péyav, | Oy éfalelpe mpddacic 7
Tuxodc’ 6Mov; is wrongly ascribed to Euripides (Wilamowitz, Hermes 40 [1905] 134=Kleine

Schriften IV 188; add that Euripides can hardly have used wdimor’ of the future).
39 Perhaps that explains “Qu. ot ydp ¢’ éxpiv”’ (Blaydes).



MICHAEL D. REEVE 163

Del. Jahn. Logic demands not wdv8’ spév but mdvr’ eldéven, and though
all Saiuovec are expected mdvr’ eldévaun (657-58), not all Saipovec are e

Aide.

(31) OT 68

73

a b » ~ L4 L4 ’
7w 8 € ckomdv nipickov lacy puovny,

/’ }4 -~ N 4
ravTy Empafar waida yoap Mevouéwc
Kpéovr’, éuavrod youBpdv, éc ra ITvbike
émeupa Poifov dbpad’, vic mibold’ St
Spdv 7 1L pwvdv Tivde pucaiumy méAw.

4 B L4 4 I'é
[kai p’ Huop 78n Svpperpodpevov ypdvew
Avmrel 7( mpdccer Tob yap elxdToc wépa
dmecTL wAelw 10D KabrikovToc xpdvov.]
Srow & Ikmrar, TrikadT’ éyw Kakoc
w1 8pdv dv einy wavl’ 8¢’ éw dnAot fedc.

Del. L. Dindorf, NJbb Abt.1, 24 (1878) 321. “Wenn Oed. Tyr. 73 Oedi-
pus sagt . . ., so ist weder in den Worten fuop Evuperpodpevor xpdve
ein sinn noch die construction Avmrei 7 mpdccer durch dhnliche worter,
welche eine besorgnis ausdriicken, da Avmeiv nur ‘traurig machen’
bedeutet, gerechtfertigt, und das auf 709 eikdéroc wéper folgende rod
keBirovroc . . . eher eines in versnot sich befindenden Byzantiners4®
als des Sophokles wiirdig.”

(32) OT 236

240

245

250

\ » 3 -~ ~ o bl 14 ~
TV 6wdp’ amowd®d TolTOV, GCTic €cTi, yhic
~ » 2 2 \ /’ 2 ’ ’
T8’ Hc éyw KkpdTn Te kal Opdvove véuw
/7 5 9 7 ’ ~ 4
pn7’ écdéyeclan pijre wpochwreiv T
7 % ~ Y -~ A ’
unT év Bedv edyalc unde Gpocw

A} -~ 4 ’ ’
kowov moteichoun pire yéprPoc vépew,

-~ ?» 3 > b4 4 [ 4 4
wletv 8" am’ olkwy TavTac, We pECUATOC
T008” Hpw Svroc, o 70 ITvbikdy Oeod

-~ 37 3 7 bl 4
pavreiov ééédmyer apriwc éuot.
b \ \ ) ’ 8 -~ 8 ’
éyw pév odv Totdcde TH Te Saipove
~ > & 8 A -~ Ba 7 4 o IA
T7® 7 avdpt 7% Gavovre cppayoc mélw.
4 \ A} 79 EJ
[kaTedyouc 8¢ Tov Sedpaxdt’, eire Tic
elc v AéMlev eite mAeldvwy pére,
- e b -~ ’
KooV KoK@C viv Guopov exkTpifiou Biov.
b ’ b ¥ b 4
émevyopcu 8, olkowcw €l Evvécrioc

~ ~ > ~
év Toic éuoic yévorr’ éuod cvvelddroc,

40 The time is now past when the Byzantines had to answer for interpolations. Cf. Jach-
mann, op.cit. (supra n.3) 134 n.1.
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~ 4 ~ » 3 I 4 9 ’
mobelv amep T0icd’ apriwe Npacauny.]
Spuiv 8¢ Tabra mdvT émcKkimTw TEAEY
vmép 7 éuowtod Tod Oeod Te THcOE Te
~A P2QY > 2 sn s Y ’
yiic &8 axdprwc kabéwc epbopuévc.

