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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the ways in which critics, ancient and modern, have looked at verbal
repetitions in the texts of Greek tragedy, in particular those repetitions of lexical words
which may seem careless or unintentional. It compares surviving plays (taking a sample
of those of Euripides). An index of repetitiveness for each play is calculated; it emerges
that while Aeschylus’ plays have a wide range, there is a statistically significant difference
between those of Sophocles and those of Euripides, the latter being more repetitive. The
Prometheus, whose authenticity has been doubted, has a much lower index than any
other tragedy examined (though that of the Alexandraof Lycophron is much lower still).
A comparison of repetitiveness within a small sample of plays has failed to find
systematic differences between passages of dialogue and continuous speeches, or
according to the category of word.

Some verbal repetitions may not have been in the original texts of tragedies, but may
appear in manuscripts because of errors made by copyists. A systematic examination has
been made of the manuscript tradition of selected plays to identify the instances where
some manuscripts have a reading with a repetition, while others do not. The
circumstances in which erroneous repetitions are introduced are 1dentified; one conclusion
reached is that copyists sometimes remove genuine repetitions.

Modern psychological research has thrown light on the processes of language
comprehension and production, in particular a process known as ‘priming’ whereby an
earlier stimulus facilitates the naming of an object. The thesis discusses the relevance of
this research to the observed phenomena of verbal repetitions by authors and copyists.

The thesis concludes with a detailed examination of passages in three plays, and the
remarks of commentators on them. Aesthetic and textual matters are discussed.
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PREFACE and ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The origin of this study goes back to my time at Lincoln School and at Oxford in the
1950s. When reading Greek plays I was disturbed to find words recurring in a way that
seemed pointless and unattractive. During my career as a civil servant I continued to read
some Greek, and made a mental note of comments by editors on verbal repetitions.

When retirement loomed in 1994 [ began to think seriously of studying the phenomenon
in a structured way, making some rigorous comparison between authors. I had very
helpful discussions with Professor Willcock, as a result of which I registered for a PhD
thesis at University College London in 1995.

This study is the outcome. I have very much enjoyed the intellectual challenge it has
provided.

I chose Greek tragedy not so much because it was the first place in which I had become
conscious of repetitions, and certainly not because the phenomenon is peculiar to it, but
because the existence of several authors writing in the same genre and at roughly the same
time gave an opportunity for potentially illuminating comparisons.

I have a lot of people to thank for their help. I have no statistical training and only limited
experience of working with statistics. I have therefore benefited greatly from discussions
with Dr Tom Fearn, of the Department of Statistical Science, University College London;
Mr B.J. Billington, a former civil service colleague in the Department of Transport: Dr
Mark Bravington of the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science,
Lowestoft; and, especially, Professor J.T. Temple, of the Geology Department, Birkbeck
College, London.

One chapter of this thesis discusses psychological and cognitive aspects of repetition.
This would not have been possible without the advice of my son, Dr Martin Pickering,
lecturer in the Department of Psychology of the University of Glasgow. He has also been
a more general source of advice, as have my son-in-law, James Owen and all other
members of my family. My wife’s forbearance, in particular, has been exemplary.

Most of all, I have been helped and stimulated by many members of the Departments of
Greek and Latin in British Universities, and especially those of University College
London. My supervisor, Professor Richard Janko. has been unfailing in  his
encouragement, and virtually every page of this thesis has been improved by his
comments. He has kindly drawn my attention to a reference in his forthcoming book
Philodemus On Poems I, which adds revealingly to our knowledge of ancient views on
repetition. The Library of the Institute of Classical Studies, and the programs on its

computers, have been an invaluable resource.

In gathering the data I have used especially the Pandora program with the Thesaurus
Linguae Graecae. This has greatly lightened the burden, and left me with enormous
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admiration for those scholars who compiled concordances before the development of such
aids. Even with them, and frequent checking, I fear that I have not achieved complete
accuracy; I am however confident that slips are not many nor biassed so as to throw doubt
on my conclusions. The volume of the surviving plays of Euripides has necessitated
selectivity, in the absence of a concordance like that of Rigo (1996) for Sophocles.

The format of this thesis has been constrained in some ways by the circumstances of its
production on a Macintosh Performa with a LaserGREEK font from Linguist's Software
Inc. and a Canon BJC 4550 printer. Neither underlining nor bold type comes very
distinctively from the printer, and the font italicises Greek in an unsatisfactory way. I
have therefore frequently used colour to emphasise Greek words. The font does not
provide a lunate sigma; the preference for the traditional iota subscript and the traditional
names of Greek authors and plays is my own.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Many editors of tragedies observe at some point in their commentary that their author not
infrequently repeats words in close proximity with no apparent purpose; they may give a
selective list of such repetitions, and/or refer to what another editor has said in relation to
that or another play.! This study explores the phenomenon of ‘careless’ repetition in

greater depth than is possible or useful in a commentary on a particular play, and attempts
a statistical comparison of authors.

Attic tragedy is the subject of this study.2 The phenomenon of repetition is not, of course.
confined to tragedy (Dover’s book The Evolution of Greek Prose Stvle includes a very

important study of repetition in Greek prose),3 to Greek literature or indeed to literature.+
Repetition for rhetorical effect is, naturally, found in oratory, and often discussed by
ancient writers on rhetorical theory. ‘Careless’ repetition — which does not appear to
follow the canons of rhetoric — is found in prose and poetry, Latin and Greek, and
references to non-tragic repetitions will be found during the course of this study. But it
seems right to separate performed poetry (drama and choral lyric) from, on the one hand.
Homeric epic (and hexameter verse in the Homeric tradition) with its ubiquitous formulaic
repetition (a natural feature of the oral poetry by which the Homeric poems were very
heavily influenced, whether or not they were orally composed), and from, on the other
hand, Hellenistic poetry written by consciously learned poets for learned readers (or
hearers ata recitation). One might apriori expect words to be more exquisitely chosen by

a bookish poet than by one who seeks to gain his effect at one performance.> Any
conclusion reached from work on tragedy cannot, therefore, necessarily be applied to
other genres of ancient poetry, much less to prose.

The repetitions which are examined in this study are ones which strike many modern
readers as harsh; that is, those in close proximity, so that the word occurs for a second
time while the first occurrence is still fresh in the memory, but yet there is no apparent

1 An example of such a note is Dodds (1960) on Bacchae 647 “To avoid the repetition it has been
proposed to substitute . . . But the Greek ear, and Eur.’s ear in particular was less sensitive to such things
than ours: cf. . Tucker . . Jebb . . Pearson . ... "

2 All complete plays by Aeschylus — with Prometheus — and Sophocles, and a representative selection of
those by Euripides — with Rhesus — have been subjected to the statistical analysis; Chapters 6 and 8
concentrate on one play by each playwright, though Chapter 6 also looks at textual matters in the
‘alphabetic’ plays of Euripides; the investigations in Chapter 5 are restricted to a small number of plays.

3 Dover (1997) Chapter 7A Varietv. Dover uses ‘recurrence’, rather than ‘repetition’, but does not givea
reason for this preference, and applies statistical techniques to differences between prose authors.

+ In her book Talking Voices Tannen (1989) has a chapter entitled Repetition in conversation: towards a
poetics of lalk, which is discussed in Chapter 7 below. The temptation to look outside the realm of the
verbal has, however, been resisted. Visual artists have a ‘style’. which may mean the recurrence of traits
from one work to another; several, such as Monet and Cezanne, have produced series of paintings of the
same subject, and “all the faces are the same” is frequently remarked about mediaeval paintings. Such
repetition does not seem to provoke the sort of comments discussed in Chapter 2.

3 This apriori expectation is confirmed by the examination of Lycophron Alexandra reported in Chapter 4

9



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 1
pointin the repetition. They are to be distinguished from:

a) repetition of themes 6

b) complete or partial repetitions of lines or phrases after lengthy intervals in one

play, or between plays, of which there are several cases in Euripides, discussed in Harsch
(1937);

c) rhetorical figures. There are many discussions of these figures, with
classification and the listing of instances, in authors both ancient (though later than the
classical tragedians) and modern. Large-scale modern treatments of rhetorical figures
include Fehling (1969) and, for Latin poetry, Wills (1996).

(a) and (b) are not examined here. Rhetorical fi gures are, however, frequently discussed,
though no attempt is made to criticise or supplement previous authors. The question
whether and, if so, how rhetorical repetition is distinguishable from ‘careless’ repetitions
is very relevant. The use of repetitive figures of speech highlights one of the motives for
this study — ‘why is it that poets to whom repetition was often important and sensitively
used also seem often to be careless of it?” Those commentators who observe simply that
the Greek ear did not bother about repetition ought to explain why it was nevertheless
thought valuable as an ornament.

It is desirable at this stage to settle a point of terminology. The term ‘careless’ has been
used above, as it or near synonyms like ‘indifference’, ‘casual’ or ‘unconscious’ often are
by commentators, and the impression given by the phenomenon is well described by such
words. But they are, in various degrees, value-laden, and beg one of the important
questions addressed in this study. Wills (1996) proposes, in his Epilogue, the term
‘unfigured’; this will generally be used here, though without any endorsement of Wills’
somewhat arch explanation:

If we want to accord these passages a common appellation, I prefer the term
‘unfigured’ repetition. We notice the repetition but we lack a name for it, a figure
to call it by. While it remains "unfigured’, we keep comparing the two repetends
wondering what effect has been aimed at. If in the end we have not yet ‘figured’ it
out — then we should be honest and call it what it is: ‘unfigured’ for us in our own

poetic, or in our knowledge of ancient poetics.

Wills may indeed be begging the question in the other direction, implying that no

repetition can be simply ‘careless’.

It was explained above that the repetitions examined in this study were ones in close
proximity, not ones after lengthy intervals. A criterion for ‘close proximity’ has to be laid
down. That criterion must be to a degree arbitrary (though it must accord with the
common sensibility of a reader or hearer) and insofar as it is to be used in a statistical
analysis it must be strict. Tragic texts, and indeed all classical poetic texts, are divided into

6 Discussed for Aeschylus by Hiltbrunner (1950).

10



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 1

lines, and there is a generally accepted convention for the numbering of these lines:” the
criterion for close proximity adopted here is ‘the recurrence of a word after not more than
fifteen lines’. Not all lines are of the same length. This problem is minimised for the
statistical analysis since that analysis is confined to trimeters; definitional problems are
discussed fully in Chapter 3. The rest of the discussion in this study is more qualitative,

and the cut-off is not applied so rigorously as to exclude the examination of striking
repetitions after a rather longer interval.

There must also be a criterion for what constitutes a repetition. This criterion must. again,
be strict in the statistical analysis, and is discussed fully in Chapter 3. Elsewhere. it has to
be strict enough to prevent the discussion from sprawling out of control. but must not
preclude the examination of anything which is worthy of note and is within the broad

confines of the study. There are two to the criterion — (a) ‘what is a word?’8 and (b) *what
is a repetition of that word?’

(a) In languages like Greek and English there are some words. usually with little
lexical content, that occur very frequently; the definite article, conjunctions and
prepositions are in this category in both languages, and English adds to them auxiliary
verbs and Greek adds particles. The repetition of such words is rarely striking to the ear,
and often could not be avoided without great ingenuity and an ungainly result. The
examination in this study has therefore generally excluded those words that are often
classified as ‘non-lexical’, or by some linguists "closed-category’, and in the statistical

analysis borderline cases have been excluded.9

(b) In any language with inflections it is not self-evident what a repetition is, and
in one like Greek with many irregular verbs there is a wide area for dispute. The aim in
laying down a criterion here has been to approach what a native speaker without a mastery
of historical linguistics would regard as ‘the same word’. Sense and form must both be

7 This convention reduces problems to a tolerable level but does not eliminate them. The line numbering
of lyrics often does not accord with modern colometry; editors frequently delete lines (though without
affecting their numbering); rather less frequently they transpose lines, usually but not always retaining
their traditional numbers; and owing to historical accidents there are line numbers in Aeschvius’
Supplices, in Philoctetes and in Orestes which correspond to nothing in the text.

8 The word ‘word’ 1s itself problematic. Dover (1997) 26 eschews it as ambiguous and uses ‘lexeme’ for a
dictionary heading and ‘token’ for an occurrence in a text (thus, the Shakespearian line ‘Never never never
never never’ has one lexeme but five tokens). I {ind the use of ‘token’ in a technical sense, when it has a
normal current meaning, confusing; and though that objection does not apply to ‘lexeme’ | have not been
hampered by the ambiguity in ‘word’, using a phrase like ‘occurrence of the word’ when precision requires
it.

9 Dover (1997) 27 also sees the desirability of a distinction like the one this study makes between lexicals
and non-lexicals, but does so in a different way. He distinguishes ‘mobiles’ from ‘appositives’: ‘mobiles’
being lexemes which can occur immediately after pause, immediately before pause, or anvwhere else,
while ‘appositives’ are lexemes which either cannot occur before pause (‘prcposmves’) or cannot occur
after pause (‘postpositives’). The word-lists generated by Dover’s classification are not very qmerenl qum
those used in the present study, and the decision how to classify a given word may sometimes be easier
with his methodology, but it does not eliminate the need for perhaps subjective decisions 1n marginal
cases, and seems less appropriate for poetry than for prose, since in poetry, for instance, disyllabic
prepositions often appear before pause, with a change of accent.

11
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related (i.e. ‘go’ and ‘went’, €épelv and \éyeiv are not the same words). 10 Of prime
importance in the statistical analysis is consistency between plays and authors, and the
practice adopted is set out in Chapter 3; differences in inflection (including the regularly
formed adverbs and comparatives/superlatives) do not mean different words. but other

differences do. Elsewhere it is more important not to have criteria so rigid that they
exclude striking phenomena from examination.

The plan of this study is as follows. Chapter 2 reviews what has been said previously on
the topic, including the ancient evidence. Such a review is not only necessary to set in its
context what is original in the present work, and to provide a touchstone against which its
conclusions may be judged, but is also interesting in its own right as an illustration of the
varying reception (asitis fashionably called) of ancient literature.

Chapter 3 introduces the statistical survey, explaining and justifying the methodology in
detail.

Chapter 4 presents the results of the statistical survey.

Chapter 5 describes the attempts made to find systematic differences in the amount of
repetition in different parts of plays, any correlation between repetitiveness and dramatic
intensity and any variation amongst types of word in their tendency to be repeated in close
proximity. The results of these attempts are largely inconclusive.

Chapter 6 i1s devoted to textual matters, addressing particularly the theory that unfigured
and harsh repetitions found in the received texts of plays are due not to their author but to
corruption in the tradition. There are a number of cases where one part of a manuscript
tradition exhibits a repetition while another part does not; sometimes, therefore, a scribe
has indisputably either introduced a repetition into a text or removed one. The chapter
catalogues these in selected plays, and discusses them; it also surveys the emendations
relevant to repetition that have been proposed in the first half of a selected play.

Chapter 7 looks at psychological and cognitive aspects of repetition, by author and
copyist, and relates verbal repetition to some theories of the process of literary creativity.

Chapter 8 examines in detail a play by each of the tragedians and focusses on the
repetitions in them, looking at aesthetic aspects and considering whether unfigured
repetitions can, in Wills’ phrase, be figured out, should be emended away, or may

justifiably be regarded as ‘careless’.

Chapter 9 summarises the conclusions of the work.

10 Dover (1997) 26 also treats suppletive forms as different lexemes.
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CHAPTER 2
THE OPINIONS OF CRITICS AND OTHERS ABOUT VERBAL REPETITIONS

This chapter reviews and discusses what has been said previously about verbal
repetitions. [t concentrates on unfigured repetitions in Greek tragedy. To ignore figurative
repetitions, or other genres, would however fail to set the present study properly in
context, and would preclude any satisfactory conspectus of the ancient evidence.

SECTION 1. THE OPINIONS OF CRITICS AND OTHERS IN ANTIQUITY

Ancient literary critics discussed the effectiveness, and pleasantness or unpleasantness, of
repetitions or partial repetitions of words, and ancient rhetoricians listed figures of speech

depending on such repetitions.! This section picks out relevant passages, as far as

possible in order of date.2

A) Aristotle mentions repetitions three times in Book 3 of the Rheroric:

a) In 1410a he quotes two verbal repetitions as examples of a figure
he calls mapopotwots (“the similarity of the final syllables of each clause’). The first is

alos &€ oTabfyar xakkovs, ovk dflos v xaikov (‘worthy of a bronze statue, not
being worthy of a bronze coin’), and the second cv & avTov kal {(GvTa €Aeyes
KAKWS, Kal vov ypdoels kakws (‘when he was living you spoke ill of him and now
you write ill of him’); this sentence is also quoted by Demetrius,3 with dmoBavévTa

before ypddels, making the point clearer.

b) In 1412b he discusses the witty and rhetorically effective repetition
of the same word with a different sense — ’Afnvaiols ™y THs BaAdTTnNS dpxnY UM

dpxny €lvat TOv kakov, where the first dpxnv means ‘empire’ and the second
‘beginning’.

c) In 1413b-1414a he seems first to say that repetition (TO TOAAAKLS
TO aUTd elmely) is rightly disapproved of (0pfis dmodokipdleTalr) in the written
(ypadLkf) style but used in the oral (dywvioTikq) style; he then goes on to advocate
changing the mode of expression (peTaParlelr) when repeating, and finally refers to

lliad 2.671-3:

1 Roman rhetorical theory made so much use of its Greek predecessor that it seems right to treat Greek
and Latin authors on an equal footing in this section.

2 Aristophanes Ranae 1125-1175 makes Euripides criticise the opening of Choephori for repetitiveness;
but for saying the same thing twice in different words, not for repeating the same word.

3 Demetrius Tept €punveias 26 (where he uses it as an example of opotoTérevuTov) and 211. Thedate
of this work is very uncertain; Innes in the Loeb edition (from which the translations of Demetrus below
are taken), cites scholars arguing for dates from 270 B.C. to the first century A.D. Her view 1s that 1t was

written in the late second or early first century B.C.

13
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Nipebs gﬁ ZupnBev dye Tpels vias éioas,

N LpEUS :Ayka/tng uos Xapomold T’ dvakTos,

Nipets, 05 kdAoTos dvijp U “Ihtov HAGe .
According to Aristotle, Homer makes Nireus famous by repeating his name three times at
the beginning of consecutive lines, though he nowhere afterwards speaks of him again.

In Rhetoric Aristotle gives the impression of feeling his way on the subject of repetitions,
and of not being nearly so interested in such figures as in metaphor and simile. But his
examples turn up again and again in later writers. In other works he sometimes uses the
word d8oleoxia, which in Plutarch’s essay De Garrulitate means ‘talkativeness'. of
verbal repetition. If the Tractatus Coislinianus and Prolegomenon Comoediae V1 Koster
do reflect the lost second book of Aristotle’s Poetics then Aristotle included among the

causes of laughter ddokeoxiav “ws 0Tav Tis 8is> TG avTG ovdpaTt xprontar.™ In
Sophistici Elenchi 165b he defines d8okeoxia as TO mAeovdkis TavTd Aéyetv. and
discusses the subject in 173a; but his examples seem little more than verbal quibbles, as
do those in Topics 130a and 154a, where he is discussing the incorrectness of definitions
in which the same word is used twice (the term aSolecxia does not appear here.)

B) Demetrius mepl €punveias refers to repetition in several places: in the
preliminary section (1-35) about sentence structure, and in the discussions of each of the
four styles (xapakTtnpes) which Demetrius distinguishes; there are differences of

emphasis in what he says, explicable by the differences in context.

a) In 28-29, in the course of his discussion of the use of periods with
symmetrical clauses, Demetrius criticises jingling word-play, but says that assonance 1s

sometimes useful and provides xdpts:

év yolv Tols 'ApLoToTéAOUS Tepl Oikatoovvns O Thv Abnvaiwy mOMv
d6upopéros €l pev oUTwS €imoL OTL “Tolav ToLauTny TOAWV €lAov Twy
éx0pdv, olav Ty (8lav mOMv dmddecav,” éumabos dv elpnkws €ln kal
38upTLkAS €l 8¢ mapdpotov avTod ToLNoEL” “molav yap TOAV TWV €XBpwv
TolaUTy €lafov, omolav ThHv (8lav dméBalov,” ov pa Tov Ala mabos
Ktwhoel ovde éleov, dAA TOV kaloUpevov kAauolyélwTa. . . . yiveTal
wévTtoL ye Xprotud moTe, ws 'ApLoToTEANS ¢noilv, “eyw €k pev "Abnvav
els Ztdyelpa MAGov Sia TOV Pacidéa TOV péyav, €k &€ ZTayelpwv €ls
'ABfvas Sl TOV Xe€lpova Tov peyav' el yolv adélols TO €Tepov
“béyav” ouvadatpion Kat THY Xdpiv.

In Aristotle’s dialogue On Justice for instance, a speaker weeps for the city of
Athens. If he were to say [example] he would have spoken with emotion and
grief; but if he creates assonance [example] he will”certamly not evoke_emotxon or
pity, but rather the so-called “tears of laughter”. . . . Assonance is however
sometimes useful, as in the following passage of Aristotle [example.] If you take

away the second “péyav” you will at the same time take away the charm.>

4 On the vexed question of the Aristotelian origin of these works see Janko (1984). 1n any case they
deserve mention here.
5 He uses this last example again in 154, on the elegant style.
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b) In 59-66, and later in 103, on the grand (peyalompemiis) style,

Demetrius says that repetition can produce grandeur (€ yefos and dykos).6

c) In 140, on the elegant (YAadupos) style, he says that though

repetition’ produces force (SeLvéTnTes) Sappho uses it for charm (xdptTes); he quotes:
mapbevia, mapbevia, ol pe Amodoa olxn;

OUKETL NEw TPOS o€, olKéTL THEw:
and:

"Epﬂépé, m{w‘ra depets, dépets Biv, dépels alya,
depels paTépt malda.

d) In 211-214, on the plain ({oxvds) style, he recommends

repetition8 for vividness:

_- TOAAdKLs kal 1) Suhoyia évdpyelav motel pdAov N TO dmaf N\éyew .

. omep &¢ TW Knola éykaloloww we ddokeoxoTépw SLa TAS Shoyias,
TOMaXT pev (ows éykalolow Opbds, moaxn 8¢ ok aiobdvovTal ™S
evapyeias Tob dvdpds: TiBeTal yap TavTo Sis SLd TO TOAAKLS TOLELY
éudaoly mielova. ola TA Toldde . . . “éyw pév o€ éowoa, kal ov pév 8
€pue ouwbns: éyw 8¢ Bld o€ AmwASuMY.” . . . €l adélots BaTepov [o€
€owoa and 8U” éue €odbns] owadaipioels kal THY évapyelav kai TO €K
NS €vapyeias wdhos.

. repetition is often more vivid than a single mention . . . This is relevant to the
charge of garrulousness regularly brought against Ctesias on account of his
repetitions. In many passages it is perhaps a valid charge, but in many others it is
a failure to appreciate the author’s vividness. The same word is often put twice to
increase the impact, as in this passage [example] if you take away either, you will
also take away the vividness and the emotional impact of the vividness.

e) In 267-268, on the forceful (6eLvds) style, Demetrius deals with

figures of repetition® which provide force (8elv6Tns), citing Aeschines Ctesiphon 133

and (the second example) 202:

€K Te TNS dvadimidoews, 0s “Offar 8, Onffat, TOMS doTuyelTwy, €K
néons Ths “EAdados dvipmacTal” (Bthoynbév yap TO ovopa SewwdTnTa
TOLEL)" Kal €K TS avadopds KANOVHEVNS, WS TO "€l 0auTOr Kalels. €mi
ToUS VOUOUS KaA€Els, €Tl TNy dnuokpaTiav kalels”.
Take repetition, as in [example]. The repetition of the name gives force. Or take
the figure called anaphora [example].
Demetrius, therefore, seems sensitive to nearby and patterned repetitions and to
discordant jingles, but insensitive (or not sufficiently sensitive to mention them) to the

somewhat more distant and haphazard or subtle repetitions that have worried modern

critics and are the prime subject of this study.

6 The terms he uses in 59-66 are dvadopd, for which he cites the Nireus example, and dvadimiwots, a
term which he does not confine to immediate repetition. In 103 his term is Stlovyia.

7 His terms here are dvadimiwots for the first example and dvadopd for the second.
8 Which he here calls 8ihoyia, a word used in scholia for ‘tautology” rather than verbal repetition.
9 In the second example he calis the threefold €wi ‘avadopd’ andthethreefold kaleis ‘OpoloTérevTor'.

15



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 2

C) Philodemus De Poematis 1-11 has references to repetition in poetry,!0 which
show literary critics like Pausimachus, Crates of Mallos and himself struggling with
questions of the aesthetic qualities of sounds (especiall y sigma and lambda) and of accents
and whether the repetition of these sounds or of words containing them enhances their
aesthetic qualities. The concepts of rhetorical theory relating to figures are not used in this
discussion.

Six examples of repetition are referred to in the extant parts of Philodemus’ text. Three are
from Homer — the Nireus one cited in A above:

ov6 apa ./\w’rocbaym HARdord’ €Tdpoloty S\eBpov
T”LETépOLS‘, dMd odL ddoar AwTolo mdoaoa.

TwY 8 05 TIS AwTolo ddyol pelndéa kapméy
(Odyssey 991 {f.)

and:

kal p’ eTepw pev Sovpl adios Bdlev, o8¢ Siampd

pfHke ocdakos-

(lliad 21.164-5)

Two are from tragedy:

Bap¥s Bapus olvoikos, & Eévor, Bapis

(Sophocles fr. 686 Nauck” = fr. 753 Radt)

and:

yewato*rng ool Kal Tpomov TeKuanov
TO Gxnua exas 768, T]Tts €l TOT’, & yvvat
yvoln & av ws Ta TON v avepwﬂou mépL
TO OXfApa 8wy Tis €l médukey evyevrs.
(lon 237-40)!1

The third is from Timotheus, and is restored as *“ gepovov 8’ 0 wAdTavos oleplvév”.

Of these, only the Sophoclean one is a figure as normally recognised, and indeed the
repetitions might seem careless to some modern critics. Pausimachus however notices

them and judges them largely by their sound. He likes the repetition of AwTo- with its A,
but not those of odkos, especially close to pife, “Tov Eel mpooevox[\jloavTos
Tl axkony, [wpooldépov TO olypa” (contributing the sigma, since the xi troubles the
ear also). As for oxnua in fon Pausimachus is scathing; its repetition is not supportable
([oukéT] dvdoxe[Tolv), since it has a bad mixture of sounds and a circumflex accent on
the first syllable (kakds petxflévita Tols fxots eis Ty mploty mepiomdtiar). 12
The repetition of oepvov by Timotheus is excused on the grounds that the change of

accent from grave to acute makes the words different (épbeyyoped’ [dp’ ov]kéTt

10 Discussed in Janko (forthcoming). The relevant columns ol Philodemus Book I, in which he quotes
Pausimachus, are 85-86 and 88-89. Philodemus’ rebuttal, which helps with the interpretation of the
fragmentary text of Book I, is in Book II (the Treatise A of Sbordone [1976)).

[l This is how the text appears in Philodemus; with scriptio plena of the word, oxnua, that ts discussed,
and with a repetition of dv, for the second of which the mediaeval manuscript has ye.

{2 1t is interesting that modern editors do not seem waorried by this repetition; indeed Sybel (1868), on
whom see below, specifically cites it (p.15) as acceptable, being intended to emphasise the comparison.
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Tavto, alda Tlwa] nIGow). Finally, Pausimachus argues that rearranging the

Sophocles fragment to read Bapis oivoikos, & Eévol, Bapis Bapls would make it
sound worse.

D) The Rhetor ad Herennium,13 in his discussion of compositio (Artistic
Composition) in IV.12.18 recommends the avoidance of eiusdem verbi adsiduitatem
nimiam (excessive repetition of the same word), exemplifying this by ‘nam cuius rationis
ratio non exstet ei / rationi ratio non est fidem habere’. In 1V.13.19 he distinguishes the

figures of repetitio and conversio, according to whether the word repeated is at the
beginning or end of its phrase (combination of the two he calls complexio). Similar

classifications of figural repetitions are common in ancient rhetoricians, 1+ and do not

merit comment in a study that concentrates on unfigured repetitions. But the discussion of
traductio in IV.14.20 is much more significant:

traductio est quae facit uti, cum idem verbum crebrius ponatur, non modo non
offendat animum, sed etiam concinniorem orationem reddat, hoc pacto: “qui nihil
habet in vita iucundius vita, is cum virtute vitam non potest colere.” item: “eum
hominem appellas, qui si fuisset homo, numquam tam crudeliter hominis vitam
petisset. at erat inimicus. ergo inimicum sic ulcisci voluit, ut ipse sibi reperiretur
inimicus?” item: “divitias sine divitis esse. tu vero virtutem praefer divitiis; nam si
voles divitias cum virtute comparare, vix satis idoneae tibi videbuntur divitiae quae
virtutis pedisequae sint.”

ex eodem genere est exornationis cum idem verbum ponitur modo in hac, modo in
altera re, hoc modo: “cur eam rem tam studiose curas, quae tibi multas dabit
curas?” item: “nam amari iucundum sit, si curetur ne quid sit amari.” item:
“veniam ad vos, si miht senatus det veniam.”

traductio makKes it possible for the same word to be frequently reintroduced, not
only without offence to good taste, but even so as to render the style more elegant,
[examples] . . . To the same type of figure belongs that which occurs when the
same word is used first in one function, and then in another [examples].
(translation based on Caplan’s Loeb)

In the view of this author,!5 therefore, verbal repetition can ‘offendere animum’, but does

not if it is part of the figure fraductio.16 Moreover the same name is given to punning

repetition;!7 elsewhere (IV.21.29) the Rhetor ad Herennium calls this punning repetition

adnominatio, those he quotes are pure puns (two quite different words, a flexional form
of one being spelt the same as a flexional form of another), not the more subtle use of the
same word in different senses (e.g. one literal, one metaphorical, as in Hermogenes

below.)

13 Probably to be dated early in the first century B.C.

14 One sympathises with Frédéric (1985) who collects the ancient, mediaeval and early modemn
terminologies, and finds many discrepancies and confusions in them.

15 The Greek parallel cited by editors, Alexander Numenii De Figuris p.37 Spengel, has a t'igurc called
dvTipeTdbeots, olUykpiots or ThokTy, but says merely “¢ml TOUTOU TOU OXWHUATOS TAlS avTais
AEEECL XPWHEVOL TAEOVAKLS €TEPA OMUAiVOpeV”, with nothing about offending the ear.

16 This is relevant to the view of many recent critics, discussed below, that the ‘Greek ear’ was
insensitive to repetitions.

17 Quintilian 1X.3.69-70 also quotes the pun on amari, but as something to be avoided.
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E) Dionysius of Halicarnassus says little of great relevance.!8 As far as the
De Compositione Verborum goes, this is readily understandable, because, as he explains
at the beginning, his subject is the arrangement (cUv8ects) of words: he promises a

further treatise on their choice (¢ kAoyn), but that was either not written or did not survive.
In Chapter 12 he insists on the importance of variation:

_— UAT’ OAlyooUMaBa moMd €Efs AapBdrovta (kémTeTal Yap
akpoaots). . . punTe moluocUAaBa TAelw TAV ikavev, unde 87 opotéTova
map’ O}J.OLO‘E(SVO’LS‘ und’ opoléxpova map’ Opoloxpdvols. XpN &€ kal TAS
TTWOELS TWY OVOUATLKWY Taxl petalapBdvewr . . . unde &n dpxeobat
TOAAGKLS  GTTO TWV abTOV pnde AMjyew els Td avTd UmepTelvovtas Tov
EKATEPOV KaLPOV.

. . avoiding both the successive use of many short-syllabled words (for this jars
upon the ear), and an excessive number of polysyllabic words, and also the
monotony caused by the juxtaposition of words carrying the same accent or
having the same time-length. Again, we must vary at frequent intervals the cases
of substantives . . . and we must not begin or end with the same words to a
degree that exceeds the bounds of good taste in each case.

But he passes over the point quickly, and gives no illustrative examples. Nor does he
expand on the subject in any of his other critical essays.

F) Cicero says in De Oratore (3 206):

Nam et geminatio verborum habet interdum vim, leporem alias, . . . et eiusdem
verbi crebra tum a primo repetitio, tum in extremum conversio, . . . et eiusdem
verbi crebrius positi quaedam distinctio et revocatio verbi.

For there is sometimes force and in other cases charm in the iteration of words . . .
in sometimes repeating a word several times at the beginning of clauses and
sometimes repeating a word several times at their end . . . and assigning a
different meaning to the same word used several times, and repetition of a word.

and in Orator (xxxix 135):

Eadem ratio est horum quae sunt orationis lumina et quodam modo insignia, cum
aut duplicantur iteranturque verba aut leviter (MSS breviter) commutata ponuntur,
aut ab eodem verbo ducitur saepius oratio aut in idem conicitur aut utrumque, aut
adiungitur idem iteratum aut idem ad extremum refertur, aut continenter unum
verbum non in eadem sententia ponitur. . .

It is the same way with the embellishments and, as it were, the ornaments of style:
words are redoubled and repeated, or repeated with a slight change, or several
successive phrases begin with the same words or end with the same, or have both
figures, or the same word is repeated at the beginning of a clause or at the end. or
a word is used immediately in a different sense . . .

Cicero thus appears to treat repetition only as a figure of speech (or rather as a number of
different figures of speech), never as a blemish or a neutral feature of style.

G) The treatise Tept ous, probably of the Ist century A.D., contains little
about repetition in the form in which it has come down to us, but that may be because
there is a lacuna of some three pages in the discussion of figures. Chapter 20 praises the
combination of asyndeton and anaphora in Demosthenes In Midiam 72, and according to

18 Late st century B.C. The text and translation are those of Usher (Loeb).
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chapter 23 Ta TOAUTTWTA are TAVY dywwioTikd and KGOPOU Te kal TAVTOS wpous
kal mdBovs ouvvepyd (extremely effective and contribute both to ornament and to

sublimity and emotion of every kind); but no examples are given.!9

H) Quintilian20 has in Institutio Oratoria 1X.3.28-37 a lengthy discussion of
figures of repetition (which he calls generically adiectio); distinguishing them according to
the location in their respective clauses of the repeated words; he ascribes to these fi gures

charm (gratia) and force (vires). There is nothing special here; but the work contains also
two passages of particularrelevance:

VIIL.3.51

TavToAoyia . . . esteiusdem verbi aut sermonis iteratio. Haec enim, quanquam
non magnopere a summis auctoribus vitata, interim vitium videri potest, in quod
saepe incidit etiam Cicero securus tam parvae observationis, sicut hoc loco: “*non
solum igitur illud iudicium iudicii simile, iudices, non fuit”. interim mutato nomine
emava\nysis dicitur, atque est et ipsum inter schemata, quorum exempla illo loco
quaerenda, quo virtutes erunt.

Tautology . . . means the repetition of a word or phrase. The latter, though not
avoided with special care even by the best authors, may sometimes be regarded as
a fault: it 1s, in fact, a blemish into which Cicero not infrequently falls through
indifference to such minor details: take, for example, the following passage
[example]. It is sometimes given another name, émavakndsts, under which it is
ranked among figures, of which I shall give examples when I come to the
discussion of stylistic virtues.

X.1.7

Et quae idem significarent solitos scio ediscere, quo facilius et occurreret unum ex
pluribus, et, cum essent usi aliquo, si breve intra spatium rursus desideraretur,
effugiendae repetitionis gratia sumerent aliud quod idem intelligi posset. Quod
cum est puerile et cuiusdam infelicis operae, tum etiam utile parum; turbam tantum
modo congregat, ex qua sine discrimine occupet proximum quodque.

I know that some speakers make a practice of learning lists of synonyms by heart,
in order that one word out of the several available may at once present itself to
them, and that if, after using one word, they find that it is wanted again after a
brief interval, they may be able to select another word with the same meaning and
so avoid the necessity of repetition. But this practice is childish and involves
thankless labour, while it is really of very little use, as it merely results in the
assembly of a disorderly crowd of words, for the speaker to snatch the first that

comes to hand.

The first passage is evidence of the recognition by Quintilian that repetition could be a
blemish, as well as a laudable figure of speech. The second demonstrates that the idea of

deliberately avoiding repetition by using synonyms was not totally foreign to antiquity,
even though its leading teacher of rhetoric did not think doing so worth the effort. This
view of over-attention to words is consistent with Quintilian's depreciation of such

meticulousness in his preface to Book VIII.

19 Text in Russell (1964); translation from Russell (1965).
20 Born around A.D. 35 and died probably in the 90s. The text and translation are those of Butler (Loeb).
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The content of X.1.7 has not been thought worthy of special notice by the commentators
on Quintilian. Peterson (1891) notes that infelicis operae is used of trouble which one
gives oneself unnecessarily, with the further idea of unproductiveness, and that the
subject of congregat is indefinite, and must be supplied from the context — "the man who

learns by rote’. Cousin paraphrases it without comment,21 though his book purports to be
a “contribution a la recherche des sources de I’'institution oratoire”. Burman (1720) has
only one non-textual note on the paragraph, on quae idem significarent:

Prima ratio copiae verborum fit ex synonymia; non tamen ut temere synonymis

pta{is_ (id enim vituperat Fabius [i.e. Quintilian]) sed ut adhibeas delectum &
judicium. TURNEB.

D) In his treatise mept (8e@v Adyou Hermogenes outlines seven basic types

of style, and mentions figures of repetition in his discussion of several of them.22

a)
Kal pfy kat ai  émavaliels pdia  Xpriotpor  mpos  €vkpivetav  kai
oadrvetav. €meldav ydp TU Tpobils oxNUa TAV €deAkopévwy €TEPOV
vénpa, €iT’ draykacOis €mepfalelv dAa Tva vonpata Tpiv dawodovval
TO dxérovBov, dvdykn €mavaraBelv kal Sievkpivioat, (va un ool dcadns
Kal OUyKeEXUHEvos yévnTal o0 Adyos
(Rabe, p. 239)

Repetitions also are especially useful when the orator wants to create Distinctness
and Clarity. When you introduce a thought in such a way that another thought will
logically follow, but then are forced to deal with other matters before coming to
the thought that has already been promised, you must repeat what you have said

earlier, so that your organisation will not seem to be confused and unclear.23

b)
alTe olv TepLowoels KaiwtiovoLy, Omep éNEyopey, Kal dl KaTd KWAoV
emavadopai, otov ‘péxpt ToUTOou AacBevms dihos wvopdleto PLAlLTTOU,
¢ws Tpodwkey "OAuvbov, péxpt TouTou Tipohaos, €ws aTwlece ONPas’
emavadépel ydp €m TavTOd pépos ToU Aoyou. Stadépel &€ TAPLOWOEWS

< b

THs KaT’ dpxas TO oXfipa ToUTO, ) €KEL pev oulaBt) éoTwv T auvTh €T’
dudoly Tolv kwloww, €l 6 kai Thetous, d\\’ ob Aoyou  TL népos
OAOKANpov, €vTavlol 8¢ OAn Tis AELs: kal O pev av émavadopd, Ka
Taplowsis €oTw N kAT dpxds, o & dv mapiowols T KAT’ APXAS, OUKETL
kai émavadopd. . . . al pévror émavadopal €l kata Koppa yivoTo,
yopydv molobol TOV Aoyov, dAN’ oU ka\dv, olov ‘mpoolwy pEV TT BouAq,
Tpootwy 8¢ TG Srpw’ évratla o€ Kal 1) Taxela ToU HEPLOPOU dTIéE)ooLg:
TO yopyov €moinoev. €Tl KAANOUS TOLTTLKOV TO TOLOUTO OXNHa, 1)
dquTioTpodt]. €0TL O TOUTO evavTiov Tws Th émavadopd KATA TO TEAOS

EXOUTWY TGV KwAGY THY QuTTy AECLY.
(Rabe, pp. 302-3)

Thus parallelism creates Beauty, as [ have said. A specific kind of parallelism is

one consisting of repetitions at the beginning of a clause: [Example]..He repeats
the same phrase at the beginning of each sentence. This figure differs from

21 Cousin (1935) 542.

22 Late 2nd century A.D. The text used is the Teubner of Rabe. on the TLG, and the translation that of
Wooten (1987); in his preface Wooten explains that to make a usable translation he has “taken the liberty
of reordering [Hermogenes’] sentences and even, on occasion, of paraphrasing the text.”

23 By émavdAndits here, however, Hermogenes obviously means repetition of an idea, not necessarily of
aword or words.
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assonance in that it is not a single syllable that is repeated or perhaps two, but a
whole phrase or a whole word. I suppose that epanaphora is also an instance of
assonance, since a whole phrase or word is repeated, which involves the repetition
of syllables, but assonance is not epanaphora, since it does not involve the
repetition of words. . . Finally, repetitions used in short phrases make the passage
rapid, but not beautiful [Example]. Here too the fact that the corresponding
member of the division is given quickly creates Rapidity. Another figure that
produces Beauty is antistrophe, which is the opposite of epanaphora because the
clauses use the same word at the end rather than at the beginning.

c)
€Tl KAAOUS (8lov Kal TO TONUTITWwTOV KAAOUWEVOV OXNUdA, €0 KaTd KOAOV
ExdEPOLTO . . . KATA MEVTOL KOULPA €l YéVoLTo, TAEOV €XEL TO yopyoV

(Rabe, p. 306)

The figure that is called polyptoton is also characteristic of beauty, if used in
different clauses . . . if, however, polyptoton is used in phrases, it creates
Rapidity

d)
ETepov 8¢ €lBos SpipuiTnTos TO €k mapovopaocias, ovk €€ OPoLOTNTOS,
Stav kuplw TUA OvdpaTt f PripaTt Xpnodpevor €iT’ €lBUs €mdpevol
ToUTw Xpnouwpeda kal €d’ ol Wn KUpLOY €0TL TPdypaTos
(Rabe, p. 342)

There is another kind of Subtlety that consists in the use of a word first in its
proper sense and then in a figurative way rather than by using words that sound
alike. This happens when you use a noun or a verb in its usual sense and then use
it in an unusual way . . .

Hermogenes’ analysis of the effects of figural repetitions provides a good 1nsight into
how such repetitions were perceived in antiquity. The last of the passages quoted above is
further evidence that repetitions of the same word with different senses were noticed and
thought to be of rhetorical value. But there is nothing Hermogenes says relevant to
unfigured repetitions, which are the prime concern of this study.

J) In his mepl (8eGv Adyou Hermogenes foreshadowed a treatise mept
Ledé8ou  SewvdTnTOS; the extant book with that title is generally agreed to be spurious.
but merits mention here. The author categorises some types of repetition. He uses the
term émavd\mfts which he says has three purposes — mpdypatos Sdackalia
(instruction), TPOCWTOU ovoTacts or Stapolry (support or slander of a person) and
fifous BeBalwots (strengthening of a character). He quotes examples of each from
Homer and from prose writers. There is a separate discussion in 4 (Rabe pp. 416-7) of
the circumstances appropriate for repeating a terminology or varying it — TI6Te
TauTéTNTL SvoudTwy Xpenoopeda kat wéTe ToukiAa. When one term is the clearest it
should be used repeatedly — here Homer is quoted:

Oc 8 XLOV KATATHKET €V dKpoTGAOLOLY OPETTLY,

fiv T Edpos katétnéev, émiy Zédupos KATAXEVT,

Trropévns & dpa Ths ToTapol TATBouot PEOVTES”
Os Ths THKETO KaAd Tapiia dakpuxeovans. (Odvssey 19. 205-8)2+4

24 [t is odd that he omits 204, TAs &' dp’ dkovolons pée dakpud, TrikeTo € Xpws. Thewordingand
punctuation of Homer printed in these citations are those found in the TLG text of pseudo-Hermogenes.
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Synonyms, according to pseudo-Hermogenes, would not be so appropriate in that
passage; but Homer properly uses the synonyms 6£0, Spipv, mikpdy in:
ws 8 oTav wdivovoay éxn PBélos OEU yuvaika,

§ptu0, TO Telﬂpol'eim HoyooTokoL EiletBuiat,
Hpns Buyatépes mkpas wdlvas éxovoar- (Mliad 11. 269-272)

Pseudo-Hermogenes gives examples of the use of synonyms in a prose author

(Thucydides).25 It appears therefore, at the least, that pseudo-Hermogenes, or his source,
had been thinking about the appropriateness of verbal repetition.

K) The rhetorical text known as Anonymous Seguerianus claims one of the
virtues of narration (T1is OLNYNoews TAS dpeTds) to be brevity (cuvTopiar); and that
you gain brevity if you avoid repetitions (€av Tas dvadim\ioels TapaiTolo); his

example shows that he has figural repetition in mind.26

The passages above concentrate on repetition as a feature of a number of figures of
speech, used in oratory or poetry with a definite purpose — pleasing and/or convincing the
hearer. Only Philodemus, the Rhetor ad Herennium on traductio, Quintilian and Pseudo-
Hermogenes say anything of direct relevance to the unfigured repetitions that are the
subject of the present study. They seem to be exploring the effect of repetitions in close
proximity which are not part of recognised figures. The Rhetor, Pausimachus as reported
by Philodemus, and Quintilian judge the merits of such repetitions by aesthetic criteria,
pseudo-Hermogenes by the demands of clarity. There is no hint that the less meritorious
repetitions are careless or unintentional; the issue is one of literary judgement, good or
bad. Quintilian in X.1.7 indeed sees avoiding repetitions of the natural word as an
undesirably artificial proceeding.

There is, also, a little evidence that ancient textual critics paid some attention to unfigured

repetitions:
A) Servius ad loc. attributes lumina at Vergil Georgics 1.6 to an authorial
revision:
numina fuit, sed emendavit ipse, quia postea ait et vos . . . numina (1.10)
B) The occurrence of duppdotos four times in the following nine lines of

lliad 14 was too much for Zenodotus and Aristophanes, who without great imagination

read kal peydiovs for dpppooiovs in 177:27

dpppocin pev TpbToV ATO XPOOS LREPGEVTOS 170
\opaTa Tdvta kddnpev, dielbaTo 6€ AT’ €lalw

25 [t is noteworthy that Dover (1997) finds a remarkable fall in repetition in Thucydides compared with
his predecessors — see Chapter 4 Appendix [ below.

26 Probably late second century or early third century A.D. This and the citation are from Dilts &
Kennedy (1997).

27 The authority for this ts the scholia vetera (Erbse [1974] Vol 3, 600) viz. Aim ZnrodoTos Kal
'AptoTodduns “ kalols: kat peydlovs” and Ti TWES " KaloUsE Kal peydalous”, va piy Aumh TO
dpBpéoLor OUVEXES OV.

I
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dpBpociw €8avg, T6 pd ol TeBuwpévor fev:

TOU kai Kivvpévoro ALos katd xalkoPates 80

€UTMS €5 yatldv Te kal ovpavdw ikeT QT

TG P’ N ye Xpda karov dhewbapévn i8¢ yaitas 175
me€apévn xepol mhokdpovs émiefe daetvois

kahous dpBpooious ék kpdatos ddavdToto.

apdi &’ ap’ auPpdoiov éavov €cad’ . . .

C) Diogenes Laertius (3.65.1) writes thus about the texts of Plato current in
his day (the relevant words are underlined):

Emel 8¢ wal onueld Twa Tols BiBAiots avTod mapaTiBevrat, bépe Kai
Tepl ToUTwY TU eimwper. Xt hapfdveTar mpds Tas MEels kal Td oxMuaTa
kal Olos T Tatwvikiy cwhfeiar SLTAR mpds Td 8dypata kal Td
dpeokovta [IdTwrl XU TepeoTiypévor  mpds  TAS ékhoyas kal
KaMuypadlas: SR TepleoTiypévn mpds Tas éviwv Siopbuicels: dBelds
TEPLECTLYUEVOS TPOS Tas elkalovs abeTroeLs: avtiovypa
TEPLECTLYMEVOY TPOS TAS BLTTAS Xprioels kal peTafécels TGV ypadoy-
KeEpauviov mpos THY dywynhy Tiis &ulooodias: doTepiokos mpos THv
oupdwriar TOv Boyudtwy: OBehds Tpds THY dOéTNOWY. TA PV onpela
Tavta kat Ta PiPMa Tooalrar dmep (CAvtiyovds ¢now 6 KaploTios év
To Ilepl Znywvos) vewoTtl ékdobévta el Tis fifede Siavayvivar, piobov
€TENEL TOIS KEKTMILEVOLS.

And since certain critical marks are affixed to his works let us now say a few
words about these. . . . The dotted antisigma denotes repetitions and proposals for

transpositions. . .28

This use of the dotted antisigma is supported by Anecdotum Romanum as cited by
Gardthausen (1911):

TO 8¢ dvTioltypa TeplecTLYpévor mapaTifeTar OTay TauTo Oyl Kal THv
avTny didvolav BeuTepov AEYT).

The use of the term Sudvoiav, however, implies that the repetitions in question were
repetitions of the sense (what we might call tautologies) rather than the verbal repetitions
that are the subject of this study; and that implication is supported by references to

antisigma in the Homeric scholia.2®

D) A scholium in a manuscript of Septem shows awareness of verbal
repetition. It is discussed in Chapter 6, Section 2(i). Septem 275-2'78a reads:

uilotowy aipdocovtas €oTias Beqv 275
TavpokTovouvTas feolaly w8 €émevxopal

Ooewy Tpomala Tolepiwy &’ éobrpact

Addvpa Satwy SovplmAnxd’ ayvols ddépois 278
oTéPw mPd vadv moleplwy & éofpata. 278a

The last word of 277 is éofjpuaTa in almost all manuscripts; 278a is not in several
manuscripts, and some have merely the first three words. An ancient editor recognised

28 Text and translation of the most relevant passage by Hicks (Loeb). I owe this reterence to Small 1997,
29 A scholium with a distant relevance is quoted in McNamee (1998) 287 “Scholia in lliadem 9.443¢
(scholia vetera) ex. p0Bwv Te€ (NTAp’ €Euevar TpnkTipd TE épywvv ornueﬂtmom 01U TO
SpoLoTéNeuTOV €duye peTaBadwy THv dpdowv: ov yap €Lme ‘uuewv TE PNTHPA KAl epYywV
mpniThipa " The author of this scholium envisaged Homer avoiding a jingle.
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there to be an unresolved question whether Aeschylus himself repeated To\epiw’

€ofnipaTta/ot, and proposes an emendation which would remove half of the repetition:
the scholion reads

€V TLOL TGV dvTlypddwy HeTA TOV OTiXOV ToUTOr KelTal TO
oTébw TPO vady molepiwv éofnuata,
Kal o0 ofmou kata Af@ny 6  TolobToS  OTIX0S  €LKT
TapeyyEypanTal. 1 8¢ Teheutaia AéEls ToL mpd ToUTOU GTI(XOU
“€obnpact” éxer el yolv Tovd’ oUTws €xet, oupPiBd(lol) dv Tis
TabTa, dvTl ToU “éobniuact” “mTupact” peTaypddas, kai €xet TO
olov  Kahds, Aéyovtos ToU ETeokAéous OTLT TEGOUTWY TOV
ToAeplwy dvabrow Tpd TAV vady TAS TGV TOXERIWY OTOADS.

In some copies after this line [278] there is found

oTéEBW TPO Vady Tolepiwv €obnuaTa,
and indeed this line has not been inserted carelessly at random. The final
word of the previous line has “€obnpact”. This being so, one might
accept those words, substituting “mTupact” for “éocdnuact”. The whole
passage is satisfactory, since Eteocles says "when the enemy have fallen I
shall dedicate the clothes of the enemy in front of the temples.”
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SECTION 2. THE OPINIONS OF MODERN CRITICS AND OTHERS.
SECTION 2(i) FIGURAL REPETITIONS.

Those verbal repetitions that form recognised figures of speech have been the subject of
several scholarly studies. They are not examined exhaustively here, but those by Fehling
(1969) and Wills (1996) require comment.

Fehling defines ‘Wiederholung’ widely, including antitheses when totally different words
are used (e.g. me{ovdpov T’ &k Te Baldocas Persae 76). He concentrates on literature

before Gorgias (and very much on Aeschylus among the tragedians), and lists
Wiederholungsfiguren under a large number of categories. He thus demonstrates that
these figures were not introduced into Greek literature by Gorgias, but does not seem to
attempt to compare archaic with later literature. He does not indeed use any statistical
analysis, and rarely comments on the text, even where a repetition is relevant to a dispute
over a reading; nor does he appear to note when a word being repeated in a figure also
occurs once or more in close proximity. Fehling claims that ‘Gemination" in the choral
lyric of Aeschylus has more to do with the ‘musikalischen Kunstcharakter’ of these songs
than with ‘gewohnlichen Formen sprachlich-stilistischer Aufdrucksversstirkun g’ (normal
forms of expression of linguistic style.)

The study of Wills (1996), though it relates to Latin poetry rather than Greek tragedy,
must be noted here, because it is so comprehensive, and fully up-to-date. Unlike Fehling,
Wills discusses only repetitions of the same word, as this study does. He seeks to
provide systematic collections of evidence on various figures of word-repetition, and then
to apply this body of evidence, concentrating on those patterns which have clear stylistic
associations, and particularly those passages whose formal structure makes reference to
other specific passages. His thesis is that one of the main functions of these figures in
Latin poetry is to allude to earlier Latin poetry, or to Greek poetry from Homer onwards.

He says:

By sharing a mark with a precedent, an instance of a figure shows it is in a
tradition of marked language rather than just an idiosyncratic solecism. . . . in
verse, the imitation of poets by poets is our best evidence for the tradition of poetic

figures.30

A recent paper by Slings entitled Figures of Speech and their Lookalikes argues that most
instances of anaphora (and of at least antithesis and chiasmus as well among phenomena
that are commonly called ‘figures of speech’) are not aesthetic embellishments at all. but
come from oral discourse, in which they are ‘chunking devices’ used to ensure that the
information packaged in a clause or sentence does not become so dense as to obstruct its

successful processing by a listener.31

30 Wills (1996) 2.
31 Slings (1997). His study does not look at poetry later than Arnistophanes. He says that these chunking
devices have no function in written discourse, where readers are able to process the text they read at the
speed they determine themselves. He does not therefore necessarily conflict with the theory of Wills,
which regards anaphora as very much an aesthetic embellishment.
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SECTION 2(ii) UNFIGURED REPETITIONS

Modemn discussions of unfigured repetitions, on the other hand, are central to this study.
They are frequent, ranging from notes in commentaries to articles in periodicals. This
section seeks to provide an overview of what has been written about unfigured (alias
“careless’ or ‘unconscious’ or ‘unintentional’) repetitions in Greek tragedy, noting also as

appropriate some of the things that have been written about such repetitions in other
genres.

Modern discussions of unfigured repetitions fall very broadly into four groups, according
to their approach to the phenomenon; the fashionability of these approaches varies over
time. The groups may be called excoriatory, exoneratory, exculpatory and explanatory.
Non-judgemental discussions are few; the quantitative and comparative approach adopted
in Chapters 3 to 6 of this study and by Dover (1997) in relation to Greek prose (on which
see Chapter 4 Appendix I below) is rarely if ever to be found.32 There is however an
enigmatic statement in Schmid-Stihlin’s discussion of Euripides “Die Zahl dieser
Wiederholungen wichst in den spitesten Stiicken (Hel., IT.. Or.. Phoen.. IA — nicht in
Bacch.) bis zum 50.”33 [ have not been able to find the source for this, nor the unit of

measurement.

A. EXCORIATION.

The excoratory approach is the first in logic, in that if nothing were felt to be wrong in
unfigured repetition there would be no cause to defend or explain it. Critics who adopt
thhe excoriatory approach regard unfigured repetition as a flaw, and are not afraid to
criticise ancient authors for it.3+ Just because someone lived a very long time ago and is
very famous his bad writing should not be passed over, any more than should, for
instance, Aristotle’s attitudes to slaves and women. Cook wrote as follows in his article

Unconscious Iterations:35

32 Schinkel (1973) uses the term ‘Funktionslose’ for unfigured repetitions in his study of repetition in
Aeschylus; a study which is exhaustive but includes no statistical analysis or comparisons with other
authoré. He finds function in almost all the repetitions he studies, and is very reluctant to emend even the
‘Funktionslose’ ones away.

33 Schmid-Stihlin (1934) 795 note 1. On p. 489 they say of Sophocles “gegen Wiederholung derselben
Worte oder Wortstimme oder Ausdriicke in Kurzen Abstand ist Sophokles ebensowenig empfindlich wie
Aischylos; nur in wenigen Fillen ist das wiederholte Wort starker betont.”

34 A balanced, traditional, appraisal of repetition in English is to be found in Fowler’s magistenal
Modern English Usage (Fowler [1926/1950] 495): “The first thing to be said 'is lhal.a dozen sgmences are
spoilt by ill-advised avoidance of repetition for every one that 1s spoilt by .1Il-ad\'|sed repetition. Faulty
repetition results from want of care; faulty avoidance results from incapacity to lgll good Af rom bad, or
servile submission to a rule of thumb — far graver defects than carelessness. . . The fact remains, however,
that repetition of certain kinds is bad; and, though the bad repetitions are almpst always unnnl;nllonal, and
due to nothing worse than carelessness, and such as their authors would not for a moment defend, vetitis
well that writers should realise how common this particular form of carelessness 1s: the moral . . . 1s the
cextremely simple one — read what you have written before printing in.”

35 Cook (1902) 146-158 and 256-267; see also later in this chapter and in Chapter 7.
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In Soph. OT 399ff. Oedipus says to Teiresias —

ov 81 ov TELpdS €kBalely, Sokdv Bpdvols
TapaoTaTnoewr Tols Kpeovtelos mélas.
Awy SO/KGLS‘ HOL Kal oU X ouvBels Td8e
ayniatioewv el 8¢ pfy ’8dkels yépwv
€lvai, mabwv €yvws dv old mep dpovels.
Xo. NHLY pev elkdlovot kal Td ToUS ém
opYN AeAéxbat kal T& o’, Oldimou, Sokel.

Let'u:c; be honest; this sort of thing, even in Sophocles, is bad writing. Again,
Euripides does his best to spoil the beginning of Talthybius’ famous description

of the death of Polyxena by an equally undesirable iteration of the word xeip:
Hec. 523ff. —

%I\aBdw 8: ’A?/(L)\)\éwg mals TToAvEévny xepods

GOTT]G” €T’ AKPOU XWHATOS, TéAas & éyuw-

Aektol T’ "Axatdv ékxpitol veavial,

OKLPTNRA pooxov ofs kabéfovTes Xepolv,

comovTo. Thijpes & év xepolv AaPwv Sémas

Tayxpuoov alpet xeipl wals "AxLANéwsS
Cook’s whole thesis is that unfigured repetitions are ‘unconscious’, and this very
judgemental passage is not typical of his article, but underlying it is an assumption that
unfigured repetition is unaesthetic; and indeed Cook rarely if ever gives a repetition the
benefit of the doubt — if he cannot immediately see a rhetorical point, then the repetition
was uncomscious.

Here are some other examples of this approach in criticism of the tragic poets:

Housman (1888) 321 on the repetition ékowlotaTto / vmekowlotev in Persae
451-3: “suspicion is aroused . . . not by the mere repetition, for the Greeks are
less careful than the Romans and the moderns to avoid this fault. . ..”

Platnauer (1938) on IT 139: “Euripides’ constant repetition of words may give
offence but should notinvite emendation.”

Rose (1957) on emaitios in Eumenides 465: “Since the word recurs two lines
further on in a different sense, this is careless even for Aes. and there is a good
deal to be said for Weil’s conjecture petal T10s.”

Outside tragedy:
Lilja accuses Charon of Lampsacus of repeating through inability to construct his
sentences properly .36

Campbell (1982)307 calls repetitions in [bycus “inept and slovenly language”.

In Callimachus and his critics Cameron describes the Leontion of Hermesianax as
“surely the silliest surviving product of its age™ and, as well as criticising its
subject matter, attacks its “structure and style.” The writing, he says, “is

36 Lilja (1968) cited in Dover (1997) 140. Whatever the justification for her exconation of Charon of
Lampsacus, no-one could ever claim that the three great tragedians wrote doggerel.

37
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everywhere lazy and formulaic.”37

The judgementalism inherent in this approach is not fashionable. But it is illuminating, in
that it explains why so many readers and commentators feel uncomfortable with what they
find in the text before them, and why the rather more sophisticated approaches discussed
below have been adopted. Nor should it be simply dismissed as a misguided application
of modern standards to ancient texts; all who write anything know that some of the things
they write are better than others, and that some they would alter and improve if they had
the time. Many modern poets correct and revise their drafts, and even their published

poems.38 The Donatus life of Vergil says that Vergil behaved similarly.39 It is plausible

that some parts of plays — plays which must have been written to tight deadlines for
performance — were not as polished as others, and that the poet used the first word that

came into his head, quite often the same one as had come into his head a few minutes
before.

Perhaps as a balance to excoriation, a mention here should be made of the rare exultarory
approach. Denniston (1950) Ixii says:

The Greeks seem to have felt about the repetition of words in general that, while
artistic repetition is stylistically effective, accidental repetition is not a thing to be
sedulously and artificially avoided. (Their attitude to assonance was precisely the
same.) The exactness of the significance of Greek pronouns, it is true, often
makes the repetition of nouns unnecessary. But where repetition is the most
convenient course, the Greeks do not boggle at it, and their writings are mostly
free from the pitiful periphrases by which some of our own authors have sought to
avoid calling a spade a spade more than once.

Dover (1997) 138 seeks a balance, but expresses himself judgementally:

Much pre-Platonic prose was insensitive to avoidable recurrence, and the tradition
[viz. ‘to ring the changes on different lexemes in the same semantic field’] by
Thucydides and taken to extremes by Isocrates was over-sensitive and therefore
blatantly artificial. The . . . naturalness of Plato's style is achieved in large
measure by his willingness to float between consistency and inconsistency of
vocabulary as good articulate conversation does.

37 Cameron (1995) 318. Interestingly, a comparison of the repetitiveness of Hermesianax with that of
Callimachus does not support Cameron’s assertion. There are, in the 98 surviving lines of Hermesianax’
elegy Leontion, 29 repetitions of identical lexical words, and 83 repetitions of the same lexical word if no
account is taken of differences in inflection; in 98 lines (33 to 130), taken from the middle of
Callimachus’ elegiac Fifth Hymn, there are 43 repetitions of identical lexical words, and 113 repetitions
of the same lexical word if no account is taken of differences in inflection. If only repetitions after no
more than 10 lines are considered, on 21 occasions Callimachus repeats an identical word after no more
than 10 lines; Hermesianax on 10; taking different inflections as repetitions, the figure for Callimachus is
52, and for Hermesianax 31.
38 [f evidence for this is needed, it is to be found on virtually every page of Ricks’ 1987 edition of
Tennyson.
39 Cum georgica scriberet, traditur cotidie meditatos mane plurimos versus dictare so!ilus ac per totum
diem retractando ad paucissimos redigere, non absurde carmen se more ursae parere dicens et lambendo
demum effingere. (Donatus Vitae Vergilianae, lines 78-82 in Brummer 1969)
When he was writing the Georgics, it is said to have been his custom to dictate each day a large
number of verses which he had composed in the morning, and then to spend the rest of the day in
reducing them to a very small number. wittily remarking that he fashioned his poem after the manner
of a she-bear, and gradually licked it into shape. (Rolfe [1924] 470-3)
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B. EXONERATION.

The exoneratory approach denies the very existence of unfigured repetition in great classic
poets. We find such repetitions in our texts, indeed, but because of copyists. L. von
Sybel wrote a thesis in 1868 entitled De repetitionibus verborum in fabulis Euripideis
which concludes, after a detailed study, that since a great artistic poet like Euripides
would not have wished his words to be ‘molestae’ unless necessary, and it was not
necessary (there being an adequate supply of synonyms), all repetitions that are
‘molestae’ are due to corruption; Sybel lays down criteria — repetitions with rhetorical
point, ones after more than three lines, and ones of words with no weight, are not, in his
view, ‘molestae’, and do not need emending away.

This approach was popular in the nineteenth century — apparatus critici are full of

conjectures by editors such as Wecklein and Nauck to remove repetitions.*0 and though

not adopted so uncompromisingly to-day, it is not dead. For instance, Ajax 1071 reads in
the MSS:

KaiTot Kakol Tpos ardpos drdpd SnpéTnv

Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) accept the conjecture of 6vta for dvdpa.+! Again,Diggle
justifies adopting Hartung’s deletion of Orestes 1430 by reference to ‘offensive

repetition’.42

Nor is the exoneratory approach without any merit. Chapter 6 below shows that there are
indisputably introductions of repetitions during a manuscript transmission. so conjectures
to remove them are a legitimate editorial strategy. But it is impossible to see exoneration
as uniquely valid: Chapter 6 also shows that there are many unfigured repetitions that
cannot plausibly be ascribed to any copyist.

40 Some analysis of conjectures in Euripides Electra is contained in Chapter 6 Section 3.
41 See the discussion of this reading in Chapter 8 below.
42 Diggle (1994) 385.
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C. EXCULPATION.

The exculpatory approach is to recommend the abandonment of modern attitudes to
repetition. They did things differently in the past. Ancient authors did repeat words
without point, but that was not a flaw in ancient times; the ‘Greek ear' did not notice such

repetitions. This view was well expressed by Campbell in his essay On the language of
Sophocles:

One point in which modern languages are more precise and accurate than the
ancient is their sensitiveness in not allowing one word to be used twice, unless for
special reason, in the same passage+3 . . . The word that has most recently passed
through the mind is the most likely to present itself for selection, though it is
rejected by the instinct of a modern writer. But in Sophocles this tendency appears
unchecked, and, whether from the vividness of the impression which
accompanied each word or from whatever cause, seems to have been unusually
strong. A word once used is apt to be repeated in a different connection and even
with a different meaning.+

So too, eloquently and more generally (that is, not restricted to Sophocles), Jackson:

The total indifference of the dramatists to the repetition of all such words extends
even to cases where the fact of the repetition must have been forced on their

attention by the order of the words.+5
and:

It is of course a far cry to the days when Bentley, in his admirer’s [Housman’s]
words, waded knee-deep in carnage to remove the repetitions, strewn over the text

of Lucan, . . . In the Attic dramatists the chief indignity an overtasked word has to
apprehend is that the editor will apologise for its existence. . . . the passages
quoted are . . . examples . . . of a tolerance which Sophocles might have been

wise to avoid if he had been writing a copy of Gaisford Verses, or Euripides if he
had been competing for the Porson Prize.+6

The exculpatory approach is perhaps the one most frequently adopted by editors, who feel
it necessary to draw their readers’ attention to a repetition, and then say the Greeks would

43 This assertion, though common, might not stand up to the closest of scrutiny. For instance, the very
first sentence of Sir Walter Scott’s Ivanhoe repeats ‘pleasant’ with as little obvious point as any repetition
in Euripides — “In that pleasant district of Merrie England which is watered by the n'\-'er Don, there
extended 1n ancient times a large forest covering the greater part of the hills and valleys which lie between
Sheffield and the pleasant town of Doncaster.” And on page 80 of S. Barlow’s The Imagery of Euripides
the word ‘old’ occurs four times in three sentences — “Menelaus comes onstage wrapped solely 1n an old
piece of sail cloth. Hecuba the old Trojan Queen lies down on an old straw mattress. It is not certain how
far conventions of the theatre went in abandoning the old stately costume . . .” Lionel Johnson’s By the
Statue of King Charles at Charing Cross, printed in the appendix to this chapter, displays many
repetitions, not all of which would appear to have ‘point’ if they were in a Greek poem. For some further
observations relevant to this topic see Chapter 7.

+ Campbell (1879) 83-84.

+5 Jackson (1955) 198. Dover (1997) 140 cites Jackson and says “In poetry variation by synonymy went
hand-in-hand with apparent indifference to recurrence and it is not surprising that fifth-century prose also
shows a mixture.”

46 Jackson (1955) 220.
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not have been bothered by it.47 This approach (admitting that we find unfigured repetition
a flaw, but denying that its original audience did) cannot be rejected outright — 1t is an
attractive way of accounting for the observed phenomena. Ancient evidence can be prayed
in aid of it: negative evidence from the rarity of references to unfigured repetition in
ancient critics, and positive evidence from Quintilian’s view (X.1.7 quoted in Section 1
above) that collecting synonyms to avoid repetitions is a waste of time.

But exculpation leaves a feeling of discomfort. Was there such a thing as a *Greek ear’
different from the general human one? And if the Greeks did not notice repetitions which
modern people find offensive or tiresome, then why did they notice, and apparently
rejoice in, repetitions in figures of speech? That might be explained on the supposition
that the Greek ear did not retain what it had heard for very long, and noticed and was
charmed (or irritated) only by repetition in very close proximity; but there are many
examples of ring-composition and the like which assume recall of what was said some
time ago.48 Editors of tragic texts who are ready to dismiss a repetition for which they are
unable to account as unimportant to and unnoticed by playwright and audience are just as
ready to draw attention to repetitions that they admire, even ones which are not any
recognised rhetorical figure. For instance, in Andromache the perfect of Baivw is used
twice in five lines (1022 BeBaowv; 1027 BéBake); Stevens (1971) says “the repetition
stresses the identical fate that overtook both victor and vanquished™.

47 For instance: ‘ -
Barrett on Hippolyius 29-32 “yfis Thooe so soon after Tnroe ynv need cause no qualms: the

Greeks had no prejudice against such repetitions.”

Dodds on Bacchae 647 wod'. . . moda “the Greek ear, and Eur.’s ear in particular, was less

sensitive to such things than ours.”
48 Miller (1945) goes so far as to say “Of the many devices evolved and utilized by the genius of
Aristophanes to provoke laughter, perhaps none 1s more C()nstanll)" encountered than verbal iteration. . .
Certain words . . . because of their frequent occurrence with a particular force throughout a portion of a
play, become almost a comic leir-motiv with a strong cumula;i\'e el'l‘?cl." Among lhe cxamples he gives
is T}waég in Acharnae, appearing first in 440 then “with obvious reference to the first usage™ 498 558,
577a, 579, 593, 594.
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D. EXPLANATION.

The fourth approach is the explanatory. It takes two entirely different forms. The first
looks at the phenomenon from the standpoint of the psychology of the writer. It was
adopted by A.B. Cook in his article Unconscious Iterations at the beginning of the
century.+2 The first half of this article is devoted to “the recurrence of an idea or a train of
ideas [which] often involves the repetition of previously used expressions”. The
repetitions in question here are usually at a considerable distance from each other. often in
different plays, and are not the subject of this study. But the second half of the article is
very relevant; Cook says “an expression once used haunts the memory for a time and
tends to recur by virtue of its own persistence.” He cites a multitude of instances of such
repetitions, distinguishing straight repetitions of word plus sense, repetitions with a
different sense, and partial repetitions or echoes. He is greatly indebted to the
psychological theory of the time, in which ideas of the unconscious were very important,
and seems to regard the classification of a phenomenon as unconscious as all that need be
said about it. As a partial explanation of the genesis of repetitions in writing Cook’s
theory is very useful; his ‘unconscious’ has affinities with what modern psychologists
call priming (see Chapter 7). It does moreover support a sensible reluctance to emend.
But it is highly unsatisfactory as a complete account of the phenomenon of verbal
repetition — Cook seems to be making the very odd assumption that poets never look over
their work after the first drafting or that if they do they are so in thrall to their unconscious
that they never notice a repetition it has provoked, a repetition that is quite obviously
without literary purpose to Cook; he quotes some amusing examples of the phenomenon
from newspapers without acknowledging the difference between journalism and careful
literature. Nor does Cook ever look at the matter from the standpoint of the audience or
the reader; Greek drama was a competitive exercise, and we must at the least ask why
plays with so much ‘unconscious repetition’ in them were approved by the judges.

Cook was followed by W.H.S. Jones (1950) fifty years later. Jones, rather like Cook,
believes a person has a conscious mind and an unconscious one (“On the first occasion
my conscious mind chose the word intentionally; on the other occasions my unconscious
mind thrust the word into places where my conscious mind would have rejected it.”).
Like Cook, he can identify easily whether a repetition is conscious or unconscious (the
conscious ones “follow strict rules”), but thinks there is a category in between, of
‘subconscious’ repetitions, “due to the suggestiveness of certain words in certain contexts
and at certain times”. Unlike Cook, however, he recognises that writers look over their
work, and concludes from the, to him. surprising fact that ancient writers let so many
repetitions stand, that ““the ancient writers tolerated repetitions far more easily than do we
moderns, rejecting them only when fantastic.” He may be said to adopt the exculpatory
approach from the standpoint of the writer rather than the hearer/reader. Interestingly,
Fehling. in the chapter of his study cited above which discusses consciousness and
intentionality, does not think that one can distinguish conscious from unconscious
features of style, or that the distinction is of value for judging stylistic effect. but finds

49 Cook (1902) 146-158 and 256-267.
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intentionality a much more complex concept, arguing that it is necessary but difficult to
distinguish deliberate from accidental features in a passage (he cites alliteration, which he

believes was not an intentional feature of Greek style).50

The second form taken by the explanatory approach is however the most subtle. and the
most modern. It goes as far as it dare towards denying that there is such a thing as vain
repetition. All repetition has point, which will be revealed by close critical investigation.
This view was expressed cogently in an article about Sophocles by Easterling twenty-five
years ago. She sets out the observations of Campbell, Jackson and Jebb. the first two

avowed followers of the exculpatory approach and the third a more agnostic member of
the same tendency, and goes on to say:

The question seems not to have been asked what is the nature of the “special
reasons” (to borrow Campbell’s phrase) that govern the use of repeated words or,
to put it in another way, what constitutes inartistic repetition in Greek. The
purpose of this paper is to examine Sophocles’ practice, in the hope of finding at
least a partial answer; of course one author’s habits may not be typical, but if

many of the repetitions in the work of this notoriously repetitive poet>! can be
shown to have an explicable function then it will no longer be fair to make large
assumptions about Greek indifference to repeated words. This is not at all the
same thing as claiming that repetition must be significant; the point [ hope to

establish is that it may be.52
Another expression of this approach is found in Smethurst’s book comparing Aeschylus

and the Japanese No playwright Zeami:

The verbosity and repetition that might seem blemishes in a silent reading of the
text can be seen to function as a means of attracting an audience's attention to
particular words in the course of performance. This repetition — as well as puns,
word association, and verbal interaction, which are also marks of Zeami’s style —
is in turn a feature of Aeschylus’s style that points to the crucial role of individual

words and sounds as conveyors of meaning.>3

Goldhill’s 1984 book Language, Sexuality, narrative: the Oresteia uses verbal repetition
as one of the keys, if not the key, to the reading of Aeschylus’ trilogy.

Here, as at the beginning of this Section, Wills (1996) and Slings (1997) merit mention,
although Greek tragedy is not Wills’ subject, nor unfigured repetition Slings’. Wills in his
epilogue Unfigured Repetition damns Cook for introducing the “troublous term
‘unconscious repetition’”, saying that the question is an aesthetic one; what is needed,
according to him, is an understanding of the phenomenon of unfigured repetition within
ancient poetics, not our own. For this, he says, what is required is a “fuller inventory and
description of the relevant markers.” Wills, therefore, believes the explanatory approach
is right, but that the explanation has yet to be found. As for Slings, if the accepted figural
repetition anaphora is more often a ‘chunking device’ than a figure of speech. then some
unfigured repetitions may have such a point, preventing the information provided by an

50 Fehling (1969) 70-80.

51 A conclusion of this study is however that, rhetorical figures apart, he is not so repetitive as Eunpides.
52 Easterling (1974).

53 Smethurst (1985) 207.
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utterance from being so dense as to obstruct its successful processing by the audience.5+

The modern version of the explanatory approach is indubitably stimulating, and studying
passages closely often illuminates repetitions that at first appeared careless. It can,
however, look like special pleading, which at the extreme can make it appear that all
repetitions are significant. This seems as excessive a doctrine as the ones discussed above
— that repetitions are unconscious, the fault of the copyist, or whatever; it is very hard to
be convinced when reading a play that all the repetitions encountered have a point that is
even in principle discoverable. One suspects that the techniques used could find
significance in the most casually written passage, or in a random concatenation of words
produced by a computer.

APPENDIX
Lionel Johnson - By the Statue of King Charles at Charing Cross.

Sombre and rich, the skies;
Great ¢inoms, and starry plains.
Gently the night wind sighs;
Else a vast silence reigns.

The splendid silence clings
Around me: and around
The saddest of all kings

Crowvned, and again diserow ped,

Comely and calm, he rides
Hard by his own Whitehall:
Only the night wind glides:

No crowds, nor rebels, brawl.

(Gone, too, his Court: and yet,
The stars his courtiersare:
Stars in their stations set;

And every wandering star.

Alone he rides, alone,

The fair and fatal king:

Dyark night is all his own,

That strange and solemn thing.

Which are more full of fate:
The stars; or those sad eyes?
Which are more still and great:
Those brows: or the dark skies?

Although his whole heart yearn

In passionate tragedy:

Never was face so stern

With sweet austerity.
54 |t is relevant that drama, even now and more in antiquity, is primarily for secing and hearing, and only
secondarily (or reading.
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Vanquished in lifc, his death
By beauty made amends:
The passing of his breath
Won his defeated ends.

Brief life, and hapless? Nay:
Through death, life grew sublime.
Speak after sentence? Y ea:

And to the end of time.

Armoured he rides, his head
Bare to the stars of doom:

He triumphs now, the dead,
Beholding London’s sioom.

Our wearier spirit faints,
Vexed in the world’s employ:
His soul was of the saints;
And art to him was joy.

King, tried in fires of woe!
Men hunger for thy grace:
And through the night I go,
Loving thy mournful face.

Yet, when the city sleeps:
When all the cries are still:
The stars and heavenly deeps
Work out a perfect will.
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CHAPTER 3

INTRODUCTION TO THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS: DEFINITIONS AND
CRITERIA

Chapter 4 presents the results of a statistical analysis of the trimeter portions of seventeen
tragedies — all those ascribed to Aeschylus and Sophocles, and seven ascribed to
Euripides (six spread out over Euripides’ career,! and Rhesus) - and, as a comparison, of
the Dyscolus of Menander and the Alexandra of Lycophron. The thought behind this
analysis was that it might throw light on a number of questions. What part, for instance.
does unfigured repetition play in the poetics of Greek tragedy (or of Greek literature more
generally)? Are there differences between poets, between parts of plays (prologue,
dialogue, agons, messengers’ speeches etc.), or between classes of word? Is there any

plausibility in the view that many unfigured repetitions are not the responsibility of the
poet?

This work is not intended as a form of stylometry — an alternative to measuring sentence

lengths, preferences among penultimate letters, frequency of resolutions etc.2 The
comments made by Clayman (1992, p. 388) are apposite:
Hypotheses about authorship and chronology, however, are by no means the only
kind amenable to a quantitative approach. . . . When quantitative analysis tackles

subjects like character, dialogue, image and structure it becomes far more relevant
to what most scholars care about.

The results reported may, however, have implications for authorship studies, or for the
relative dating of plays, and Chapter 4, with some of its appendices, discusses such
matters.

The greatest practicable precision and consistency are essential if any valid statistical
analysis 1s to be carried out. This chapter is designed to set out clearly the basis of the
analysis whose results are presented in Chapter 4.

[. WORDS.

As explained in Chapter 1, the statistical analysis has been confined to what are
sometimes called lexical words, and sometimes open-category words. The rationale for
this discrimination is that many non-lexical words are very common, and it is to be
expected that they will occur several times in quite short passages. It is not claimed that

such words are never repeated figurally,3 nor that their unfigured repetition is never

puzzling to the modern reader; indeed some repetitions of non-lexical words are noted and
discussed in later chapters. Separating out ‘interesting’ repetitions of non-lexicals would

I These plays, with the dates suggested in the article Euripides in the Oxford Classical Dictionary (1996),
are: Heraclidae (430), Andromache (426), Troades (415), Iphigenia Taurica (413), Orestes (408), Bacchae
(406).

2 E.g. McLennan & Morton (1966) for sentence lengths, Ledger (1989) for penultimate letters, and Cropp
& Fick (1985) for resolutions.

3 Indeed, some of the ancient critics’ favourite examples of figures of repetition turn on non-lexicals.
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however inevitably have been a subjective matter, with the consequent danger of
inconsistencies between plays, and vitiation of the comparisons. Studying repetitions only
of lexical words provides a satisfactory wealth of data.

The analysis has therefore covered all nouns, all verbs but the simple etp(, almost all
adjectives, and adverbs other than adverbs of time and place. It has not covered particles,
interjections,* prepositions,> conjunctions, pronouns, articles, demonstratives, cardinal
numbers, the negatives o0 and pr} with their compounds, G\os, € Tepos and elpi. The
most problematic category is that of adverbs of time and place. These range from forms
like TOTe, as much a non-lexical as moTe (cf. English ‘then’ and ‘when’) to md\at, as
much a lexical as mahat6s. It has proved impossible to draw a line within this group of
words that is other than arbitrary; the group must be in or out as a whole. The decision

was taken to exclude it. Appendix I to this chapter indicates how various borderline
words have been treated.

The decision on adverbs should be compared with that taken by Dover (1997). Adverbs
of time and place are not ‘appositives’ in Dover’s terminology (that is, they can occur
before or after pause), and are therefore "mobile’ and count as ‘lexemes’ in his
calculations; his therefore seems a less restrictive criterion than the one used here. But
Dover goes on to say:

I have generally found that differences between texts in respect of recurrence are
sharpened if the enquiry is limited to nouns (excluding proper nouns), adjectives
(excluding pronominal adjectives, ToAVs and Tds, and numerals), regular adverbs

in -ws/-0s, €V, and verbs.6
That criterion is more restrictive than the one used here. Presumably Dover had made
calculations of the effect on his figures of using a less restrictive one, but did not think the
space that would have been occupied by displaying his calculations was warranted by
their interest. Taken at face value, the reason he gives provokes the response that the
natural desire to sharpen one’s results is not an objective justification for excluding certain

words from a study.

4 Except for dye and {800, which are treated as parts of their respective verbs.

5 ydptv and Sikmy are not treated as different in their noun and quasi-prepositional uses.

6 Dover (1997) 133. Dover does not treat any part of eip{ as mobile unless it comes immediately after
pause Or 18 negatived.
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II. TEXTS.

The texts used have been those of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG).7 This is a

common practice with analyses of Greek texts;8 analysis other than with the TLG would

be incomparably more laborious, to the point of rendering this study impractical. Variant
readings where one produces a ‘repetition’ as defined for this study and the other does not
are not so frequent as to vitiate the statistical analysis. They are however very interesting
in their own right, and are discussed in Chapter 6 below.

Much more worrying for the statistics are deletions of lines. If a line is not genuine, then
not only is any repetition of a word in it not a real repetition in the play. but also the line
numbering is illusory — repetitions in genuine lines on either side of the deleted one are
closer than appears. Editors are prone to delete lines in tragic texts, and different editors

delete different lines, for various reasons,? and with varying degrees of conviction. The

analysis in Chapter 4 ignores deletions.10 That greatly simplifies the analysis, which is
based on the received line numbering, common to all modern editions. It is however a
worry that this simplification may have been achieved at too high a price — that the
conclusions set out in Chapter 4 below are invalidated by it. One full comparison has
therefore been made — between the TLG text of Orestes, deleted lines left in, and that text
with the lines deleted by Diggle excluded, and his transpositions effected. Because Diggle
deletes 10 per cent of the trimeters in the received text, this comparison is a severe test. [t
is discussed in Appendix V to Chapter 4. The results give reasonable grounds for
confidence that ignoring deletions and transpositions does not vitiate the analysis in this
study generally. They do, moreover, make one reflect on the ontological status of editorial
deletions (and of the putative interpolations which justify them). Some thoughts on this
subject are included in the appendix to Chapter 4.

Editors may also posit lacunas, to explain unsatisfactory features of the transmitted texts,
but without affecting the sequence of line numbers. Lacunas have been generally ignored
in the analysis, and repetitions scored as if the text were continuous. This can be justified
on the ground that such lacunas are contentious, very short, or both. The lacuna after
Bacchae 1329 is different; it is incontrovertible, and incontrovertibly long, and the
fortuitous repetitions which span it are ignored in the analysis. The subject is discussed in

Appendix VI to Chapter 4.

7 Murray (1955), Dain & Mazon (1958) Murray (1902-13) Sandbach (1972) and Mascialino (1964) for
Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Menander and Lycophron respectively. There are actually a very few
divergencies between the TLG text and the one it follows. (Rigo [1996] points these out for Sophocles.)

8 E.g. McDonald (1978), Philippides (1984), Rigo (1996); the last lists all differences between the TLG
text used in his concordance and that of Lloyd-Jones & Wilson 1990a. The Perseus program contains the
Loeb text; though used for checking some of the data in this study, 1t was not a primary’ Source.

9 Sometimes just because of a repetition they are unwilling to lay to the playwright’s charge. The Budé
editors of Sophocles seem peculiarly reluctant to delete lines; there are only two deletions (Trachiniae 84
and Ajax 554b) in all the seven plays.

10 And transpositions, which also affect the proximity of repetitions. Since the Budé editors relegate
deleted lines from text to apparatus, instead of enclosing them in square brackets, as is the more usual
practice, it has been necessary to put Trachiniae 84 and Ajax 554b back into the text of the TLG.
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There are, in addition, some problems with line numbering:

1) Moderm texts of Aeschylus do not seem as perfectly standardised as those
of the other two tragedians.

i) The numbering of lines of lyric often differs sharply from the colometry as

printed in modern editions; the implications of this for the present study are
discussed later in this chapter.

111) There are inconsistencies in the treatment of interjections extra metrum,
which sometimes get a line number all to themselves; whether they do or not they
have been discounted in the analysis.

1V) There are two ghost lines in Orestes, line numbers which have never had
any text corresponding to them, and there seem to be three in the Murray (1937
and 1955) texts of Aeschylus’ Supplices, and one in Philoctetes.

V) The Murray (1937 and 1955) texts of Seprem print line 803 in two places,
as a deliberate emendation, not an error of printing; but they number each 803, so
that the Pandora program apparently finds each word in that line repeated.

These minor difficulties have been allowed for in the analysis where possible; those
remaining do not seem significant for conclusions of the study as a whole.
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1. REPETITIONS.

As pointed out in the preliminary discussion in Chapter 1. in any language with
inflections it is not self-evident what a repetition is, and in one like Greek with many
irregular verbs there is a wide area for dispute. A criterion other than absolute identity is.
however, essential for this study. For instance, it would be absurd to say that the only
repetition in Andromache 738-743 is that of avTi\fbeTar:

N€w* mapwy &€& ‘ITpOS‘ TAPOVTAS €Udavas
yaquovs‘ OLdam kat 8L6a§ouat Koyovg
KAV |EV Ko)\aén Tnv8€ Kal TO AoLTov 1)
oubpwy kab’ Nuds, oldpov’ dvTiaibeTal:
Gvuovuevog o€ TevEeTal Bupouvpérwy,
épyolat 8 €pya 8Ldadox’ dvmiaibeTat.

It is arguable, however, that repetitions of words identical in all respects should be
singled out and examined specially. Certainly they may be particularly striking. But
special treatment for them would privilege indeclinables over inflected words, and neuter
adjectives and nouns over masculine and feminine ones. No distinction has therefore been
made betweenidentical and other repetitions.

Of prime importance in the statistical analysis is consistency between works and authors;
the decision taken has been that differences in inflection do not break identity, but other
differences do. Thus, the occurrence of a compound verb close to a simple one is not a
repetition, but the occurrence of two differently-inflected forms close to each other is a
repetition. (Regularly formed adverbs and comparatives/superlatives are treated as

inflections of the positive adjective.)!1 Some arbitrary decisions have had to be taken, and
are set out in Appendix I to this chapter.!2 Most uncertainties about forms in a paradigm
however affect very few actual occurrences, and therefore are of little importance for the
statistical conclusions.