In 235-43 Oedipus commands that the murderer of Laius be cut off
from society. As the play progresses, he twice recalls the terms of this
command, treating it the first time as a curse on the murderer:

816 7ic éxBpodaipwy pudldov dv yévorr’ amip,
@ M / », s -~ A
ov i) Eévwy éfecti und’ acrdv T
dopoic Séyeclar pndé mpocpwveiv Twd,
Wbetv & am’ oikwv; kal 748’ ofric &Adoc v

n \ 9 % 9 -~ 4 69 3 A (3 0 7
7N YW T EUOUTR TOCO dapac o mpocTibeic

1381 adToc évvémwy
3 -~ o A) kA ~ A} ? -~
WOty amavrac Tov acefi, Tov éx fedv
davévt’ avayvov kai Tyévovc Tod Aatovt.4!

éyd pév odv, he continues, roiécde 7& Te Saipont | TH 77 awdpl 7H Gawdvre
cYppayoc médw (244-45). What is to follow this éyd uév ? Normal expec-
tations are frustrated by the next six lines, in which, still using verbs
in the first person, Oedipus pronounces a further curse on the mur-
derer, whether alone or assisted by others, and goes on to pray that he
himself, should he knowingly give hospitality to the murderer, may
suffer the tribulations he has just called down on “these people”—
which people ? Only then is éye pév answered by duiv 8¢ (252).

These difficulties were first exposed by Ribbeck, RhM 13 (1858) 129~
32. He tried to solve them by placing 246-51 before 273, where “these
people” would refer to radra roic uy Spdcw in 269;42 but in that place
the lines are both belated and disruptive (see Jebb, Appendix on
246ff), and Ribbeck is wrong to think that he can account for the
transposition by pointing to duiv 8¢ at the beginning of both 273 and
252. A. Y. Campbell, CQ 42 (1948) 103, accounts for it by placing the
lines before 244, so that the scribe’s eye could have jumped from one
dpriwc (243) to another (251); but “these people” are no more identi-

41 See n.44.

42 “Nun wire es sehr leicht, mit M. Schmidt 70ic8’ in @8’ zu verwandeln, aber dieses
Mittel liegt eben zu flach auf der Hand, um das Richtige zu sein,” O. Ribbeck, Epikritische
Bemerkungen gur Konigsrede im Oedipus Tyrannos (Kiel 1870) 19. In these Epikritische Bemer-
kungen Ribbeck surveys all the literature that his original article provoked in the 1860s.
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fiable here than where the manuscripts put them, and raredyopon 8¢
Tov deparcdt’ . . . (246) suggests a transition where there is none.

Interpolation therefore seems likely. Someone who regarded 236-
243 as an interdict on the citizens rather than a curse on the murderer
may have taken it upon himself to supply the missing curse.*3

(33) OT 959 ANG. €b icf’ éxeivov Bavdcipov Befnicdra.
OED. mdrepa 8SAowcwy 7) vécov Evvaldayd) ;
ANG. cukpa modaw copar edveler pom).
[OED. vdcoic 6 TMjpwy, dc éoikev, épbiTo.
ANG. kol 7O poakpd ye cupperpovuevoc xpovw.]

Del. L. Dindorf, loc.cit. (on n0.28) 322. vécouc after vdcew is “offenbar nur
des hiatus wegen fiir vécew gesetzt, da er doch nur an der einen krank-
heit der altersschwiche gestorben war, und das dc éowcer nach dem
vorhergehenden ebenso iiberfliissig wie das ganze weitere gerede
iiber seine todesart.”