That is not the case with another group of decisions that has to be made. There are many
words in constant use in Attic tragedy that have variant forms. One category comprises
words whose main vowel may be either short or long (E€vos/Eetvos; kopalkovpd;

névos/povvos and, ubiquitously, xépa etc. / xelpa etc.). Another category comprises
compounds beginning €{c- or cuv-, which may also be spelt with €¢o- or £. Itisarguable

that these are different words, perhaps sometimes deliberately employed as variations to
avert a repetition. It is arguable that they are slightly different forms of the same word,
used for metrical reasons, or for reasons of euphony that we cannot now ascertain. It 1s
also possible that some alternatives may be the product of a copyist rather than the

11 Dover (1997) also treats regularly formed adverbs as repeating with the base adjective. Concordances,
like Rigo (1996), have a different purpose from this study and may on the one hand include together
suppletive forms of verbs though their stems are totally different, and on the other go as far as separating

“HAtos from njAtos.

12 It is not always evident whether forms in a paradigm are suppletive or not. Unequivocally different
stems (eg. Aéyw/€pi/elmov) are suppletive, but mdoxw/meicopai/énadov are treated as forms of the
same word. Similarity is a necessary criterion as well as etymology (BAWokw — which does not actually
occur in the texts studied — would not be treated as repeating with €poiov).
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playwright. cuv/€uv variants are common in manuscript traditions; moreover, a fifth
century text probably did not distinguish between € and o and non-diphthongal €1 and ov,
so unless the metre put it beyond doubt a fourth-century scribe (e.g. in the Lycurgan
recension) would have to make his own decision. In this study an occurrence of two such
forms in close proximity is treated as a repetition; Appendix I to this chapter lists other by-
forms which are treated as repeating (or not repeating, as the case may be) with the
standard one.13

Another group of decisions to be made is on the treatment of closely related words which
are nevertheless distinguished in standard dictionaries. One of these is very common, and
the way it is treated makes a difference in the figures for repetitions. While no dictionary
treats the feminine of an adjective as a different word from the masculine, it is usual for

Beds and Bed to be treated as different words; 6eos can however refer to a goddess, and
the genitive plurals of the masculine and feminine are the same. They, and similar rarer
doublets like adeAddshi are treated in the statistical analysis here as the same word, and
therefore repeating with each other; but nouns where the genders are distinguished by
more than the -a /-os alternation are not treated as repeating, nor are the proper names
doipn and PoiBos in Eumenides 8. Similar reasoning has led to the treatment of
adjectives used as nouns as repeating with those used adjectivally (e.g. 0 €x0pos is

included with the adjective €x0pds, though the abstract noun €x0pa is not).

Finally, there are some tricky problems relating to homophones.!+ One example is delv,
which in Bacchae 439, 504 and 505 comes from 8éw bind; it therefore repeats with
kddnoas in 444; in the statistical analysis it is treated as not repeating with del 1n 492.
Another exampleis me{copat, which is the future of both Te{bw and maow. Thereisno
instance in the plays studied of a repetition of meloopat (though it occurs in each sense),
but in Bacchae 786-8 the ambiguity seems to be exploited:

MMe. . ..o0 yap dAN UmepBdAAeL TAOE, 785
el TPpOS YyuVaALKGY TELOOPETH’ d TATXOUEV.

AL, Telfn pev ovdéy, TAV éuir Adywv KAV,
TTevBed: kakos 8¢ mpods oéfev Tdoxwy opws . . .13

13 Where a stem exists only in one or two cases (e.g. kapd, 6vap),itisasa rule treated as repeating with
other cases which are inflected from a different but recognisably similar stem (e.g. kpaTa. ovelpaTi)

14 Words with different accents ( eg. kpdTos and kpaTds) are taken not to be homophonous.

15 Dodds (1960) ad loc. merely notes * me{on (from Tdoxw) was once suggested by Tyrrell, and has been
proposed more recently . . . It looks neat as a retort to 786, vet can hardly be right, since it really destroys
the force of the pév . . . &€ antithesis.”
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Homophonic ambiguity may also be at the heart of a repetition in Trachiniae 567-7-

An. )?(u’) Znvos e€Bus mals émoTpédas Xepoly 566
NKEV KopnTnY Lov: €5 &€ mielpovas
oTeprwy Bleppoi{noey. ékbrijokwy 8 o Bip
TooouTOV €tme” ‘mal ‘yépovtos Olvews,
TOoOV® Ovion) TOV €udv, €av mio, 570
TOopORGY, oBovvex’ voTdTIY O émEpds’ €y
éav yap dpdibpemTov dipa TGV éucv
9¢ayo3v €véykn xepoiv, 1) pelayxdlovs
eBaev loUs Bpéppa Aepraias Udpas, . . . 574

There are two Greek words {65, one meaning ‘arrow’, which is obviously the sense in
566, and the other ‘poison’; Rigo (1996) takes the latter as the sense of {ovs in 574,
though Easterling (1982) takes this too as ‘arrow’, with pelayxdiouvs importing the idea

of poison; perhaps the word hovers between the two, influenced towards ‘arrow’ by 566,

and ‘poison’ by pLelayxolovs. 16

The question is whether sense as well as form is an essential criterion for a repetition.
Since metaphorical uses can give very different senses to what everybody would call the
same word, it might seem wrong to refuse the name of repetition to an instance where two
etymologically distinct words are, or have some of their forms, identical. On the other
hand, it might seem wrong to treat €l from elpi{ as repeating with €l from elpt. The
principle adopted, with some hesitation, has been to rely on the dictionary to determine
whether a word is or is not the same as another word. Fortunately, except for €l (where
the the non-lexicality of el pi{ makes the decision relatively easy), there are too few actual

instances of homophonous repetition to affect the statistics.!7

16 There may be other operative ambiguities in repetitions in this vexed passage. Halleran (1988) argucs
that the repetition of BdmTw in two unusual but different senses in 574 and 580 (the lirst ‘wound’ with a
hint of its literal meaning ‘dip’, and the second ‘dyeing’, though there is no vat ol the poison which
Deianeira could use) contains a deliberate hint that since the first dipping was deadly in its results, the
second also portends a fatal outcome. The difficult phrasing of the lines is due to Sophocles’ desire ©
produce the echo. Halleran does not notice the two other similar instances nearby; the one discussed above
and apdiBpemTov / Bpéppa in 572/574.

17 Another theoretical problem rendered harmless by its rarity in trimeters is that of tmesis. The Pandora
program with the TLG does not distinguish a verb in tmesis {tom its simple form, and so it is treated here
as repeating with that simple form, not with the undivided compound.
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IV.LOCATION IN TRIMETER

The reader of a play is sometimes struck by the reappearance of the same word at the
same place in two nearby lines. For instance, consider Bacchae:

Ka. uaKpov TO peM\ew dA\’ €uns exov XEPOS. 197

Te. (6ov, EbvamTe kal Ewvwpllov xépa.

Ay. €s om\ éxdpow . . . 759
Ty 8’ Exwpouy . . . 765
op@ov neblel dia xepwv B)\aoTnu davw, 1071

aTpépa, d)v)\acowv 1T AVaxXaLTioeLé vy,
opbn & és Opbov aibép’ cotnpileTo,

Avy. p.(lKClpLOS‘ Tulwv TOoLAS’ e’g’apyaouevwv 1243
Ka. o mévbos ov peTpnTov oud’ otdr T’ (8t
dovor Talaivas xepoiv é€elpyacpévar.

There is evidence that repetitions in which both of the repeated words are the last in their

line are more frequent than they would be if location were irrelevant.!8 There is also
evidence (see Chapter 6) that the last word in a trimeter is the most exposed to cross-
infection during transmission. But metrical shape is an important determinant of location.
Thus €felpyaopévwy has to be at the end of its trimeter if there is to be a caesura;
bacchius-shaped words must come immediately after the first foot if Porson’s bridge is to
be observed; and pyrrhic-shaped words ending in a vowel need final place or elision. To
judge whether there is a real tendency for repetitions to occupy the same location in their
lines after other influences on that location had been eliminated, and if that tendency
varied in any interesting way between plays and/or authors, would require a deep analysis
that has not been attempted here. No account is therefore taken of location in Chapter 4,
though it is discussed as appropriate in Chapters 6 and 8.

18 [n Trachiniae, for instance some 10% of repetitions are end-line. A crude calculation suggests that
trimeters in that play contain on average 3.5 lexical words (the only words whose repetition is counted),
and that less than 80% of trimeters end with a lexical; the percentage of end-line repetitons cxpected
would therefore be 1/3.5 x 80/100 x 1/3.5 x 80/100, which is about 5.2%.

43



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 3

V.RELEVANT LINES

The statistical analysis 1s confined to trimeter passages. Lyric diction differs greatly. for
instance in word-preference and dialectal colour, from that of dialogue, and repetitive
figures, especially anadiplosis, are more frequent there. So it is easier to be sure that like
is being compared with like if lyrics are excluded. Moreover, lines in other metres vary in
length,!9 and that alone would vitiate comparisons based on line intervals, requiring a
much more laborious procedure. Trochaic tetrameters are, however, too like trimeters for
the principle (as distinct from the practicalities) of excluding them to be unequivocal:
Chapter 8.1, which deals with Persae, therefore looks at the tetrameter parts of that play.

Confining the analysis to trimeters has its own difficulties. In all tragedies, trimeter
passages interface with ones in other metres; in many there are passages in which metres
mingle, with kommoi or with short snatches of choral song in a spoken scene. More or
less arbitrary decisions have to be taken; and have to be taken in the knowledge that they
may affect the results, since plays differ greatly in the extent to which metres are mingled.
and a difference between playwrights, for instance, might be due in part to a difference in
this, rather than to any underlying difference in repetitiveness. The principles behind the
decisions that have been taken, set out fully in Appendix II to this chapter, are:

A) The repetition is scored at the second occurrence. That is, a word that occurs
first in a non-trimeter passage and second in a trimeter one counts as a repetition in
the trimeter passage, but a word that occurs first in a trimeter passage and second
in a non-trimeter one does not count as a repetition in the trimeter passage.

B) To be included in the analysis, a passage has to comprise at least 25
continuous trimeters.

C) Any passage of five or more non-trimeters in the standard numeration is
excluded from the analysis. But, for instance, short lyric interludes by the
Chorus, and interruptions of trimeter passages by an actor with a lyric line or the
dipodies that occur here and there in Sophocles, are treated as if they were
trimeters. These last are often integrated into their surroundings, with repetitions.

D) An exclamation extra metrum which has a line number to itself (or a short line
containing no lexical words) is treated like one which does not; the intervals
between repetitions which span such lines have been corrected in the analysis.

There is a problem with measurement when there is a repetition between a lyric passage
and a trimeter one. A distance measured in lines is usually smaller (but sometimes larger.
especially when there is overlapping with tetrameters) in terms of words than when all
lines are trimeters. That is likely to even out amongst plays; but the fact that the TLG line
numeration in Sophocles at least restarts each five lines (so, for instance, Ajax 420-425
goes 0, 1, 2, 5) makes some repetitions seem further away than they really are. A new
line number has been assigned when this seems to result in an unacceptable anomaly.

19 So. of course, do trimeters according to the number of three-syllable feet in them. But no attempt has
been made to correct for this.
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VI. MEASURING REPETITIVENESS.

Obviously, any word, except for a dmaé Aeydpevov, will eventually be repeated. It is
only repetitions within a fairly short interval that are the concern of this study. A criterion
is necessary to determine what interval is a “fairly short’ one. Chapter I lays down as that
criterion ‘the recurrence of a word following an interval of not more than fifteen lines".20
Dover (1997), since he is working with prose, can use no such unit as the line. which is
suitable only for stichic poetry. He measures the interval between occurrences in mobile
lexemes (for this purpose not limiting them as described in Section [ above). and counting
a combination of prepositive and postpositive (e.g. TpOS avTOV) as a mobile. He then
calculates the reciprocal of the interval and uses it as his ‘index of recurrence’; this gives
weight to the size of the interval between occurrences of the same lexeme (since, as Dover
puts it, the recurrence is more obtrusive when the interval is short). 2! Measuringintervals
by trimeters is not apparently as precise as measuring them by mobile lexemes (though
that in turn would appear less precise than measuring by syllables), but a coarser measure
may be a more appropriate indicator of aural effect. Moreover, distances in lines are easily
calculable from data extracted by the program Pandora from the TLG, while distances in
words (defined as mobile lexemes or in any other way) require individual manual
calculation; sampling is therefore necessary if the work is to be done in a reasonable time

and sampling would make it difficult to compare sections of plays.22

It would not be satisfactory, however, to construct a measure of repetitiveness by treating
equally all repetitions following an interval of not more than fifteen lines. The shorter the
interval between occurrences the more striking the repetition, and the more it may seem to
be ‘careless’ or to call for an explanation. Dover’s use of the reciprocal of the interval
between occurrences to produce an index of repetitiveness gives greater weight to nearby
repetitions than to more distant ones. The present study has employed this technique with
one important adaptation.

Repetitions in the same or adjacent lines are often qualitatively different from those at
longer intervals; many form recognised figures (e.g. anadiplosis — Bacchae 1065 nyev,
Nyev; polyptoton — Bacchae 1073 6pb1y 6’ €s 06pBov; anaphora — Orestes 708-9 o€l
vap 6 Beds Tas dyav mpoBuplas | wioovor 8’ doTol), and others are found when
one speaker in stichomythia picks up a word used by another (e.g. Bacchae 807-8 Ile.
EuvébeoBe ko TdS’, va BakxeunT’ dei. | Ai. kal pnv EvveBéuny — ToUTS 7y’
€oTL — T Bew. It has appeared helpful, therefore, to create an index for repetitiveness

which excludes repetitions in the same or adjacent lines. This is a proxy for unfigured
repetitions — only a proxy because some undeniable figures (for instance the picking up

20 Line means, basically, trimeter; for discussion of this, see Section V above.

21 Dover (1997) 133.

22 Dover takes samples of 1000 mobile lexemes — no more than 300 lines of a play, while this study has
looked at every trimeter in each of the selected plays; the varation in repetitiveness from one part of a
play to another that it has revealed suggests that Dover's samples would not be large enough for tragedy.
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by a speaker of the word he himself used before an interruption) stretch over more than
two lines, and because some of the most jarring of repetitions are ones in close proximity

which seem to have no poetic or rhetorical point.23

23 In using his index Dover was not attempting to distinguish figural from other rgpetitions',‘thou-gh he
does so in his table 7.2; moreover prose is of course different from poetry. Excluding repetitions in the
same line removes the problem of the reciprocal of zero (which does not arise when intervals are measured
in words not lines, since there must then be an interval of at least one).
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APPENDIX I. TREATMENT OF BORDERLINE WORDS

1. The following words are treated as lexical:

ayav.

aye.

ans.

(600V.

toos and lows, whatever the sense.
Alav.

ododpa.

Taxa, whatever its sense.

Ordinal and multiplicative numerals.

2. The following words are treated as non-lexical:

aei, alet and atév.

aud.

apTt and apTiws.

av and adds.

OeUpo.

€a the exclamation.

€vdov.

évt and Tdpa.

ETL.

€v0Us.

nom.

vov.

TTAAAL.

TAALY.

mavtaxin and mavTaxou.

TdPosS.

moAax1 and ToAaxou.

TENAS.

mépa and TEpav.

Tpwl.

wpov and wdBev.

Cardinal numbers.

Negatives, simple and compound.
Simple words beginning dA\- with the sense ‘other’.
Simple words beginning op.- with the sense ‘like’.

3. The words in each of the following groups are treated as potential repetitions:

dye and other forms of dyw.

Seopd and Seopol.

é\evoopat, éxnva, nAdov etc., (not €pxopat).
é\kow and €Akvow in Lycophron.

4

Chapter 3

¢p- words meaning ‘say’ (€pw, €lpnKa, &pp1in, pnev); but not épwTdw and €popat.

ZelUs and Znv- forms (not with At- forms).
fioowy and NKLOTA.

{8ov and parts of €L6ov.

kapd etc. and KkpaTa etc.

Aaés and Aews forms.

\éyw is taken to be one word, whether the sense is ‘say’ or "collect’.
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péyas and pellwv.

HLKpOS and pelwv.

ovap and forms inflected from the stems dveLp- (even 6velpov) and dvelpar-.
opopat 6mwma and odBricopat.

Tas, TdVL, TAdyXV, and TdrTws, but not TavTEAXS.

mhevpd (fem. sing.), TAevpdv, and TAcvpShe.

ToLw and Tow.

[Tpounbéa and mpopndéws in PV 85-86; similarly Avkos and Avkos in Lycophron.
mp@TOS and TPOTEPOS.

d0s and ddos

The verbal in -Téos with other forms of the verb.24

A form having the doric a and a form of the same word having 7 (in practice only when
the repetition is between lyric and trimeter).

4.The following are not treated as potential repetitions:

Bfdw and Baivw.

Sel of necessity (with its other moods), 8éw ‘bind’ and &€w ‘lack’ (8eopevos being
treated as from &€w ‘lack’).

Spdw and Spaceiw.

€lkos, €otka and €(KOTWLS.

Oapoos and Bpdoos.

ioxw and éxw; nor do oxe6- forms repeat with forms of €xw.

pipvw and pévw. 4

olkla and olkos (oikos can repeat withoikade and olkobev).25

mas, amas and oUPTAS.

méSoL and TEdov.

méTpos and TéTpa in Lycophron.

TANPw and TANBYWL.

mOALS and TTOMS.

ToAAdKLS and TOAUS. _
muddvopar and Tevfopatr (mevoopar, €mubov and mEmuopal can repeat with
Tuvldyvopat ).

otya and forms of otydw.

opLkpos and HLkpoS.

Tivw and Tiw.

xp1}, XpeWr, xpdw and xpdopat.

24 For purely practical reasons, the verbal in -Tos, whose forms are not so easily distinguishable, 1s not
treated as potentially repeating.

25 This may under-represent Menander, in whom the first declension is much rarer than the second, but
the adverbial forms are as if of the first.
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APPENDIX II. TREATMENT OF PASSAGES IN THE PLAYS STUDIED
The lines included in the analysis are listed below, with comments only when there is any
unusual feature.

1. AESCHYLUS
PERSAE:

176-214.
290-531.
593-622.
759-851.

SEPTEM:

1-77.

The passage 181-244 — 21 trimeters by Eteocles followed by a dialogue between
the Chorus (24 lyric lines in three strophic pairs) and Eteocles (six groups of three
trimeters) —is excluded.

245-287. The Murray texts do not print the line some other editors call 278a. It is
therefore ignored.

369-416.

422-451.

The passage 457-480 has fewer than 25 trimeters, and is therefore excluded.
486-520.

526-562.

568-625.

631-685.

793-820. Murray (1937) and Murray (1955) print line 803 twice, using the same
number but in two different places. Hence Pandora registers a repetition of each
word in the same line. That gives completely the wrong impression, and here
alone in this analysis a departure has been made from the general principle of
following the TLG (i.e. Murray [1955]); since Murray’s repetition of 803 has not
found general favour the words in that line have been counted only once; the
analysis has used the TLG numbers for the other lines in the passage, ignoring
transpositions and deletions. While printing 803 twice, Murray (1937) and Murray
(1955) relegate to the apparatus the second occurrence of the line that begins moAts
oéowTat; since the traditional numbering of these lines was 804 and 821, the
repetitions between them are irrelevant to the statistical analysis; the line has been
included in the total of relevant trimeters in that analysis. A number of the textual
problems hereabouts are discussed in Chapter 6 Section 2(1) below.

1005-1053.

SUPPLICES:

176-347. The line numbers 294, 297 and 312 have nothing corresponding to them
in Murray (1955); this block is therefore treated as 169 lines and the calculations
of gaps between repetitions have been adjusted accordingly. Murray (1955) prints
162-167 again after 175, numbering them 175a-f; there is a repetition of fewv in
189 from 175b, and in the analysis 175b is treated as 175.

The passage 348-417 contains 34 lyric lines and 36 trimeters, and has been
excluded from the analysis.

438-523. The exclamation extra metrum following 467 does not have a line
number.

600-624.
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710-735.
The passage 736-775 contains 12 lyric lines and 28 trimeters, and has been
excluded from the analysis.

903-965. 905 and 908, dochmiacs by the Chorus, are treated as trimeters in the

analysis.
980-1017.

AGAMEMNON

1-39. The watchman once interjects (o iov. The interjection is given a line
number (25), and has been discounted in the analysis.

258-354.

489-680.

810-974.

1035-1071.

The amoebaeon 1072-1177 contains 36 trimeters: although trimeters predominate
up to 1099, the whole passage has clear boundaries, and there are many typically
lyric repetitions in the non-trimeters of the first two strophic pairs. The whole
amoebaeon is excluded from the analysis.

1178-1330. Cassandra has four short lines given line numbers (1214, 1216, 1307
and 1315): 1214, 1216 and 1315 contain lexical words (five in all) and are
counted as lines in the analysis; 1307 has nothing but interjections and has been
discounted. The lines between 1200 and 1205, and again between 1283 and
1291, are assigned by the TLG consecutive numbers corresponding with the
order as printed. The TLG (Murray [1955]) numbers are followed.

1343-1406. The trochaic tetrameters 1344 and 1346-7 are treated like trimeters in
the analysis.

The passage from 1407 to 1447, which contains 14 and 17 consecutive trimeters

as well as 12 lyric lines, is excluded from the analysis.
1577-1648.

CHOEPHORI

The lacunose prologue, 21 lines in modern editions, is excluded from the
analysis.

84-151. Line 165, read in TLG between 123 and 124, is treated in the analysis as
if in the place indicated by the line number; neither of the Iexical words in it
repeats in either place.

164-305. For the treatment of 165, see immediately above. The lines 227-230 are
assigned by the TLG consecutive numbers corresponding with the order as
printed. The TLG numbers are followed. The conjectural poévos povow
produces a line without a number (and containing only one word) between 243
and 244; the repetition is counted as in adjacent lines. 285 is treated in the analysis
as being in the place indicated by its number.

479-584.

653-718.

730-782.

The 17 trimeters 838-854, with the succeeding lyric 855-871, are excluded from
the analysis. _
872-935. The interjection extra metrum following 880 does not have a line
number assigned to it.

973-1064. Line 1041 in the manuscript is hypermetric, and in the text used for the
analysis (Murray 1955) is made into two lines by conjectural supplements; these
lines are numbered 1041a and 1041b; the only repetition as defined is in the
paradosis of 1041, assigned to 1041a; the analysis, following the principle of
using the traditional line numbers. treats 1041 as a single line. The interjection
extrametrum following 1047 does not have a line number assigned to it.
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EUMENIDES:

1-116. Murray (1955) moves 85-87 to follow 64; Murray (1937) had not done so.
They retain their numbers in the TLG, and are treated in the analysis as their
numbers indicate.

The passage 117-142, which contains five directions for cries by the Chorus given

line numbers and one non-trimeter in which Aapc¢ is repeated four times. has been
excluded from the analysis.

179-253.
276-306.
397-489.
566-777.

The passage 778-880, containing three trimeter speeches by Athena of 14, 13. and

22 lines, separating three lyrics of 14, 14 and 9 lines, has been excluded from the
analysis.

881-915.

PROMETHEUS VINCTUS:

1-92.

193-276.

298-396.

436-525.

609-686.

696-876. Io once interjects 1) pol poi- € €. The interjection is given a line
number (742), and is discounted in the analysis.

907-1039. The conjectural second ot in 980 does not increase the number of
lines.

2. SOPHOCLES

AJAX:

1-133.

263-347. Ajax twice interjects i¢) pol pot and once () mal mal; mal repeats
from eight lines earlier. The two interjections without lexicals are discounted in the
analysis; 339 is included in it.

430-595. The trimeter couplet 428-9 is part of the amoebaeon 348-429, and
repetitions entirely within that amoebaeon are excluded from the analysis. Tpola
in the preceding lyric has been given the line number 424, as in Pearson (1928)
rather than the TLG’s 422, since the TLG has no 423 or 424. The line numbered
554b in Pearson (1928) and given square brackets by him does not appear in the
texts of the Budé/TLG; it is however in all the manuscripts, and consistently with
the general policy in this study has been counted in the statistical analysis.
646-692.

719-865. Ajax once interjects (ov (oU. The interjection is given a line number
(737), and 1s discounted in the analysis.

There are 36 trimeters in the passage 866-960, including a ten-line speech by
Tecmessa. The passage is predominantly lyric, and has clear boundanes. It is
excluded from the analysis.

961-1162. Teucer once interjects () pol pot (974) and once otpot (1002). The
lines are discounted in the analysis.

The Chorus’s five lines of anapaests (1163-1167) and the succeeding 17 trimeters
are excluded from the analysis.

1223-1401.
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ELECTRA:

1-85. Electra utters one short line numbered 77, and included in the analysis: it
contains one lexical, which is repeated in 80.

251-471.

516-822.

871-1057. Chrysothemis’ exclamation following 1020 does not have a line-
number.

1098-1231. Electra’s speech contains three short lines given line numbers (1160-
2), 1160 contains no lexical, and is excluded from the analysis: the other two
contain three lexicals between them: they are included in the analysis.

1288-1383.

The trimeters in the lyric passage 1384-1441 are excluded from the analysis.
1442-1507.

OEDIPUS TYRANNUS:

1-150.
216-462.
513-648.
698-862.
911-1085.
1110-1185.

1223-1296.
1367-1514. Oedipus’ speech 1446-1475 has three lines of three syllables, with

five lexical words, two of which are involved in repetitions. They have line
numbers and are included in the analysis.)

ANTIGONE:

[-99.
162-331.
384-525.
531-581.
631-780.
883-928.
988-1114.
1155-1256.

TRACHINIAE:

1-93.

141-204.
225-496.
531-632.

663-820.
The passage 821-895 (in which 863, 864, 866, 867. 869, 870, 871-879, 889,

and 891 are trimeters) is excluded from the analysis.

896-946 _ . '
1044-1258 (Heracles’ speech contains three short lines given line numbers (1081,

1085, 1086) and including seven lexical words; they are therefore included in the
analysis.
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PHILOCTETES:

1-134.

219-390. 219 is a four-syllable line, with one lexical, which is involved in a
repetition. It is treated as a line in the analysis.

403-506.

519-675.

730-826. The line number 762 has nothing corresponding to it in the text. The
calculations of gaps between repetitions have been adjusted accordingly. Nine of
the lines spoken by Philoctetes, none consecutive, are short — those four which
contain lexicals (736,750,786, and 804) are included in the analysis: the others —
732, 739, 785, 790 and 796 — have been discounted.

865-1080.

1218-1401.

1418-1444.

OEDIPUS COLONEUS:

I-116.

254-509. Oedipus’ speech 310-321 contains two short lines with lexical words
and line numbers (315, 318); they are included in the analysis.

549-667.

720-832.

The strophe 833-843 contains four trimeters amid dochmiacs; it is excluded from
the analysis.

844-875.

The antistrophe 876-886 contain four trimeters amid dochmiacs, and 1s followed
by four tetrameters 886-890; all are excluded from the analysis.

891-1043.

1096-1210.

1249-1446. (Polyneices’ speech 1254-1279 contains one short line with a lexical
word and a line number (1271), and therefore counted as a line in the analysis.
The trimeters in the passage 1447-1499 (three five-line dialogues between Oedipus
and Antigone) amount to 15 lines out of 53; the passage is excluded from the
analysis.

1500-1555.

1579-1669.

3. EURIPIDES

HERACLIDAE:

1-74.
111-287. 109-110 are part of the amoebaeon and are therefore excluded from the
analysis; the probable lacuna between 110 and 111 would not of itself warrant the

exclusion.

297-352. . . . _ .
381-607. The exclamation extra metrum in 552 1s assigned a line number and 1s

discounted in the analysis.

630-701. |
709-747. The interjections extra metrum following 717 and 739 do not have line

numbers assigned to them.
784-891.
928-1052.
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ANDROMACHE :
(Exclamations extra metrum in this play other than 183 do not have separate line
numbers.)

1-102.

147-274. (The exclamation extrametrum in 183 is assigned a line number and is
discounted in the analysis.)

309-463.

545-765.

The passage 802-824 contains only 23 trimeters and is therefore excluded from the
analysis.

866-1008.

1047-1165

1231-1283.

TROADES:

1-97.

In the amoebaeon between Hecuba and Talthybius 235-291 Talthybius has 17
trimeters. It is followed by 16 trimeters (two by the Chorus, 12 by Talthybius,
and two by Hecuba). Both passages are excluded from the analysis.

341-443.

462-510.

608-781. The interjections extra metrum following 617 do not have line numbers
assigned to them.

860-1059. The interjectionextra metrum following 944 does not have a line

number assigned to it.

1123-1215.

The passage 1216-1259 consists of three lyric lines, eight trimeters, six lines (in
the conventional numbering) three trimeters, six non-trimeters, 11 trimeters, and a
sequence of anapaests. It has been excluded from the analysis.

1260-1286.

IPHIGENIA IN TAURIS: .
(None of the exclamations extra metrumin this play has a line number)

1-122.
236-391.
467-642.

658-826. o _ .
The largely lyric dialogue between Orestes (827-899) and Iphigenia begins with a

trimeter and contains twelve others; it is excluded from the analysis.

900-1088.

1153-1202. . .
1284-1489. The line numbered 1441b was not in the manuscript P used by early

editors; its authenticity is undoubted, and it is treated as a line in the analysis;
calculations of intervals etc. have been adjusted.
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ORESTES:
(None of the exclamations extra metrumin this play has a line number)

1-139.

208-315.

356-728. The line numbers 449 and 719 have nothing corresponding to them in
modern editions; this block is therefore treated as 371 lines and the calculations of
gaps between repetitions have been adjusted accordingly.

844-959.

1018-1245.

1311-1352.

BACCHAE:

1-63.

170-369.

434-518.

642-861. The exclamations extra metrum in 644 and 810 are assigned line
numbers; they are discounted in the analysis.

912-976.

The passage 1024-1042 contains seven lyric lines and one iambic dimeter (perhaps
lacunose); it has been excluded from the analysis.

1043-1152.

1200-1329
1330-1367. There is incontrovertibly a major lacuna between 1329 and 1330.

Recurrences of words either side of it have therefore been discounted as
repetitions. For a discussion of this see Chapter 4, Appendix VI.

RHESUS : .
(None of the exclamations extra metrumin this play has a line number)

52-130.

137-194.
264-341].
388-453.
467-526.
565-674.
754-819.
833-881.
915-992.

4. MENANDER
DYSCOLUS

1-232.

233-426.
427-619.
620-702.
784-879.

5. LYCOPHRON
The whole of ALEXANDRA.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS.

SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the results of the statistical analysis of repetitions in all the complete
plays of Aeschylus (including Prometheus) and of Sophocles, Andromache, Heraclidae.
Troades, Iphigenia Taurica, Bacchae, and Orestes of Euripides, Rhesus ascribed to
Euripides, Menander’s Dyscolus and Lycophron’s Alexandra; it compares plays and
authors. The Appendices to this chapter look at the results reported in Dover (1997) and
discuss several interesting problems relating to some individual plays. Chapter
examines some issues relating to the construction of plays.

;

The methodology adopted has been described in Chapter 3. The following tables set out
the results for each of the tragic corpora in turn, attempting for the undisputed plays to
follow the most likely dates of production and putting the disputed Prometheus and
Rhesus last. In the tables, the figure called ‘relevant number of lines’ is the number of
trimeters repetitions in which are included in the analysis — Chapter 3 explains that only
trimeters in blocks of at least 25 trimeters are so included, and Appendix II to that chapter
lists what those blocks are. It will be remembered that if the second of two occurrences of
the same word is in a qualifying trimeter, that repetition is counted in the statistics. The
‘interval’ is calculated by subtracting the number of the line in which the word first occurs
from that of the line in which it occurs for the second time; if a word occurs twice in the
same line, it counts as ‘same’ in the table. The intervals in the tables are cumulative — that
is, a repetition in the same line counts in the ‘same’ category in the table but is also
included in the later categories. The first table for each corpus gives the total number of
repetitions found in each play. The second table gives the number of repetitions in the
same or adjacent lines standardised for length of play, and so provides a measure of the

incidence of figured repetitions in the play.!

Then comes the ‘Index of repetitiveness’ for each play of the corpus. These indices have
been devised by adapting those in Dover (1997) to the conditions of this study: lines
rather than ‘mobile lexemes’ are used as the unit of measurement, and repetitions in the
same or adjacent lines are ignored, to provide a measure of the incidence of unfigured

repetitions.2 The first step in calculating the index for a play is to find, for each qualifying

I The figures are calculated by dividing the number of repetitions in the same and_adjacenl line; by the
number of relevant lines in the play. The result is expressed as the number of repetitions per 100 lines.

2 Figured repetitions are typically ones in close proximity. The index also excludes repetitions \\_’he-re one
speaker in stichomythia picks up a word used by another, thqugh not ones where a .speaker picks up a
word he used in his last utterance, before the other speaker intervened. An allemqtl\'e measurc ~ot thg
incidence of unfigured repetitions would have been to take the total pumber of repetitions, subtract trom R
the number of repetitions in the same or adjacent lines, and slanda:d}se the result for lengIh of play; this 1s
however less sensitive in that a repetition after 14 lines scores identically to one aliler two; it does
however produce a ranking of plays for repetitiveness quite similar to that produced by using the index.
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repetition,3 the reciprocal of the distance in lines between the first and second occurrences

9f the word. These reciprocals are then summed, and divided by the number of relevant

lines in the play; the result is multiplied by 100 to get the index. If Pi, P> Px are the
, P2- - .. Px

distances in lines between the first and second occurrences of each repeated word,* and q
the number of relevant lines, then the index is:

Formula 1. 100(1/py + Upy . .. + 1/py) x 1/q

3 ‘Qualifying’, to summarise what was said in Chapter 3, means, in principle, ‘of lexical words, of which
at least the second occurrence is in a trimeter which is part of a block of 25 or more, where the distance
between the lines is 15 or less.” Chapter 3 also describes how special cases are treated. For the calculation
of the index, as has just been said, repetitions in the same or adjacent lines are ignored.

4 If a word occurs three limes within 15 lines, there are two qualifying repetitions; and the distance
between the first and second occurrences, and that between the second and third are taken into account in
the calculations. The third occurrence is not treated as repeating with the first. Thus in Ajax 1142-1149
there are two repetitions of xeLpwv, the first at an interval ol two lines and the second at an interval of

four lines:
Yi6n ToT’ €ldov dvdp’ éyw yAdoon Bpacuv 1142
vavTas €GopuioavTa XELLWYOS TO TAELY,
® PpBey’ dv ovk dv mupes, iK' év Kak®
XELLWOVOS €LXET’, dAN” Ud’ €lpaTos kpudels 1145
maTely mapelxe TGO BEAOVTL VauTiAwy.
oUTw &€ xkal o€ kat TO ooV AdBpov oTopud
OlLkpoL Védbous TdX' dv TIS €KTvevoas péyas
XELPWY KaTaoBéoele THY TOAANY Bonv.
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SECTION 2. TABULATIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL AUTHORS

A. AESCHYLUS

TABLE 4.1

REPETITIONS IN THE AESCHYLEAN CORPUS
Persaei Septem | Supplices Agamemnoni Choephori | Eumenides|Prometheus

No. of relevant i 399 451 407 817 S90 562 756
lines
Intervals
same line 9 10 9 17 15 9 21
<1 21 27 22 42 37 24 42
<2 45 56 43 70 70 41 58
<3 65 79 59 103 99 60 75
<4 86 98 77 133 122 76 92
<5 104 117 87 156 141 102 118
<6 118 129 94 173 167 126 134
<7 138 139 110 194 189 145 142
<8 156 161 122 213 203 157 161
<9 169 169 127 234 216 169 181
<10 183 182 135 259 233 184 190
<11 193 200 139 279 243 205 200
<12 204 210 146 293 248 213 215
<13 215 226 149 309 268 217 233
<14 221 240 157 328 280 230 245
<15 232 250 163 343 286 237 257

TABLE 4.2

SAME AND ADJACENT LINE REPETITIONS PER 100 LINES IN THE
AESCHYLEAN CORPUS

Persaei Septem : Supplices Agamemnori Choephori_{Eumenides: Prometheus
same 225 222 2.2 2.080 254 1.6 2.78
same & adjacenti 5.26 5.99 5.41 5.14: 6.27 4.27 5.56

TABLE 4.3

INDICES OF REPETITIVENESS IN THE AESCHYLEAN CORPUS

Persae
Septem
Supplices

Agamemnon

Choephori
Eumenides

Prometheus

10.44
9.87
7.56
6.94
8.85
7.00

4.99
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B. SOPHOCLES
TABLE 4.4 REPETITIONS IN THE PLAYS OF SOPHOCLES.

Ajax Trachiniae {Antigone {O. T. Electra {Philoctetes 0. C.
No. of relevant 955 955 907 1170 1095 1085 1249
lines
Intervals
same line 29 16 26 32 28 44 40
<1 66 55 64 97 99 106 92
<2 105 83 102 149 153 166 143
<3 148 124 139 196 218 226 196
<4 194 160 166 240 254 264 250
<5 226 191 199 281 285 302 288
<6 260 214 227 322 321 342 330
<7 298 246 247 3359 354 383 354
<8 326 268 266 393 406 420 387
<9 349 293 290 433 432 463 419
<10 376 319 307 463 462 489 448
<11 400 336 325 500 486 520 475
<12 412 363 341 523 515 550 506
<13 428 381 363 557 541 571 539
<14 444 397 379 581 563 603 571
<15 459 414 391 601 586 623 590
TABLE 4.5

SAME AND ADJACENT LINE REPETITIONS PER 100 LINES IN THE
PLAYS OF SOPHOCLES.

Ajax Trachiniae {Antigone {O.T. Electra {Philoctetes {O. C.
same 3.04 1.68 2.87 2.74 2.56 4.06 3.2
same & adjacent 6.91 5.76 7.06 8.29 9.04 9.77 7.37

TABLE 4.6

INDICES OF REPETITIVENESS IN THE PLAYS OF SOPHOCLES.

Ajax

Trachiniae
Antigone
Oedipus Tyrannus

Electra

Philoctetes
Oedipus Coloneus

8.18
6.99
7.23
8.18
8.83
9.41
7.72
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C. EURIPIDES
TABLE 4.7
REPETITIONS IN SOME PLAYS OF THE EURIPIDEAN CORPUS

Heraclidae iAndromache;iTroadesil T Orestes {Bacchae {Rhesus

No. of relevant 877 919 743: 1069 1132 909 643
lines

Intervals

same line 26 38 23 27 40 26 15
<1 54 59 43 57 99 59 36
<? 88 109 75 115 167 106 66
<3 123 153 113 175 215 154 96
<4 166 197 156 222 265 191 130
<5 207 237 188 269 320 222 163
<6 237 273 222 322 376 255 189
<7 264 305 252 375 409 282 207
<8 293 328 272 411 447 313 220
<9 316 343 305 445 497 339 245
<10 351 373 327 477 536 358 268
<11 378 394 341 498 571 381 283
<12 407 422 366 524 615 403 305
<13 427 438 383 553 641 427 326
<14 448 458 401 586 668 444 245
<15 469 476 421 612 697 469 361

TABLE 4.8

SAME AND ADJACENT LINE REPETITIONS PER 100 LINES IN SOME
PLAYS OF THE EURIPIDEAN CORPUS

Heraclidae {AndromacheiTroades il T Orestes {Bacchae (Rhesus
same 2.96 4.13 3.1 2.52 3.53 2.86 2.33
same & adjacent 6.16 06.42 5.79 5.33 8.75 6.49 5.6
TABLE 4.9
INDICES OF REPETITIVENESS IN SOME PLAYS OF THE EURIPIDEAN
CORPUS

Heraclidae 8.61

Andromache 9.23

Troades 9.61

Iphigenia Taurica 10.14

Orestes 10.11

Bacchae 8.98

Rhesus 9.47
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SECTION 3. RANKINGS OF THE PLAYS BASED ON TABULATIONS.

The next group of tables ranks all the plays studied in ascending order of repetitiveness.
Tables 4.10 and 4.11 set out the figures for repetitions in the same and adjacent lines,
which are an indication of the appearance of the basic repetitive figures of anadiplosis,
anaphora and polyptoton, and of stichomythic repetition. Table 4.12 turns to the prime
focus of this study, measured by the index of repetitiveness.

TABLE 4.10 PLAYS RANKED BY SAME-LINE REPETITIONS

A. Eumenides 1.60
S. Trachiniae 1.68
A. Agamemnon 2.08
A. Supplices 2.21
A. Septem 2.22
A. Persae 2.25
?. Rhesus 2.33
E. Iphigenia Taurica 2.52
A. Choephori 2.54
S. Electra 2.56
S. Oedipus Tyrannus 2.74
?. Prometheus 2.78
E. Bacchae 2.86
S. Antigone 2.87
E. Heraclidae 2.96
S. Ajax 3.04
E. Troades 3.10
S. Oedipus Coloneus 3.20
E. Orestes 3.53
S. Philoctetes 4.06
E. Andromache 4.13

TABLE 4.11 PLAYS RANKED BY REPETITIONS IN THE SAME AND
ADJACENT LINES

A. Eumenides 4.27
A. Agamemnon 5.14
A. Persae 5.26
E. IphigeniaTaurica 5.33
A. Supplices 5.41
7. Prometheus 5.56
?. Rhesus 5.60
S. Trachiniae 5.76
E. Troades 5.79
A. Septem 5.99
E. Heraclidae 6.16
A. Choephori 6.27
E. Andromache 6.42
E. Bacchae 6.49
S. Ajax 6.91
S. Antigone 7.06
S. Oedipus Coloneus 7.37
S. Oedipus Tyrannus 8.29
E. Orestes 8.75
S. Elecra 9.04
S. Philoctetes 9.77
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TABLE 4.12 PLAYS RANKED BY INDEX OF REPETITIVENESS

?. Prometheus 4.99
A. Agamemnon 6.94
A. Eumenides 7.00
S. Trachiniae 6.99
S. Antigone 7.23
S. Oedipus Coloneus 7.72
A. Supplices 7.56
S. Oedipus Tyrannus 8.18
S. Ajax 8.18
E. Heraclidae 8.61
S. Electra 8.83
A. Choephori 8.85
E. Bacchae 8.98
E. Andromache 9.23
S. Philoctetes 941
?. Rhesus 9.47
E. Troades 9.61
A. Septem 9.87
E. Orestes 10.11
E. IphigeniaTaurica 10.14
A. Persae 10.44

An overall index for the undisputed plays of each playwright has been calculated by
applying Formula 1 to them as a unitary whole:

TABLE 4.13 PLAYWRIGHTS’ OVERALL INDICES OF REPETITIVENESS

Aeschylus 8.22 (range 6.94 to 10.44)
Sophocles 8.11 (range 7.23 to 9.41)
Euripides 9.49 (range 8.61 to 10.14)
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SECTION 4. DISCUSSION.5

It appears from Tables 4.2 and 4.3 that, though there is no trend in Aeschylus’ propensity
to repeat words in the same or adjacent trimeters, there is a reduction in the index of
repetitiveness from from his earlier to his later plays. In this context the divergence
between Choephoriand the other two plays of the Oresteia is striking, and invites one to
wonder whether the plays of the trilogy were written, though they were produced,
together. Schein (1979), in his study of the location of word-end in the trimeters of
Aeschylus and Sophocles, observes (pp. 20-21) that there are noticeable differences in the
plays of the Oresteia, but finds that “in different respects each possible combination of
two of the three plays differs from the third.”

The relative dating of the plays of Sophocles is very uncertain (the order adopted here is
that proposed by Reinhardt [1977]), though it is generally accepted that Philoctetes and
Oedipus Coloneus were the two last. If Reinhardt is right, then Tables 4.5 and 4.6
suggest that Sophocles’ propensity to repetition in trimeters (whether or not repetitions in
the same or adjacent lines are excluded) increased from Trachiniae to Philoctetes; but the
figures for Ajax and Oedipus Coloneus make it unsafe to draw any firm conclusion.

As for Euripides, it appears from Tables 4.8 and 4.9 that though there is no trend in his
propensity to repeat words in the same or adjacent trimeters, there is a increase in his

index of repetitiveness from from the earlier to the later plays, excluding Bacchae.6

Tables 4.10, 4.11 and 4.12 look at all the plays. The ranking orders displayed by the
three tables are quite different. Propensity to repeat words after brief intervals (that is,
roughly speaking, figurally) does not seem to correlate with non-figural repetitiveness.

Table 4.10, repetitions in the same line, separates out Aeschylus from the rest, as the least

prone to figures of repetition.”

Table 4.11, repetitions in the same and adjacent lines, once more shows Aeschylus the
least prone. But, most strikingly, Sophocles proves the most prone — indeed if repetitions
in adjacent lines only are considered, then Sophocles’ seven plays take all but one of the
top eight places (the other going to Orestes).

This study is however concerned primarily with unfigured repetitions, of which indices of
repetitiveness (Table 4.12) are a measure, since they exclude the generality of figural
repetitions. The indices for Aeschylus show a wide range, with a play by him at both top
and bottom of the table. There are reasons, however, why conclusions for Aeschylus may

5 In this Section, Prometheus is not included with Aeschylus, nor Rhesus with Euripides.

6 This impression might, of course, be disproved by the plays not examined in this study, but does seem
to accord with the enigmatic statement (already noted in Chapter 2 section 2ii above) in Schmid-Stahlin
(1934) 795 note 1 “Die Zahl dieser Wiederholungen wéchst in den spitesten Stiicken (Hel., IT., Or.,
Phoen., IA — nicht in Bacch.) bis zum 50.” Whatever the unit of measurement, a difference between
Bacchae and other late plays is certainly envisaged.

7 Compare Schmid-Stahlin (1934) 490, cited by Easterling (1974) “Sophocles uses both anaphora and
anadiplosis much more frequently than Aeschylus™. Schinkel (1973) observes that Aeschylus 1s, however,
quite keen on polyptota.
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be less robust than those for the other playwrights. First, the statistical base, in the form
of qualifying trimeters, is smaller, often much smaller, for Aeschylean plays than for the
others examined — only Agamemnon has more such lines than even one other play
(Troades); repetitions do not occur evenly in any play (this subject is examined briefly in
Chapter 5 and, for three plays, in Chapter 8), and the fewer the number of lines the less
certainly does a representative rate emerge. Second, there is generally more intermingling
of trimeters and other metres in Aeschylus than in the work of the other playwrights, and
that may add noise to the calculations of indices.

As for Sophocles and Euripides, the data above suggest the conclusion that Euripides is
markedly more repetitive than Sophocles. Though the ranges of the two overlap, only

Philoctetes displays an index like those common for Euripides.8

There are two plays whose authorship is disputed. While the index for Rhesus is in line
with Euripidean indices generally, the index for Prometheus is far lower than that of any
other play studied. This finding is discussed in Appendix III to this chapter, while
Appendix VII comments on Rhesus.

Two other works in iambic trimeters have been examined, as comparators. One 1is
Menander’s Dyscolus, the index of repetitiveness for which is 8.87; comfortably within
the range of the tragedians. The other is the Alexandra of Lycophron, which is utterly
distinct, having an index of 1.55. The important differences between the techniques of
these works and those of tragedy render them of limited value as comparators. But
Alexandra demonstrates that the level of repetition found in tragedy is not inherent in
Greek poetry. There is a discussion of Dyscolus and Alexandra at Appendix VIII to this
chapter.

8 For discussion of Philoctetes see Appendix 1V to this chapter.
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SECTION 5. STATISTICAL TESTING

With what confidence can it be said on the basis of the data above that Sophocles tended

to repeat words (ignoring non-lexical words and repetitions in fi gures of speech) less than
Euripides?

The data before us are repetitiveness indices for seven plays of Sophocies and six of
Euripides, which are assumed to be random samples of the total number of plays written
by these two authors.® The assumption of randomness seems justified, since whatever the
factors determining the survival of plays were, they are most unlikely to have included

repetitiveness; and the selection of plays to be studied out of the total surviving plays of
Euripides was made to achieve a chronological spread.

The question being asked of the data is what the probability is that the two samples come
from the same population, the apparent difference being fortuitous. Many of the statistical
tests devised for problems like this are ‘parametric’; that is, they are based on the
assumption that the populations have a known form, such as the ‘normal distribution",
which is frequently found in natural phenomena and industrial processes. But there are no
good grounds for assuming that the distribution of repetitiveness in the plays of Greek
tragedians, or literature generally, is ‘normal’. A test like the r-test is not therefore

appropriate.

A number of nonparametric tests have been devised for use in statistical problems where
the populations cannot be assumed to have a known form. One of these is the ‘rank-sum’
test. It is carried out by arranging the two samples in order of increasing size, and then
summing the ranks of the smaller group. Table 4.12, with the Aeschylean corpus and
Rhesus eliminated, becomes Table 4.14:

TABLE 4.14 RANKING OF PLAYS OF SOPHOCLES AND EURIPIDES

RANK PLAYWRIGHT PLAY INDEX
1iSophocles Trachiniae 6.99
2 i Sophocles Antigone 7.23
3{Sophocles QOedipus Coloneus 7.72
4 :Sophocles Oedipus Tyrannus 8.18
S iSophocles Ajax 8.18
6{Euripides Heraclidae 8.61
7 {Sophocles Electra 8.83
8 iEuripides Bacchae 8.98
9iEuripides Andromache 9.23

10{Sophocles Philoctetes 9.41
11 iEuripides Troades i 9.61
12 iEuripides Orestes 10.11
13iEuripides Iphigenia Taurica i 10.14

9 Perhaps some 120 for Sophocles and some 90 for Euripides.
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The sum of the ranks of the smaller group (Euripides) is 59. Table VIII of Hoel (1966)
sets out rank-sum critical values. For a test where the sample sizes are 6 and 7, the critical
values are 30 and 54 (i.e. if the rank-sums for a smaller sample fall between these figures
the hypothesis that the populations are distinct should be rejected, since such a rank-sum
would occur by chance more than five times in a hundred). 59 is outside the critical
region. Therefore, the fact that higher indices of repetitiveness have been found in the
Euripidean plays studied than the Sophoclean ones can properly be claimed not to be
illusory.

This conclusion cannot, of course, be pressed too hard. Against it could, for instance, be
adduced the wide range of Aeschylus’ indices, and the differences from one part of a play
to another which are brought out (for a very few plays) in Chapter 5 and at the beginning
of each section of Chapter 8. But it is nevertheless important. The appendices to this
chapter include discussions of problems with some particular plays.
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APPENDIX 1

COMPARISON OF RESULTS WITH THOSE IN DOVER’S STUDY OF PROSE
AUTHORS.10

Dover devises an ‘Index of Recurrence’, and uses it to compare passages of Herodotus,
Gorgias, Thucydides and Isocrates. He also presents a table comparing passages of the
same length (viz. 1000 mobile tokens — roughly, occurrences of lexical words) in ten
authors in respect of their number of repetitions after different intervals (measured in
mobile tokens). This table shows Gorgias as overwhelmingly the most prone to repetition
after very short intervals, and the Old Oligarch well in the lead in repetitions at intervals
from 4 to 15. Dover finds:

Thucydides shows a quite remarkable fall in recurrence [that is, compared to
earlier prose writers] across the whole range from 1 to 20 intervals.

and:

There seems to be a clear chronological trend towards reduction of recurrence in
oratory from Antiphon, via Lysias, to Demosthenes.

Dover’s work has been discussed at several places above, and this study is greatly
indebted to it, particularly for the idea of using reciprocals to give numerical weight to the
evident fact that more distant repetitions, though noticeable, have less impact than closer
ones. The results of this study are not, however, directly comparable with Dover’s,
because he looks at a somewhat more restricted range of words and uses non-mobile
lexemes as the unit of distance between words, while this study uses lines.

Dover’s methodology has nevertheless been applied to the prologue of Ajax, and
produces a figure slightly over 1. Dover’s figures for Herodotus, Gorgias, Thucydides
and Isocrates are 0.76, 4.42, 0.32 and 0.13 respectively. Since Dover’s index gives great
weight to very close, that is largely figurative, repetitions,!! and poets use poetical
language, which is often figurative, it is not surprising that a poet scores higher on this
index than prose writers (other than Gorgias!).

Dover finds a reduction in recurrence in the orators over the fourth century. There is too
little fourth-century tragedy extant to make any judgement about trends here. It is scarcely
relevant that Menander’s repetitiveness as disclosed in this study is in line with that of the

fifth century tragedians.

Though it is no part of this study to criticise Dover’s work or conclusions, the variation in
repetitiveness from one work of the same author to another, and indeed from one part of a
play to another (on which see Chapter 5), revealed by this study suggests that Dover's
samples may not be large enough. 1000 mobile lexemes are no more than 300 lines of a

play, while we have looked at every extended trimeter passage in 21 tragedies.

10 Chapter 7A of Dover (1997), pp 131-143.

Il Dover uses the term ‘formal recurrence’ for what is here called ‘figurative repetition’. He recognises
this effect of his index, and therefore separates in one of his tables “data on close proximity (intervals 1-5)
from data on intervals ranging from 6 to 20.” (See Dover [1997] 134 and table 7.2.)
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APPENDIX II
THE SEPTEM OF AESCHYLUS

It is worth enquiring whether the repetitive technique adds anything to the case for or
against the genuineness of the end of Seprem. 1005-1078 is believed by many to be a later
addition, under the influence of Euripides’ Phoenissae or Sophocles’ Antigone or both.
Hutchinson lists earlier discussions; in his view we have a fragment of fourth-century
tragedy added to Aeschylus’ original Septem (and introduced into it by the anapaests 861-

874).12 The arguments for the spuriousness of the scene are based on plot and language.

If the disputed end is removed, the index for Seprem is 9.88; per 100 lines, it has 1.74
same-line repetitions, and 5.22 repetitions in the same or adjacent lines. The index for the
trimeter passage 1005-1053 is 9.76; it has 6.12 same-line repetitions, and 12.24
repetitions in the same or adjacent lines.

It is striking that the disputed passage has an index very like that of the rest of the play
(and above that of all other plays but Iphigenia Taurica, Orestes and Persae), but a
markedly higher number (per 100 lines) of repetitions in the same or adjacent lines (but
below the figure for Choephori, and well below that for several plays of Sophocles and
Euripides). However, the trimeter passage is only 49 lines long, and the repetition
statistics for so short a passage of any play can diverge widely from those for the whole
play.

It is also noteworthy that the passage contains two striking echoes of earlier words in the
play. First, 1018-9

BV TATPYwY, OUS ATLLACAS OO€

oTpdTevp’ émakTov éuBalwy Tpet TOALV.
echo 582-3

TOMY TaTpwav kal Beous Tous €YYEVELS
mopBely, OTPATEVY €TAKTOV éuPePAnkoTa;!13

Secondly, kothoydoTopes in 1035 echoes kotAoydoTopos in 496; these are the only

occurrences of this word in extant Greek literature, nor are any compounds of either

KoLAo- or yaoTnp other than rare.

An example of an Aeschylean emphasis upon a root is Tu, which occurs seven times

between 1003 and 1047. It occurs only eight times in the rest of the play, only once In
close proximity; but its repetition is a feature of the Oresteia, in which the root is repeated
within three lines on eleven occasions, while there are only three such repetitions in the
whole of the complete plays of Sophocles and five in those of Euripides.

Less striking but perhaps still noteworthy is that the commonest repetition in the passage

(méALs, five times) is one of the two commonest in trimeters in the play as a whole (24

12 Hutchinson (1985) 209-211.
13 Ct. Trachiniae259 oTpaTOV Aafov €makTOV €pXETAL TOALY.
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times, equalled by 6éos); TOALs, however, is also a commonly repeated word in Antigone

and Phoenissae.

No inference can be drawn about the genuineness of the end of Septem from all this. It
does, however, reinforce the impression that the passage is reasonably well knit into the
play, even though its theme and some aspects of its language support the idea that it is a

fourth-century embellishment.1+

14 Stanford (1942) observes that it certainly has Aeschylean traits, and is at worst “a good spectmen of

‘the school of Aeschylus’ ™
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APPENDIX III
THE PROMETHEUS ATTRIBUTED TO AESCHYLUS

The authenticity of this play is much disputed. !5 A full study of the problem is in Griffith
(1977). who comes down against authenticity . He has a section entitled "Repetition” (pp.

201-2), but that looks at words or phrases repeated anywhere within the play. and
describes repetitions within a few lines of each other as:

. not of much significance; they are common in all authors, though the
technique of variation is often employed to avoid clumsiness.

The tone of Griffith’s discussion is shown in the following extracts:

Schmid has collected a remarkable list of passages in Prom. in which individual

words or phrases are repeated . . . by and large they justify his emphasis on this
as an extraordinary feature of the play.

Hiltbru_nner ... finds that with Prom. the picture is completely different from the
other six plays: the repetitions are more numerous, but seem to lack any purpose
or pattern. '

. . . the word-for-word repetition is far more extensive and obvious than is usual
for Aeschylus, who prefers more subtle variation of . . . thematically essential
words or phrases.

Moreover, even Herington, who believes Prometheusis by Aeschylus, says:

But Schmid was no doubt justified in treating the high frequency of repetition in
PV as a unique feature. Though exact comparative statistics seem to be lacking,

there is almost certainly nothing approaching a parallel in tragedy or comedy.16

These extracts do nothing to prepare one for Table 4.12 above, which shows that there is
far less repetition, aside from indisputable figures of speech, in Prometheus than in any of
the other plays — not in the Aeschylean corpus only, but in the whole of the rest of extant
Greek tragedy.!7 The conclusion seems to be “Prometheus may not be by Aeschylus
because its author seems to avoid unfigured repetitions at intervals of 15 lines or fewer,

and spreads his words out more.”

15 The latest Teubner editor (West 1998) prints Prometheus after the other six plays and describes it as
‘incertt auctoris.” Schein (1979) Appendix III, who was not able to take account of Gnffith (1977),
accepts Prometheus as by, and one of the latest plays of, Aeschyvlus, and claims that the peculiarities of
the tnimeter in it are 1n accord with these assumptions, but then admits that the tolerance of hiatus
between two lines, of which the first is not end-stopped, is unique to Prometheus among tragedies.

16 Herington (1970) 33.

I7 Although, as observed above, there is nothing in what Griffith (1977) says about repetition to prepare
for these findings, his appendix L ‘Word Distribution’ does find that Prometheus ‘has a slightly larger
total of separate nouns than any of the other plays, in proportion to their size” and ‘rather a small number
of nouns used often’. ‘This suggests,” he says ‘that Prom’s vocabulary is in this respect quite wide in
range.” He denies that there is any significant statistical variation from author to author, but he may not
have looked very deeply into this. (In the days before the TLG and scarch programs the collection of such
data was, as he says, laborious and tiresome work.) It may be that the range of the vocabulary of
Prometheus is the reverse of a coin whose obverse is Table 4.12: but to demonstrate this would
necessitate going bevond nouns to verbs and adjectives. And to find that it is would not show the direction
of causation — does the author of Prometheus employ a relatively wide vocabulary because he 1s more
anxious than others to keep unfigured repetitions down. or is his low repetitiveness index a consequence
of his use of a relatively wide vocabulary?
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The impression of a stylistic divergence is reinforced when we look at repetitions in the
same line. Table 4.10 shows that there are proportionately more of these in Prometheus
than in the rest of the Aeschylean corpus, though several of the plays of Sophocles and
Euripides exceed it. There may in addition be some qualitative difference; there are in
trimeters analysed in Prometheus four examples of anadiplosis — repetition of the same
form of a word, with or without an intervening word or words, which adds nothing to the
sense, Viz, 266 €kwv €kwv mpaptor 274 milecbé poi, miBecbe 338 avxw ydp.
avx® 999 Té\unoov, & pdTaie, TOMunoov. Elsewhere in the Aeschylean trimeters
which have been analysed, such anadiplosis is found only with monosyllabic vocatives
(Zev Agamemnon 973 and Choephori246 and mat Choephori 653 and 654).

These impressions must be treated with caution. Aeschylus, it should be remembered,
shows a greater range in repetitiveness than the other playwrights, his repetitiveness
indices ranging from 6.94 to 10.44. Can we be certain that he could not have written a
play with an even lower index, particularly if, as some argue, Prometheus was the latest
of his surviving plays, given that the others with low indices are in the Oresteia, which
would have preceded it by a short interval?
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APPENDIX IV
THE PHILOCTETES OF SOPHOCLES

Five of the surviving plays of Sophocles have indices of repetitiveness much lower than
any of those by Euripides which have been analysed here. The index of one, Elecrra,
exceeds that of one, but only one, play of Euripides, Heraclidae. The impression of clear
water between these two playwrights does not however survive Philoctetes. which has an

index above the average for Euripides.18 This is somewhat disconcerting, and makes it

less easy to conclude, for instance, that we have found a settled Sophoclean trait, and that
he was more concerned to avoid unfigured repetitions than was Euripides.

It is reassuring to find, therefore, that commentators have noticed stylistic differences
between Philoctetes and the other surviving plays of Sophocles. Jebb in his edition says

The diction of the Philoctetes has been regarded by Schneidewin and others as
somewhat deficient in the lofty force of earlier compositions. But this criticism
is not warranted by those passages which gave the fittest scope for such a
quality . . . If, in the larger part of the play, the language is of a less elevated
strain, this results from the nature of the subject; since the gradual unfolding of
character, to which the plot owes its peculiar interest, is effected by the
conversations of Neoptolemus with Odysseus or with Philoctetes, in which a
more familiar tone necessarily predominates.

Again, Earp in The Style of Sophocles makes many references to the greater naturalism of
the dialogue in this play, and to the higher proportion of resolved feet than elsewhere in

Sophocles.19

18 Tables 4.10 and 4.11 show Philoctetes with the highest number of repetitions per 100 trimeters in the
same and adjacent lines, and exceeded only by Andromache in same-line repetitions. But Sophocles’ plays
generally rank high in these tables.

19 Earp (1944), especially p. 96 “. . . in which the dialogue approaches most nearly to norma.l speech.™,
p.115 “. . . the Philoctetes is certainly the most naturalistic of all the plays and contains no- set
declamation . . .”; p. 122 “nearer to natural speech than any other of the plays.” This obsen'gt}on 1S
supported by the series of same-line repetitions in antilabe in Philoctetes 810-2}17; a passage reminiscent
of comedy, which includes the remarkable 816 — 1. 11éBes pébes pe. Ne. mol pebo; L. pébes moTe.
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APPENDIX V
THE ORESTES OF EURIPIDES
1. REPETITIONS

Orestes is one of Euripides’ latest plays, probably produced in 408 BC. It has been
characterised as a melodrama; its most striking formal feature is a long lyric aria by a

Phrygian slave towards the end. This study has found particular repetitiveness in Orestes:
it is very close to the top of tables 4.10, 4.11 and 4.12.

In common with other late plays of Euripides, Orestes is long, and quite a lot of its
transmitted text has been suspected as being interpolated by actors. Diggle (1994) — the
most recent Oxford Classical Text - puts 99 of its trimeters in square brackets (comparable

with the 95 of Helen but many fewer than the 233 of Phoenissae).20 Diggle, also alters

the order of lines between 544 and 584, and between 1599 and 1613. The effect of these
changes on repetitiveness has been assessed.

The base text, as throughout this study, was that of the TLG, i.e. the Oxford Classical
Text of Murray (1907), including the lines put in square brackets by Murray (amounting
to 27, including four not excised by Diggle). This text was then re-arranged by excluding
the lines square-bracketed by Diggle and making all of his transpositions. Readings
within lines, however, remain those of the TLG. (The aim of the exercise was to assess
what effect Diggle’s excisions and transpositions have on repetitiveness in the play, not to
produce figures for Diggle’s text.) The table of repetitions produced for the base text of
Orestes was amended by removing those where either of the occurrences was in an
excised line, and recalculating the intervals between occurrences affected by
transpositions or the excision of intervening lines; that was simple, but it was more
difficult to track down new repetitions created by transpositions or the excision of
intervening lines. Since the program Pandora works only on the TLG, the derived text
was inspected for repetitions by eye and by the use of a standard search program. The

results are tabulated below:

20 As generally in this study, continuous trimeter passages only are examined — isolated tnmeters or
groups of trimeters in lyric contexts are ignored.
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TABLE 4.15

ORESTES: MURRAY AND DIGGLE ORDERS COMPARED

Murray order {Diggle order

No. of relevant 1132 1033
lines

Intervals

same line 40 34
<1 99 84
<2 167 148
<3 215 194
<4 265 244
<5 320 293
<6 376 340
<7 409 379
<8 447 419
<9 497 461
<10 536 497
<11 571 520
<12 615 552
<13 641 582
<14 668 607
<15 697 635

The Index of repetitiveness for the Diggle order is 10.37, compared with 10.11 for the
Murray order, and repetitions in the same and adjacent lines compare as follows:

TABLE 4.16
SAME AND ADJACENT LINE REPETITIONS PER 100 LINES IN ORESTES.

Murray order iDiggle order

same 3.53 3.29
same & adjacent 8.75 8.13

Diggle’s changes have slightly reduced the apparent propensity to repeat words in the
same or adjacent trimeters (which is, as described above, something of a proxy for figural
repetitions), but have slightly increased the index of repetitiveness (something of a proxy
for unfigured repetitions, since it excludes repetitions in the same or adjacent trimeters).
Diggle’s changes have not affected the conclusions drawn earlier in this chapter about the
relationship of Orestes to Euripides’ other plays or of him to other authors.

There are 34 same-line repetitions in the Diggle text (3.29 per 100), and 6 in the lines
Diggle judges to be interpolated (6.1 per 100). There are SOrepetitions in adjacent lines in
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the Diggle text (4.84 per 100). There are 6 repetitions in adjacent interpolated lines (6.1
per 100), and on 6 occasions there is a repetition between an interpolated line and a word

in the Diggle text.21 So the putative interpolators were more prone to such repetitions than

Euripides as reconstructed by Diggle. On the other hand, they were rather less prone to
repetitions afterlongerintervals.

This is not surprising. Figurative repetitions can be a feature of sententiousness, and
sententiousness can seem attractive to those seeking to embellish a text. If however
unfigured repetitions are in some sense an unconscious result of the process of
composition (on which see the discussions in Chapters 2 and 7), then fewer would be

expected between the work of one writer (here Diggle s Euripides) and another (here an
interpolator).

It 1s not, however, as if there were an enormous chasm between the repetitive technique
of the interpolators and that of the reconstructed Euripides; the interpolators integrated
their writing, in this respect, quite well into the play Euripides had written.

We must consider also the alternative hypothesis; viz. that the transmitted text is, or is
very close to, what Euripides wrote, and excisions and transpositions are, in the main,
editorial improvements. Then, if editors have been influenced in making changes by a
desire to remove blemishes caused by repetitions which seemed offensive to their ears,
they have succeeded only in respect of repetitions in the same or adjacent lines — overall
those repetitions they have removed have been counterbalanced by ones which their
excisions and transpositions have introduced.

Stronger conclusions than the above could perhaps be reached by an examination of
Phoenissae, over 20 per cent of whose lines are square-bracketed by Diggle, as compared
with under 10 per cent of Orestes.

21 Of course removal of interpolations also creates repetitions not in the Murray text, and transpositions
create and remove repetitions; the figures in this sentence take no account of such happenings.
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2. RESOLUTIONS.

It 1s not only in the field of repetitiveness that the wholesale excision of lines can affect
indices of poetic practice. It is generally accepted that the frequency of the resolution of
feet in the iambic trimeter (i.e. the number of tribrachs, anapaests and dactyls replacing
iambi or spondees in the first five feet) increases steadily over Euripides’ career, and that
the index of such frequency is a valid method of dating a play. Cropp & Fick (1985)

indeed use sophisticated statistical analyses of resolution rates to date plays of which few
lines survive.

While, of course, the excision of a few lines is very unlikely to affect the resolution rate
significantly (unless an editor used the existence or otherwise of a resolution as a criterion
forrejecting lines), large-scale excisions might well affect it.

This is recognised by Cropp & Fick, who point out that differences in the calculations of
different workers in this field depend largely on their different attitudes to the exclusion of
spurious or suspect lines. They say:

The resulting differences are minor, except in the cases of Phoinissai and
Iphigeneia in Aulis, where special problems of authenticity arise . . . In
Phoinissai, the problems of interpolation are particularly vexing and have caused
us to exclude from consideration, besides numerous minor passages, three
passages . . . where suspicions of the presence of inauthentic or at least reworked
material seem strongest. (It should be stressed that the exclusion of possibly
genuine lines is less potentially misleading than the inclusion of spurious
evidence. ) Nevertheless, since excluded passages usually take some resolutions
with them, the resolution/trimeter ratios based on the different counts remain
remarkably consistent, the largest proportionate differences between the ratios
[calculated by different researchers] being for Hippolytos . . . Hekabe . . . and
Ion. [Cropp & Fick add in a footnote: “It should, however, be noted that if all the
deletions in Phoinissai recommended by E. Fraenkel . . . were made, this would
result in the removal of about 250 trimeters with about 100 resolutions from the
complete text, reducing the resolution rate of the rest to about 33.1 per cent.
Unfortunately, the one single suspect passage where inclusion or exclusion will
have the greatest impact on the overall figures, lines 1104-1140 (with 23
resolutions in 37 lines), is also one of the most difficult to evaluate for authenticity
N

A brief analysis of the effect of Diggle’s excisions on the resolution rate of Orestes has

been carried out, based on the work of Philippides (1984). Philippides includes a metrical
analysis of every trimeter in the plays she has selected (one of which is Orestes), and has
the merit for the present purpose of great reluctance to exclude lines (stopping however
short of this study, which, in principle, excludes no line in the manuscript tradition). She
excludes from Orestes only “the lines which both the Oxford Classical Text [i.e. Murray
(1907)] and the Budé list as corrupt”, and includes all trimeters, even those embedded in

lyric passages.

22 Cropp & Fick (1985) 6 and note 3.
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Philippides finds 587 resolutions in 1175 trimeters — a resolution rate of 50.0%. 85 lines
included in her analysis are excised by Diggle; they contain 37 resolutions — a resolution
rate of 43.5%. The Diggle text, therefore, has 550 resolutions in 1091 lines, a resolution
rate of 50.4%. The difference between the Philippides rate and the Diggle one is small,
bearing out Cropp & Fick’s statement that “the resolution/trimeter ratios based on the
different counts remain remarkably consistent”. What is striking is that the rate for the
excluded lines, though not as high as for those parts of the play accepted as authentic by
Diggle, is above the rate for any play by Euripides other than Orestes, Bacchae and
Iphigenia in Aulis (35.6% for Helen being the nearest). As with repetitiveness, we find
the putative interpolator(s) managing to approximate his/their style(s) to that of the play
being embellished.23 There is, incidentally, too little fourth-century tragedy extant for a
definitive statement of the practice of tragic playwrights in that century, but it seems to

have differed from one to another; Alexandrian tragedians seem to have eschewed
resolution.

Another possibility, of course, is that what we have is a set of editorial deletions from a
text that is actually a unity. If the text were a unity one would expect the resolution of
deleted lines and the rest to be similar, unless resolution were a criterion for or against
deletion.

23 This mav be borne out by the observation that in the 36 trimeters deleted by Diggle in his lext- of
Andromache: there are but five resolutions - 13.9%, quite close to the 15.9% cal‘culated by Cropp & Fqle
for that play. In the 18 lines deleted by Diggle but not by Murray there are tour reso]ullons - 222%.
Deductions from all this are particularly difficult. however, because one line, which Diggle deletes but
Murrayv does not, contains the exceptional number of 3 resolutions.
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APPENDIX VI
LACUNA IN BACCHAE

Thereis a lacuna between lines 1329 and 1330 of Bacchae. This corruption has a far more
secure status than most others, even those universally accepted by editors: its only parallel
for certainty is the loss of the beginning of Choephori. 1329 is the first part of an
incomplete sentence spoken by Agave, and the next line in the sole manuscript (P, L
having failed at 755) is 1331, the second part of a sentence spoken by Dionysus (1330 is
supplied from the scholia to Dionysius Periegetes). The plot has obviously developed in
the interim, and a number of the lost lines may survive transmogrified in Christus Patiens.

One might expect this lacuna to show up in an analysis of repetitions. The naive
expectation might be that, since the sets of lines preceding and following the lacuna are
not contiguous in the normal sense, there would be fewer repetitions between the two sets
than between similar sets where there is no lacuna. That expectation is confounded by the
facts: there are five words occurring before the lacuna which occur after it with a gap of
15 lines or fewer (forms of Aéyw, dBAios, Myouvpat, and €xw), while in five other
samples examined there were more than five repetitions crossing an arbitrarily selected
boundary only once, and fewer than five on four occasions.

But is this naive expectation valid? If unfigured repetitions were deliberately sought by the
poet, then it would indeed be surprising to find them to find them created by what must
properly be called an accident (as if, for instance, turning over two pages of a traditionally
rhyming English poet did not interfere with the rhyme scheme). But if the unfigured
repetitions are an unconscious result of the way in which the poet composed, and in the
process of polishing his composition he tried, at least sometimes, to remove them, then
one would expect more repetitions between sets of non-contiguous lines in the same play
than between sets of contiguous ones. A brief attempt was made to test this hypothesis: in
three long trimeter passages of Bacchae two pages were turned over and a count was
made of the number of repetitions across the gap. Four, one and three were found. That
does not support the hypothesis. At present therefore, all one can say 1s that random
effects seem to predominate when small sections of plays are examined; that conclusion is
also reached in Chapter 5 below.
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APPENDIX VII
THE RHESUS ASCRIBED TO EURIPIDES

The authenticity of Rhesus has been queried since antiquity. The hypothesis prefixed to
Rhesus in manuscripts contains the following:

TOUTO TO Opdpa éviot vébov Umevénoav Ws ovk Evpimidou: Tov yap
Zrod)o@\&,tov ud’)\)\ov’imod)aiva XAPaKTNpd. €v pévtol Tals Sdackalials
WS YVTOLOV  avay€ypamTai, Kal N Tepl TA peTdpola &€ €V auTe
ToAUTpaypooUvn Tov Evpimidny opoloyet.24

In 1964 Ritchie devoted a full-length book to this subject, concluding that the play was an
early work of Euripides.25 E. Fraenkel did not accept this conclusion in a review in

Gnomon,26 and the general impression remains that it is ‘unsafe’ to treat Rhesus as being
by Euripides; for instance in his preface Diggle (1994) says:

De Rhesi auctore quaeritur? unum hoc certum, quod de auctore non certa est fides.

Rhesum ab Euripide scriptam esse parum confido, scribi nequisse non dixerim.
This uncertainty has led to a general consensus that Rhesus is best ignored — though if it
is the sole surviving substantial fourth-century tragedy it is surely worthy of particular
attention — for instance it is not mentioned in Cropp & Fick (1985) or in The Imagery of
Euripides by Barlow (1971).

Repetition of words and phrases has been studied by Ritchie and his predecessors.
Ritchie says:

A tendency to the monotonous repetition of words and phrases has often been
remarked on as characteristic of the style of Rhesus, and has been held up as a
mark of inferior workmanship, by which is betrayed the hand of a poet less
competent than Euripides. It is justly observed that the words and phrases
repeated are often quite colourless and unemphatic, so that their recurrent use

contributes to a certain flatness of style.27

Ritchie is here talking of the frequent use of particular words scattered throughout the
play, “in keeping with a tendency of Euripides to make heavy demands on a stock of
favourite words, most of them common in Attic. Rhesus does not appear to offend more
than other plays of Euripides in this respect.” He goes on to discuss briefly the repetition
that is the subject of this study:

Another aspect of verbal repetition, which need not particularly concern us,
although it appears in Rhesus, is an indifference to the use of the same word more
than once within a brief space, notably at the ends of verses close to one another.
In Rhesus there are several instances of this kind of repetition, but it is, in fact,
generally common in Euripides and is not fastidiously avoided by any of the
tragedians. . . In Rhesus there are no strikingly harsh examples and the tendency
is no more prominent than in other plays of Euripides.

24 Though it is hard to understand 8¢, it is printed in Diggle 1994 without comment in the apparatus.
25 Ritchie (1964) 357.

26 Fraenkel (1965) 228-41.

27 Ritchie (1964) 218ff.
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He then looks at “the more important matter of the repetition of phrase™; “collocations of
two or more words repeated with or without some variation . . . separated sometimes by

only a short interval but sometimes by a long one” He compares Rhesus with Hippolvtus
and Bacchae in this respect, and concludes:

In neither of these plays, however, is the repetition on the same scale as in
Rhesus, especially if difference of length is taken into account. There would
indeed seem to be no other play of Euripides which approaches Rhesus in this
respect. . . There 1s therefore an appreciable difference of degree between Rhesus
and other plays of Euripides in the matter of repetition.

Repetition is undoubtedly a marked feature of the style of Rhesus, but the fact that
Euripides himself shows a strong tendency to carelessness in this respect makes

this much less significant as evidence that the play is spurious.28
In the present study Rhesus has been subjected to analysis in the same way as the other
plays examined. It appears from Tables 4.7 to 4.9 above that, though repetitions in the
same line are fewer than in undoubted Euripidean plays, and repetitions in the same or
adjacent lines are fewer than in all but Iphigenia Taurica, its index of repetitiveness puts
Rhesus at the mid point of the range for Euripides, and above anything of Sophocles,
even Philoctetes. There is no particular Zodokhelos xapakTnp here.

This study is not intended to be a stylometric one. Its prime purpose is not to use
repetitiveness as a way of identifying authors, or dating works, but to see what light
comparisons can throw on the poetics of repetition. Nevertheless, it is striking what
different results have been produced by comparisons between Prometheus and the
undoubted plays of Aeschylus and ones between Rhesus and the undoubted plays of
Euripides.

It is perhaps time for a proper stylometric approach to the problem of the authenticity of
Rhesus. Ritchie’s work now seems dated. It, and almost all its predecessors, looked at
the lexical items in its stylistic analysis.29 Lexical items are particularly dependent on
subject matter, and an author may be particularly conscious of them. It might be worth
examining instead, in a structured and rigorous way, how particles are used. It also seems
strange in 1999 to read a study of tragedy which speaks of imitation, as if it were an
infallible sign of an inferior poet, rather than of intertextual allusion, and which does not
consider whether the repetitions of phrases at perhaps lengthy intervals within Rhesus
were binding it together, and playing with concepts, rather than betokening poverty of

invention.

28 In this part of his book Ritchie shows distinct signs of the excoriatory approach, as illustrated in
Chapter 2 above.

29 Pearson (1921) compares the frequency with which certain non-lexicals occur in Rhesus and in
Alcestis, discovering quite a wide divergence between the plays; but Ritchie (1964) 145-6 claims that this
type of evidence is discredited by the fact that the occurrence of €ketvos varies widely amongst the other
plays of Eunpides. Subsequently, Marcovich (1991) has argued that alliteration is commoner in Rhesus
than in Euripides, and shows that its author was *“a poor poet™.
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APPENDIX VIII
THE DYSCOLUS OF MENANDER AND THE ALEXANDRA OF LYCOPHRON

The present study is of complete plays handed down to us under the names of the three
great Attic tragedians. It might, however, be illuminating to undertake some comparison
with other works of ancient literature. The phenomenon of verbal repetition is by no
means unique to Greek tragedy. But comparisons between genres are fraught with
difficulties. It is indeed hard to see how any attempt at statistical rigour could be made if
the comparanda are in different metres. That is why the analysis reported above looks

exclusively at passages in iambic trimeters, ignoring even passages in trochaic
tetrameters.

Comparison with other compositions in iambic trimeters therefore seemed most likely to
illuminate a study of repetitions in the tragedians.

1. DYSCOLUS

The variety of metres used by Aristophanes (let alone the special comic repetitions of e.g.
Lysistrata 212-236) suggested complications that would be avoided by choosing
Menander. An analysis was therefore made of Dyscolus, looking only at iambic trimeters,
and excluding the 11 lines at the end that follow a passage in iambic tetrameters catalectic.
The text used, as for the tragedians, has been that of the TLG, which for Dyscolus is the
Oxford Classical Text of Sandbach (1972). The analysis treats conjectures to fill gaps in
the papyrus just like other readings; but the gaps left blank by Sandbach no doubt
included some repetitions, and therefore the figures given below are probably rather lower
than they would be if the papyrus had survived entire. The same definition of a qualifying
repetition has been used in the analysis of Menander as in that of the tragedians; although
there are differences in the vocabulary of tragedy and of new comedy, there is no reason

to expect them to invalidate comparisons.
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TABLE 4.17
REPETITIONS IN DYSCOLUS
No. of relevant lines 797
Intervals
same line 20
<1 58
<2 93
<3 130
<4 157
<5 187
<6 232
<7 250
<8 282
<9 307
<10 332
<11 356
<12 376
<13 408
<14 419
<15 441

TABLE 4.18

SAME AND ADJACENT LINE REPETITIONS PER 100 LINES IN DYSCOLUS

same 2.51
same & adjacent .27

The Index of repetitiveness is 8.87.

The figures for Dyscolus would occasion no surprise if they emerged from the analysis of
a tragedy. The figure for same-line repetitions is rather below and the index is just above
the median for the tragedies studied (the mid-point in Tables 4.10 and 4.12); the figure for
repetitions in the same or adjacent lines is well above that median (the mid point in Table
4.11), and exceeded only by Orestes and four plays of Sophocles.

No detailed examination of Menander’s repetitive technique has been made. But it shows
important differences from that found in tragedy: 11 out of the 20 cases of repetition in the
same line are in antilabe, where one speaker picks up a word used by another. That is
very unlike tragic practice,30 though of course it is common in stichomythia for one
speaker to pick up another’s word. Moreover, the general effect produced by Menander's
repetitions is of a natural conversational style, rather than figurative language. emphasis
for poetic reasons, or the simple indifference that is quite often the first impression given
by a tragic repetition, even one in which closer examination reveals subtlety.

30 Except for Philoctetes 810-817, noted in Appendix V.
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New Comedy differs from tragedy in that breaks in its action are not filled with words in
the text transmitted, but by the stage direction XOPOY. In Dyscolus, there are six
repetitions from Act 1 to Act 2; three from Act 2 to Act 3; and three from Act 3 to Act <
(the metre changes between Act 4 and Act 5).3! For comparison. repetitions across a
purely arbitrary division (the lines numbered 100, 200 etc in our texts (excluding 700,
which is close to a metre change) are 1, 6, 7, 2, 6, 3, and 3: averaging 4 - the same as the
average number of repetitions across Act divisions. This identity must be co-incidental.
but the implication is that, in this respect at least, Menander did not treat Act divisions
specially in composing. A thesis that these repetitions have the effect of binding two Acts
together could perhaps be defended (whether or not it was maintained that this binding
reflected the intention of the playwright); such binding might have the dramaturgical
function of bringing back the attention of the audience to the dramatic situation, after the
distraction of the choral interiude; such an explanation is plausible in TaSeAdg in 226
followed by ddeAdnis in 240 between Act 1 and Act 2; 8vewv in 422 followed by

TeOukévat in 430 between Act 2 and Act 3; and the invocation of Heracles in 612 and 621
between Act 3 and Act 4. Relevantly, and not in relation to a verbal repetition, Handley
(1965) observes in his note on the opening of Act 2:

The reference back with which the Act opens helps the audience to grasp the new

situation and secures a degree of continuity after the break.
If unfigured repetitions are taken to be a result of the process of composition (on which
see the discussion in Chapter 7) the phenomenon here could be taken as evidence of
continuous composition of the dialogue by Menander, who when he got to a break
between acts simply wrote XOPOY and pressed on; this explanation is not of course
inconsistent with finding a real binding effect in the repetitions. The difficulty of reaching
certainty here is illustrated by the discussion of the repetitions over the massive lacuna in
Bacchae, which it is impossible to explain as other than random (see Appendix VI to this

chapter).

31 Repetitions are as defined throughout this study - 1.e., a word repeated after no more than fifteen lines
following its first occurrence. In the analysis repetitions from one Act to the next count, XOPOT being
treated just like an interjection without a line number.
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2. ALEXANDRA

TABLE 4.19
REPETITIONS IN ALEXANDRA
No. of relevant lines 1474
Intervals
same line 10
<1 11
<2 17
<3 206
<4 39
<5 45
<6 59
<7 65
<8 78
<9 91
<10 100
<11 118
<i2 130
<13 146
<14 156
<15 166

TABLE 4.20

SAME AND ADJACENT LINE REPETITIONS PER 100 LINES IN
ALEXANDRA
same 0.69
same & adjacenti 0.75

The index of repetitiveness is 1.55.

Alexandra resembles tragedy in some ways.32 [t is in iambic trimeters (with very few
resolutions), and its form is of a messenger’s speech, with an account of the prophecies
of Cassandra framed by short addresses by a guard to an unnamed king (presumably
Priam). It is obscurantist, with a vocabulary brimful of rare words. But these factors do
not alone account for the very small number of repetitions within a few lines. This study
is not the place for a full examination of Lycophron’s repetitive technique, but it is
striking that, though like a tragedian Lycophron quite often uses a rare word more than
once, he spreads them over his poem, and does not re-use them after short intervals.33
Similarly, he spreads common words over the poem; only mas (with 12 of the 166
repetitions in the whole work) shows any tendency to cluster; one 1s left with the strong
impression that there is a deliberate avoidance of repetition.

32 Its date is controversial; but the references in it to Rome suggest a date in the early 2nd century B.C.

33 He does not therefore go as far as Gabriel Garcia Marquez, the Columbian novelist, who is reported in
the Guardian Weekly for February 12th 1995 from an interview in Le Monde as saying “l can’t bear using
the same adjective twice in the same book, except in very rare cases where exactly the same effect needs to

berecreated.”
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CHAPTER 5
SOME SPECIAL ANALYSES

Chapter 4 has shown that there are distinct and measurable differences in propensity to
repetition amongst tragedies, and from one tragedian to another, and that the differences
between Sophocles and Euripides are significant. This chapter looks at some special
issues, particularly ones which are internal to plays. It is relevant that Philippides (1984)
believes resolutions in trimeters, which are well known to increase in number over the
career of Euripides, are more prevalent in the more emotive passages of his plays, and
that the studies of Laan (1995) on elisions lead her to a similar conclusion as Philippides
on resolutions — that high and low incidences of each appear to coincide with dramatic
intensity and non-excited passagesrespectively.

SECTION 1. PARTS OF PLAYS.

The first issue to be examined is that of the parts of plays. It appears on a reading of
Greek tragedy that there is a lot of repetition in stichomythia, when one speaker picks up a
word used by the other one, to emphasise, contradict or comment on it, while
messengers’ speeches, often describing some exotic happenings, contain more unusual
words and less repetition of common ones. It might also be a plausible conjecture that
certain parts of plays are more finely-wrought than others; tragedies were, after all,
written under severe time constraints for performance at dramatic festivals, without the
time for polishing that a Hellenistic poet, for instance, may have had.

The question is whether such apparent or plausible variations in tendency to repetition are
measurable, and whether they differ among playwrights. There are two problems here.
First, while, as has been shown in Chapter 4, relative repetitiveness is measurable at the
level of the play and the author, random variations may obscure trends in shorter sections,
like messengers’ speeches or dialogues.! Second, while divisions like ‘stichomythia’ or
‘agon’ or ‘messenger’s speech’ are well recognised, their precise definition for a
statistical analysis may not be so easy; what, for instance, about dialogue with short
utterances not restricted to one line by a participant?

An attempt to analyse a few plays (Ajax, Andromache and Heraclidae) in this way has
nevertheless been made. Each of the discrete trimeter sections of the play (that is, those
set out separately in Appendix II to Chapter 3) was examined. Two statistical correlations
were made. The first correlation was between the proportion of lines in stichomythic or
distichomythic dialogue to total lines in a section,2 and the figure for repetitions in the

same or adjacent lines in that section.3 The second correlation was between the proportion

1 This has been discussed in Chapter 4, especially in Appendix VI.
2 There have to be at least two consecutive utterances, each of not more than two lines, for the lines to be
counted as stichomythic or distichomythic. Antilabe is included with stichomythia.