(34) OT 1375 @M\’ 7 Tékvwr 871 Sifuc v édiuepoc,

BAacrodc’ dmwc éBAacte, mpocAevccew éuoi;
> -~ ~ LI ] -~ kd ~

oV 8fjra Tolc v’ éuoicw Spbarpoic more:
IQy ¥ > 3Q\ ’ IQ\ I'é

008> &crv y’ 008 mipyoc ovde Saupdvwr

3 4 3 € 7 ~ € 4 3 \

ayaduad’ lepa, TGV 6 TAvTAMjpwy eyw

1380 [koAicr ap €lc &v ye Taic Orfouc Tpageic]

amectéonc’ éuoavtdy, adToc évwémwy

k] -~ 4 1 3> -~ A} 3 -~

WBetv amavrac Tov acefh, Tov éx Oedv

pavévr’ dvayvov kai Tyévovc Tod Aaiovt.44
Del. Herwerden 45 Even if it were true that Oedipus had been brought

43 The suggestion being made here is not necessarily that he took rév &8pa Tofrov in 236
to mean the harbourer, as some scholars in the 1860s did, but that he took 236-43 to be
directed at the subject rather than the object of the infinitives in 238-41. For duopov=
Sdcuopov in 248 cf. Il. 6.408 dupopov; elsewhere in tragedy duopoc, dupopoc and dporpoc all
mean expers. In proximity to xaxdv xexdc the meaning of éxrpiipar Biov is presumably
exrpufivon (cf. 428) rather than rpiBew Biov (cf. EL 602).

44 Can it seriously be doubted that these words are corrupt ? Since the proclamation re-
ferred to is clearly 23643 (1382 dfeiv dmavrac=241 wfeiv . .. mdvrac, 1382-83 dceBij . . .
dvayvov=241 pudcpatoc, 1382-83 éx fedv davévr’ ... =242-43 ... 8o . .. éfépmrev . . ), Tov
dceBi xrA. is not Oedipus but the murderer, to whom yévovc 706 Aatov does not apply.
Something like yfovoc pedcropa is required (cf. 353); Herwerden's yévouc éAdcropa, which
has palaeographical attractions (708 Aaiov a mistaken gloss on yévouc), cannot quite bear
this sense (at OC 773 the reference of yévoc 76 mév is fixed by the whole phrase méAw 7¢. . .
Tivde xal yévoc 76 TEY).

45 Where ? Not in Exercitationes Criticae (The Hague 1862), where he merely offers
crpadelc for Tpagelc (p.116); perhaps ad loc. in his edition of 1866, which I have not seen.
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up in splendour at Thebes, what has that to do with his self-inflicted
exclusion from the temples 46

(35) Trach. 246 DE. 1) kami Tadry 7§ wédew oV &ckomov
xpovov BeBwc v nuepdv aviipilfuov;

L1  odk, aAa 7ov pév meicrov v Avdoic ypdvov
’ 3 o 3 3 7 k] 9 /
katetyel’, de ¢nc’ adrdc, odk éAevlbepoc

X’ éumolnleic: Tob Adyov 8 od xpmn Ppfdvov,

yivou, mpoceivou, Zedc Stov mpdkTwp davi:
[keivoc 8¢ mpabeic *Oudady 75 BopPopw
3 \ 37 ¢ 9 3\ 4
eviavTov éfémAncey, dc adToc Aéyer,]
L4 9 ’ ~ E 4 \
xovTwc €0Mxbn TodTo Tolverdoc Aafww
L4 > @ € -~ \ 14
el Sprov adTd mpocBarwv Sidpocey . . .

Del. Wunder. The lines are a more explicit version of 248-51; they
probably began ofik, &Ma mpafeic xrA, which was altered to xeivoc 8¢
apabeic so that both versions could be accommodated. 248-51 are
clearly the original version, for three reasons: (1) 260-61 perairiov
povov Bpordv requires a previous reference to a god; (2) an answer
containing rov wAeicrov ypdvov follows better on 24647 than one con-
taining a bald énavrdy; (3) an interpolator can hardly have wanted to
make the passage less explicit.

(36) Trach. 332 mpoc 8¢ ddpara
~ L4 4 [ 4 ’ > 4
xwpdpev 140m mwdvrec, we v § ol fédeic
cmevdnc éydd Te Tavdov éfapki) TS,
335 ANG. ad7od ye mpdTov Baudv appelvac’, Srwc
’ b4 ~ k] 4 ¥ .4
[nebnc avev 7&v8’ ovicTwoc dyec écw]
* > IQ\ y s 9 ’ a -
v [177] 0ddeév elcirovcac éxpabnc & Set.
[Tovrwy éyw yop mawr’ émcriuny éyc.]
DE.  7( 8 écri; o0 pe mjvd’ édicTacar Bdcwv;
340 ANG. crafleic’ drovcov: kol yap o0d¢ TOV mdpoc
nblov poryy frovcac, ovde viv Sokd.
DE.  wérepov ékeivovc dijra Sedp’ adfic maAw
-~ b4 ~ ’ 9 -~ 4
KaADpev, 1 pot Taicdé 7 éfevmeiv Bédeic;
ANG.  col Taicdé T’ oUbev eipyeTar, TovTouc & éet.

46 Herwerden deleted the line “weil rpageic besagen wiirde, dass Odipus in Theben er-
zogen worden sei; aber die tragische Konsequenz ist eine andere als die pragmatische,”
K. Reinhardt, Sophokles® (Frankfurt 1947) 273. Tragische Konsequeng would no doubt be satis-
fied by 7eey@v amdene "Actdoc pnloTpddov, if there is tragische Konsequeng in falling from a
pinnacle you never occupied.
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[336] and [+] O. Hense, Studien gu Sophokles (Leipzig 1880) 77-79, [338]
Nauck (“the line is perhaps an interpolation,” Blaydes, The Trachiniae
of Sophocles [London 1871]). évev 7&v8’ in 336 preempts Deianira’s
question in 342-43.47 The impossible grammar and unusual order of
338 may also be put down to an interpolator, perhaps the same one.48

b

(37) Trach. 441 "Epwri pév vvv Sctic avravicrarou

miKTC OTWwC éc yelpac ov kaAdc ppovei
k4 \ o \ ~ 124 4
otToc yap dpyet kai fedv Smwe Géde
[kapod ye* wdc 8 od yarépac olac v’ éuod;]:
o 3 ) y -~ L) A -~ -~ /7
e’ €l T TG Y’ avdpl T§8€ T4 vécw
APOévT pepmrdc elue, kapTa polvopa,
) THO€ Th yvvouki, 7§ perTouTio
~ A b ~ 3 \ ~

T00 undév alcxpod und €mol kool Twoc.

Del. E. Wunder: “Faciunt enim et quae praecedunt verba, ofroc
dpyxer kol Oedv Smwe 0éder, et quae éuod pronomini addita ye particula
est, ut sensus hic sit: Amor enim et dis imperat ad arbitrium et mihi adeo.
Quod aliter-accipi non licet, quam sic, ut hoc dicere Deianira statuatur,
difficilius esse, se vinci ab Amore quam deos. .. Illud nemo dum
advertit, omnino fieri non potuisse, ut Amoris in se Iolenque vim
aliquam et potestatem esse Deianira diceret. Nam primum si mulier
Graeca, viro nupta, succumbere se Amori deo ait, non possumus id
aliter interpretari, quam sic, ut praeter maritum alius viri amore
flagrare se fateatur...Item nullo verbo indicatum a Sophocle est,
Iolen amore Herculis captam fuisse; immo ita de ea loquitur, ita eam
se gerentem in scenam producit, ut invitissimam in domum eius, a
quo misere amabatur, abductam esse appareat.”