3 Calculated as in the tables in Chapter 4, by dividing the number of repetitions up to the interval in
question by the number of scoring lines and expressing the result as the number of repetitions per 100

lines.
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of lines in continuous speeches of ten or more lines in a section and the figure for

repetitions in that section.+ Tables 5.1 to 5.3 set the figures out for stichomythic or
distichomythic dialogue, and tables 5.4 to 5.6 those for speeches:

TABLE 5.1. DIALOGUE - AJAX

AJAX ... ... _ _.sameand adjacent
| _proportion of repetitions

|Section di/stichomythia _per 100 lines
1133 042 ~ 3.76

263-347 T 025 . .. 7.23

9611162 . 023 9.5,
11223-1401 0.22 8.38

TABLE 5.2. DIALOGUE - HERACLIDAE

HERACLIDAE __same and adjacent |

Section di/stichomythia per 100 lines |
111-287 015 6.78'
1297-352 0 7.4

1381-607 0.02 6.19

1630-701 064 - 8.33

709-747 ‘ 0.56 7.69

784-891 . 0.06 ~ 5.56]
1928-1052 0.14 5.6

TABLE 5.3. DIALOGUE -~ ANDROMACHE

| ANDROMACHE : ~ same and adjacent |

~ proportion of _repetitions |
Section . di/stichomythia per 100 lines |

147-273 0.23 10.32

866-1008 ... 02 2.8

1048-1165 015 5.04
11231-1283 0o 3.77

+ Defined as in Chapter 1 — i.e. “the recurrence of a word following an interval of not more than fifteen
lines.” This figure is used instead of the index of repetitiveness here so as to cover all repeutions,
including those in the same or adjacent lines.
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TABLE 5.4. SPEECHES - AJAX

TABLE 5.5. SPEECHES ~-HERACLIDAE

TABLE 5.6. SPEECHES ~-ANDROMACHE

AJAX repetitions
§proportion of (as defined)
Section Espeeches per 100 lines
1-133 0.44 45.86
263-347 0.57 49.39
430-595 0.78 45.78
646-692 1 25.53
719-865 0.77 48.3
961-1162 0.61 49.5
1223-1401 0.68 55.31
HERACLIDAE irepetitions
proportion of (as defined)
Section speeches per 100 lines
1-74 0.73 50
111-287 0.69 56.5
297-352 0.77 58.93
381-607 0.76 51.55
630-701 0 52.78
709-747 0 56.41
784-891 0.76 49.07
928-1052 0.7 56
ANDROMA CHE repetitions
proportion of (as defined)
Section speeches per 100 lines
1-102 0.66 50
147-273 0.65 50
309-463 0.9 47.74
545-765 0.81 48.42
866-1008 0.65 62.24
1048-1165 0.69 55.08
1231-1283 1 52.83
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Correlation coefficients were calculated according to the formula in Hoel (1966), p. 196:

Formula 2

}: (xi - x)(yi - y)

(n-1)sgsy

where for the first calculation x and y are the proportion of dialogue trimeters and the
figure for same and adjacent line repetitions in each section respectively, x and y the
mean of all the x’s and y’s, and s the standard deviation for x and y respectively. For the
second calculation x is the proportion of speeches and y the figure for all repetitions in
each section respectively. Hoel (1966) 194 explains that use of standard deviations in this
calculation makes the measure of the relationship independent of the scale of measurement
of the sets of data (here, the proportion of stichomythia/distichomythia or of speechesina
section of a play and the figure for repetitions in that section.)

Graphs 5.1 and 5.2 illustrate the results.

GRAPH 5.1 Scatter diagram of repetitions in the same and adjacent lines against the
proportion of stichomythia/distichomythia in sections of plays (both variables
normalised).
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GRAPH 5.2 S(_:atter diagram of the density of repetitions against the proportion of
speeches of ten lines or more in sections of plays (both variables normalised).
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For the three plays taken together there is a coefficient of 0.29 for the correlation between
the figure for repetitions in the same or adjacent lines and the proportion of stichomythic
or distichomythic dialogue in the sections of the play. Disaggregated, the coefficient for
Heraclidae is 0.56, that for Ajax weak (0.25) and that for Andromache very w eak indeed
(0.06).

For the three plays taken together there is a negative correlation, with a coefficient of
-0.33, between the number of trimeters in speeches and the total number of repetitions.
Disaggregated, there are negative coefficients of -0.36 for Andromache and -0.68 for

Ajax, while the coefficient for Heraclidaeis very weak (-0.14).5

Three plays are not enough to support any generalisation, but the results, as far as they
go, hint that repetitions in the same or adjacent lines may be correlated with stichomythic
dialogue, and that repetitions in general tend to be less frequent in longer speeches; but
that there are wide differences between plays.

5 This negative corrclation is due solely to the paucity of repetitions in Ajax’s monologuc 646-692: il
that is excluded the coefficient is +0.13.
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SECTION 2. REPETITIVENESS AND DRAMATIC INTENSITY.

The second issue to be examined is that of any correlation between repetitiveness and
dramatic intensity. Philippides concludes from her study of six plays of Euripides:

Concentration of resolutions beyond what would have been expected by chance
under a random distribution appears to coincide with scenes of dramatic intensity:
avoidance of resolutions often coincides with non-excited passages, narrative,

rationalising discourse and scenes of camouflaged plotting or lying.6

‘Dramatic intensity’ must be a rather subjective concept, nor indeed is it obvious that a
poet would use more resolved feet in a more excited passage, for the more resolutions the
less is tragic verse identifiable as such, distinguished from comic verse, prose or ordinary
speech.” This study follows Philippides’ categorisations without making any judgement
on their validity. It looks only at the two plays which are both covered in her study and
analysed here — Orestes and Bacchae. They are two of Euripides’ latest plays, with high

resolution rates, and resolutions not concentrated on a few ‘key’ words, as is typical of
earlier plays. '

Philippides used a computer program to go through the play in continuous frames of 45
trimeters (i.e. the first frame comprises lines 1-45, the second frame lines 2-46 and so on
— where there is a change to another metre the frame will have fewer than 45 lines), and
picked out those frames where the resolution rate is significantly (at the 5% level) either
higher or lower than that for the play as a whole.

Tables 5.7 and 5.8 identify the trimeter passages which Philippides found ‘significant’ in
her terms, and sets by each the figures for repetitions in the same or adjacent lines in that
passage and the figures for all repetitions in that passage. Repetition figures above the
overall rate for the play are marked by being in red.

TABLE 5.7 RESOLUTION RATES AND REPETITION RATES IN ORESTES

lines ~ _.resolution rate . | repetition  rate |
-  same + adjacent _all 1
1-96 _high m 7.3 54.2/
208-275  chigh . - 59 . 559
357-411 high N 7.3, 58.2
671-718  low i .83 68.7
934-956 low ... e 21.7. . 783
1052-1142  low . 5.5 48.4
13111352 low 95 738

6 Philippides (1984) 107.

7 Chapter 4 Appendix IV cites Earp (1944), who relates the higher proportion of resolutions in
Philoctetes than in the rest of Sophocles to its greater naturalism. But on the other hand Garvie (1998) on
Ajax 457-9 believes that six resolutions in nine lines perhaps suggest “the passion that is concealed
beneath Ajax rational discourse.™
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TABLE 5.8 RESOLUTION RATES AND REPETITION RATES IN BACCHAES

lines resolution rate repetition rate
same + adjacent all

1-61 high 1.6 37.7
261-305 high 4.4 62.2
452-518 high 14.9 56.7
711-770 high 3.3 40
755-808 low ‘ 5.6 38.9
1200-1249  ilow ; 4 44
1314-1367 high 7.4 81.5

No correlation emerges between the propensity to repetition in a passage and the
significance of that passage in Philippides’ terms. This does not seem likely to prove a
fruitful line of research, even though it is apriori plausible for the dramatic intensity of a
passage to be related in some way with propensities to repetition.

8 Philippides includes the 16 lines 755-770 both in a high and in a low resolul?on passage. This 15
presumably no more than a consequence of her methodology - she works in overlapping 45-line passages.
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SECTION 3 CLASS OF WORD.

There is a very large number of different words in any language. They can be classified in
many ways (by part of speech, by prosody, by derivation, etc.). It seemed worthwhile
asking whether the repetitive practice of the Greek tragedians varied in any discernible
way according to the class of word. Two studies were made.

STUDY 1

In the first study, two plays of Euripides (Andromache and Iphigenia in Tauris) and
Sophocles’ Oedipus Coloneus were analysed, with the aim of identifying those words
most prone to repetition. This identification is not easy, since obviously those words
which occur most frequently in a text are likely to be repeated (in the sense of this study)
most often; can a correction be made for likelihood? A possible benchmark would be the
number of times a word with X occurrences in a text would repeat after not more than
fifteen lines if it were distributed randomly; comparing the number of observed repetitions
of different words with their benchmark would be a measure of their propensity to be

repeated.”

If each occurrence of a word were independent of each other occurrence, the probability
of its occurrence in any line would be its total number of occurrences divided by the
number of lines. Calling that probability p, the probability of a repetition as defined would
be:

Formula 3 1-(1-p)15

and the number of repetitions of that word to be expected in the trimeters of a play would
be the number of occurrences times the probability of a repetition; that is the benchmark
for that word. This calculation is over-simplified in two respects: first, it assumes that the
text is continuous and, second, it assumes that a word cannot occur more than once in the
same line. In reality the plays studied have between seven and ten discrete trimeter
sections, and repetitions in a single trimeter occur. If precise measurements were sought,
complex calculations would be necessary to remove these simplifying assumptions, but
they are not necessary for getting an indication of differences in the propensity of different
words to repetition. This study has also been restricted to words which occur at least

twenty times in trimeters in the relevant play.

In the following tables the observed number of repetitions is compared with the
benchmark: the final column is the ratio of the one to the other. Since it seemed possible
that different types of word would have different propensities to be repeated, the second
column distinguishes proper names, nouns, verbs and adjectives.

9 ] owe the suggestion of this methodology to Dr T. Fearn of the Department of Statistical Science,
University College London. It is not, of course, realistic to assume that words are distributed randomly, or
that each’occurrence of a word is independent of each other occurrence, since subject matter, certainly for
most lexical words, is an important determinant of occurrence. But the purpose of the assumption 1s
merely to provide a benchmark.
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Chapter 5
TABLE 5.9 PROPENSITIES TO REPETITION IN ANDROMACHE

WORD TYPE OCCURRENCES {REPETITIONS {BENCHMARK RATIO

X€lp noun 21 9 6.2 1.45
OLKOS noun 26 13 9.1 1.43
KTELVW verb 24 11 7.9 1.39
AEYW verb 21 8 6.2 1.29
Beds noun 32 17 13.2 1.29
bidos adjective 23 9 7.3 1.23
Yo  noun 51 35 29.3i 1.19
avip noun 25 10 8.5 1.18
TOAUS adjective 24 9 7.9 1.14
OOLOS noun 32 14 13.2 1.06
TATHP noun 22 7 6.7 1.04
Tais noun 67 44 455! 0.97
KAKOS adjective 50 27 28.41 0.95
€XW verb 40 18 19.5 0.92
€0€Nw verb 20 S 5.6 0.89
AGYOS noun 26 8 9.1 0.88
TEKVOV noun 21 5 6.2 0.81
"AYLA\EVS iproper name 20 4 5.6 0.71

TABLE 5.10 PROPENSITIES TO REPETITION IN /PHIGENIA IN TAURIS

WORD TYPE {OCCURRENCES iREPETITIONS {BENCHMARK i RATIO

vabs noun 26 14 8.03 1.74
oWl verb 291 17 9.8 1.73
\apBdvw  iverb 33 21 12.38 1.7
youn noun 21 9 5.4 1.67
olda verb 24 11 6.93 1.59
diros adjective 32 18 11.71 1.54
TaATHp noun 20 7 4.93 1.42
Y7 noun 23 9 6.4 1.4
KaASS adjective 22; 8 5.9 1.36
ylyvouat verb 24 9 6.93 1.3
AAGov verb 24 9. 6.93 1.3
A0S noun 28 12 9.2 1.3
X€ip noun 28 12 9.2 1.3
Eévos adjective 42 23 18.98 1.21
BroKw verb 35 16 13.06 1.16
Exw verb 57 34! 31.94. 1.06
Aéyw verb : 32 12 11.71 1.02
Tails noun 24 7 6.93 1.01
0eds noun 67 39 41.63 0.94
" Apyos proper name 24§ 6 6.93 0.87
X8V noun 24 6 6.93 | 0.87
Tag adjective 21 4! 5.4 0.74
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TABLE 5.11 PROPENSITIES TO REPETITION IN OEDIPUS COLONEUS

WORD TYPE . OCCURRENCES {REPETITIONS BENCHMARK | RATIO

¢0ENw verb 20 9 4.3 2.09
axkovw verb 20 7 4.3 1.63
TONVS adjective | 32 14 9.17 1.53
AOYOS noun 33 15 10.92' 1.37
nas ‘adjective | 36 17 12.781 1.33
TEKVOV houn 29 11 8.61 1.28
TOALS inoun 33 14 10.92 1.28
LOVOS ‘adjective 21 6 4,72 1.27
i noun 33 13 10.92 1.19
Eévos noun 41 19 16.15 1.18
biAos adjective | 26 8 7.04 1.14
TATHP noun 51 27 23.71 1.14
olda verb ] 28 9 8.07 1.12
Beds noun 52 27 24,52 1.1
kakos adjective ! 44 20 18.31 1.09
opdw verb 21 5 4,72 1.06
Spdw verb 26 7 7.04 0.99
Exw verb 48 21 21.331 0.98
X VoS noun 22 5 5.15 0.97
Tals noun 37 13 13.43 0.97
AEYW verb 43 16 17.58 0.91
ficw verb 20 3 4.3 0.7
avnip noun : 46 13 19.8 0.66

Nothing helpful emerges from the above tables about the behaviour of particular words.

0eds, for instance, is the commonest word in two of the plays, and there are only three
commoner in Andromache. But while it repeats 1.29 times more often than expected in
Andromache, it repeats rather fewer times than expected in Iphigeniain Tauris. There is a
similar inconsistency from play to play in A6yos, éxw, mas and watnp; indeed
inconsistency seems the rule rather than the exception. Nor do the different parts of
speech seem to behave in a systematically different way.

It does, however, appear from the tables that the number of words (45) that are repeated
(as defined) more often than would be predicted merely from the number of times they
occur in trimeters is greater than the number of words (18) repeated less often than would
be predicted. That is an indication that the tendency to repeat words is a real phenomenon,

and not just the way in which the frequency of a word presents itself to the reader.10 It is

not however statistically very strong evidence.!1

10 Apother indication of this may be the fact that, of the 149 words which occur twice and twice only in
the relevant trimeters in Andromache, 13 recur within ten lines of each other.

11 Dr Fearn has advised me how to calculate the standard deviation of the ratio in the tables; and that if
the apparent clustering were random, about 95% of observations should lie within 2 standard deviations;

59 of the 64 observations do so lie.
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STUDY 2

The second study was confined to Oedipus Coloneus . The definitions of Chapter 3 were
abandoned. Words used more than ten times in the play (whether in trimeters or not) were
examined; the word lists produced by Rigo (1996) were used without adaptation (except
for separating the different roots in the paradigms of opdw and €pxopat) — thus. the
regularly formed adverb is not, in this analysis, counted as a form of the adjective as it is
generally elsewhere. Nor was the analysis confined to lexical words — a few non-lexicals
were looked at, as well as all lexicals. All the occurrences of each word were listed. and
the gap in lines (making no discrimination between trimeters and other lines) measured.
The gaps were then brought to the same scale by dividing each gap by the mean gap for
that word; if the crude gap were used in the analysis more frequent words would appear
to have smaller gaps and thus cluster more than less frequent ones.!2 The standard

deviation for the scaled gaps for each word was then calculated. The higher the standard
deviation the less evenly is the word spread throughout the text. The result was:

12 | owe the suggestion for this method to Dr M. Bravington, statistician at the Centre for En\'ironmgnlf
Fisheries and Aquaculture Science, Lowestoft. One problem that had to be faced was how to Lreat'the h'nes
before and after the first and last occurrences of a word in the play. If they were ignored, as be-mg what
statisticians call ‘censored’ data, a word occurring ten times in' eaqh of ten lines and not again would
demonstrate the same scaled gap as one occurring ten times. in lines 100, 200, 300 . . . 1000. The
decision was taken to aggregate the lines before the first and after the last occurrence and count that as a

single gap in the scaling process.
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TABLE 5.12 WORDS IN OEDIPUS COLONEUS IN DESCENDING ORDER OF

STANDARD DEVIATION
WORD ST. DEV. {WORD TYPE WORD ST. DEV. |WORD TYPE
dikaios i 2.113iadjective oda E O 1.1111verb
pavBhve ...1.885 verb e ©1.11]adverb of time
YEVOS : _1.719inoun SU0OPOS . 1.106}adjective
TEKVOY 1.663 :noun déxwy 1.105 {adjective
Bla 1.607 noun xdpts . 1.104{noun
TiOn 1.5985 verb feds . 1.102noun
uéyas 1.5561adjective oL ! 1.099iverb
Telbw 1.534 verb Kahéw . 1.098verb
€pyov 1.527 inoun ikvéopal : 1.096jverb
KaKOS 1.42 {adjective ZloNov {1.091iverb
avTés 1.401 inon-lexical adj dwréw {  1.082iverb
» (GPOS 1.389noun bl . 1.08}verb
dyw 1.384!verb Exw :  1.069}verb
TANAS 1.381 {adjective 5éw :  1.051verb
XElp 1.352 inoun TAPELUL . 1.047|verb
TAALY 1.327 iadv TPAOOoW 1.046iverb
yépwy 1.324 inoun atfLs 1.041 {adverb of time
€0EAW 1.32iverb dpdlw . 1.034iverb
(0)uLKpOS [ 1.313 adjective douos . 1.034/noun
AKOVW 1.292iverb €K i 1.026i{non-lexical pre
X pOVOS 1.289{noun €dw L 1.024]verb
Brnokw 1.283iverb €1LOS { 1.013inon-lexical adj
xpnlw : 1.276iverb NeLs 0.995 i pronoun
TATYHP : 1.261inoun TOAUS i 0.994adjective
ylyvopat . 1.255}verb ETOS :  0.986noun
SOKEW 1.252iverb dpdw 0.983verb
dnui 1.234iverb Xupa 0.981{noun
dvnp 1.232{noun dépw . 0.966!verb
Bupos 1.226inoun opdw 0.964 iverb
TOALS 1.214inoun Opua 0.96inoun
Onoevs 1.207 | proper_name KAUW . _.0.957verb
el i 1.202inon-lexic AEYW i 0.942iverb
vi) 1.177inoun 6005 0.94 : noun
oo 1.174 adjective daivw ‘ 0.939iverb
AOYOS 1.16inoun MKW . 0932 verb
del 1.155 {adverb of time Baivw i 0.926(verb
biNos 1.153adjective SL8doKW 0.919]verb
TATYW 1.138{verb Bios 0.918{noun
Eévos 1.124{adjective TOAV 0.917}adverb
o i 1.121iverb dva& 0.906 {noun
AAGoV . 1.12]verb TENW . 0.895!verb
ion 1.12{adverb of time deLvos 0.895{adjective
Bai Lwv { 1.117inoun Ol5(Tovs 0.888 {proper name
Tas 1.116 ad'!ective Tals 0.885 {noun
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TABLES5.12 Continued

WORD ST. DEV. {WORD TYPE
OUQELS 0.878 non-lexical
X0wV 0.877 inoun

Ldia 0.865{adverb
€Ll 0.776iverb

TOLEW 0.767 iverb
SLdwLL 0.763iverb
TLOTOS 0.762 iadjective
€V 0.761 jadverb
AN 0.755 iproper name
PN 0.737iverb
AapBdve 0.733{verb
TEUTTW 0.71iverb

Bpay vs i 0.657iadjective
elmov . 0.566]verb

Chapter 5

No intelligible pattern emerges from the above table. There is no discernible tendency for
words with strong or emotionally charged meanings to cluster more than flatter ones. (For

instance the strong word 8ikaLos at the top of the list is counterbalanced by mioT0s very

near the bottom, and the flat one el mov at the bottom by the flat one T{fnut near the top.)

Nouns and adjectives do seem to cluster rather more on average than verbs or adverbs,

but there are plenty of verbs in the top half of the list. There is not even much of a
difference between non-lexicals and the rest. For what it is worth, Table 5.13 below gives

the average standard deviation for the different parts of speech:

TABLES5.13

PARTS OF SPEECH IN OEDIPUS COLONEUS IN DESCENDING ORDER OF
STANDARD DEVIATION

Average for each type

TYPE

AVERAGE!

ST. DEV.

adjectives

1.191

nouns

1.19

non-lexicals

1.086

verbs

1.07

adverbs

1.037

proper names

0.95
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CHAPTER 6
REPETITION IN TEXTUAL CRITICISM

It is beyond doubt that what Jackson in Marginalia Scaenica calls “unconscious

repetitions by the copyist” occur.! (By ‘unconscious’ Jackson means little more than
“erroneous’; he is not considering changes deliberately introduced by a copyist.) Editors
not infrequently remove, by emendation, repetitions found in ancient texts, and in doing
so must be assuming that the repetitions they are removing were the result of copyists’
errors. Quite often, also, the manuscript tradition presents alternative readin gs, one with a
repetition and one without. Among the considerations an editor must have in mind in
choosing which to prefer is whether a copyist has introduced into a text a repetition not
originally there or has removed, deliberately or inadvertently, a repetition the author had
written.

This chapter looks at the issues outlined above.

SECTION 1. APOGRAPHS.

Relevant evidence may be obtainable from the study of manuscripts which were copied
from a single exemplar if that exemplar is extant — manuscripts which are, that is,
apographs of that exemplar. Where the reading of a copy is different, it must be either by
mistake (and ‘mistake’ is the right word even in the unlikely but possible circumstance
that it produces the original words of the author), or by deliberate conjecture. There are
many apographs in the libraries of the world, but the labour of collating them is not
normally undertaken once their totally dependent status has been demonstrated.
Fortunately, however, the Euripidean manuscript usually denoted ‘P’ (one half being
Palatinus Graecus 287 and the other Laurentianus conv. soppr. 172) was fully collated

before it was shown to be totally dependent (in the so-called ‘alphabetic’ plays)2 on the

manuscript usually denoted ‘L’ (Laurentianus plut. 32.2).3 The readings of P are thus
reported alongside those of L in earlier apparatuses, such as that in the Oxford Classical
Text of Murray (1902-13); a large number of them are also discussed in Zuntz (1965).

Zuntz says of the scribe of P:

Technically, too, the quality of the scribe’s copying is high. It is true that we have
had to set out a fair number of significant instances where he misread his model;
but these are almost as nothing in comparison with those where he successfully
transferred into his neat lettering the ambiguous scrawl of L. The technical
competence of this honest scribe is however matched by a supreme mental

incompetence, as a result of which his capacity for errors is literally unlimited.4

1 Jackson (1955), Addenda B, 223.

2 Cvclops, Heraclidae, Supplices, Electra, Hercules, Iphigenia Taurica, lon, Helena, and Iphigenia
Aulidensis.

3 Zuntz (1965), 13-15 describes how a mark in L copied as a colon in P proved to have been a tiny piece

of straw.
4 Zuntz (1965), 136.
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Zuntz goes on to list the types of error to which P was prone, and to give examples of
them: dropping single letters, especially consonants; changing or adding letters; writing a
wrong but similarly pronounced vowel; and repetition.

A study of the apparatus in Murray (1902-13) has been made,5 and all instances where a
substantially different word is read in P from that in its exemplar have been examined
(differences of accent or breathing, or simply of inflection, have been passed over, as
have all but very striking differences in non-lexicals). Despite the total dependence of P
on L care is necessary when looking at each particular case, since corrections in L
(whether or not by Triclinius) may or may not have been carried into P. Something like
100 substantial differences have been found.

Table 6.1 lists the 26 instances where a significant divergence in the readings of L and P
is certainly, probably or possibly to be ascribed to the influence of a nearby word,
whether or not there is a repetition in the strict sense used in the statistical analyses in
Chapters 4 and 5. Most of the divergences do not need this influence to explain them
(being the errors in single letters to whose prevalence Zuntz has drawn attention, or errors

due to metathesis of a- and AaB-), though several indubitably do. They are all however

relevant to this study, since if P alone had survived from Byzantium the text in front of
editors would have had several corrupt repetitions in it, and would have lacked a few
authentic repetitions. They also show what sort of errors relevant to repetition an error-
prone Byzantine copyist can perpetrate, which therefore it may be reasonable to suspect in
other texts.

5 Including Cyclops — genre is irrelevant here, since what is being investigated is the behaviour of the
copyist, not that of the playwnght.
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TABLEG6.1

Chapter 6

VARIANT READINGS RELEVANT TO REPETITION IN THE ALPHABETIC
PLAYS OF EURIPIDES.6

Hcld 27 - OUUTIPATOW OUUTAOY W ipdagovat - 27 (preceding)

Held 282 nBnv UBpLY VBpLr - 280 (preceding)

Hcld 433 ETEPPAS ETpedas Tpepoueaba - 440 (following)

Suppl 171 debpo €Ewpol wpaiwv - 175 (following)

Suppl 217 bpealy XEPOL '¢pc')vnmg - 216 (preceding)

Suppl 374 €S alel evoael €voePNs - 373 (preceding)

Suppl 539 Xpnv o1) alteredto b€l idet - 536 (preceding)

HF 49 (dpuoaTo NTHOATO :eopas - 51 (following)

HF 74 TATNE owTnp owCw - 72 (preceding)

HF 590 TOALY TAALY moALY - 593 (following)

HF 829 VLY VoV vy - 828 (preceding)

HFE 1100 Eowle €do&e €aowCeTo - 1100 (following)

HF 1368 KAAQV KA KOV kakd - 1366 (preceding) end

lon 1314 €lety €EeLy UbéEers - 1308 (preceding)

lon 1453 élaBes EBaAES iaméBalor - 1453 (preceding)

IT 329 BaAwy AaBuwv EéBa)\)\ov - 326 (preceding)

IT 503 dbBoveis bpovels dbpovels - 503 (preceding)

IT 637 Adfns BdAns Balw - 635 (preceding)

IT 669 dbdoas bpdoas €dBNns - 669 (preceding)

IT 733 O THVoe oTav b€ otav Te - 730 (preceding)

IT 1018 AaBetv AaBely AaBely - 1016 (preceding)

Hel 740 (LEVOUa LY (LEAAOUTLY pévewv - 739 (preceding)

Hel 864 bdoyav’ BdpBap’ BapBap’ - 864 (preceding)

Hel 1186 X pOOS xBovos xBovros - 1179 (preceding) end

Hel 1618 XPNOLUWTEPOY {OwdpovéoTepor iowdpovos - 1617 (preceding)

IA 639 ‘TEKOV TEKVOV Tékvor - 638 (preceding)
There are in Table 6.1 five cases where P has repeated whole or part of a previously

occurring word instead of the word actually in his exemplar.”

In three the repetition is the sole or overwhelming cause of the error (that v, n and

. sounded the same to the scribe of P may have made the Heraclidae error easier):

Heraclidae 282: exact repetition from two lines earlier.

Helena 864: exact repetition from earlierin the same line.

Helena 1618: first three syllables taken from a word in the previous line.

6 There was nothing relevant to repetition in Cyclops or Electra. *end’ in the table indicates that both the
corrupted and the influencing word were the last words in tnmeters.

7 What may be a sixth instance is cited by Sybel (1868), 35. He claims that P onginally had Tuxns for
8ikns in Heraclidae 933 following Tuxnw in 930. This 1s not reported in Murray (1902), and Wecklein
(1898b) merely rcports 6ik inrasurain 933.
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In two the error would have been conceivable in the absence of a repetition:
Hercules 74: the first syllable, and the sense, coming from a word two lines

earlier.

IT 733: a non-lexical from three lines earlier corrupting two other non-
lexicals.

There are eight cases where a divergent reading in P may have been due to influence from
a previously occurring word:

Supplices 374: first syllable perhaps from a word in the previous line.
Supplices 539: the replacement of xpfiv by 67 and then 8¢l may have been
influenced by Oe€t at the same point in the line three lines earlier, but 81 became

the more familiar form and tends to replace x p1} without any help from repetition. 8

Hercules 1368: the replacement of kahwv by Kak@v may have been influenced by

kaka also at line-end two lines earlier,® but confusion of these two words is

common.

Ion 1314: €Eev for € e1v may have been influenced by vdé€els six lines earlier,

though no explanation but confusion of minuscule { and £ may be required.

Ion 1453: the replacement of é\aBes by éBales may have been influenced by
awéBalov six words before, but confusion of the strong aorists of BdAw and

AapBdvw is common, and in IT 329 serves to remove a repetition.

IT 637: the replacement of A\dBns by BdAns may have been influenced by Badw
two lines earlier, but the frequency of the confusion of the strong aorists of BaMw

and AapPdvw has already been remarked on.

Helena 1186: it is possible that xpoos was replaced by x0ovos under the
influence of xPovds at the same point in the line seven lines earlier, but the

distance makes that at least uncertain.

A 639: Tékvov for 'Tekov may have come from the same word in the previous

line, but the error is simple in itself.

There are three cases where the influence, if it is responsible for the repetition, must have

come from a later word:

Heraclidae 433: but the metathesis from étepbas to éTpeas does not need

Tpedépeaba in 440 to explain it.

8 Barrett (1964) 164-5 discusses this phenomenon.

9 | writes consecutive lines in adjacent columns, while P goes straight down the column. This might
make repetition from the previous line but one more likely for the scribe copying P from L.
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Supplices 171: though Zuntz’s explanation of the remarkable eEwpol for debpo

depends on the letter forms of L and not at all on wpaiwv four lines later. 10

IT 503: this is the most plausible example of retrospective influence, from a later
word in the same line.

There are five cases where P removes a repetition in L, in three of which the repetition is
clearly figurative:
Heraclidae 27: L’s kal obv kak@s Tpdooouct GupTpdocw Kakes is destroyed

by P’s cupumdoyw.!1

Hercules 1100: the first hand of P destroys éow(e mievpds €E épod T’

2

cou){eTo by reading é8oke.
IT 669: édBns pe pikpdy: Tavta & $Bdoas Méyets is destroyed by bpdoas
in P.
In two cases P removes unfigured repetitions which obtrude and could be described as
‘careless repetitions by the poet’:
IT 1018: Aabetv for AaBetv after A\aPetv in 1016.
Helena 739-40: P reads péAlovol for pévovot in pévelv 1’ €’ dktals Tous T’

euols kapadokely | dycdvas ol pévouvoi p’.

This occasional abhorrence of repetition does not seem to have been noticed in
discussions of the relationship of L and P in the alphabetic plays. There are indeed other
possible examples of removal of a repetition in P, though since the original repetitions are
neither obviously figurative nor particularly obtrusive the removal is not striking:

Supplices 217: confusion between ¢peci and xepot in manuscripts is curiously
common, and does not need any influence from ¢pdvnois to account for it.

Collard (1975) ad loc. draws attention to a similar phenomenon in Persae 900,
“where the sense of ékpdTuve, as that of kekTnuévol here, induced the mistake™,

and Hippolytus 1448, discussed in Section 2(i) below, is another example.

Hercules 49: fTioaTo for 18pUoaTo with €Spas twolinesearlier.

Hercules 590: ma\y and moAv are easily and commonly confused — three
instances in Septem are listed in Section 2(iii) below

Hercules 829: viv and viv are easily confused through itacism.

IT 329: the frequency of the confusion of the strong aorists of BalMw and

AapBdvw has already been remarked on.

10 Zuntz (1965) 2.

11 In Andromache 462 P very similarly reads mdoxw for the mpdoow of all other manuscripts in the
figurative €l 8’ €yw TPATOW KAKWS, | undév 768” alxel” kai ov yap mpdfelas dv.
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The conclusion so far may be stated as: a copyist is found introducing a repetition into a

text from up to three (or possibly seven) lines earlier or from later in the same line. The
same copyist is found removing a repetition within a pair of lines.

It is worth drawing attention in this context to four instances where an alteration or variant
in L (that is, not in its copying by P) removes a repetition, whether or not that was the
purpose:

Electra311: L and P have dvaivopar 8¢ yupvas ovoa mapdévos, following
yupvov in 308. Triclinius writes vaikas above (yv)uvas.

This alteration (which is read by most modern editors, omitting the preceding 6¢)
is ascribed by Zuntz to Triclinius’s use of another manuscript to correct an error
that L had found in his exemplar; this is not the only Triclinian correction to L that
Zuntz thinks came from this manuscript, though it is the only one relevant to
repetition.12 Kovacs however retains yupvas, regarding yuvvaikas as a
conjecture by Triclinius; if so, then could avoidance of repetition have been a

motive?13

Electra435: P and, apparently, L in its original state read (v’ 0 &t\daderdos

émale deidis.l+ Pptraderdos is emended by Triclinius to didavros.

Triclinius, who was aware of the need for strophe and antistrophe to respond,
would have been attracted by an alteration which secured responsion. It is
generally assumed that he took the correct reading from Aristophanes Ranae 1317
but it might surely have been in the ‘other manuscript’ discussed on Electra311.
The repetition could as easily have been an error by L itself as in Eustathius’s

putative manuscript.

Jon 648-9: In ka\bs élefas, elmep ovs €yw GG | év Totou oolow
evTuxoovoly  dilots L gives Aoyols as a ypddeTal variantfor bidots.

This alteration could have been motivated by failure to realise that didois is

neuter. 13

IT 553: In & Tavddkputos 1 kTavoboa xu kTtavwv Tricliniusemends KTAVWOV
to Bavdv.

This alteration could be a consequence of taking the line, with Diggle, in the
simpler way (Orestes has just told Iphigenia that Agamemnon was killed by
“yuvy”, and she laments the slayer and the slain). Murray keeps kTavuv and sees

12 7untz (1965) 107. Zuntz believes that Triclinius had discovered the minuscule manuscript that
Eustathius had had transliterated from a majuscule survivor, and had a copy made from it which was then
used, under his direction, as the exemplar for L.

13 Kovacs (1998). The reading is defended in Kovacs (1985); Seaford (1985) in a footnote on page 319,
disagrees with Kovacs and accepts Zuntz.

I+ Cited by Jackson (1955) 223 as an example of unconscious repetition by the copyist.
15 Owen (1939) is however attracted by Adyols.
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Iphigenia casting her mind back to Aulis, where Agamemnon was the slayer. 16
Murray’s interpretation is made plausible by the earlier couplet, 538-9, where
Orestes has referred to Aulis directly, and Iphigenia has responded cryptically.

Finally, editors follow Stobaeus in Electra294-6:

éveoTL 8 olkTos dpadiq pév ovdapod,

codotol 8 avdpwv: kai ydap ovd alnuiov

yrouny évetvar Tols codols May codnv.
Though errors are commonly found in quotations, and the repetition is one that might be
branded ‘careless’, pev inthe pév elvar of L and P is impossible. Although it does

remove a repetition, it can only be a slip.

16 Murray (1913) writes “de Aultde cogitat™ in his apparatus criticus.
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SECTION 2.
DIFFERENCES AMONGST MANUSCRIPTS OTHER THAN DIRECT COPIES

In any play which survives in many mediaeval manuscripts there is inevitably a wealth of
verbal discrepancies. Most of these are minor, and often considerations of grammar,
metre or sense make it easy to decide which reading to adopt; but in many adjudication
among readings is difficult. Sometimes indeed no reading is satisfactory, and recourse to
emendation is necessary. If the ‘stemma’ pattern which has traditionally been the
favoured model could be followed the task could be eased by establishing a hierarchy
among surviving codices. If, that is, each surviving manuscript had been copied from a
single lost exemplar, then its readings would be judged on the accuracy of the copying.
That exemplar could be reconstituted from its descendants, and the process of
reconstitution carried further back, in principle to the manuscript written by, or at the
dictation of, the poet.

But it is now clear that no simple stemmatic model works for those Greek tragedies of
which we have many manuscripts surviving. There is no single linear descent of
manuscripts, but those who copied them, and those who had oversight of the copying,
had more than one source, and though they might well have one prime exemplar

frequently compared the readings of more than one and chose amongst them. 17

The present section looks only at manuscript variants to which verbal repetition is
relevant. Cases where editors do not accept any MS reading, but prefer an emendation,
are left for Section 4. Three plays have been studied — Septem, Trachiniae and
Hippolytus. The aim has been to examine every significant variant (that is one where
different dictionary words!8 are read, not where there is a different inflectional or
orthographical form of the same dictionary word) and to separate out all cases where
repetition might plausibly be argued to be relevant to an observed difference in readings.
Study of these cases, together with the conclusions of the apograph study above, may
throw light on the processes of transmission relevant to verbal repetition. It may also help
in judging what reading is to be preferred, and in assessing the conjectures scholars have

made.

17 See for instance Chapter vi of Dawe (1964).
18 [nterjections, often doubled or quadrupled in lyrics, and where MSS often vary, have been disregarded.
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SECTION 2(i)  Septem contra Thebas.

This study has been based on the Oxford Classical Text of Page (1972), and the collation
in Dawe (1964); Dawe has reported a number of variants relevant to this study which are

not in Page, presumably because they are not relevant to the constitution of the text. The
Teubner, West (1998), has been compared, and use has been made of the edition of
Hutchinson (1985). In the absence of any other indication, references to ‘Page’ and
"West’ in this section are to their texts and apparatuses as appropriate. references to
"Hutchinson’ are to his note on the line in question, and those to ‘Dawe" are to the

collation in Dawe (1964). Canter (1580) has occasionally been cited as witness to the
received text before modern editors worked on it.

Two tables have been drawn up. The first covers anadiploses only (as in Section I
interjections have been disregarded.) The summary of the manuscript evidence does not
lay claim to completeness — corrections and ypddeTal variants may be ignored; the si gla
used are those of Page (1972). Line numbering is often difficult, particularly in lyric
passages, when editors adopt their own colometry, and sometimes seem to assign words
differently; references may not therefore always be absolutely consistent.

TABLE 6.2 VARIANTS IN SEPTEM TO WHICH ANADIPLOSIS IS
RELEVANT.

Line Page text Variant Variant in
204 i6ToBov O6TOROV 6ToBov H ac
566 » Beol Beol Beol M and as variant in | & N
889 i TeTuppévoL TETUUWEVOL i TETURLPEVOL Y only
1000 mdrTwy ToAUTOVWTATOL {TAVTWY ToAvTovwTaTolL TdvTwyi H only
10581109 oS THS NOYPV

In most of the above there is a problem with the text and the metre independent of the
repetition. All that the table demonstrates is a wavering of the tradition.

Table 6.3 covers cases where there is a difference in readings to which repetition, in a
wide sense, seems relevant.19 ‘Nearby word’ is a word which may have influenced the
variant reading. The column headed ‘In line’ shows the line in which the nearby word is
found, and whether it precedes (‘p’) or follows (‘f’) the word it may have influenced;
‘end’ or ‘e’ means that both the primary and the nearby word end a trimeter; where the
entry is in red, the error in question is the removal of an authorial repetition. The
summary of the manuscript evidence does not claim to be complete — corrections and
ypddeTal variants may be ignored; sigla are those of the Oxford Classical Text of Page

(1972).

19 ‘Repetition’ here and in Tables 6.4 and 6.6 has a wide sense; besides identical words and inflectional or
derivational forms some instances of mere similarity of sound or appearance have been listed.
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TABLE 6.3 VARIANTS IN SEPTEM TO WHICH REPETITION IS RELEVANT

Line iPage (1972) (Variant Nearby word In line Variant found in
45 i bSPov bovov bdvov 44 (p) end Ya OQac K Q
46 {xaTaokadas kaTaodayds i TavpoodayourTeS 43 (p) P
61 imheupdvwr TVEUULOV(WV TVous 63 (f) end all but M
80} Tpddpopos Tpédopos BOLLoUS 73 (p) Y
86 i0poTUTOU Op(P)OKTUTOU {KTUT 83 (p) all but lyp M
121 idpntwy apyetwy "Apyéiol 120 (p) A
123 ipovov bOBov doBos 121 (p) BNdVY etc
126 im0 aLs TAAALS TAAW 126 (f) M ac
132 iboBwy bovwv bovov 123 (p) M ac
147 P aTdis AUTAlS BeokAUTOLS 141 (f) Y
158 iémdyel dryet émuaiveTar; émdiEetsi 155 (p) 158 (f) i)
171 Emavdikws TAVEHLOVS Snuiwy 177 (f) variant in A
177 10’Lep@v/3()iepRudnepwy dnuiwy 177 (f) B
178 {ue\-6pevol e/ peraLv- éleabe 177 (p) O PacY
188 iyéveL bUAW biAn 187 (p) end YYa variant in PH
2271 imOALY TAALY TONEOS 218 (p) Nd pc
240 TapBooivw TapBooKLw BookeTat 244 (f) Y
244 tbovw bBoVW bBov® 236 (p) C
248 iBouleveLy BoVAEVELY Boveilas 253 (f) Y
251 1Euvtélela EvyyéveLa Yévos 256 (f) O ac
252 1b0dpov bdvov dOVG 244 (p) M ac
252 inothing ov oV; OUK 250; 252 (p) tYBI
267 tevyudTwy OAVYLATWY ONOAUYLLOV 268 (f) Y
277 imokepiwy & €obnua- repeated in 278a see discussion B
333 dpTLTPOTIOLS  WHOBPOTWY see discussion !
350idpTLTPEDELS dpTLRpédels  iBpéuovTal 350 (f) in YaPV
353 kevov uév KEVOS 353 (p) Nd
359 i0ahapunmolwy  BaAapNTOMwY FTOMA 360 (f) C
386:idboBov \obov NObOoUS 384 (p) end C
410ioTUuyound’ TLpOUVE’ TLLOVTA 410 (p) Nd
432t yuurov deLVOV dely’ 426 (p) Nd
454 mALKOV TOALKQV TONEL 452 (p) AK
497 1" Aper &0eos évheos 497 (p) Aac
508 E/cuyayey  PETIyAYe Ev- words 509 e, 510 (f) iyp in Hs
513 ibAéywy éx WY éxeL 511 (p) end variant in Q
557 ié/elow IIS0) &Ewhev 560 (f) QA gr in P
558éx6ioTou adikov ddKos 558 (f) HOY
5761tmpos popavi ivarious see discussion
590;cvkniov €UKVKAOV KOKAW 591 (f) all butj. M _
610ievoepns €VYEVS yéveL; €voePns 604; 602 (p) {Q variants in PS
652 imoNLY TalTpay TONY;: TATPWAV 647 e; 648 (p)iP. Oxy. 2333
678 i alBwuévw AVOWIEVW avdpdy; drdpas 677 (p);679 (fIN
737 tuehapnayes LEYANEQTAYES § LEYAAWY 732 (p) 0 . ‘
763 ieUpel dpeu/n apat 766 () variants in OP |
768 tmeroper’ | TeA(N)o- TéNELAL 766 (p) not M ac & |
774 mo\0UBOT- TOAVBPOT- BpoTwV 774 (f) Qac
787 T Tucpoyhdooovs Emicpovdpovg  ioidapovopw vel sim 788 (f) Pyp
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TABLE 6.3 (continued)
VARIANTS IN SEPTEM TO WHICH REPETITION IS RELEVANT

Line :Page (1972 Varlant ;Nearby word ln line Varxant found in
, ‘8_09“TK(1T€OITOOI]]J.€VOL KaTecﬂopnpeVOL opoonopou 804 (see disc. ) eY
. 881 Bwpdtwy 86wy Bépwr 880 (p) (HKNAVY Pyp
______ 895 maydy matay wemdaypérovs 896 (f) K
_9_05_}5_T€>\OS‘ HEVOS uéve 1902 (p)” Y & var in BA
928 Texvoydvol  madoydvor maida 1929 (f) Q&Psl
969 mavbdxpute  moluddkpute mavdOiie 1970 (f) all but MIABCPQ
973 tdxéwr Cyéwv  ybotor 967 (p) Q ?
990, padov. Smabdy malov 983 ‘Nd |
998 kakdv mpdTev i kakd 1004 (F); 994 (p) Ya Pyp
1005 868avt | lpéMovt  Bokowta 1005 (f) Q 3
1028 Ba)d MdBw AaBetv 1027 (p)end A '
1042 wohvmdAwv mdhw 11040(p)  ivariantinQ
1048 xdpay  mow NS 11046 (p) Y |
1061 monTdy  moNGV ~imOAGY :1”062 (f) variant in K |

As Table 6.3 shows, 61 instances have been found in Septem where a variant in one or
more manuscripts has certainly, probably or perhaps been influenced by a word
nearby.20 [n 28 it seems certain or likely that a previously occurring word has led to (or

influenced) the replacement of the true reading at some stage in some part of the
transmission.