(38) Trach. 1146 i, & Térvov: mamp yap odkér’ écti cor
KaAeL TO T&Y pot céppo cdv opoupdvwv,
kader 8¢ ™y Tedouvaw *AXrpspmy, Aidc
pETYY GKOLTWY, W TeXevTalow éuod
1150 djuny mbncle Oecharwy 6’ old’ éydd.
HyL. aAX’ ofre pijrnp évBad’, A\’ émarctiy
47 “Since no man in his senses would insert 336 with these lines there, it must have been
inserted in place of them. I'm not quite sure just what it replaced: 337-44 ? 337-48 ? And
since it must have been metrical, and since y’ is no use to anybody, I wonder if it might
have been udfnc dvev T7évd’ obctvdc <cd’ > dyewc écw,” Barrett.
48 Jackson (op.cit. [supra n.30] 130) mends both by writing rodrwv—éxw ydp wdvr’—
émcmiuwy éyd, but at the cost of saying “I know, for I know.”
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Tipvvde copBéPrrev der’ éxew édpav,
maidwy 8¢ Tovc pév EvAdafoic’ adTy Tpéder,
\ 3 %N \ ’ ¥ ’ 4
Tovc 8 &v 70 O1ifnc derv vaiovrac paboic:
1155 Nuetc 8¢ cow wapecpuev, €l 1L Xp1], moTEP
[mpdrrew, kAvdvrec éévmnpericoper].
HEeR. ¢V 8 odv drove Todpyov.

“Die hinreissend schone Herstellung dieses Passus stammt von Nauck
... Das tiberlieferte fueic 8 Scor (1155) mit seinem echten Plural ist
unmoglich . . . Vielmehr heisst 7jueic ‘ich’, Hyllos bietet sich statt
aller anderen dar, das ist einzig angemessen, und seine Worte V. 1155
in Naucks Emendation enthalten bei aller Schlichtheit eine so recht
sophokleische Innigkeit, die allein schon die Richtigkeit dieser Ver-
besserung des schlechten handschriftlichen Wortlauts gewihrleistet”
(Jachmann, op.cit. [supra n.3] 190-91). For the expression cf. 397 ¢AX’ i
71 xprileic icropety, mopey’ éyc>. A9
(39) Phil. 300 ¢ép’, & Tékvov, vuv kel 76 Tijc Mjcov pabc.
TovTn medalel vovPBarnc oddelc €xdv
oV ydp Tic Sppoc éctiv ovd’ Smor wAéwY
é€epmoliicer képoc 7 Eevibcerau.
[ovk €vBad’ of wAot Toick cddppocy Bpordiv.]

2 I » »
TAY OUV TIC XKWV €CYE.

“Suspectus mihi videtur,” Bergk; del. H. van Herwerden, Exercita-
tiones Criticae (The Hague 1862) 122. The line blurs the ékav dxwv dis-
tinction and has not been integrated into the syntax.

(40) Phil. 382 Towadr’ axovcoc kafovedicleic kaka
mAéw TPoc oikovc, TAY éudY TNTWNEVOC
mpoc Tod KkakicTov kak kakdy  Odvccéwc.
385 [kodk ailridpon keivov wc Tovc év Téder:
méAic ydp écti mlco TAV Tyovuévwy
ctpardc 1€ chumac: of 8 axocuodvrec PpoTdy
/ ’ ’ 14
Sidackadwy Adyorict yiyvovrou Kokol.]
Adyoc AédexTou méc 0 8’ *Arpeildac crvydv
3 ’ > € 4 \ ~ E ) 4
éuol & cpoiwc kai feotc ein didoc.

49 mpdrrew was not necessarily the interpolator’s form: cf. El. 998 &\arrov codd., Persae 195
Siacrapdrre codd., Andr. 939 gurdrrew codd. (Mr Barrett adds Phil. 1449 mpdrrew codd., Ajax
1396 {dumparre codd.).
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axocpodvrec (387) means ‘insubordinate’,?® and yet Odysseus is being
relieved of blame precisely because he was obeying orders. The
interpolator wanted a transition from 384 to 389-90, but none is
necessary: 382-84 conclude the story (389 Adyoc Aédexrou wéc), and the
imprecation that follows is quite separate. The relevance of the im-
precation is explained by 319-26: Neoptolemus tells the story to dis-
credit the Atridae.

(41) Phil. 1440 Tobro & éwoelcl’, sraw
mopliire yalaw, edceBeiv Ta mpoc feovic:
[ » 4 4 > ¢ ~ /
we TaMa mavTa SevTep’ fyeirou maTip
[Zevc: 7 yop edcéBeia cuvbviicker BpoTolc:
N -~ N 4 3 3 ’
kav (& kay Bavwaw, otk amdAvrou].

1443 o0 yap nicéBerr Dawes.

Del. Fr. Peters, Theologoumena Sophoclea (Miinster 1845) 51, and F. W.
Schneidewin, Philologus 4 (1849) 669-71. “Denn der gedanke: ‘seid
fromm bei der zerstorung, weil Zeus die frommigkeit am hochsten
hilc: denn die frommigkeit besteht unabhingig von leben und sterben
der menschen als ein unsterbliches fort’—leidet an unklarheit und
gezwungenheit” (Schneidewin p.671).5

(42) OC 755 adX’, od yap écti Taudovny kpvmrew, cv vov

A -~ 14 s \ b \
mpoc Bedv marpdwv, Oldimovc, meicheic éuol
Trptpovt, Bedjcac deTv ket Spovc polety

\ \ 14 / M 7 4
Tovc covc TaTpdovc, TIvde T AW ¢idwc

> /7 3 ’ 4 € t] E4 ’

elrdv émaic ydp- 1) 6 olkotl wAéov
[8ikn céBour’ &v, obca cr) meAouw Tpoddc].

Del. A. E. Housman, AJP 13 (1892) 153. céBecfou as passive is unparal-
leled, and the motive for the interpolation is obvious.

50 Grocuetv of flouting authority: Ant. 730, Lys. 14.13, Dem. 24.92, 50.64, Aen.Tact. 38.5;
of disorderliness: IG 12 84.27, Pl. Leg. 7648, 784p, Hyperides fr.14, SIG 736 §1x, 1109.74,
Pollux 8.112, 131; of one or other (or both): Isoc. 7.42, 46, Ath.Pol. 3.6. For dxocuoc and
éxocule in similar senses cf. Il. 2.213, Ant. 660, Hdt. 7.220, IA 317, Lys. 3.45, Pl. Gorg. 5084,
Aeschin. 1.189, 3.4. The passage that comes nearest to supporting the one under discussion
is Pl. Symp. 1888 éx mAcovetlac kai drocuinc mepl EMmAa: Odysseus” acquisition of Achilles’
armour could be regarded as a piece of wAeovefin, a breach of the xdcuoc that guarantees a
father’s armour to his son. In the context of authority, however, it is hard to see how dxoc-
peiv can bear any but its common meaning.

51 The deletion of 1442 as well (Dindorf) is totally unwarranted.
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Finally two deletions that improve a defensible text:

(43) Ant. 1016 PBwpol yap nuiv écycpor T€ movredeic
mhijpeic U olwvdv Te Kol kuvdv Popdc
10D Sucpudpov wemrdToc Oidimov ydvov.

£ 9 Y / 7 \ ¥
k@T’ 0d 0éyovTar Buctadac Avrac €t
feol mop’ Hudv 006é pnpiwy PAdyc,

I\ ¥ 3 /4 3 -~ 4
[008’ Spyic edcrjpovc amopporBdet Boac,]
avdpodldpov BeBpdtec aiparoc Almoc.

None of the passages yet cited in defence of the switch from singular to
plural in 1021-22 is worth as much as one not yet cited, Xen. Hell.
2.2.3 éxelvc Tic vukToc oddelc ékowurify, ov pdvov Todc dmodwAdTac
mevfodvrec . . . Even so, it is strange that the removal of 1021 yields
normal grammar and excellent sense.5?

(44) Ant. 1074 ToUTwv ce AwPyrijpec vcrepoddipor
Aoydcw “Adov kol Gedv *Epwiec,
év Toicw avroic Totcde AndOijvar kakoic.
kel TadT’ &bprycov €l kaTnpyvpwuévoc
Aéyw* Pavel yap od pokpod ypdvov Tpif)
[avdpdv yuvaukdv coic ddpoic kwrdparal.