Three of these involve forms of dévos and $p6Pos apparently affected by an previous

occurrence:

45: A few manuscripts read dpovov for $péBov;
123: Several manuscripts read opov for dpovov;

132: One manuscript (afterwards corrected) reads dovov for déBwv.

The gaps between the word with the variant and the word that may have influenced it are
1, 2, and 9 respectively. To put this in perspective, forms of these two words occur 18
times in Septem, and there is some MS confusion between the two on four occasions (on
dovov in 574 Dawe reports “e minima rasura colligitur Mac $6Bov fuisse”™). The distances
in lines between a form of one word and the nearest form of the other are 1, 3, 73, 2, 9,
30, 4, 4, 15, 26, 43, 142,76, 74 74, 2 and 2. There are thus eight intervals of less than
10 lines, three of which involve some confusion, while there is confusion in only one
instance with a long interval; the similarity of the early minuscule 8 tothe v is unlikely

therefore to be the only cause of the confusion, though it must have made it easier.

20 In g,eneral lhe slmphtymg, bul a priori plausible, assumption 1s made that influence, if there 1s anv, 1s
{rom the closest word, whether it precedes or follows. But sometimes there arc alternative (and not
necessarily mutually exclusive) possible influences, and they are covered in the table and the discussion.
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The 25 other instances are as follows:

46: katacdayas for katackadds in one manuscript was surely influenced by

TavpoodayouvTes in 43.

80: The omission of p in TpdSpopos substitutes a rarer and less apposite word for

a commoner one, but does not need 86p0vs in 73 to explain it.

86: 6p(p)okTUTOV in most manuscripts was surely influenced by omAdkTuT’ (or
whatever is the right reading) in 83.

121: One manuscript reads dpye{wv for the general dpntwr (itself emended by
editors to dpeiwv), under the influence of *Apyéiot in the line before (the problem

with ’Apyeiwv is metre not sense).

188: For the received yéveL several manuscripts read ¢UAw or report it as a
variant; according to Dawe ¢pUAw started life as d{\w in the manuscript Y; it is
plausible that this came from ¢{An also at line end in the line above, altered to
$UAw for reasons of sense; the other manuscripts, on this analysis, would have
got dVAw from Y. This seems possible; Ya is related to Y, and the reading is a

YpadeTat variant in the other two manuscripts which report it.

244: One manuscript reads ¢$86vw for dSvw. Dawe thinks that this reading might
be ancient and right, giving ““a pointed and well-knit line” in place of a “curiously
awkward” received text.21 He accepts that $86vy could be an accident, “though
the natural sequence of corruption would be the opposite” (citing for this PV 859
etc.). He does not consider the possibility that $p0ove in 236 was the agent of
corruption. Eight lines is certainly a greater distance than in any totally convincing
case of erroneous scribal repetition identified in this study, but, as with the scribal
error in 252 discussed immediately below, cannot be ruled out.

252: One manuscript before correction read ¢évov for 8dpov; only the gap of
eight lines makes dubious the influence of the dbévw which this manuscript, like

all but one of the other manuscripts collated, reads in 244.

252: Eteocles says in 250 ov olya unoev Tavd’ €pels kata mToAr and then,
after a line by the Chorus, ok €s ¢B6pov oLywo’ avacynon Tdde; Some
manuscripts have another (unmetrical) ov before otywo’. Dawe says that their
scribes were familiar with the idiom ouk €s ¢B8dpov and construed the line as

two separate sentences, inserting the necessary ou before the beginning of the

second one.22 Repetitionfrom ov olya is also a possible explanation.

21 Dawe (1964) 142.
22 Dawe (1964) 69.
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386: The replacementof ¢SBov by Addov in one manuscript can confidently be

put down to A\odovs, also at line end in 384.

410: The replacement of TUyo0v8’ by TLpnolVO’ can confidently be put down to
TLpoVTa two words before.

432: There is a six-line gap between the 8e.vov which has ousted Yupvov in the
manuscript Nd and 6e(v’ in 426. Dawe believes this was a deliberate substitution
by Nd “either through motives of prudery or because he did not think that nudity
was the sort of thing to calculated to inspire fear in an enemy .23 He does not
discuss the possibility that the substitution was a scribal error of repetition. Of
course, the choice of word to replace yuuvov could have been primed (see

Chapter 7) by 426 even though the decision to replace it was deliberate. Nd is a
manuscript with several unique variant readings.

454: The replacement of TwALk@v by the non-existent ToALkGV in two manuscri pts
may be ascribed to ToAeL two lines before, though such a simple misspelling of a

word (o0 and w were pronounced the same in Byzantine times) needs no more
cause than scribal absence of mind.

497: The scribe of Afirst wrote d6eos atthe end of this line, a palpable repetition

from €v8eos the word before.

513: There are three manuscript variants for pA€-ywv in the phrase “Sla xepds
Bédos dAEYwY”, to wit dAEyor, dépwr, and éxwy. Dawe says that the original
phrase was too out-of-the-way to escape emendation, and that € xwv could have
been a gloss on d€pwv — he points out that very common words may be glossed

in manuscripts.2+ €xwv could also come from € xet two lines earlier.

678: One manuscript has the non-existent avbwpévy for avdwpévw — oblique
cases of dvnp are in the preceding and following lines and may have been the

trigger for the confusion of minuscule v and v.

737: Manuscripts have many small variations on pelapmayes; in the confusion

one scribe may have been influenced from thirteen words earlier.

768: There is an unsolved crux here. Page (1972) prints

Téleral yap madatdbdTwy dpdv 766
Bapetal kaTaayal- /
Ta 8’ dloa TmeAdueV’t ov TapépxeTal 768

Most manuscripts read the non-existent TeAOpev-; others read maAdpev-.

23 Dawe (1964) 79.
24 Dawe (1964) 69.
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TeEAOUEV-, TeAOpeV-, Telovpev-. Hutchinson puts all the variants down to the
attempt to make a recognisable word out of TeAdpev-. He conjectures yevdper,
postulating an uncial corruption; another conjecture on the same basis is
Biicheler’s mevopévous for mehdpev’ ov. But if Télelal two lines before is the
source of the corruption,25 the beginning of the genuine word need not have
resembled that in our manuscripts. West (1998) deletes the word. as well as
TOA€ws in the antistrophe, as suggested in the apparatus of Page (1972); but Page

and West have to make the assumptions that Te \épev came from a majuscule
dittography such as TAAOAOA / TEAOM, and that mé\ews was an explanatory

gloss on EvvéoTLol.

809: The traditional text from 803 runs:

Xo TL 8 €oTL mpdyos vedkoTov MOAEL TAEov: 803
Ayy moMs céowTal Baoilées 8§ opdomopol
avdpes TeBVAOLY €K XeEPLV AUTOKTIVWY 805
Ayy o008 dpdAéKTpwS PNV kaTeoTodNpévol 809
TOMS c€owTal” Baoihéow & opoctdpoly 820

Y has katecmopnuévor in 809. The word is non-existent, and the finger of
suspicion points at opooTmop-. Recent editors excise both (West [1998] and
Hutchinson [1985]) or one (Page [1972], with radical transpositions) of the lines
containing opuooTop-;26 whether or not they are right, at least one of the lines is
virtually certain to have been present when Y 's error occurred — in this case, of
course, where the error is in a single manuscript, no-one would doubt the order of

events.

881: Metre guarantees dwpdTwy but most manuscripts have Sdopwy, which West

(1998) plausibly puts down to the influence of 66wV in the previous line.

906: pévos for Télos is probably due to pévet in 902 — though the apparatus in
West (1998) oddly refers to pévet in 897. Dawe points to the problems Byzantine

scribes found with the word ‘Télos’ when it does not mean ‘end’.2”

973: ydoiot in 967 may have led to yowv for dxéwv here, though intrusion of a
gloss is possible. The explanations are not mutually exclusive. since, for instance,
the earlier word may have inspired the glossator.

990: Taddv in 983 is rather distant to have influenced the change from mabwv to

wabov here: it could have been a misreading of minuscule P as @-
25 There could also have been influence from maAaidpdTwr and kaTaAkayal on some of the varants.

26 According to Dawe (1964) 119, the manuscript [ omits 804. West and Hutchinson seem to believe that
there was a marginal parallel or alternative inserted in two different places in the text. Murray's bizarre
duplication of 303 (in both 1937 and 1955) is not relevant.

27 Dawe (1964) 84. See also the discussion on 251 below'.
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1028: There is a seven-line gap between BaAd here and AaPeiv in 1021. which.
though they are both at the ends of their lines, makes one hesitate to ascribe to the
latter the easy metathesis of the former to AdBw in one manuscript.

1042: The gap of two lines between wd\iv in 1040 and mOAv here makes it
plausible to ascribe the variant mdAwv for the latter to the former. There is

confusion between the two words in two other places in Seprem —in 613 wd\wv is

replaced by mOALY in most manuscripts eight lines after moiTats.

1048: The unmetrical méAwv for xwpav here probably comes from moAts in 1046,

as Dawe believes;28 a gloss, even on such a common word, is also possible.

There are 19 instances where the influence has certainly, probably or possibly come from
a later word. Most of these are partial, where a word is not replaced, but corrupted by a

later one, often to a non-existent or totally inappropriate word.2% The most convincing
examplesare:

126: It is unlikely that TOAais would have become mdlats without mdAw three

words later, since TUAaL are so thematic in Septem.

240: Although BéokeTat is four lines further on, it is probably the reason for the
strange TapBookiw instead of TapBooivy, though the minuscule kv and vv could

be similar.
267: d\uypdTwy for edypdTov must be attributed to OAoAvyuov in the next line.
359: Double lamda in Balapnmé\wy was probably written by a scribe with the

next word, ToAAQ, in his mind.

787: mkpovépovs for mikpoyhbooous must be attributed to the closely

following o1dapovépw.

The next list is rather less convincing, since the errors would not have caused great

surprise in the absence of the later word:

141: The itacistic error A\vTdals for AuTals did not need the stimulus of BeokAUTOLS

two words later.

177: 8nuiwv may have cast its shadow back to affect the immediately preceding 0’
Lepdv (Bnepwv in B). 6’ Lepaiv is the reading of only two manuscripts; most have
&’ leptv or the like. If, as Dawe speculates,30 6’ lepv is a tenuous survival of

an ancient reading, then 8’ itself may have something to do with Snpiwv.

28 Dawe (1964) 87.

29 Such a corruption is almost always in a single manuscript, whether in 1ts text or as a vanant: the
corruption probably does not spread because a copyist is likely to notice, and do something about, a
nonsensical word in his exemplar.

30 Dawe (1964) 108.
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774: moAUBpoTos was probably written by a scribe with ToAUBoTos in his
exemplar and BpoTwv two words later in his mind. The reading itself provides no

support for Blomfield’s moAUBaTos, which Page (1972) and some others accept.

928: The variant Taidoyévot for Tekvoydvol may derive from a gloss, or from

Taida in the next line.

1061: The variant moAA@v for moAtTwV looks as if it came from ToA®V in the next
line.

Other variants, whether partial or of whole words, are even less convincing as due to
anticipation. It is important not to be so influenced by the spirit of this study as to see
repetition as the cause of any textual variant within a dozen or so lines of a vaguely
similar word. There are after all very many variant readings in texts without there being
any word in the vicinity at all like the intruder. The following list must be read with that
caveat :

61: There is here an instance of the mAeVpwv/mvevpwy alternation, discussed
below on Trachiniae 1054. M here has the old form, which Page prints; it is not
necessary to invoke mvods two lines later to explain the appearance of the later

form in the other manuscripts.

171: mavéipovs for mavdik- might be related to Snpiwv in 177: but that is
unlikely — mdvénuos is common throughout Greek literature, especially in its

adverbial form mavénuel, while mdavdikos isexclusively tragic.
248: Sov\eveLv for Boule Vel may have been affected by dovielas in 253.

251: Evyyéveta for EvvTéreta, which Dawe cites as an example (like 908) of
scribes’ horror of the word Té\os when it does not mean ‘end’,3! may have been

affected by yévos in 256.

557: &Ew for éow is just possibly connected with é€wBev in 560, but substitution

of an opposite is a known form of corruption.

558: 4Sikov must be an intrusive gloss on €x6{oTov, and the jingle it produces

with 8dkos immediately following is therefore a coincidence.

763: dpet for eVpel is just possibly connected with dpail in 766;32 but the

minuscule compendium forev is often confused with a.33

31 Dawe (1964) 84.

32 The variant was, according to Dawe (1964), adopted by Hermann.

33 See on Hippolytus 398 and 657, discussed 1n Section 2(iii); in Sepiem 459 O before correction read
dydAkov for €vXdAKov.
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There are two possible instances of repetition from a following word worthy of a more
extended comment.

348ff: BAaxal &’ aipaTtoéecoal

TOV €émpacTidiwy

apTiTpedels BpépovTat
Dawe says that the variant dpTiBpédels invites interest “but in view of its curious
formation, the Bpépovtar which follows, and the idea already suggested by
émpaocTidiwv it falls somewhere between B and C"3+ Neither apTiBpedns nor
dpTiTpedNS occurs elsewhere in Greek literature 35 though veoTpddou is glossed
dpTLTpedols in a scholium on Agamemnon 724, and a similar unique word36 has
occurred seventeen lines earlier; in the eyes of a student of ‘careless’ repetition that
tends to reinforce the reading dpTiTpedels. That is not to deny that Bp....8p could
be Aeschylean (cf. fragment 158 from Niobe — "I6n Te puknBuolol kal

Bpuxiuaowy | Bpépovol phdwv). If dpTiBpédets is the false reading, then it is
an anticipatory repetition.

590: M alone reads evknov; all other manuscripts (and M as a ypddeTal variant)
have eUkuklov, which was printed in Murray (1937), as it had been by some
previous editors (e.g. Canter (1580)); subsequent editors adopt M’s word, often
with a different ending (-os Hutchinson (1985) following Prien; -ws Page (1972)
following Donner). The variants here must be related to kUkAy in the following
line. Hutchinson says “eUkvkAov is much more likely than eUknlov to have been
imported: kUkAwt comes in the next line, eUkukAov in 642 and in Homer, and the
sense of eUknhov would puzzle.” The lectio difficilior logic is acceptable; but the

repetition of the stem kukA would be Aeschylean, and this study is finding several
instances of the removal of a repetition in the transmission of a play, of which
Hutchinson and others were probably unaware.

The manuscript tradition of Septem itself is, however, relatively weak in evidence for the
removal of repetitions. The only really plausible instances are:

353: KAl KEVOS KEVOV KAAEL

where one manuscript has pév for kevov, asif in a protest against polyptoton.

1005: SokotvTa kal 84EavT’ dmayyéAew pe Xpn
where one manuscript has ué\\ovt’ for 86Eavt’. The scribe may have thought

the context demanded a future (just as Headlam conjectured 66EovT’), or been

34 Dawe (1964) 109. B indicates that in Dawe’s opinion a reading is a conjecture, C an accident.

35 Hutchinson (1985) is wrong in saying that dpTiTpedels occurs in Hercules. The word there 1s

reoTpedeLS.
36 Discussed on 333-4 below.
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affected by -€\\- in the next word. It is nevertheless remarkable that these feelings

should have counteracted the influence of dokoUvTa two words earlier.

Much less plausible are:

158: It is unlikely that the replacement of the compound € mdyet by dyeL was a

reaction to the two nearby compounds with € -.

221: The moAwv/mdlyv confusion occurs also in 613 and 1042. and in Hercules

590, so there is no reason to ascribe this instance to ToAeos three lines earlier.

508: It is unlikely that the ypddeTal variant petnyaye for cuv/Evviyayev was

avoidance of the jingle with EvoTrioe Tal and EvvoloTeov following shortly.

610: evoePns avnp occurs at the ends of 602 and 610, in the second of which the
variant €eUyevns dvrp is found in some manuscripts. The repetition of evoefns
is right, since it emphatically likens Amphiaraus to the one evoefns man on the
boat, as the repetition of 8{katos from 605 likens him to the one S{katos manin
the city. evyevns is more likely to have been written by scribes under the
influence of the preceding dyafos than as a variation on €Uoefns or a

reminiscence of yével in 604.

895: Instead of Thaydv followed after four words by memhaypévous K has

mAaTav; almost certainly the misreading of a letter written in the I' form,
unconnected with the corruption in these lines (most editors following Elmsley

delete TAayav as a gloss).

998: It is not very plausible to attribute the replacement of kak@v by TnudTwy

either to a desire not to repeat kaka from 994 or to mrua in 1004

There are two possible removals of repetitions which need more discussion:
177-8 nélecBé 0’ tepir dnulwy,
perdpevor 8 apnlate

178 is obelised in Page (1972), with the note “languet” to peAopevol in the
apparatus, and a suggestion of the dative peXdpevolrs T (“sc. MUy TGOV
lepGv”); he does not doubt the repetition. It is odd however that the repetition has
failed to preserve pe\dpevol in some manuscripts. The double A in two 1s not
remarkable, but Y’s pelawvdpevol is. Dawe calls it amusing, and speculates that
it arose from a variant paivépevot, the product of visual confusion of nu and
lambda and phonetic confusion of € and ai; Y's exemplar would have had av

written over e\ and Y would have inserted the syllable in the only place where it
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would make a Greek word.37 The problem with this account is that there it
requires three stages, one of which — the confusion of N and A — must have been
uncial, and that there is no trace of any of the stages in the rest of the tradition.
There 1s however no sign of an anti-repetitive tendency in Y, and this error must

be a scribal slip with no special explanation.38

969:  Canter (1580) printed

AN (o (o ToAubdkpuTe GU. 969

% o0 8 alre kal TwavdOite
The manuscript tradition is split between moAvddkpuTe and TavddkpuTe; the
latter was followed by Murray (1937 and 1955), while Page (1972) and
Hutchinson (1985) adopt the emendation mdvdupTe, which is metrically

preferable. Hutchinson convincingly says that mav- must be retained to match
mavadiie in 970. It is very unlikely that it was changed to moAu- to remove the
repetition. A possible explanation for the vacillation of the tradition is that
mavddkpuTe and ToAuddkpuTe were alternative glosses on the rarer mdvoupTe.

Finally, there are four textual problems to which repetition may be relevant, but which do
not fall into any of the above categories.

275-278a: These lines are a notorious crux in Septem, simply obelised in Page
(1972):

uiAololy aitpdooovtas €oTias Bewv 275
TavpokTovouvTas Beololr wd €mevxouat

Orjoelv Tpotaia moAepiwv & €obnpact

Mddvpa Saiwy SovpimAnxd’ ayvols ddpols 278
oTéPw TPO vady moAeplwy & éobnuara. 278a

The last word of 277 is éo0fpaTa in all manuscripts except the first hand in M,
the scholium in I and in Y (Y reads éofnudtwv). 278a is not in several
manuscripts, and some have merely the first three words. The scholium in I has
already been quoted in Chapter 2.1. It reads

&V TIOL TOV AuTiypddwy HETA TOV OTiXOV TOUTOV KELTAL TO
oTéPw PO vady Toreplwy €obnpara, , o
kal ob Ofmou  kaTd Ajfqy O TOLOUTOS  OTLXOS  €LK)
Tapeyyéypamtal. n 8¢ Tehevrtaia AéELs TOU TPO TOUTOU OTLXOU
“eobripact” éxel el yobv ToDB OUTWS €XEL, OU[J.BLBCI(COL)’CIV S
TabTa, dvTt Tob “éofnpact” “mTdpact” peTaypddas, kal €xet TO
Shov  ka\ds, Aéyovtos Tob ETeokhéous OTL TMECOVTWY Ty
Tohepiwy dradriow TPO TGV vady TAS TWY TOAEplwl OTOAAS.

In some copies after this line [278] there is found
oTéPw PO vany Toreplwy €ofnuaTa,
and indeed this line has not been inserted carelessly at random. The final

37 Dawc (1964) 86.
38 Dawe elsewhere ([1964] 32) calls Y “the most corrupt of our sixteen manuscripts.”
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word of the previous line has “éo0fpact”. This being so, one might
accept those words, substituting “mTdpact” for “éofrpact”. The whole
passage 1s satisfactory, since Eteocles says “when the enemy have fallen |
shall dedicate the clothes of the enemy in front of the temples.”

The fact that there is a repetition in the transmitted text does not rule out
Aeschylean authorship; the omission in so many manuscripts may tell against it.
The reasoning of Hutchinson, however, who, like Murray (1937 and 1955)
would delete both occurrences, does not persuade.

333-4: Canter (1580) followed the bulk of the manuscripts and printed:

KAQuTOV 8’ dpTLTPSTOLS, GHOSpSTWY 333
vopipwy mpormapotBev . .

The first of the pair of words clearly begins dpTi-. and the second Wpo-, but there
is confusion as to their latter parts. Neither word occurs elsewhere in extant Greek
literature (except that, unsurprisingly to a student of the phenomenon of
repetitions, in 350 there is found dpTiTpédels, which is discussed above). For

dpTtTpOTOLS P has a ypddeTar variant apTLpoToLS; and the scholiast in M has
written 6 over the 7. For &po8pémwy YBHPwi.m. and probably O2 have
WpoTpomwy, and Q2 has T written over 8. There has clearly been interference
among these readings. Modern editors ring the changes — Page (1972) presents
dpTLTpédoLS WpodpdTws, and Hutchinson (1985) dpTiTpddous Gpodpdmous,
assuming that the first word’s 1 in the manuscripts has come in from the second

word.

576: Recent editors obelise in this line; for instance Page (1972)

‘Epwwios kAnthpa, mpéomolov $dvov, 574
Kakwy &’ ’AdpdoTw TWVde Bov)\evTﬁQLOV' ’
Kal Tov gov T avlis mpos popav T adeidedv 576

In 574 all manuscripts read mpdomodov, though P has a ypddeTar variant
mpdomopov noted “fyour TOV €k TNS auThs omopds ‘yevvndévta’ which
must refer in some way to 576. In 576 most manuscripts have mpdopopov, which
does not scan, M and A mpoouopav or mpos popav, while B I and P (as just
noted) show knowledge of a reading mpoomopov. There has clearly been some
interference here, but the occurrence of such similar words at the same places in
two nearby lines is not in itself suspicious. However, the impossibility of

scanning Tpoopopov (of which some sort of sense [e.g. *"doomed’| can be made,
though it is not met elsewhere) and the senselessness of mpos popar, make deep
corruption seem likely. Burges conjectured that the mpoo- word presented the
ruins of opdomopov in 576, which was glossed by adeApov, and that some quite
different word (Aotdopwv has been proposed) has dropped out. But certainty is

impossible. Lopov at the end of 589 is too distant to be relevant.
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652: All manuscripts read molv at the end of this line. But a papyrus of the
second century A.D. has 7a and then breaks off. Many editors assume this
indicates a variant TaTpav, which Hutchinson (1985) admits into his text. He
believes moALv came in from the end of 647, and adduces a similar corruption in
two manuscripts of Phoenissae 573. mdTtpayv is certainly the difficilior lectio but
there is nothing untoward in mOAv twice in five lines in any tragic poet. TdTpav
could be an avoidance of a repetition of TOAwv, or a repetition from TaTpwLav in
648 but as Dawe points out ma[ need not be for mdTpav at all; it could be for

mair.39 Corruption from ma to 7o is on the other hand more likely in minuscule
than in uncial.

The conclusions from Seprem may be stated as:

1) Repetition or partial repetition has been observed to be influenced certainly
from as far as three lines earlier; and plausibly from as far as nine.

2) Influence from a later word is certain in the same or adjacent lines, and
once is likely from four lines later (TapBookiw in 240); cases where the influence would

be up to six lines later have been observed, but the diagnosis of these is very uncertain.

3) Out of 26 repetitions in trimeters offered as variant readings by at least one
manuscript, 7 (27%) are from one line end to another.

4) There are two clear and seven highly dubious cases of erroneous variants

which remove rather than create repetitions.

39 Dawe (1964) 154.
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SECTION 2(ii)

This study has been based on the apparatus criticus in Dawe (1996), the third edition of
his Teubner text. Use has also been made of the Oxford Classical Text of Lloyd-Jones &
Wilson (1990a), and the editions of Davies (1991) and Easterling (1982): references to
‘Davies’ and ‘Easterling’ in this section are, in the absence of any other indication, to the
notes in those editions on the line in question.

Trachiniae

There is no special table for anadiploses, as in Sections 2(i) and 2(iii), since only one
instance of variation among Trachiniae manuscripts in this respect has been found — in

1005 T reads €dté pe once while the rest have the anadiplosis €aTé [’ éGTé pe.

Table 6.4 lists the instances where there is a difference in readings to which repetition, in
a wide sense, seems relevant. ‘Nearby word’ is a word which may have influenced the
variant reading. The column headed ‘In line’ shows the line in which the nearby word is
found, and whether it precedes (‘p’) or follows (‘f’) the word it may have influenced;
‘end’ means that both the primary and the nearby word end a trimeter; where the entry is
in red, the variant in question appears to remove an authorial repetition. The summary of
the manuscript evidence does not claim to be complete — corrections and ypddeTat

variants may be ignored; sigla are those of Dawe (1996).

TABLE 6.4 VARIANTS IN TRACHINIAE TO WHICH REPETITION IS RELEVANT.

Line .Dawe text Variant Nearby word Inline \Variant foundin ]
105 dhov  dhov "Alov S Ly
143 maboloa __.mapoboa mdpet; mdOnua 141 (p) 142 (p; AUY

,,,,,, 182 kdk  ikal Kal 182(® R
187 Nyers  iéxels Ayov Zo
240 evxals jetkTal’ _L€bkTala A
308! Tekvolooa iTewoboa Texoboa 311(f) . all but K; see discussion

331 dMny Ny or dovmiw hommy o 331(F) all but Zo; see discussion |
339 ¢dioTacar émioTacar | éMOTHUNY i RTUZgZo |

...... 413 . kupels ~ Bokels  Bokelg 02 (p)end  7g |
473 ovnTd Opfa ountiy 20 |

..... 558 ovéy  $B6vwv  dBlvovtos 558 (p) . Zo . |
673 pabety | Aapetv ¢ AaBelv | ~ L; see discussion |
700 Brépetas  expréperas exPpdpat- LKT; see discussion |
744 pabov  imapev o owdp’ o i744(p) - P.Oxy. 1805 ;
947 mpdTep- MOTEp- _..moTepa 947 (p) 948 (f) AUYKZgZo |

""" 963_nothing Eévol Ewev 964(f) o allbutT |
965 popel beovel ___iotvdwvos 1963 (p) i K; see discussion |
965 hopel bpovéeL  déper . Zo; see discussion i

1008 dmoels _idmorels W dmokels p' ... Lac ;

1014 eémTpéPel dmoTpéy-  ém. " Almost all but Zo |

1021 6vpaber  OGpal-  &wbosey  1021(p) Allbut Lsl. &K |

1054 mievpov-  mvebuov- TA€upaiot i KZgZoT

1071 GoTe oS uboms 1071 (p) K

1167;&66\6@1/ inpooe)&)c‘ov eloeypdbapny - ZoT

1183 dmoTroels  dnelbroets mloTw 2o

1212 yevfioetar  dPovriceTar $Bovnais ZgZ0

1273 wdvtwy  BavdTous BavaTovs A
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As the above table shows, 27 instances have been found in Trachiniae where a variant in
one or more manuscripts has certainly, probably or perhaps been influenced by a word
nearby. In 15 instances it seems certain, probable or possible that a previously occurring
word has led to (or influenced) the replacement of the true reading at some stage in some
part of the transmission. The most convincing ones are:

143: The mapovoa of AUY is probably provoked by mdpet in 141; but the

maboboa accepted by editors from the other manuscripts is itself an echo of

mabnua in 142.

182: After writing kal twice in the line the copyist of one manuscript wrote it

again instead of kdk.

339: émioTacat for édioTaocal is an easy error, but the preceding émoTnuny

would have made it easier.

558: A word beginning ¢$0 has led Zo to begin the next but one the same way

rather than with the simple ¢.

744: A papyrus of the second century A.D. read, before correction, TOU Tap’

dqvopwTov Tapwy for Tob Tap’ avbpuTwy pabwv.

947: It was easy for copyists to omit the first p of mpoTepa or the like directly
after one méTepa and shortly before another. The oldest manuscript (L) and T
preserve the p, though the forms they give are not the ones now printed following
Dindorf.

965: K’s reading dwvel for dopel must have come from o&vdwros shortly

before. For discussion of Zo’s reading see below.

1008: The .’ originally written in L after the second amolels was later deleted.

1071: éoTis 6oTis would seem a simple scribal error of repetition in K for
85Tis (oTe, but may be more complicated, since L has ooTis ws TS (like
$oTis OoTis a breach of Porson’s law). éoTis ws Tis looks like a conflation of
SoTic 60Tls with doTis @oTe, but according to the preface to Lloyd-Jones &
Wilson (1990a) K is an indirect descendant of L, rather than the other way
around. So we must have a two-stage corruption in K.

1212: Zg and Zo have the blatantly erroneous repetition popds Y€ ToL dOdvnoLs

o0 dBovioeTar for ov yevnoeTat.
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There are two variants whose link with a previous word seems less convincing because
of their distance:

105: The ypddeTar variant dAtov for GO\ov here might be a reminiscence of
“AMllov in 96.

413: dokets for kupels in 413 is 11 lines from the preceding Sokels. Perhaps

however that and kupels in 406, all at line end, produced some confusion in the
mind of the scribe.

Moreinteresting are:
240: AU and Y have evkTal’ for evxals in:

AH  evkTdla daivwy, § 'm0 pavtelas Twis: 239

Al evxals, 00’ NpeL TGYS dvdoTaTov Sopl . . . 240
If the eUxals accepted by editors is what Sophocles wrote, eUkTal’ must be a
scribal reminiscence of the line above. But a verbal repetition would have been at
least as Sophoclean as a slight variation, and if it had appeared in all manuscripts
editors would not have emended it. It may be that their preference for evxals is

based on the belief that copyists err in the direction of repetition, rather than away
from it. This study has produced numerous examples of the reverse tendency,
however, and we could have another here. Perhaps, however, editors are justified
in accepting the authority of the oldest manuscript, the Laurentian.

673: yuvvdlkes, Uplv Bavp’ avérmoTov pabelv

For the last word Dawe (1996) accepts the reading of AUY and LZo above the
line; on the line L has AaBetv, while the other MSS read mafelv. Editors find
difficulties with all three. Davies dismisses mafelv as “senseless” and “a bad
conjecture based on padeiv” (it is perhaps rather a misreading of uncial M as 1T ),
and finds it impossible to construe \aBeiv (to be “explained as a corruption
imported from the end of line 670”), but takes pafetv asan epexegetic infinitive;
he has however some sympathy for emendation to Balelv or mopelv. Easterling

also reads padeiv: “Probably AaBelv is a mere slip, under the influence of 670.”

Lloyd-Jones & Wilson account for Aafeiv as a corruption of Baielv.40 which
they print in their Oxford Classical Text. Certainly, as they say, this particular
corruption by metathesis is acommon one; the problem is that they do not explain,
and indeed ignore, the appearance of pabetv/mabety in most MSS.
wabeiv/madelv is not so much an easier reading than Baketv or Aafely as to
suggest itself to a scribe on grounds of sense, so Lloyd-Jones & Wilson would
have to postulate first the complete disappearance of the correct Baketr’ from the

tradition after its corruption to AaPeilv; then the change of XaBelv to

40 Llovd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) 165.
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Habetv/mabely as yet another removal of a repetition by copyists. This is not
impossible, but the process assumed by those who read pafeiv is easier, and to

be preferred as long as padelv makes sense, with due allowance for Sophocles’

straining of language.
700: Dawe (1996) reads:
woT’ €l wplovos
exPpupaTta BAéPetas év Topy Evou 700

The MSS have exBpupat’, followed in LKT by ékBAédetas; in ZgZo by
epprédeLas; and in AUY by dv BAédetas. Davies articulates the assumption that
k- is a repetition from the preceding word;+! but a very similar dithering amongst
ekpréPaca éuPrédaca and BAédaca is found in Sophocles Electra 995, with no
other €k in the vicinity. Incidentally, ékBA\émw is found very rarely (only five
times on the TLG, and all post-classical), while € uBAémw is a common word, and
thus the lectio facilior. . Dawe’s emendation lengthens a by position before fA;
this is not uncommon in Sophocles —e.g. Elecira301 6 mavt’ dvalkis oUTos, 0

mdoa BAABT, and Ajax 514 épol yap ovkéT’ éoTv €ls OTL BAETW.

The most convincing instance in Trachiniae of a reading affected by a later word is:
1273: At the end of the play one manuscript reads SavdTovs in 1273 and in 1276.
Editors must be right to print the mavTwv of two manuscripts in 1273, though the

fact that the majority read the unmetrical dmdvTwy may hint that the corruption is

not completely simple.

A difficult case is:

308: If modern editors are right, anticipatory repetition could be the explanation
for the reading of most MSS here (another explanation would be simple resort to
the commoner word):

o SvoTdlawva, Tis ToT €l veaviduwv, 307
dvavdpos 1) Tekvolooa (sic edd.); mpos pev yap oLy
TdvTwY ATELPOS TOVSE, yevvaia B€ TLS.

Alxa, Tlvos moT’ éoTw 1y E€vn BpoTOV; 310
Tis N Tekoboa, Tis & O dLTEVOAS TATYP;

Most MSS read Tekoboa in both 307 and 311, but in 307 K reads Tekvovoa,
which is also a supralinear variant in L and a ypddeTar one in A and Y (U has

Tekvoboa as a ypddeTar variant in 311; perhaps a displacement of the 307

variation rather than a genuine alternative in 311). Brunck corrected Tekvovoa to

41 Jackson (1955) 224 makes the same assumption.
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Tekvovooa in 308.42 Easterling says that the adjective makes a better pair than
the aorist participle to dvavbpos and avoids what would otherwise be an ungainly

repetition at311. There is still however a jingle, though not an identical repetition.

Undoubtedly the most interesting repetition-related cases in the textual transmission of
Trachiniae are ones where the variant lacks a repetition found in the main tradition.
Despite sharing with Florentinus Laurentianus 32.2 (Zg) the introduced repetition in

1212, the manuscript Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 287 (Zo)*3 appears to remove
repetitions on perhaps as many as six occasions:

187:
AH  kal 10D 768’ doTdv f| Eévwy pabov AMyets

Given the tendency the following cases will demonstrate in Zo, its reading of
exets for Aéyeis here may be viewed as avoiding picking up Aoyov from 184.+

331:

. ’ UNOE TPOS Kakols 330
TOLS oloLY dAANY Tpds 7y’ €uob AUy AdP)

The line is read thus by Dawe (1996) and by Easterling, and (with obowv and

AdBol) by Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a). But &y is in Zo alone.#5 LKR have
AT twice; AUY Momny . . . AOmms; Zg and T have oty . . . Aommv, which
is a ypddeTal variant in Y and (as Aotmelv) in U. Easterling describes the line
with the repetition of AUy as “obviously corrupt”, with Zo’s d\\nv removing
the main difficulty. Davies says “the A\umny . . . A0y offered (or presupposed)
by most manuscripts is that common phenomenon, an error of anticipation.”
ATy . . . AU is no doubt wrong, but these editors give the misleading
impression that dAAny was the reading of which it was a corruption; more likely all
the texts in front of Byzantine scholars and scribes had AUV twice; Aoty and
d\nv for the first ATy and Aomns for the second were differing attempts to
make sense of it. Zo’s mild aversion to repetition has led it to a good conjecture
(supported by the fact that all MSS have olowv with paragogic v, which is

unmetrical before \). But it almost certainly is a conjecture, like F.W. Schmidt’s

oumAny for the second \ommy.

42 According to Easterling (1982) Tekvouooa is not found elsewhere, but the TLG finds it in Athenaeus
Deipnosophistae, Book 1, 31f citing from Theophrastus, “Gedppactos 6¢ €v Th mept duTwY ioTopiq
dnotv (9, 18, 10) év ‘Hpaiq Tis ’Apkadias yivecbar olvov 0 TouS pev dvdpas TLVOPEVOS
e€loTnoL. Tas &€ yvvaikas Tekvouooas woiel. ; the manuscripts of Theophrastus, however, give
dTéxvous or dTekvovoas which Brunck emended to produce the reverse sense by reference to Aelian V H
13.6 and Pliny N H 14.116.

43 There is a brief discussion of this manuscript at the end of this section.

+4 Dawe (1978) regards Zo’s reading as defensible though not correct, Aéyets “continuing the tone of
elmas in 1847,

+3 Or so this discussion assumes. Certainly Zo is the only MS with this reading among those collated by
Dawe, but the siglum ‘rec’ in Pearson (1928) is said by him to imply *duo vel plures’.

123



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 6

473:
\ emel o€ parddvw 472
iy dpovolioar BimTd Kolk dyvdpova, 473

This is an effective polyptoton, which Sophocles must have written and which no
modern editor would think of destroying. But for bvnta Zo reads dpfa. Even if

this started life as a gloss, whether on 6vnTd or on otk dyvwpova, its
displacement of BvnTd is odd.

965: Ind 8" ad dopel wiv; Zo’s dpovéel might be an attempt to get away from
the dopel of LAUYT and the ¢pépet of the common parent of Zg and Zo; there is

deépet in 967 and dépeTar in 968, and Easterling says that this gives strong

emphasis to the essential function of the procession, to carry Heracles.4¢

L167: The manuscripts hesitate amongst ¢oeMwv, elceNdwv (read by LAUZg,
which does not scan) and mpooe wv. TpooeAdwv was presumably an alternative
metrical correction of elce 0wV, perhaps preferred by Zo to ¢oe v because in

his text eloeypadduny followed closely 47 mpos in 1168 is unlikely to have been
afactor.

1183:
YA s wpos Tl mioTw TS dyav émoTpéders 1182
HP ov Bdooov oloels, Und’ dmMoTHoELS €pol;

Picking up a word in a stichomythic line is very common, and indeed both natural

and rhetorical in dialogue.48 But for dmiomroels Zo reads dmelOjoetls.

There is one separate example:

963: The Triclinian manuscript T is the only one not to precede E€ vwr with E€vor;

this correct emendation was no doubt made to secure responsion with the strophe.

Finally, three instances of manuscript divergences in preverb, suffix or spelling where
there may have been influence from a neighbouring word. (This study has not aimed at
completeness in these minor matters.)

1014: Dawe reads émTpéder with Zo alone; T reads dvoTpéer and other
manuscripts armoTpedel(v). Easterling observes that all the manuscript readings
are suspect on grounds of sense but that émTpédeL is more likely to be right.
Unique preservation by Zo of an ancient and correct reading here seems as
unlikely as in 331, discussed above. If émiTpédser came from émi in 1013 that is
sheer good fortune. The Oxford Classical Texts have however rejected all
compound verbs; Pearson (1928) printed Postgate’s ovkéTt Tpédel and Lloyd-

46 For the dwvel of K see above.

47 Dawe’s €€eypadpny is an emendation. [t introduces the word which, according to Easterling (1982),
is the more normal one tor the sense “wrote down for myself™.

48 Chapter 7 will show how natural it is.
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Jones & Wilson (1990a) oty TroTe Tpé€et. Perhaps the origin of the confusion is
a compendium for moTe misread as dmo- and then emended in the Triclinian
circle, T’s dvoTpéser being a slip of the pen for avatpédet., and Zo's

€mTpédel another emendation.

1021: 6VpaBev is clearly right. The question is why most manuscripts read

B0pade (or BUpal’ or BUpaler) so soon after €vdoBev; an explanation might be
that scribes in tune here with the concept of polar opposition go the whole hog and
oppose the endings as well as the stems of these words.

1054: Bond explains that meUpwv was the true Homeric and Attic form,
TveVpwv being the result of philological attempts (going back at least as far as

Aristotle) to link it with mvéw and mvevua, with which it naturally occurs.#9 He
believes, against Diggle (1981), that in Hercules 1093 Euripides is deliberately
etymologising (mvods and mvéw occur in the preceding line). It seems probable
that Sophocles used the old form here, and that some Byzantines emended to the
newer, as they also did at 567 and 778 where there is nothing similar in the
vicinity. (AUY are consistent in the mv form, and ZgZo in the m\; KTLRV are
inconsistent.)

The conclusions from Trachiniae may be stated as:

1) Repetition or partial repetition has been observed to be influenced certainly
from as far as three lines earlier; and possibly from as faras 11.

2) Influence from a later word is rare, and convincing only once, the later
word being three lines distant.

3) Out of 17 repetitions in trimeters offered as variant readings by at least one

manuscript 3 are from one line end to another — some 17%.

4) There are seven instances where one manuscript does not have a repetition
which the rest have. In one of the seven instances the reading without the repetition is
certainly right and in another it is the preferable reading. In all but one case the manuscript
without the repetition is Zo. That manuscript is, physically, the same as P for Euripides,
but it is not a copy of Zg, which is, physically, the same as L for Euripides; nor is P a
copy of L for other than the alphabetic plays; it has, for instance, much more of Bacchae
than does L. Zo therefore, written in the scriptorium of the Byzantine scholar Triclinius,
is a relative of the manuscript T in which Triclinius’s emendations (including the seventh

removal of a Trachiniae repetition) are found.30 [t appears from Zuntz’s description of P
that virtually the whole of it was written by the same scribe. That scribe was by common

49 Bond (1990) 344. a similar vaiation among manuscripts was mentioned above on Seprem 61.

50 No commentators have suggested that Zo itself contains Triclinius’s emendations. According to the
stemma in Dawe (1978), for Trachiniae and Philoctetes Zg and Zo are close to Triclinius’s manuscript T,
but are not post-Tricliman. But, unless Zuntz (1964) is wildly wrong, the physical manuscript Zg/L was
a production for Triclinius, and Zo/P for the market under his auspices.
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consent careless in the alphabetic plays of Euripides, and it was argued in Section 1 above
that P has a slight but perceptible tendency to remove repetitions; and though the fault of
carelessness does not seem to be generally imputed to Zo it does have some dozen
idiosyncratic (and unmeritorious) readings in Trachiniae which do not remove repetitions.
There are however no variants in P’s version of the alphabetic plays of Euripides
showing the conjectural ingenuity of some of those in Trachiniae.
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SECTION 2(iii)

This study has been based on the apparatus criticus in Diggle (1984), the latest Oxford
Classical Text — which is virtually the same as that of Barrett (1964),51 except that a few
new papyri were available to Diggle. In addition, however, four manuscript variants
turning on repetition have been gleaned from Sybel (1868): they are not mentioned in the

apparatuses of Barrett or Diggle, presumably as being what Diggle (1984) calls
“manifestos singuli codicis errores”.

Hippolytus

Two tables have been drawn up. The first covers anadiploses only (as explained earlier,
interjections have been disregarded). The summary of the manuscript evidence does not
lay claim to completeness — corrections and ypddeTal variants may be ignored; the sigla
used are those of Diggle (1984).

TABLE 6.5
VARIANTS IN HIPPOLYTUS TO WHICH ANADIPLOSIS IS RELEVANT.

Line Variant

Diggle text

Manuscript Evidence

60" ApTepty

"ApTeply “ApTepLy

variant in LP

63 {xdipe xaipe Xailpe ACLP have repetition in some form.
3670 wovol W movoL . . . w woévoLiV: MSS word order in 366/7 varies.
736 ikipa Kua Kopa variant in MC

739 iTd\alvat

TAAQLVAL TAAAQLVAL

variant in MAC

830iuélea pélea

LEXEQ

variant only in V

883 ioroov OO0V  OAOOV variant in BVDELP

884 imdAis TOALS  TOALS BVCDELP have repetition in some form.
1382 {€époh- €uo)’ éuoN’ variant only in O

1384 ipoL pol {oL variant in VCD

There are ten instances where one or more manuscripts have anadiplosis (or, in 367, a
similar phenomenon), while one or more do not. Diggle (1984) doubles the word or
phrase in question three times, and prints it singly seven times. Diggle may not always be
right in his judgement (though it is usually supported by metrical considerations) but
whether he is or not, it emerges clearly that in Euripidean lyrics, where anadiplosis is a
common figure, scribes sometimes introduce it where it should not be, and sometimes
remove it from where it should be. There is no observable ‘policy” of the different
manuscripts in this matter (though the manuscript M (Marcianus gr. 471) is wrong —in
the sense of disagreeing with Diggle [1984] — on three of the eight occasions to which it
is a witness, twice failing to repeat where it should and once repeating where it should
not). Barrett’s note on 63 “Ordinarily speaking, omission . . . is an easier error than

duplication™, though intuitively appealing, is not borne out in Hippolvtus.>:

51 References to “Barrett” in this section are, in the absence of any other indication, to his note on the

line in question.
52 No instance either way was observed in the alphabetic plays; five, two of omission and three of
duplication, in Septem, and one, of omission, in Trachiniae.
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The second table lists the cases where there is a difference in readings to which repetition
seems relevant. ‘Nearby word’ is a word which may have influenced the variant reading.
The column headed ‘In line’ shows the line in which the nearby word is found, and
whether it precedes (‘p’) or follows (‘f’) the word it may have influenced; ‘e’ means that
both the primary and the nearby word end a trimeter; where the entry is in red, the error in
question is the removal of an authorial repetition. The summary of the manuscript
evidence does not claim to be complete — corrections and ypddeTat variants may be

ignored; sigla are those of Diggle (1984).53

53 Sybel’s sigla differ from those of modern editors: in the four instances due to him his B, C and d have
beenicon\'erled to P, L and D respectively.
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TABLE 6.6.
VARIANTS IN HIPPOLYTUS

Chapter 6

TO WHICH REPETITION IS RELEVANT.

Line {Diggle text Variant Nearby word iIn line Variant found in
32 i€ékdnuov éxBTAoV €xdnuov 37 (f) MOVCDEL
41 ixpn Sel deifw 42 (f) all but LP
o7 iBAéTwr/ov/eL  ieloopBy €LO0P® 51 (p) only pap. P Sorbonne 2252
107 ixpewv Bev Be v 106 (p)end {Ppc teste Sybel
254 i dvaxip(pt)vdoBaliévTeivacbat EuvTelval 257 (f) quotation only
255 i nverov dLias dLias 254 (p) __ionly pap. P Sorbonne 2252
271 iéxéyyovo’ EVvETIouoa EVVETELY 271 (f) M only
301 iwdvovs AOYOUS AOYOLS 299 (p)endiO only
303 iéTéyyed’ SEEY TeiBeTal 303 (f) scholia only
337 {TAfjuov uiTep uiTep 337 (f) E only
348 {a\yeLvév AAYLOTOV NdLoTOV 348 (p) CDE and gnomologia
398 idvolav evvoLay €v 398 (f) VE
520{Tokw TEKVW TEKVOV 517 (p)endiL only
593 iunooual WYMo~ mpopvioToiay i 589 (p) A only
619iT68€ TéKVA TEKVOV 615 (p)endjostracon only
628 iomeipas Bpédsas Opéas 628 (f) gnomologium v
630 idvTov KaKOV KaKoU 629 (p)end{ OVCDELP
657 {ddpakTos €VbPAKTOS €voeBés 656 (p) E only
658 {maTpl KakKd KAKOS 654 (p)endiM only
688161 Sel Sel 688 (p) OV; CD omit
750 0ABLOBWPOS BLOBWpPOS ONBLwY 755 (f) A & schol only
776180uwy SPOL- Bondpopelte 776 (p) BCDEP
786 {vékuy VEKPOV veKpOV 789 (f) CDELP
797 iTOY Bikm TOXNS 801 (f)end iL teste Sybel
817 imwévwv Taféwy €madov 817 (f) BOCDELP
817 iTd\as TOALS TdAQLY’ 816 (p) MOA
829 i kpaLmvov TLKEOV TLKPAY 825 (p) CDELP
895 i86uovs TUAAS TUAALS 882 (p)endiM only; see discussion
896 i0éBwr KAUWV KAUELY 904 (flend i C only
984 i kalovs TOAAOUS KaAOV 985 (f) VCDELP
992 i mp@bTov TPOTEPOV TPETA 991 (p) VCDELP
1002 iéxeLy EAELY éxwv 1006 (f) {MBOACE & v
1007 {8 un &) 1008 (f) i1AD
1038 ikal oV OVK 1038 (p)° iA only
1039 evopynoia €VOPK- OpKOUS 1038 (p) iDE & Z2nd-hand in BAVL et
1047 {SuvoTuyel Suooefel duoaefel 1050(f)end: MOAC
1089 iduyis xOovds xBovds 1087 (p)enaD teste Sybel
1158 mory TOATIV TOATALS 1158 (p) D only
1178 iéxwv b€ pwy éxwy 1177 (p) {P teste Sybel
1247 i tépas Kdoa Kdpa 1237(p)end BDELP
1311 {éypabe étake Ypadds 1311 (p) {A only
1323 imapécyes éveLpas/épeLvasiéueLvas 1322 (p) {DLPHE
1326 Tux€ElY EXELY ExeL 1328 (f) {0 only
1362 jkal TOV TOV 1362 (p) {V only
1437 {dBLTous VEKPOUS SLedbdpns 1436 (p) {CDELP
1448 ixépa dpéva bpevog 1454 (f) {ACDELP
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Table 6.6 shows 46 instances where a variant reading has certainly, probably or perhaps
been influenced by a word nearby. In the following 14 of these, it seems certain or likely
that a previously occurring word has led to (or influenced) the replacement of the true
reading at some stage in some part of the transmission:

57: The aberrant papyrus P. Sorbonne 2252 has elcop@v from 51; although there
is nothing of itself suspicious in the repetition of this verb after six lines, and
ddos €loopdv is a common Euripidean construction (six times in the extant

plays), ddos BAémety is rather commoner (eight times in the extant plays), and the

difference in word-order between LP (166e BAémwv ) and the rest (BAéTwY TO6€)

does not support the possibility that the papyrus has preserved the right reading.

107: Sybel (1868) reports 0ev (later corrected) as replacing xpewv inend-line
position in a manuscript under the influence of the previous line; xpewv also,

interestingly, occurs at the end of 110, but that is not the plausible source of the
error.

255: The aberrant papyrus P. Sorbonne 2252 has ¢ptAias from the previous line.

301: One manuscript has Mdyous for mévous atthe end of the line; Aoyols ends
299 and begins 303.

520: One manuscript has Téxvw for Tékw at the end of the line; Téxvov ends 517.

630: Barrett surprisingly attributes the replacement of duTov by kakov in most of
the manuscripts to the substitution of a simple word for an unusual one, and does

not mention kakod at the end of 629. Indeed, forms and compounds of kakos are

so common in this speech of Hippolytus (ten in the 45 lines Diggle (1984) retains
from 616 to 668), that one must entertain the possibility that Euripides used it

again here and part of the transmission removed 1t, taking dutov from Medea
231, where it is also used of women. But it is more plausible that duTov,

maintaining the metaphor of ome(pas Te kal 8péfas from 628, is genuine.>+

658: Kakd for TaTpl must be ascribed to kakds at the end of 654, though the

prevalence of the word in this speech (see on 630 above) may also be relevant.

688: The identical Byzantine pronunciation of 81 and det would encourage the

repetition.
776: For 86wy in Bondpopeite mAvTES ol TEAAS 8épwv four manuscripts

have words beginning Spop.- .

1038: The words involved (kal and ov) are small and very common, but the

variant is nevertheless a repetition.

54 ¢f. Aeschylus Supplices 281 Nethos dv BpegeLe TolovTOV dbuToV.
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1039: Barrett says the dubious word evopknoia for evopynoia is the aberration
of a copyist with 6pkous (1037) in his mind; the thematic importance of the 0pkos

in the play may explain why the error became popular with the correctors of
various manuscripts.

1089: The x0ovds for dpuyfis that Sybel (1868) reports must have come from
x0Bovds also at line-end in 1087.

1323 The replacement of mapéoxes by évelpas or €pelvas must be due to
épelvas in the previous line. Barrett says “€veipas is sense and épelvas

nonsense, but neither is metre (save with L’s impossible ye).”

1362: The words involved (kai and TSv) are small and very common, but the
variant is nevertheless a repetition.

There are four further instances where the influence of the previously occurring word is
much more debatable:

593: wvnoopar for prcopat in one manuscript may have been influenced by
mpopvioTptav in 589, though there is another confusion in the tradition (several
manuscripts read pnricopat), and the fact that pLpuvrokw is a commoner word

than pridopat might alone explain the error.

619: The ostracon Berol. 4758 contains only 616-24. Though it might have been
copied (by a schoolboy?) from a text into which Tékva had come from Tékvov at
the end of 615, a more likely motive for the change from T66e would be to make
the thought seem clearer. (Barrett's explication of T60€ as “T0 omapfnvar Tous
avBpwmous”, though convincing, requires more sophistication in the reader or

hearer.)

657: Though the misreading of the minuscule a as the compendium for ev may
have been influenced by €v in the previous line (compare 398 discussed below,
where the influence would be from a following word) it also occurs at Septem
763, discussed in Section 2(i).

1247: Svotnrov kdpa Tavpou is less likely to be right than SvoTnvov Tépas
Tavpov — Barrett observes that periphrastic kdpa (which is what it would be here)
seems only to be used of persons, and that the sense of Tépas is desirable. But
explaining why most manuscripts have the false reading is not so easy. 10 lines
seems a long way for a scribe’s eye to slip back, or for the priming effect (on
which see Chapter 7) of a word to persist; Trachiniae 413, discussed above, and
Hippolytus 895, discussed below, could however be parallels.
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There are three more complex cases:

348: The superlative at the beginning of the line #8ioTov, & wail, TalvTOV
dlyewdv 0 dpa, seems to have led to the replacement of d\yetrér by dhytoTév
in part of the tradition. The superlative would, indeed be perfectly appropriate;
a\yewov is presumably read by editors because its manuscript authority is better
and because the corruption to the superlative seems easier to account for (though

evidence from the present study shows that repetitions may be removed during
transmission).

817: Diggle and Barrett prefer Ta\as to the alternative mo\is at the end of this line.
Barrett claims that TdAas is dramatically more apposite here, and surmises that
mOALs was an actor’s change with 844 in mind. In fact L is the only manuscript to
read Tdhas. Most manuscripts read TdAatva, but that is unmetrical; it may have
come from TdAatv’ in 816, and L could easily have changed it to Ta\as. [ would
read moAs with Murray (1902), comparing (o mOAs in 884. The corruption here

seems unconnected with the one in the same line discussed below.

829: A group of manuscripts has mTdnp’ €s “Atdov mikpov opunoacd poi for
the accepted TN’ €s “Aldou kpaimvov Opunoacd pot. Barrett explains

TLKpOV as an anagrammatic variant. The corruption may however well be related

to the more complex textual problem hereabouts, which starts with 808 and the
following lines, where the manuscripts read (only variant readings relevant to the
current discussion are noted):

XaAATE KAOpa, TpOoTOAOL, TUAWRATWY,
€xhvoad’ appols, ws 18w Suadalpova 809
yuvaikéds, 1 pe kaTlavoio’ dmwAeoev.

809 Tov Saipova OV:6uvadaipova rell.
The text following 822 is:

Kakov &, & TdAas, TéNayos €loopd 822
TOOOUTOV WoTe pnmot’ ekvevoal TAAY

unod’ €1T€p(10’(1t KUpLaL THoOE Gvud)opag 824
[eKKvee appols, us 1w prav 0éav] 825
Tiva Adyov, Ta)\ag, Tlva TOXAV oeeev 826

BapUWOTuov yvvat wpooav&uv TUXW;
OpULS yap wg TLS €K Xepwv ad)am‘os‘ €t,
THONI’ €5 “ALdov Kpatmvov Oppunocacd ot.

825CDELBV: om. MOA

829 kparmvov MBOAV: mkpov CDEL
As Barrett says, 825 is manifestly out of place here; by this time Theseus is seeing
Phaedra’s body, and there is both in the passage 817-832 and in the antistrophic
836-850 an alternation of two iambic and two dochmiac lines, which 825 would
break. Editors therefore remove it and put it in the place of the transmitted 809,
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the last word in which is unconstruable if it is SucSaipova and a senseless
constructionif itis Tov dalpova. Barrett’s explanation (on 808-810) of all this is
that there was a manuscript which had the dvo8aipova line in its text and the

mkpayv B€av line written as a variant at the foot of the page, and that the last line

of that page must have been 824.

Barrett does not comment on the relationship between 825 with mikpav and the
mkpov variant in 829. MOA do not contain 825 and read kpatmvov, while CDEL
contain 825 and read mikpor (H is not available here). The error in 829,

therefore, looks like a copyist's repetition from 825, assisted by the fact that the
words are near anagrams and that kpaimvds is much the rarer (it is not found

elsewhere in Euripides). B and V contain 825 but nevertheless read kpatmvov.

The diagram on the next page sets out the stemma of the Hippolvrus codices
following Barrett. According to him, B after 471 is heavily contaminated from a
manuscript of the A branch of the A family, while V is a hybrid, in general

adheringto () between 412 and 833.

A plausible explanation of what we find in the manuscripts for 825 and 829 is that
the copyists of B and V (or, of course, direct ancestors of theirs), who were

working from a manuscript of the A group as well as their basic 2 group
exemplar, found in the A group manuscript an extra line and added it into their
text, but did not alter their 2 group manuscript’s KpaLmvov to mkpov. More
speculatively, one can also suggest that the manuscript with the mukpav 8éav line
written as a variant at the foot of the page was the exemplar of A, and that the
copyist of A took it into his text and then, while it was still at the forefront of his

mind, replaced kpatmvov with mikpov four lines later.
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Stemma Codicum of Euripides Hippolytus, following Barrett (1964) page 62
lI{"‘.-_-. A

M B (Cxii)
(Cxii)

A (late Cxiii) V (late Cxiii)

D E L
O C (early Cxiv) (early Cxiv) (early Cxiv)

Codices with sigla in red read kpatmvov in Hippolytus 829
Codices with outlined sigla do not contain Hippolytus 825

134



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 6

Table 6.6 shows five instances where a reading has certainly or probably been affected by
aword occurring later:

254: Plutarch’s quotation has évTeivacBar for the avakipvdofatr or
avakpivacbat of the manuscripts of Euripides; inaccuracies in quotations are

notorious, and influence from EvvTelval in 257 is likely here.

271: The variant évvémovoa does not even scan, and comes evidently from

évvémerv three words later in the line.

303: There is confusion in the manuscript tradition between ovTe yap TOTE |
Aoyots €Téyyed’ fide viv T’ oU TeilBeTar and . . . AOyots €0élyed’ . . .
The scholia report a further variant, . . . Adyois éme(0ed’ . . . Barrett judgesit

to be “obviously false”, but a figural repetition putting all the emphasis on the
continuance of Phaedra’s state is not altogether out of place. and if it had been the
sole MSS reading would not have been emended. But as a variant with poor
attestation it is properly put down to the influence of the following word.

337: Editors read & TAfjpov, otov, pfiTep, nfpdodns €pov. But one MS inverts

TAfpov and untep while anotherrepeats pufjtep. The scribe was perhaps inspired
to introduce a figural repetition, but more probably it was a conflation of readings
before him that had the two words TAfjpov and ufTep in different orders.

628: The 6pébas of the gnomologium Escorialense for the omeipas of the
manuscripts of Euripides in 0 omelpas Te kai Opédas maTnp is again to be
blamed on the inaccuracy of quotations. But the gnomologium reads, with a
number of the manuscripts, kdkfpéfas mnot Opédas; Barrett is however
convincing in his argument that the compound would mean ‘brought her up to
maturity’, and the simplex is therefore better; moreover 8péfas Te kakfpédas,
despite the superficial parallel with Choephori 562 E€vos Te kal dopuEevos

oo wv, loses the reference back to oméppa in 622.

There are six more doubtful examples:

41: Modern editors read xp7 against almost all manuscripts. Barrett justifies his
reading by arguing that xp7} had a ‘moral’ nuance in the fifth century, and is
therefore appropriate here, while since 6€1 came to oust xpr} from the spoken
language copyists or actors might naturally substitute the later and more familiar
word; the similarly-sounding 6e{fw two words later may have been a minor
contributing factor here, but the error occurs also in 120 (curiously. only in the
two manuscripts which do not read it in 41), and there xpn itself has just

preceded.
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398: The misreading of the minuscule a in dvoiav as the compendium for €v

could have been influenced here by €0 immediately following in the line. In 657,

discussed above, the influence would be from a preceding word; there is another
instance — Septem 763 — in Section 2(1).

786: Barrett does not mention the possibility of an anticipatory repetition from 789
here, but explains the vekpov of CDELP as the common word substituted for the
uncommon — “tragedy usually has the Attic vekpds but occasionally prefers the

moreelevated vékus”. The one influence does not, of course, exclude the other.

896: The variant kKAUwV in one manuscript for céBwv isatrivialisation. The scribe

thought of Poseidon hearing Theseus’s curses rather than as honouring his own
promise taken up in those curses — which is Barrett’s explanation of the text as

printed. It is not necessary to postulate any influence from kAvewv eight lines
later.

1326: € xetv for Tuxelv may have been influenced by € xet in 1328.

1448: Barrett explains the reading dbpéva for xépa as “a pedantic correction by

someone concerned to insist that [Theseus] had not killed [Hippolytus] with his
own hand.” The confusion between these two nouns occurs so often, however,

that no special explanation may be needed. It seems unlikely that ¢pevos in 1454

was an influence.

Here again there are two more complex cases:

817: Diggle and Barrett read dpor éyo mévwyrs €mafov o Tdhas. (The
corruption here seems unconnected with the one in the same line discussed
above.) Most manuscripts however have maféwv for mévwy. Barrett links the
change to an intrusion of v between Tévwy and €madov (an intrusion found in
almost all manuscripts). But anticipatory repetition from the following €mafov
must surely have been an influence.
1047-1050:

Taxvs yap “Awdns pdoTos dvdpl SuoTuXEL 1047

d\\’ €k TaTpwas ¢uyas dinTedwy xBovos

Eévny ém’ alav Aumpov dvTijoets Blov.
[utofos yap ovTos €oTy dvdpt ducoefet.] 1050

In 1047 editors read SuoTuyel; many manuscripts have dugoefel. In 1050.
which is deleted by Barrett and Diggle with good support from a scholium (“év
oMol oU dépeTat obTos O lapBos™), all manuscripts but one have ducoefel
(E has Sucpevel). Barrett then explains the variant in 1047 (“clearly false: the
man to whom immediate death is a boon is not the 8vooefris, who may be

enjoying life, but the SuoTuxTs, to whom it is a release from misery.”) as having
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come in from 1050. He goes on to explain 1050 as some kind of an echo of 1047
- "an actor expanding with a line of which 1047 reminded him?". But Barrett's
explanation of 1050 does rather undermine his explanation of 1047, since if 1047
had duoTuxet the echo would be weaker.

Finally there are twelve cases where the false variant is the one without a repetition. It is
hard to explain three except as the avoidance of repetition:

984: The natural kalous is replaced by moAoUs, thus avoiding repetition with

KaAov in 985 — not a repetition Euripides himself would have shunned.

992: In the apparently figural and Euripidean mpdta 8 dpfopat Aéyetv | 68ev

W UmiMBes mpGTor ws Sadbépwy, mpaiTov is replaced by mpdTepov.

1311: ypadas €évafe for ypadas €ypade is a striking avoidance of figura
etymologica. ypadas Tdoow is a rare phrase — the only parallel in the TLG is, by

an odd coincidence, from the ecclesiastical writer Hippolytus.

Another possible case is:

1002: The weight of the manuscripts here favours €Aelv, but Barrett and Diggle
print €xewv, Barrett justifying his preference by the argument that a present or
perfect tense is more natural in the context of vov and dokets. He does not ask
how the variant arose, or draw attention to the repetition with € xwv in 1006.
Presumably € xw is too common a word for the latter circumstance to seem worth
mentioning; but that very fact might have led to the choice of €\elv as the
difficilior lectio.

Less persuasive examples are:

895: M’s miAas for 86uovs is odd; “Atdov dopous is the commoner collocation,

and the one that makes sense here (as Barrett says, when you die you go not fo the
gates but through them). If 882 were nearer to 895 the vaniant would more easily

be explained by mOAais there; avoidance of repetition with 86pous in 901 is not

really plausible.
1007: &1, which recurs in 1008, is replaced by .

1158: moAw, following moA{Tals in the same line and preceding ToAeLs in 1161,
is replaced by mOAnv. This is explicable as a misreading in minuscule of an
omicron not properly closed at the top (-tv and -nv were both pronounced the

same by the scribe, and the minuscule abbreviations differed only in that v had

the diaeresis”.)
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1437: vekpovs instead of $pOLToUS removes the Jjingle with StedBdpns in 1436,
thoughit is explicable with Barrett as the substitution of the common word for an

uncommon one. It may be relevant that this example is found in the same
manuscripts (CDELP) as those in 984 and 992.

Sybel (1868) cites two further instances which are not reported by Barrett or Diggle:
797: 6ikn for TOx™ at the end of this line, with TUXTS at the end of 801.

1178: d€pwv for éxwv following éxwv in 1177. Sybel, consistently with his
thesis that the repetitions he judges ‘molestae’ were the fault of copyists, believes
that b€ pwv should be read here.

There are two more complex cases:

32: In Barrett’s view the change from ék&npov to ékdnlov (read by most
manuscripts) was deliberate, designed, with the change of dvopdoovolv to
wropalev, to give an explicit contrast between Phaedra's open shamelessness at
Athens and her later secrecy at Troezen. This is perhaps too sophisticated, and
misreading M as A would have been easy in uncials. Incidentally,ékdnos does

not occur elsewhere in tragedy, and is rare in any literature of the classical period.

750: The replacement of OABL6dwpos by BLédwpos avoids repetition with OABlwv
in 755. Barrett explains PLodwpos as a corruption from the unfamiliar
OABL6dwpos, which is indeed otherwise a postclassical word, but BLé6wpos is a
far from common compound itself (only six occurrences in classical literature),
and the two elements of OABLOSwpos, as of BLodwpos are common words.

The conclusions from Hippolytus may be stated as:

1) Repetition or partial repetition has been observed to be influenced certainly
from as far as four lines earlier (six in the case of an aberrant papyrus text), and possibly

from as far as 13.

2) Influence from a later word is certain only in the same line (or three lines
later in the case of a quotation); cases where the influence would be from six and eight
lines later have been observed, but the diagnosis of these is very uncertain.

3) Out of 34 repetitions in trimeters offered as variant readings by at least one

manuscript, twelve are from one line end to another — some 35%.

4) There are three clear and nine other possible cases of erroneous variants

which remove rather than create repetitions.
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SECTION3 CONCLUSIONS FROM SECTIONS 1 AND 2.

Overall, 65 instances where repetition is or may be relevant to a variant reading have been
found in the manuscript tradition of Septem, 28 in that of Trachiniae and 56 in that of
Hippolytus. These numbers do not correlate with the lengths of the plays — Septem is
35% shorter than Hippolytus but has 16% more instances; Trachiniae is only 15%
shorter than Hippolytus, but has only half as many instances. There are two other striking
differences between the traditions. First, the Hippolytus tradition displays ten variants
turning on anadiplosis, more than Septem (five), and far more than Trachiniae (one).
Second, instances of partial influence from a nearby word, often producing nonsense
garbles, have been found far more often in the Septem tradition than in the others.

Such comparisons are not of great significance, because:

a) The text of Septem, like that of all Aeschylean plays except perhaps PV, is
particularly prone to corruptions of all kinds, including ones turning on
repetitions.

b) It is often a matter of judgement whether a variant reading has been

influenced by a nearby word.55 There is little doubt if the two words are close
together, or if the word in question is an unusual one; but it is less plausible to
attribute the appearance of a common word in part of a tradition to repetition from
another occurrence of the same or a similar word several lines away; after all,
there are very many variae lectiones which cannot be attributed to repetitions. The
decision whether to include a borderline case in a table may not always have been
taken consistently.

c) The number of variae lectiones in the apparatus to a text must depend on
several factors; the number of manuscripts being reported (other things being
equal the more manuscripts the more different readings), and the policy of editors
in the reporting of readings, which may be restricted to readings which have some
chance of being right. Dawe (1964) deliberately reports all readings, including
distortions and nonsense-words, which may not have been reported in the

apparatuses used for Trachiniae and Hippolytus.>6

The data in Sections 1 and 2 invite the question “How far can the influence of a word
over another written by a scribe be shown to extend?” Common sense suggests it would
diminish over distance, and that it will be shorter in the case of influence from a later
word than in that of influence from an earlier word (since a word once read might remain

55 Sometimes there is more than one candidate for selection as influencing word — and there may indeed
be more than one word that has exercised influence.

56 This is demonstrated for Hippolvtus by the fact that Sybel (1868) reports five cases on which the
Diggle and Barrett apparatuses are silent.
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in a scribe’s mind indefinitely, while his eye is unlikely to run far ahead of his pen).57 It
would be valuable to have figures, but the uncertainty of many diagnoses of the cause of
repetitions — and sometimes the uncertainty which nearby word has been exercising
influence — makes this very problematic. Table 6.7 however brings together data from
Sections 1 and 2 in an attempt to compare repetitions from preceding words and those
from following ones, and to distinguish more from less certain instances. The plays are
not separated (what is being sought is a general conclusion about scribal propensities):
nor are identical and partial repetitions separated (it is influence itself that is being studied)

TABLEG6.7
DISTANCES BETWEEN SCRIBAL ERROR AND SOURCE OF INFLUENCE

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, PRECEDING ~ SUBSEQUENT
| Distance in lines ALL ‘MOST LIKELY ~ALL MOST LIKELY
e O . 9 14 1 1
_____________________ A 16 9 8. 3
2 15 11 2 »
______________________ 3 6 4 6 |
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 5 3 2 1
....... 5 2. 2 |
I 5 1 2
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7 4 1
____________________________________ 8 .3 1
_______________________ 9 3
__________________________ 10 a1
____________________________________ (A 1
__________________________ 12
13 1

It appears from this table that most errors in transmission that could be attributed to the
influence of another word (i.e. that could be described as ‘unconscious repetitions’ by the

scribe) are within a few lines of the plausible source of the influence.>8 Where the
putative influence is a subsequent word, it is usually very close to the error. Only Septem
240 — TapBookiw for TapBocivw with BéokeTal four lines later — and Trachiniae 12773 —

davdTous for TdvTwy with BavdTovs in 1276 — are likely examples of influence over an

interval of more than one line.

Overall, influence from preceding words is much commoner than influence from
subsequent ones, the only apparent exception being partial repetitions in Septem.

57 See Chapter 7 for some discussion of the psychological mechanisms involved. In a particular case
there may be another explanation of a repetition from a word which follows in modern texts — there might
have been a dislocation of lines so that at some time in the transmission it was a preceding word; some
dislocation, though with different effect, may have occurred with Seprerm 809 and Hippolvitus 829.

58 There is a danger of circularity here; the nearer a similar word is to the error, the more its influence
suggests itself as the source of the error. Objectivity is impossible, and these results should be used with

caution.
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It appears from the three traditions examined in Section 2 that the last word in the trimeter
1s most exposed to cross-infection during transmission. In 7 Septem, 3 Trachiniae and 12
Hippolytus repetitions, both words are the last in a trimeter. These figures represent 27%.
17% and 32% respectively of the number of repetitions in trimeters offered as variant
readings by at least one manuscript, and are much higher than would be expected if

scribally-induced repetition occurred at random.39 This may be partly but not entirely

because the last word in a trimeter is more exposed to corruption than others. There are,
for instance, 69 words in Trachiniae trimeters where one or more manuscripts offer a

substantially different word; in 20 the variant is in the last word of the line — 29%.60

The apograph study, however, did not show any special tendency for errors of repetition
to concentrate on the last word in trimeters. Only two examples were found, only 8% of
of the number of repetitions in trimeters offered as variant readings. We are dealing in the
apograph study, of course, with the idiosyncracies of just one scribe, while the study in
Section 2 generalised from the idiosyncracies of many scribes in three different traditions.

The study of differences between manuscripts other than direct copies has, however,
found enough cases of apparent removal of a repetition during transmission to support the
somewhat surprising findings of the study of apographs. Not all are equally convincing,
but there is undeniably a slight but discernible tendency in some manuscripts to remove
repetitions that must have been written by the poet.

59 No rigorous calculations have been attempted, and the data set is perhaps not large gnough. But, for
what it is worth, Schein (1979) p. 42 finds that there are 5.4 words (including non-lexicals, other than
enclitics) in the average trimeter of Aeschylus. A random pair of words would therefore each be at the end
of its line about once every 30 occasions - less than 4%. Schein finds 5.9 words in the average tnmeter of
Sophocles, and does not study Eunipides.

60 At 5.9 words in a line the expected percentage would be 17. But if account is taken of lexicals only -
and certainly data collection has concentrated on lexicals, of which there are perhaps 3.5 in a Sophoclean
line — the expected percentage would be much closer to the observed one.
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SECTION 4. CONJECTURES.

Classical texts, and particularly difficult texts like those of Greek tragedy, have been the
object of conjectural emendation, especially but not exclusively since the Renaissance.
Scholars, that is, have not only chosen amongst different readings offered by
manuscripts, but have also proposed readings not found in any manuscript. Scholars who
edit whole texts (as distinct from discussing individual passages) may print an emendation
in place of any manuscript reading, or in an apparatus criticus to their edition may set out
one or more emendations, without actually printing them in the text they offer. In that text
they may or may not indicate, usually by means of obeli (), that the word or words so
indicated are unsound. In general, printing an emendation implies a reasonable degree of
confidence in it, while obelising manuscript readings with emendations in the apparatus
shows a conviction that the text is unsound, without confidence in the emendation. If the
text is not obelised but emendations are set out in the apparatus the editor has doubts
about the text but believes it may be sound. Emendations in an apparatus may be a way of
defining the nature of a problem and possible lines of a solution rather than a firm
alternative to the printed text.

At first sight it would appear that the objective of any editor is to print what the original
author wrote. That must be qualified in two respects — first, editors intending to produce
texts for the reader (especially ones for use in schools) may judge that doubts about the
soundness of a comprehensible text are better suppressed in the interests of readability,
and second, the great changes that have taken place since antiquity in the writing of Greek
mean that some ambiguities may be in principle unresolvable (e.g. the division between
words in Sepe — 8’ éue or 8¢ ue). But, even thus qualified, ‘printing what the original

author wrote’ may be too naive a concept.

There may never have been a text as definitive or stable as people mesmerised by the
apparent fixity of print may believe. Even during the ascendancy of print authors revised
what they wrote after publication, but the result was different editions with different
dates.6! Before the invention of printing each copy was unique, and not identical with any
other; and something of the same fluidity is found to-day, with alterations made so easy
by word-processing, the Internet, and the like. In the ancient world there may have been
circulating from the very beginning different wordings, so that there was never a single
authentic text.62 Of course, Attic tragedies were written for one particular performance, at
the City Dionysia, whether or not they were also performed in deme theatres or were
revived later. But we can never know the precise text used at that performance;
adaptations during rehearsals may well have been made, especially as the poet was his
own producer. It was certainly not long before the process began that Tarrant(1989) calls

61 However, books without any date are common, and dates can be deceptive — witness the dates on
Ordnance Survey maps, where partial revisions mean that features can be shown together which never co-
existed, and certainly not at the date printed on the map.

62 Chapter VII Edizioni originali e varianti di autore of Pasquali (1952) discusses authorial vanants, but
does not find texts with them in Greek or Latin until the very end of the Roman republic. That may be a
consequence more of the nature of the evidence than of anything else.
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a collaborative effort of original author and subsequent readers, and which led to the texts
that appear in modern editions. D.L. Page (1934) describes actors’ interpolations,
supposed to have been made during the fourth and third centuries B.C., when Euripides
was very popular on the stage; Lycurgus late in the fourth century had an official copy
made of the works of the three great tragedians, but that, Page believes, would not suffice
to prevent interpolation. Interpolations are also sometimes ascribed to readers seeking to
make the line of argument clearer. Barrett argues that from the time when Aristophanes of
Byzantium, around 200 B.C., edited the tragedies they were protected from
interpolation.63 The idea however that there is a clear-cut distinction between authentic
text and interpolation, and that it is possible to excise the latter and restore the former,
may be over-simplified.64 Chapter 4 Appendix V.2 shows that the lines marked in the
most recent Oxford Classical Text of Orestes (Diggle [1994]) as interpolated are similar in
metrical technique to those accepted in that text as genuine, and that the lines marked in
that text of Andromache (Diggle [1984]) asinterpolated are similarin metrical technique to
those accepted in that text as genuine, but different from either the ‘genuine’ or the
‘interpolated’ lines of Orestes. If these lines are indeed interpolated the collaboration
between author and interpolator in respect of metrical technique is peculiarly successful.

Since the Renaissance scholarly activity has continued unabated with the aim of restoring
authentic texts as well as of explaining them, interpreting them and illustrating them by
parallels, so as to maximise the comprehension of their readers and those who seek to
translate and stage them for modern audiences. Conjectural emendation is an important
part of such activity. Dawe observes wryly that only a tiny proportion of conjectures “will
be thought to have hit the truth”;65 nor have many but the most obvious ones been
confirmed by new discoveries in papyri. Many conjectures, of course, are valuable in
illuminating difficulties in received texts, and forcing the reader to address them. But it is
hard not to feel that many are continuing the old practice of collaboration; A.N. Other is
hoping that Euripides and he together will produce a better play than Euripides himself
had managed; and sometimes he may be justified in that belief. Editorial notes on
conjectures sometimes almost admit that this is the aim: for instance Dale (1967) on

éxBlotny in Helena 72 “éxblotns [Dingelstadt’s conjecture] is perhaps an

improvement” .66

63 Barrett (1964) 45-46.

04 Page (1934) 116 acknowledges this — “The additions made by men who understood Euripides and acted
in his plays are an important part of our tradition; it will always be interesting to detect their presence,
but we havc a great consolation if we fail occasionally.”

65 Dawe (1965) 3.

66 But it is often explicitly recognised that this is improper viz. Platnauer (1938) on IT 481 “Hirzel's
xBovos (with KdTw) tor xporov and pakpdy (adv. of time) for pakpov may be an improvement on Eur.;
it can scarcely rank as an emendation.™
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Conjectural emendations (as distinct from choices amongst manuscript readings or slight
adaptations of one such reading) have been and continue to be made for many reasons.
They can perhaps be schematised thus:

I. Emendations for reasons of sense:

a) Where the manuscript text is judged meaningless or completely
ungrammatical;
b) Where although superficially grammatical and meaningful. close

attention reveals that the manuscript textis unidiomatic;

c) Where the manuscript text gives a sense contrary to that which is
Jjudged to be required in the context;

II. Emendations for reasons of form:

a) Where the manuscript text is unmetrical (false quantity, failure of
strophic responsion, breach of Porson’s law, etc.);

b) Where the manuscript text is judged stylistically defective, for
instance becauseit gives aninfelicitous repetition.

A conjecture is more persuasive if the origin of the presumed corruption can be explained;
if, especially, it can be ascribed to scribal error of a known type, such as confusion
between letters written either in the majuscule or in the minuscule script, confusion
between vowels pronounced alike in later antiquity or the middle ages, or glosses
originally written over words and substituted for them at a later stage in the transmission.
In recent years scholars have usually felt it necessary to account for corruptions and
Justify their conjectures, while in the nineteenth century it seems sometimes as if
dissatisfaction with sense or style were itself ground enough for emendation.

This study looks at emendations to which repetition is relevant. Earlier sections of this
chapter have demonstrated that scribes on occasion replace a word in their exemplar by
ones that occur nearby in the text they are copying, and Chapter 7 discusses the
psychological mechanisms at work. Sometimes the intrusive word is totally different from
the word displaced (though it is usually grammatical in its new context, and the scribal
error often produces a deformation of the original word rather than its complete loss). The
emendation offered where the error is ascribed to repetition therefore need not be similar
in shape, sound or sense to the manuscript word, while if the error is ascribed to
misreading the emendation should be similar in shape or sound and if the error is ascribed
to an intrusive gloss the emendation should be similar or related in sense.

A short analysis has been carried out to see if any pattern can be discerned in the
conjectural activity related to repetition. To minimise interference from divergent
manuscript readings it seemed best to look at a passage with a restricted manuscript
tradition. It quickly became clear that the codex unicus of Choephori and Aeschylus’
Supplices was too corrupt to make it feasible to separate out emendations directed to
repetition from those designed to extract satisfactory sense from the received text. One of
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the alphabetic plays of Euripides, dependent on the manuscript L, was therefore indicated.
and the first 800 lines of Electra were chosen. It was important to examine as broad a

spectrum as possible of conjectures; besides the Oxford Classical Texts of Murray (1913)
and Diggle (1981), the Budé text of Parmentier & Grégoire (1925) and the Teubner texts

of Donzelli (1995), Nauck (1900) and Wecklein (1898a) (especially Wecklein’s appendix
“Conjecturas minus probabiles continens”) were studied. Conjectures recorded in these

sources have been examined.6”

In the first 800 lines of Electra some 400 words have been the object of substantial
conjecture. Since different scholars often propose different remedies for words that are
widely believed to be corrupt there have been far more than 400 emendations proposed.
97 of the 400 words have been the object of one or more conjectures which remove or
introduce a repetition. In this exercise only repetitions with an interval of 10 lines or less
have been taken into account, but a lax definition of repetition has been employed; besides
identical words and different inflectional forms of the same word derivatives have been
included. No account has been taken of the intention behind a conjecture: it may have had
the primary purpose of removing (or introducing) a repetition; the scholar proposing the
conjecture may have had another primary purpose, but been aware of and happy about its
effect on repetition. Or the effect on repetition may have been entirely unnoticed.
Repertories of conjectures and plain texts like Oxford Classical Texts and Teubner
editions only very rarely describe the purpose of the conjectures adopted or merely
deemed worthy of mention in an apparatus.

The following tables list the conjectures relevant to repetition that have been identified in
the first 800 lines of Electra. As observed above, a single word can be the object of
several conjectures; all conjectures that have the same effect on repetition are lumped
together (i. e. if there have been several conjectures replacing a word which repeats with
another, then they are treated as one conjecture).68 Sometimes, however, a word is the
subject of several conjectures, all of which remove its repetition with a nearby word, but
one or more produce a repetition with another word; in such cases each conjecture which
introduces a repetition is treated as a separate conjecture. If a conjecture is accepted by
Diggle (1981) it is printed in red in the table, and if it is one of several conjectures made it
is privileged by being listed followed by “etc.”; such a privilege is also granted to
conjectures adopted by Donzelli (1996) but not by Diggle (1981). The author of single
and privileged conjectures is noted, but where there have been more than two or three no

list has been drawn up. Words marked with an asterisk occupy the last place in a trimeter.

67 Conjectures that involve inflection only, or that rearrange words without changing any of them
substantially, have been ignored, as have all but striking conjectures affecting non-lexicals. Nor have
proposals to delete whole lines, though deletion would remove some repetitions and perhaps create others
by bringing words closer together. Completeness in this exercise is not claimed; there have no doubt been
many conjectures made but not recorded in the sources examined, and the nature and presentation of the
material in the sources makes oversights all too easy.