Reflexion shows that the object of ¢ovet, as of &fpncov, must be e
karnpyvpwuévoc AMyw tabre, so that kwkduere must be made the sub-
ject of davet and od pakpod xpdvov 7pfr) must form a parenthesis. The
parenthesis could have been made clear to the audience in delivery,
but they would still have had to work out whether avdp&v yvvourdv
coic 8dpoic kwrdpara was the subject or the object of ¢avet. Which is
likelier, that Sophocles wrote a sentence with a parenthetic construc-
tion and a subject not obviously in the nominative, or that an inter-
polator wanted an explicit object for govei?

If there is any cogency in the arguments set out here, these 44 pass-
ages, and others discussed in the earlier parts of this series, go some
way towards revealing the extent of interpolation in tragedy. About

52 “Ob nicht BeBpdrec auf feol und Spric gemeinsam zu beziehen ist? Man kennt aus
dem Tantalosmythos den unerhirten Frevel, den Géttern Menschenfleisch vorzusetzen.
Und dies ist es doch, was v. 1016-18 beschreiben,”” G. Miiller, Sophokles : Antigone (Heidelberg
1967) on 1019-22. That incident, however, took place at a dinner and not at a sacrifice. No
parallel comes to hand for the idea that the gods actually eat sacrificial meat, but it lends a
peculiar horror to Tiresias’ discomfiting speech.
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its origin two points stand out. First, the great majority of the adventi-
tious lines did not ‘get’ in: they were put in. Many even of the single
lines were deliberately written for their present context (e.g. Med.
1220, Supp. 230, Or. 361, 1191, Ajax 1057, Trach. 336, 444, OC 755), and
among the longer passages only the yv@pa: could at all plausibly have
been incorporated into the text from the margin.®® The second point
is this: whereas almost any motive that can be ascribed to a reader or
an editor can be ascribed equally well to an actor or producer, the
converse does not hold. No reader or editor ever had occasion to add
Supp. 571-72, Ion 1364-68, Or. 585-90, or Ajax 1105-06; but for two of
these plays later performances are attested,’* and for the others they
can be assumed. Furthermore, Jachmann’s period of purely literary
transmission, supposedly much longer than the period of perform-
ances, is effectively reduced whenever it can be shown that an interpo-
lation was current before the end of it;5% and the shorter the distance
from the period of performances, the less scope and therefore the less
reason there is for blaming an editor rather than an actor or pro-
ducer. Of course Jachmann would not dream of saying that all inter-
polations are editorial, any more than Page would dream of saying
that they are all histrionic; but the considerations just advanced
suggest that if they both swallowed their reservations Page would be
nearer the truth than Jachmann.

Some readers may be inclined to dismiss this article as a return to
the nineteenth century and the nonchalance of Nauck. They are wel-
come to do so, if they will put their hand on their heart and swear
that they honestly believe Nauck was wrong about Ajax 966-70,
Trach. 1156, or Or. 554. Then at least it will be clear what they expect
of two poets whom the world has not ceased to hold in esteem.

ExeTER COLLEGE, OXFORD
December, 1972

83 Even for yv&ua the theory is overworked, and Erbse could have found other argu-
ments against it than an invalid one applicable to interpolations of all kinds (see part II
[GRBS 13 (1972)] 471 n.30). Granted, for instance, that people were in the habit of noting
down parallels in the margin, how often would these parallels look as though they were
meant to be incorporated in the text?

54 Ajax: X 864. Orestes: X 268, IG 112 2320 (reproduced in A. W. Pickard-Cambridge, The
Dramatic Festivals of Athens, rev. J. Gould and D. M. Lewis [Oxford 1968] 109).

55 ¢.g. Eur. El. 368-79 habet P.Hibeh 7 (ca. 250-210 B.c.); Or. 588-90 cit. Clem.Alex. Paedag.
3.41.4.



FREL PLATE 2

ATTIC STELE OF MYNNIA IN THE J. PauL GETTY MUSEUM
(A71-53, ht. 1.23 m)



PILLATE 3 FRrEL

UNINSCRIBED ATTIC STELE IN NEW YORK, cd. 390 B.C.
(ht. 75 cm, w. 33.5 cm)