68 If howcver each of a pair of repeating words has been the subject of conjecture to remove the
repetition, the conjectures affecting different ones of the pair have been listed separately, in Tables 6.8 and

6.9 respectively.
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TABLE6.8

CONJECTURES THAT REMOVE REPETITIONS WITH PRECEDING LINES IN
EURIPIDES’ ELECTRA

Line  iWord in L Conjecture Removes rep. with Conjecture by
392 dvexe (2nd) delete dvexe (lst) OiKayser
45 faloy hvopat dvaivopat Hox v’ 1iWecklein
233 1éxwr* OTEVWY ExeLv® 1iCamper
252 i dopwr* YLy JOUOLS* 11Camper
277 imatnp* various TATPOS* 1 |Nauck Wecklein Herwerder
312 idvaivopal aloyvvopat dvairouat 1{Page
342 imilas* various TOAALS 1 {Nauck Wecklein Weil
442 tdxTas AKpAS AKTAS 11{0relli )
490 i mpooBival TEPOOOTELYELY  impOoBacty 1iHartung
508 avovne’ ov &ng’ dvovno’ 1iSandford
356 EEEOpedse €Eékhedse €Opesev 1{Pierson
6765 kny* various dlkar’ 1iWeil Schenkl etc.
678ivyh Cal’ etc. Yis 1iMusgrave
210 vaiovo’ av’ etc, Vaiw 2 {Musgrave etc.
238 iéxels* KUPELS €XEL 2 { Nauck
508 i jreoyopny various éx v 21Various
23felyer elpyev ety’ 3{Nauck
92 bovou* BoTob, yovob idbdvov 3{Musgrave; Reiske
231 INoywv* b€ pwy Adyous* 3{F.W.Schmidt
268 iaidas ETATPOS LT Sy 3{Camper
519;ébavpac’ various KABaLULAo’ 3iCanter Vitelli Heiland
606 ¢ yiyveTal BouAeabat Euyyérwpal 3 iHartung
654 I \éy’ SéY’ AEY’ 3iElmsley
772 bovou* uopou dovevs* 3 {Wecklein
247 i6avdatpov various Bavwy Sivarious
219 i kakovpyous TAVOUPYOUS KOV 6 { Nauck
795 Ex pev* OéuLs X pPEWY* oiWecklein
595 Moy x6dva TOAEL 8 Wecklein ..
2171 M édﬁpc&g d\av 8iCamper o
21 ix0Borvds* »__g.‘;\mTicpaTa XBovds* 9iNauck
11 fmadaud - TaTpda TAAALOV 10iCamper i
568 :5€dopKa 5€BoLKa €0OEBopKEY 10{Victorius
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TABLE6.9

CONJECTURES THAT REMOVE REPETITIONS WITH FOLLOWING LINES
IN EURIPIDES’ ELECTRA

Line ‘Word in L gConjecture Remaoves rep. with {distance]Conjectuie bg
594 t1iya (1st) émkc}, Nevkd  iTUXQ Oi{Denniston Reiske N
44 :foyvvey %éxpmoev atoyvvouat 1 {Rauchenstein
232 éxen® i TOXOU, \aBely [Exwp* 1{F.W.Schmidt Vitelli
T T T arious
441t axtds ‘dx6as dKTdS 1|{Camper L
533 yevioeTal davnoeTal YEVOLT 1 {Dobree or Nauck
641 imooeL various mooeL* 1{various
685 iBavelv KTavely etc. favdat oy 1iSeidler etc.
697 iéuols €YW eun* 1{Camper
10} AlyloBou aioxloTw Alytobos 4 2iHaupt
208 fvaiw KAdlw valouo’ 2iPierson
) 369 idvdpa eltelel avdpos 2 {Herwerden
426iméon* oTpébw  TdUAG i TeETOV* 2iKayser Denniston
476800l dopt SopLTTOVWY 3 {Hartung
602 i TUxat Various SUCTUYOUITL 3ivarious
413:86uovs various SOV 4ivarious
1idpyos various dpyos Sivarious
242 i d8eAdos OUALILOS aAdeADOV 6iCamper
56680V various teloLdwr bjivarious
789y pewv* TAPHY gxpetﬁl/* 6|Kvitala
10ixepl* LOPW Y epds 7 i Haupt
207 180pOLS ...  ydpoLs SOUOLS .. CiPIerson o
22 imaid’ gTéKvov Taldwy 8{M Schmidt N
158 ikoiTa :SpoiTq akolTay 8iBurges
221 i8avely KTaVeLy TeBUNKOTOS 8 {Wecklein
685 impos Tdd various TPOS TAd’ 8ivarious
253 iavnp aTep Edep’ 91 Wilamowitz
1 i malaLov ToN aTOV Tl 10:Camper
59tuéyav matpl nelapBadin LEYAAN 10{Nauck o
395 itévog FOINeIN EEVOUg 10iCamper
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TABLEG6.10

CONJECTURES THAT CREATE REPETITIONS WITH PRECEDING LINES IN

EURIPIDES’ ELECTRA

Line Word in L Conjecture Removes rep. with Conjecture by
116 nothing OTUYV@ES OTUYVd 0 {Nauck
131 inothing TAApov TAA OV OiHermann
314:éun LTNe LITNE O{Murray
593 i nothing ALTAS ALTAS OiMatthiae
789 iy pewv* Tapfy Tapfiyev 0iKvidala
192 Ixaploa bdpeat dbdpea 1i{Wecklein
606 ; T60e* dbilov dbilos* 1 {Hartung (1)
676 dikny* vikny viknw 1{Vitelli (1)
211 udarnp TATPOS TaATPLWY 2 {Camper
247 iBavdoLyov $i\’ donpov dbidos* 2 iF.W.Schmidt
633 iNéEwy SUWWY BuKes 2iParson
661 eioiw elodyw dye 2iCamper
676;0lknv* KPATOS KPATELS* 2 iWeil
697 icuols €Y Eyw* 2 Camper
181 fvuxevw X0PEVW X0poUS 3{Porson
2371 iNoywr* b€ prov b€ prr 3 {F.W.Schmidt
508 iqveoyounv* AVéoTeVOV OTEVELS™ 3jRauchenstein
44 iyjoy vvey EoYeE EX WY 4 iSemitelos
226 ka\os AAwS dA\ovs 4iVictorius
615:0éhots* TONEWS TOALY 4 {Wecklein
252 186pwv* YA uwy ydpov* 5iCamper
138iéxbioTwor OlKTLOTWY olKTpaV 6 { Nauck
742 bvatas dlas ALoBev 6 {Hartung
335 iTékwr* Tddos Tdbw* 8 {Wecklein
582 ldomdowpat eloTETWOLY TEgr* 8 iHolzner
79t éoPalwy éohapwv AapBdvw 9ilLindau
697 10l {wo’ oAy 10iCamper

(1) The conjecture is part of a more extensive rewriting.
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TABLEG6.11

Chapter 6

CONJECTURES THAT CREATE REPETITIONS WITH FOLLOWING LINES IN
EURIPIDES’ ELECTRA

Line :Word in L :Conjecture iRemoves rep. with |distancelConjecture by
30 dpBovnBein  hSvov Bein  povy* 0iBurges
675 ivikny Bk Blkar’ OiWecklein ..
796 Alylo0 avaé avak* OiVitelh -
221 Baveiv* KTAVELY KTAVOLUL o ViWecklein
719 émi\oyol ‘\oxd, AdxoL  idloyov 1 Hartung B
95 duay e d\owy dAAny 2ilobeck .
216 oliov ol pov otpov 2 {Weil
602 ;i Toyar* euai €LOUS* 2 {Rauchenstein
5396w éT’ oV €T’ olboar - 3iKirchhoff
641iméoeL mOAEL mOAELE 3iHeath
1 imalaiov TOA O TOV ETTONLY 4 {Nauck
22 mdld’ TéKVOV TéKVQ 4iM Schmidt |
146 8iémopat OpUTITOWL OpUTTE 41Schenkl
165 \Bav avépl AV 4iNauck (1) |
581 iuovos* LOAWV ELONES 4 {F.W.Schmidt
11 imaata TATEWA TATPOS SiCamper
207 186uoLs YAUOLS oUyyapos 5iPierson
247 :6avdoLyov avaéiov aélos 5iF.W.Schmidt
489 eéyeL* dépel bé pwr SiKayser
538 iyiv VoV ang 5i{Scaliger
497 fraraidv Y€pov YEPALE 6iSeidler -
233 &y wr* gTéVWV oTéveLv* /iCamper
466 TTeEpoéCOULS  ITUPOECTALS TOPTVOOS 7 {Barnes
131 i \aTpevers AAATEVELS axdTav 8 iHartung
219 i kakovpyovs TAVOVPYOUS TAVTWS 8 i Nauck
297 iéxw* oTéYw gTEYALOL 8IBECK e
617 ioadns* obayels Bovodbayelv 10{Camper
740 d\dEarTa dpeibavra dpewlsov 10i{Dindorf

(1) The conjecture is part of a more extensive rewriting.
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In Tables 6.8 to 6.11 above conjectures creating repetitions (55 in all) are nearly as
frequent as ones removing them (62 in all).69. This is a surprising finding, and suggests

that the community of scholars, taken as a whole, is little less sensitive to repetitions than
Euripides; that is, a scholar making a conjecture for a reason unconnected with repetition
either does not notice or is not deterred by the fact that it creates one.70 However, far
more of the conjectures that remove repetitions are accepted by modern editors (seven as

against two conjectures introducing repetitions, one of which, interestingly, was made by
Victorius, the first editor).

[t 1s not surprising that conjectures removing repetitions in the same line are rare (only 2
in all), since such repetitions are usually well-understood figurative ones, and that 37 of
the 61 conjectures removing repetitions relate to repetitions within three lines, since it is
repetitions in such proximity that most grate on the modern ear. 8 out of the 55
conjectures creating repetitions are in the same line, and therefore produce figurative
repetitions; the purpose of most of these conjectures is probably related to the metre of a
lyric passage, and as shown earlier in this chapter scribes do sometimes omit one
occurrence of a doubled word. There seems to be a slight tendency to concentrate
emendations affecting repetitions on the ends of trimeters, mirroring the tendencies found
above for poets and copyists to do so. In particular, in 7 of the 27 conjectures in trimeters
which removed a repetition with a preceding word both the words occupied final place in
their lines — however, none of those accepted by Diggle (1981) did so.

SECTION 5. EPILOGUE.

The final words in this chapter should be those of Porson on Medea 157, where Brunck
had conjectured Aiav for T68¢, when Aav occurs again in 158 and T68¢ is found in
154: “Repetitiones verborum, ut non sunt nisi gravissimis de causis tollendae, ita non

sunt ex emendatione obtrudendae.”

69 A conjecture which removes one repetition and creates another is scored in each relevant table.

70 Indeed, what is true of the community of scholars seems to be true of individual scholars. Camper,
Nauck and Wecklein are the three scholars with the most conjectures removing repetitions and the most
creating them to their names. And only Musgrave has proposed more than two removals without
proposing any creations.
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CHAPTER 7
PSYCHOLOGICAL AND COGNITIVE ASPECTS OF REPETITION

SECTION 1. REPETITIONS BY THE PLAYWRIGHT.
a. Consciousness and Intention.

Chapter 2 attempted an analysis of commentators’ views on repetition. In the first half of

the twentieth century psychological terminology was frequently employed. Cook’s article
of 1902 was entitled Unconscious Iterations, and in it he says

Confining ourselves . . . to unconscious iteration of a verbal sort we can affirm
that it results from two distinct - not to say opposite - causes. On the one hand the
recurrence of an idea or a train of ideas often involves the repetition of previously
used expressions. On the other hand, an expression once used haunts the memory

Jor atime and tends to recur by virtue of its own persistence. |

The addenda to Jackson (1955) Marginalia Scaenica are entitled Unconscious repetitions
by the poet and Unconscious repetitions by the copvist respectively. Campbell in his
essay on the language of Sophocles writes

The word that has most recently passed through the mind is the most likely to
present itself for selection, though it is rejected by the instinct of a modern writer.2

He does not use the term ‘unconscious’.

The 1dea of unconscious memory was current in psychology towards the end of the
nineteenth century. Hermann Ebbinghaus, whose seminal series of experiments on
himself led to the modern science of memory, distinguished the involuntary return of

mental states from conscious recollection.3 This is quite different from the
psychoanalytical concept of the unconscious introduced by Freud; there is never any
suggestion that repetitions by the author are Freudian, in the sense of having a motivation
of which he is unaware, though there have been suggestions that errors by a copyist may

be explicable in such terms.+

There are several other common descriptions of the phenomenon being studied including
‘careless’, ‘casual’ and ‘tolerated’. One which has resonances of psychology is
‘unintentional’. Modern literary critics often belittle the value of this concept, arguing that
the effect of a work on hearer or reader (its reception) is independent in logic and in fact
from the mental processes of its creator, and that those mental processes are in principle
unknowable; even if dead authors have left accounts of their creative processes or living
ones can be asked, they may lie or have forgotten. Nevertheless, it is normal for less

1 Cook (1902) 146.

2 Campbell (1879). His final clause makes a very sweeping assertion, which may be undermined by the
examination of an English poem in the Appendix to Chapter 2.

3 Ebbinghaus (1885/1964).

+ Timpanaro 1974/1976 discusses slips by copyists, not by authors, and uses textual criticism to attack
Freud’s theories rather than using Freud to illuminate textual problems.
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sophisticated readers or hearers of a literary work (or viewers of a painting) to believe that
there is some direct communication between its creator and them, and that their sensitivity
to a work is enhanced by understanding the creative processes behind it.

Consciousness (BewuBtsein) and intentionality (Absichtlichkeit) are the subject of a

chapter in Fehling (1969), though it is focussed on figural repetitions, and particularly
alliteration. Fehling summarises

Zu Unrecht wird angenommen, dafl zwischen Zeiten ‘bewuflten’ und
‘unbewuflten’ Fi gurengebrauchs unterschieden werden konne. Der individuell
verschiedene Grad von Bewuftsein wirkt sich nur unwesentlich auf den

Schaffensproze3 aus. Dagegen ist das Kriterium der Absichtlichkeit
notwendig, um zufillige Klangkonstellatlonen von hergestellten zu
unterscheiden, d. h. von solchen die ‘Formen’ im obigen Sinne sind. In

diesem Sinne kennen die Griechen keine Alliteration.3

Fehling, that is, does not think one can distinguish conscious from unconscious features
of style, nor that the distinction is of value for judging stylistic effect. But he finds
intentionality a much more difficult concept. He believes it is necessary to distinguish
deliberate from accidental features (for instance alliteration, which he believes was not an
intentional feature of Greek style) in a passage, but that it is difficult to do so. He also
believes that there are degrees of intentionality, viZ. a word occurs to an author who does
not notice that it alliterates or whatever; a word occurs to an author who notices that it
alliterates and accepts it into his text; a word occurs to an author who notices that it
alliterates and positively welcomes it into his text.

b. Natural Language.

Repeating words is a feature of the natural use of language. That has been observed by
several of those who have commented on repetition in the tragedians. Since the
development of means of recording ordinary conversation, and of collecting and
analysing corpora of writing less formal than literature, it has been possible to document
this feature. In her book Talking Voices Tannen has a chapter entitled Repetition in
conversation: towards a poetics of talk which contains much of relevance to this study.
The following is an example she gives of repetition in conversation:—

Frank complains that he has nothing to do because he is unemployed. His
friend Terry takes the opportunity to encourage him to be more contemplatlve
she suggests he take advantage of his free time “to daydream.” To illustrate
what she has in mind, she recommends that he stand on a bridge and watch the
water go under it. He counters that he will finish the book he is reading. This
frustrates Terry:

TERRY  THAT’S NOT DAYDREAMING! ... damn it!
[laughter]
FRANK  Well, daydreaming is something that comes natural!
TERRY  Youdon'teven
you’re not even hearing what I’'m SAYING! What?

S Fehling (1969) 120-121.
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FRANK  Youcan’t PLAN daydreaming ..

“I’m going to go daydream for a couple of hours, guys, so”
TERRY  Yesyou CAN planit!

You can plan daydreaming

Thus speakers weave the words of others into the fabric of their own
discourse, the thread of which is, in turn, picked up and rewoven into the
pattern. Repetitions and variations make individual utterances into a unified
discourse, even as they are used for evaluation: to contribute to the point of the
discourse.6

Later on, she uses a short passage from a recorded dinner-table conversation to show an
argument being structured by a series of self-repetitions, as each utterance picks up a
word or phrase from a previous one; she illustrates it by circling and linking repeated
words and phrases; different colours are used here:—

Well [ - mean basically what I feel is
what I really like ..... is people.

And getting to know them really well.
And you just CAN'T get to know

... TEN people REALLY WELL.

Youcan’tdo it.”7
c. Priming.

There has been much work by experimental psychologists on ‘priming’. It has been
demonstrated that someone who encounters a word once takes measurably less time to
comprehend it when he encounters it again after a short interval. If the second word is not
the same but semantically similar to the first, there is still a priming effect, but it is

weaker. If the similarity is in sound only the effect may be non-existent.8 Priming has

also been found to facilitate the production of the name for a thing.?

There has been far less work on the effect of priming on the spontaneous production of
words.!0 There is however a discussion by Levelt of lexical selection, which containsthe
following paragraph entitled The imitation problem.

6 Tannen (1989) 58.

7 Tannen (1989) 70.

8 Neisser (1954) reports an experiment in which the preliminary presentation of a word facilitated the
recognition of it when it was subsequently flashed on a screen, but a homophone of the word originally
presenied (e.g. ‘scene’ followed by ‘seen’) was no more easily recognised than any other word not
previously presented. Meyer & Schvaneveldt (1971) report an experiment in which the recognition of a
string of letters as an English word (rather than a ‘nonword’) was quicker and less often mistaken if primed
by a semantically associated word.

9 Wheeldon & Monsell (1992) find: “Naming of a pictured object is substantially (acilitated when the
name has recently been produced in response to a definition or read aloud. . . [even] when the subjects can
name the pictures quickly and accurately in the absence of priming. . . . experiments show that prior
production of a homophone of the object’s name is not an effective prime, (although slower responscs arc
somewhat facilitated when the homophones are spelled the same).”

[0 This is presumably becausc experimenters have to control the conditions of their experiments.

153



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 7

There is both conversational . . . and experimental . . . evidence that speakers
tend to have some preference for words that have recently been used by the
interlocutor or by themselves. This tendency cannot be fully explained by the
interlocutors sharing the same topic of discourse. . . The experimental
evidence shows that the preference for re-using words even extends to words
that are semantically non-discriminative. There is, in addition, a strong
recency effect, which makes it likely that the effect is caused by a temporary

extraactivation of the relevant lemma, 11 due to the speaker’s hearing or using
the word . . . the fluency of formulating seems to be served by re-using
recently activated words. In short, as long as a theory of lexical selection only
acknowledges semantic or syntactic reasons for selecting words, these

imitation phenomena cannot be explained.12

It is clear therefore that there is nothing in the least odd about the repetition of words in
the tragedians. Not only are the authors behaving in the common human way, but they are
also accurately representing their characters as behaving in the common human way. It is
not however possible thus to evade the problem of consciousness or intentionality,
because works of literature differ from spontaneous speech in that they are ‘composed’.

d. Composition.

Works of literature differ from spontaneous speech in that they are ‘composed’; but is
composition itself a fully conscious process? This is discussed by L. T. Milic Rhetorical
Choice and Stylistic Option: The Conscious and Unconscious Poles.!3 One of Milic’s
two poles is the belief that a writer can exert no control over the style at all, all of it being
determined by habits, associations, and conditioning. The other pole is the belief that the
writer can consciously control and artistically shape every detail of his utterance.
Although, according to Milic, “some truth lies at both of these poles”, he believes that
there is considerable evidence “for the hypothesis that a substantial part of the language-
generating behaviour of the writer is not conscious and deliberate but unconscious,
determined, and habitual”.14 In Milic’s view there are two functions in the process of
composition — one that of generating a set of words and the other that of scanning it to see
if it is satisfactory. The conscious mental participation is in the scanning. Milic is here
referring to the original production of a text in writing, not to its later revision. In the
revising process he believes the same two mental processes occur, but in the opposite
order. The writer scans the words he has written until he finds something to arrest him —
an ambiguity, an infelicity etc. Then in revising he allows the language-generating
mechanism to operate again, often finding it easier to strike out unsatisfactory sentences

11 ‘lemma’ is used by cognitive scientists with a meaning which is close to ‘word-stem’; an entity which
contains syntactic and semantic information, but not phonology or morphology.

12 Levelt (1993) 8.

13 In Seymour Chatman (1971) 77-94.

[+ Milic emphasised in the discussion following his paper (Seymour Chatman [1971] 92) that he was not
using the term ‘unconscious’ in a Freudian sense, but accepted that a useful distinction might be drawn

betwcen unconscious (i.e. predetermined by what he calls psychological factors) and habitual (i.e.
predetermined by training and use).
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and generate new ones than to tinker and adjust.15 (Milic does not seem to allow for the
use of artificial aids in the revising process, though thesauruses have been with us since

the middle of the nineteenth century.)16

A picture thus begins to emerge of the process following which we find repetitions in
tragic texts. The tragic poet starts composing with the plot already determined. and with
several concepts or motifs in his head. These motifs, probably but not necessarily tied to
particular words, recur during his composition; they are repetitions which we readily
accept as meaningful (this might be called ‘priming by concept’). In addition, each time he
uses a word (the cognitive scientist’s ‘lemma’), it has a priming effect on him, and he is a
little more likely to use it again than a word which had not been primed.!7 Moreover,
because he is a poet, he is looking for embellishments, and, as in many if not all other
languages and cultures, those often take the form of word-plays and complete or partial
repetitions (assonance, thyme or alliteration). Some of these may be more apt than others.
Then he revises what he has written — at least, it is hard to imagine that he does not, but
revision may have been less important to him than to some other writers. First, revision
was physically more difficult when one was working on wax tablets rather than on paper
or, seductively easiest of all, at a word-processor. Second, he almost certainly did not

have anything like a thesaurus.18 Third, he was writing to tight deadlines for performance

at an annual festival with fixed dates; he had four plays to compose, and what he was
aiming at was persuading the judges and the audience generally that he should be awarded
the prize. Whether or not he was also hoping for a reading public, that was not the
important thing. 19 Would minor infelicities of diction matter sufficiently for him to make
the great effort to refine them?

15 Levelt (1989) Chapter 12 argues that there 1s a ‘monitor’ which is used to correct (‘repair’) what a
person utters in the course of the utterance.

16 Gabriel Garcia Marquez, already quoted in a footnote to Chapter 4 Appendix VIII, relevantly follows “I
can’t bear using the same adjective twice in the same book, except in very rare cases where exactly the
same effect needs to be recreated.” by “The word-processor is very useful for solving that kind of
problem.”

17 A footnote to the discussion of Persae 256-289 in Section 1(ii) of Chapter 8 below suggests that
repetition is relatively rare between trimeter passages and odes sung by the chorus, though there arc
striking examples of repetition between trimeter passages and amoebaea. If a systematic study
substantiated this impression, it would suggest that odes were composed separately from tnmeter
passages, so that there was no priming effect between them.

18 “Dictionaries, as compendia of day-to-day speech, did not exist in antiquity. What individual
‘glossaries’ there were did not appear until the time of Aristotle in the fourth century B.C., and even then
tended to be organized thematically around subjects, such as good Attic usage or obsolete words used by
Homer.” (Small [1997] 68) See also Quintilian X.1.7 discussed in Chapter 2 Section 1 above

19 He was not a learned Alexandrian or Roman poet looking for the applause of people like himself in
their studies (repetitions by Latin elegists might call for a different analysis), or a Victonan poct awarc
that the reviewers were waiting to savage him.
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SECTIONII. BY THE COPYIST.

Priming is as helpful a concept for the explanation of repetitions by copyists as it is for
those of authors. The copyist meets a word, and that primes it in his mind.20 If he meets
it again soon he will recognise it more quickly; the sooner he meets it the stronger the
priming effect, and hence the quicker the recognition. This has no practical effect if the
recognitionis correct. But perhaps the priming effect makes a mistake in recognition more
likely,21 so that the word in the exemplar is replaced by a repetition or partial repetition of
an earlier word. This priming effect should fade rapidly; as the copyist reads on. the

priming by later words will be the more forcible and erroneous repetitions by the copyist

should concentrate within a few words, or a very few lines, of the original occurrence.
And so Table 6.7 has shown.

Erroneous repetitions by the copyists are not only of previously occurring words; Chapter
6 has demonstrated many instances of scribal errors that can be ascribed only to
subsequent words.22 There 1s relevant recent work on speech errors; Dell er al. (1997)
note that “In speech production, previously spoken and upcoming words can impinge on
the word currently being said, resulting in perseverations (e.g. ‘beef needle soup’) and
anticipations (e.g. ‘cuff of coffee’).” In an experiment in which they got people to repeat
phrases of the type commonly called ‘tongue-twisters’, they found that “As a phrase gains
familiarity, the number of order errors reduces and the pattern of order errors moves from
one in which perseverations dominate to one in which anticipations are more common.”

Such an influence is different from that of priming,23 and produces distortions of the
intended word rather than replacing it altogether.

The speech-errors reported by Dell er al. are provoked by words in close proximity, and
indeed it seems unlikely that anticipatory errors would be provoked by words very far
ahead.

20 Zuntz (1965) 136 describes the process thus “The scribe glances at his model manuscript — very
rapidly, as it seems — and thereupon repeats to himself, mentally or aloud, the words he is going to write:
he dictates them not as they are but as he conceives of them.” Zuntz is seeking to explain spelling
mistakes like itacism, but what he says is equally relevant to repetition.

21 There is certainly evidence, reported in Leeper (1935), that priming influences the interpretation of a
picture that can be ‘seen’ in two ways.

22 Timpanaro (1974/1976) indeed claims that the majority of errors of assimilation found in Greek and
Latin codices and in modern manuscripts and typescripts are ‘regressive’ rather than *progressive’. On p.
97 he writes “It is true that sometimes what has already been uttered or written then impinges on what
follows, but more usually the speaker or writer is preoccupied with what he is about to say or wnte, and
it is this preoccupation which gives rise to the mistaken anticipation.” His claim does not accord with the
Table 6 7 above, though if the most plausible same-line repetitions alone are taken. the figure in that
table for prospective repetitions is not much lower than the figure for backward-looking ones.

23 Priming. as noted above, is stronger for sense than sound, while the speech-errors studied by Dell ef al.
relate to sounds.
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The ‘eye-voice span’ is a measure of the amount of material or time by which the voice
lags behind the eyes in oral reading, and it may be relevant here. Morton (1964) reports
Woodworth & Schlosberg (1954) as saying “With experienced readers the span is as long
as eight words, two seconds or a line of print, depending on which unit of measurement
one prefers to consider.” Whether or not copyists were accustomed to read their exemplar
aloud (or indeed to be dictated to) it might seem reasonable to equate the eye-voice span
measured in words (time is not relevant since copying is a discontinuous operation unlike
reading aloud) with the length of text a copyist reads and holds in his mind before
beginning to write it down. It also seems reasonable to treat a professional scribe as an
experienced reader. Then, given that a trimeter contains on average between five and six
words, the Woodworth & Schlosberg figure of eight words would seem generally
consistent with the finding in Chapter 6 that 17 of the 19 anticipatory repetitions are
within two lines, and 10 are in the same line.

More recent work on the eye-voice span has however suggested a shorter distance.
Rayner and Pollatsek (1989 p. 181) say that the only really satisfactory way to measure
the eye-voice span is by making a record of eye-movements and relating the eye-
movement record to a record of the vocal output. When measured in this way the distance
the eye is ahead of the voice is only a couple of words on average. That finding makes
anticipatory repetition by the copyist harder to explain. Rayner and Pollatsek, however,
observe that a problem with the work on eye-voice span is that it is nowadays unnatural
for adults to read aloud for meaning (as distinct from reading at seminars papers which
they have themselves written, or reading from books to children). The results of the
experiments they report may not therefore apply to professional copyists, and indeed the
findings in Chapter 6 may suggest that copyists read up to a couple of lines ahead of their
writing. But all this is very speculative.
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CHAPTER 8
STUDIES OF INDIVIDUAL PLAYS

This chapter looks at repetition in three plays — Persae, Ajax and Andromache. After a
few general remarks which have not found a place in earlier chapters the studies here
concentrate on aesthetic and stylistic aspects, and on textual problems which turn on

repetition. They do not claim completeness (which the studies of textual variants in
Chapter 6 did).

SECTION 1 REPETITION IN THE PERSAE OF AESCHYLUS

As usual, the text of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) — Murray (1955) (i.e. the
second edition of his Oxford Classical Text) — has been the basis for the statistical
analysis, but the Oxford Classical Text of Page (1972), the Teubner of West (1998), and
the editions of Broadhead (1960), Belloni (1994) and Hall (1996), have also been used.!
Assaél (1993) La Répétition comme procédé stylistique dans les Perses d’Eschvle has
been of particular value, and some of the other articles published with it are relevant. Hall

and Assaél themselves drew on Kelley (1979), Variable Repetition: Word Patterns in the
Persae.

Persae 1s the earliest Greek tragedy to survive. It is a short play (1076 lines), with a large
lyric component; a significant proportion of its dialogue is in trochaic tetrameters (117
lines), and many of the trimeter passages are very short. The statistical analysis in Chapter
4 looked only at the four longest trimeter sections (176-214, 290-531, 593-622 and 759-
851). It found that Persae and Septem had higher propensities to repetition than
Aeschylus’ later plays. Stanford seems to note this phenomenon:

.. .1t is noticeable that assonance, alliteration and verbal repetition of all kinds are
unusually frequent in Persians. This is perhaps because the play has least action
and has the most narrative and dirge-like lyric poetry of all Aeschylus’ extant

work.2

Persae is a play in which Aeschylus harps almost obsessively on a few concepts, usually
using the same basic word to express them. Hall puts this well:

Aeschylus uses numerous techniques by which to build up an impression of the
enormous size of the Persian forces, and the consequent enormity of the Persian
disaster. For example, the basic word 7ds . . . is of course frequent in any Greek
text but the accumulated phrases . . . gradually and almost subliminally build up
an impression of the totality of the catastrophe . . . In some parts of the
Messenger's narrative a word from the root 7ds occurs in nearly every line. . .
The same applies to polus and its compounds. . . Even more distinctive is the
recurrence of the term pléthos . . an analogous term is ochlos. . . The root term

kakos is so predominant as to require no documentation. . .3

I In the absence of any other indication, references in this section to the above editors are to their texts
and apparatuses asappropriate, andreferences to ‘Dawe’ are to the collation in Dawe (1964).

2 Stanford (1942) 84. This study has found the phenomenon, of course, outside the [yric passages.
3 Hall (1996) 24.
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She could have added vais to herlist (11.3% of the repetitions in trimeters in Persae are
of this, the word most commonly repeated), though its frequency is due more to the basic

subject of the play than to the more subtle purposes of emphasis to which Hall ascribes
the frequency of the other words.

Assaél takes this further. She sees the interaction of variations, metamorphoses and
oppositions setting the pattern of the tragedy, having very close links with the tragic and
dramatic plot, leading from the initial evocation of the power and wealth of the Persians to

the catastrophic dénouement and mournful wailing of the funerary rites.# Her instances
vary in persuasive power. She sees the repetition of moAv-, especially moAUxpuvoos. and
iéyas in the parodos as part of the theme of Persae — UBpis leading to disaster. Later in
the play moAu- appears in ToAUTovov (320) and moAvdakpuv (939). Again, the thrice-
repeated méumw and €mecbal of the parodos become Aeimw repeated four times in 961-

985. But when Assaél wrests significance from the repetition of 6dpv after 16 lines (304
and 320) it seems that she has let her insight run away with itself.

The aesthetic analysis undertaken here differs from Assaél’s in looking at repetitions
which provide internal coherence to sections of the play rather than binding the play
together as a whole.

SECTION 1(i) ANALYSIS OF REPETITIVENESS IN SECTIONS OF PERSAE.

As shown in Chapter 4, the index of repetitiveness for Persae, calculated as in Chapter 4,
is 10.44, the highest for all the plays studied, while repetitions in the same or adjacent
lines are about average for Aeschylus and low for the tragic corpus as a whole.

The overall figures for Persae do however conceal great differences amongst the four
longer trimeter passages, as appears from Table 8.1.

TABLES8.1
REPETITIVENESS IN THE FOUR MAIN TRIMETER PASSAGES OF PERSAE

—

Passage 176-214 290-531 598-622  759-851

Index ' 3.54  12.76 8.68 7.77,
same 0 2.89 .0 2.15
same & adjacent 7.69 6.2 0 3.23"

Lines 290-531, dominated by four substantial speeches by the Messenger, are brimful of

repetitions, particularly of rather simple words like mas, the vads so characteristic of the

play, and kakos, so characteristic of most tragedies; part of the effect may be to keep the
narrative going apace. On the other hand, the two speeches by the Queen are much more

izsa'e'l (1993) 248 — abstract of her paper in English.
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sparing of repetitions,5 and that of Darius’ ghost is in between. The fourfold "Tals
€pés” in the Queen’s first speech receives especial prominence because there are
relatively few other repetitions in it. Darius’ repetitions tend to be concentrated in his

epitome of Persian history, and on the word kakés: but they include the portentous
UTépkopTos, discussed more fully later.

The 114 trochaic tetrameter lines in the play occur in two main groups — 21 lines in which
the Queen’s opening speech is framed by the Chorus, 34 lines of dialogue between the
Queen and the Chorus, and 56 lines of dialogue between the Queen and Darius's ghost.
The only stichomythic passages are in this metre. It is not possible to make a direct
comparison between repetitiveness in iambic trimeters and trochaic tetrameters: the latter
are in their paradigm form (without resolved feet) one quarter as long again as the former
(15 as against 12 syllables), but using that factor to convert tetrameters into trimeters and
treating each 12 (or equivalent when there is resolution) tetrameters as 15 trimeters means
breaking lines in the middle of words, and treating stichomythia as 1% lines answering 1%
lines. Table 8.2 therefore treats the tetrameter line as if it were a trimeter one, but gives a

second index figure, calculated after multiplying the line intervals by 1.25.6

TABLES&.2
REPETITIVENESS IN THE THREE MAIN TETRAMETER PASSAGES OF
PERSAE

Passage 155-175 215-248 :703-758

Index 7.43 16.97 15.05
Adjusted to trimeters 5.98 10.99 10.39
Intervals in tetrameters:

same 4.76 0 5.36

same & adjacent 9.52: 2.9 10.71

Tetrameters do not seem to behave very differently from trimeters in respect of repetition.
It may be relevant that stichomythic dialogue in Persae is found only in the second and
third tetrameter passages, and that these passages are among the most repetitive in the

play.

5 The higher index for the Queen’s second speech is due to the repetitions of di)ot andkakwv from 598 in
600 in short passages a tew occurrences can have a disproportionate effect.

6 Since in calculating the repetitivity index repetitions in the same or adjacent lines are ignoreq, this
conversion would produce too low a figure without some adjustment for repetitions in adpcent
tetrameters, some of which would not be adjacent if the passage were in trimeters, which are shorter lines;
40% of the repetitions in adjacent tetrameters have therefore been included in the index figure.
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SECTION 1Gi) REPETITIVE TECHNIQUE IN SELECT PASSAGES OF
PERSAE.7

1. Amoebaeon — 256-289

In this dialogue the Chorus get the first account from the Messenger of the disaster the
Persian forces have suffered. It includes many subtle repetitions, both within the utterance
of one party to the dialogue and between utterances. The sense of some of these repeated
words 1s fluid, varying from occurrence to occurrence.

Xo avl’ avia Kaka veokoTa [o7p. a. 256
kal 8dL’. atat, olaiveabe, Tlép-
oaL, TO8’ AX0S KAUOVTES.

Avy. WS TAvTa Y €éoT’ ékelva Siamempaypéva- 260
KaUTos 8 dérTTws véoTipov BAéTw ddos.

Xo. f pakpoPfioTos 0d€ Y€ TiS [avT. a.
atov €bavln yepaiols, dkov-
€l TOBE TN’ AEATTOV. 265

Avy. Kal Uiy Tapwy ye kob Aoyous dAwY KAUw,
[Tépoar, dpdoaip’ dv ol’ €mopoivdn Kakd.

Xo. oTOTOTOL, pATAV [oTp. B.
Td TOMNGA PBérea TAPpLYT)
vds am’ ’Acidos H\eT’- alal - 270
ddav ‘EANdSa xuwpav.

Avy. TAGOOUOL VeEKpOY BuoTOTRHWS €PBappevwy
Ya\apivos dkTal TAS TE MPOTXWPOS TOTOS.

Xo. dtoToTol, btAwv [avT. B.
ToAUSova owpad’ alpadn 275
kaTOavovTa Aéyels dépeabal
TAQYKTOLS €V OLTAdKETOLY.

Avy. oUder yap Tipket T6Ea, Tas 8 dTWAAUTO
oTpaTos dapacbels vatoiow €pPordls.

Xo. tvl’ dmoTpov datots [oTp. v. 280
dvoatavn Poav,
OS TAVTQ TAV KAKWS

1

+ &0ecay: alal, oTpaTol GBapévTos.

Avy. & mAeloTov éxBos Gropa Zalapivos t<)\1')eur
deb, TGV "ABMVGY WS OTEVW UEPVTIEVOS. 285
Xo. otuyval vy’ ’Abdvatr datols [avT. 7.

pepuvioBal ToL mapar
ws ToAAds TTepaidwv Lunalf]
exTioay evdas mMd’ dvdropous.

Chorus Agonising, agonising, bad, without precedent and dire! Aidi,
Persians, weep as you hear about this disaster.

7 Except where specifically stated, the text printed, here and in Section 1(iii), is based, as usual, on that
given in the TLG; viZ. Murray (1955). The translation is that of Hall (1996), adapted as necessary to
bring out repetitions or where the text printed differs from hers. No comments are made .on textual matters
with no relevance to repetition (many emendations have their origin in metrical difficulties).
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Messenger Indee% for the entire force is lost: I did not expect to return home
mysel

Chorus We are old; our lives have proven too long if we must live to be
told about this disaster.

Messenger I myself witnessed the damage suffered, Persians, and can give
you an account of it. I did not hear about it from other people.

Chorus Orototoi! In vain did you, weapons innumerable and various, go —
aiai— from Asia to the hostile land of Greece.

Messenger  The shores of Salamis and all the neighbouring regions are filled
up with the corpses of those who met unhappy deaths.

Chorus Orototoi! Y ou are saying that the dead bodies of our friends, tossed

about and sea-drenched, are carried along, their cloaks wandering
about them.

Messenger ~ Our bows and arrows were useless, and the entire force was
defeated by the ramming of ships.

Chorus Yell out a melancholy shout of ill-omen against our enemies; [they]
have made everything bad everywhere. Aiai, the army is
destroyed.

Messenger O Salamis, most hateful name to hear. Alas, how I groan as I
remember Athens.

Chorus Athens is indeed abhorrent to her enemies. We have reason to
remember that she made many of the Persian women widowed and
husbandiless.

As Broadhead (1960) points out, in this dialogue, at least until his last couplet, the
Messenger is taking the lead with reports, and the Chorus are responding with
lamentation. It is noteworthy how many of the significant repetitions are by the Chorus of
a word of the Messenger’s; for instance, in 265 they pick up déAmTws, by which in 261
he referred to his own unexpected safe return, and inverting its connotation from happy to
sad use it of the unexpected nature of the disaster that befell the Persian force. The stanza
280-3 echoes three of the Messenger's words with compounds of méTpos, and with
oTpaTos and PpPelpw. In 286/7 the Chorus pick up ’Abfvar and pépvnuar (the famous
words of his servant to Darius in Herodotus V.105). There are, of course, also repetitions
initiated by the Chorus — in his couplet 266-7 the Messenger picks up several words from

the first strophe — k\ow, Ilépoar, and kakd; and in 273 wpoéoxwpos (its only
occurrence in Aeschylus) echoes the Chorus’s xwpav in the previous line. But much
more the Messenger picks up his own words; the whole phraseology of his second

couplet harks back to 255 in his opening announcement; and he emphasises Zakapivos
(273 and 284).

As for the Chorus, after an initial (and the only) anadiplosis. they introduce 6atos, which
will prove their thematic word, fluid in sense between ‘hostile’ and ‘wretched’. If the text
above is wrong to remove pdTav in 288, that is another repetition of a despairing term
from 268.
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It is unclear how many times 8dios occurs.The text in 270-1 between 'Aotdos and
‘EMGda is very uncertain; A8’ éw’ alav 8iav, or something close to it, is the common
manuscript text; and West (1998) and Hall (1996) print i, capitalising Alav “of Zeus'.
However Murray (1955), Broadhead (1960), Page (1972) and Belloni (1994) print ddav,
citing the reading 8dtav found by Blomfield (1818) in a manuscript (cod. 1203) in the
library of Lambeth Palace. The repetition of such a thematic word, with the sense
“hostile”, is very much in keeping with the style of this amoebaeon, and it would be nice
to believe it had manuscript authority. I have therefore examined the manuscript, by kind
permission of the Librarian. I see what led Blomfield to his conclusion; between the delta
and the iota (which has the common two dots above it) there is a clearly written curved

stroke, joined on the line to both the letters before and after it. In shape it is like this,
though itis smaller:

7
The problem is that the middle feature resembles no other alpha I found in the manuscript,
nor part of any compendium; it is most like one of the forms the scribe uses for sigma. for
instance in the following dvomoTpos, though his usual sigma-iota has o, not c¢. The

other occurrences of forms of 8dios have normal alphas. This one cannot be an alpha
unless the scribe simply omitted any downstroke; epsilon without the middle stroke,
which is very small in some other instances, is less implausible. The manuscript does not
seem in general carelessly written, and this particular word is very legible. Although I see

what led Blomfield to his opinion, I fear Lambeth 1203 does not have ddiav, though it

does not have 6lav either. The repetition in some modern texts, therefore, has no

manuscript authority .8

More is to come. In 279 the Messenger uses vatoiotv, close in sound to datotoLv; it is
not surprising to find that two manuscripts (Npc and Oac) read 6atoio1v.9 And Weil, who
frequently emends to remove repetitions, proposed dvdpas 8atovs for avdpas

Tokeplouvs in243 —in the stichomythic tetrameters that precede the amoebaeon. 10

If Weil were right, this repetition would link the amoebaeon with the previous scene. A

8 I have not made a full collation of the paper manuscript Lambeth 1203, nor did Dawe [1964] or Turyn
[1943] who lists it, dating it 14th-15th century. The excursus at the end of this section, however, relates a
few points of interest about it.

9 Dawe (1964) 72 suggests an interaction with 336 as the cause: the same phrasc vatoiow €pBolais
oceurs there, and three (different) manuscripts read 8a{oiowv. Interaction may help to explain the vanation
in 336 but the immediate context is sufficient to explain 279.

10 Weil (1867) ad loc. gives as his reason ‘malim soni causa’.
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possible function of repetition would be to link a choral passage into its wider context.!1
Here although many words prominent in the dialogue between the Chorus and the
Messenger occur nearby as well, they are for the most part words common in traged:

generally (e.g. kakos, mds, moAUs) or in this play (TTépoat); the repetition, however, by
the Queen in 298 of dvavdpov ‘without an officer in command’ picks up with changed

sense the Chorus’s dvdv8pous ‘husbandless’ in 289.

2. Lines 355-385 of the Messenger's second speech.

The repetitions in this passage have been analysed by Michelini (1982). They are
indicated by different colours here (the asterisks mark off chiming jingles), and there

follow an extract from Michelini and a discussion.

dvip yap “EXany €€ "Abnvaiwy oTpaTol 355
ENwy € Xee Tadl 0@ =épfn Tdde

wsS €l pelaivns vukToy eTar kvédas,

"EX\res oU pevoltev, dA\\a célpaoty

vadv émavBopdrtes diros dANOTE

Spacpi kpudaiw BloTov ékowoolaTo. 360
0 8 €VBUs ws Tkouoev, ov Cuvels BOlov

"EX\ros dvBpds ovde Tov Bewv ¢$pBovov,

mdoly Tpodwrel TOVOE vavdpyots Aoyov,

eUT’ dv dMéywy dkTiow TAos xBova

\EN, kvédas 8¢ Tépevos aibépos Aafn, 365
rifuL YEMY OTIDOS MEY €y aTolxolS TpLoty,

s 8¢ klk\w vioov Alavtos mépLE, [368]
ekmlous duldooely kai mopous alppoBous. (367112
ws €l popov devolad’ "EANnves kakov,

vavolv kpudains Spacpdv eLpoVTES TWd, 370
wdoLy oTépecdal KpaToOS MV TPOKELpEVOV.

TooadT €NeEe kdph U evOpOV dpevos:

o0 ydp TO pélov €k Bedv fIloTaTo.

oL & oUk GKOORWS, AN TeLBdpXy dpevi

Setmvéy 1> émopovvovto, vavBdTns T dvip 375
TPOTOUTO KT OKAALOV dpd’ €UNPETILOV.

emel 8¢ peéyyos Milov kaTédOLTO

fcal viE emel®, mds dviyp woamns dvag

k¢ pady cxwpet* wads 0 dmhwy EMaTAT "

TiELe 88 TaEL Tapekdlel VEW'S HAKPAS, 380
TAéOUTL 8 (S €KACTOS MV TETLYHIVeS.

kal Tdvruxor 81 idmhoov kabloTacay

yadv duaktes TAVTa VauTIKOV Aewv.

Fcal 1DE éxWpeL®, Ko pd\’ TEXivey oTpaTos

xpudaior Exmhovy ovdapf kabloTaTor 385
émel ye pévTor AeUKOTwAOS Mpépa

mdoav karéoxe yalav eddeyyns idetv, . .

Il No systematic study of this has been undertaken; but while there are striking examples of the vcrbal
linking of lyric amoebaea with trimeter passages (for instance, OC. 833-886, Heraclidae13-1 10), such
linking scems rare with odes sung by the chorus alone. There is a noteworthy example in Ajax, linking
604-5 with 646.

12 Murray's transposition of these lines is not accepted by all editors.
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For a Greek man came from the Athenian force and told your son Xerxes this:
when the darkness of black night fell, the Greeks would not stay there, but would
leap up onto the benches and try to save their lives by making a furtive escape,
each one of them going in a different direction. Because Xerxes did not
understand that this Greek man was tricking him, nor that the gods were against
him, on hearing this he immediately gave a pre-battle speech to his admirals as
follows. As soon as the sun should cease burning the earth with its rays and
darkness should take over the regions of the sky, they were to arrange the column
of ships in three rows, and the other ships were to surround and encircle Ajax's
island to guard the passageways leading out to the sounding sea. If the Greeks
avoided a horrid fate, and found some way of escaping furtively with their ships,
the prescribed punishment for all his men would be beheading. This is what he

said, and with a very optimistic heart, for he did not comprehend what the gods
had in store.

And yet the [Greeks] prepared their dinner, in no disorderly manner but with
hearts obedient to authority, and each seafaring man fastened his oar-handle to the
peg, ready for rowing. When the sunlight failed and night came on, each man
who was the king of his own oar embarked, as did each man who was master of
his weapons. The banks of rowers called out in encouragement to each other
down the length of the ships, and they made sail. each according to his
instructions. And all night long the kings of the ships kept the entire naval force
moving to and fro.

Night was departing, and the Greek force had not attempted any furtive escape
whatever. As soon as the brilliant sight of daybreak and her white horses covered
the earth, . . .

Michelini says:

The passage in 357-385, which describes the night, uses elaborate techniques of
repetition and ring-composition. . .

A cluster of themes — the supposed escape of the Greeks, the deceit of the gods,
and the day-night opposition — recur at three key points in the narrative: in the false
message (357-361), Xerxes’ orders (364-373), and the moment of reversal at
dawn (385-386). The passage of the long night of dmd™ and false confidence is
marked by an even more elaborate scheme of verbal echoes woven back and forth
from line to line. There are chiming jingles [marked off in the text above with
asterisks],13 word plays on Tdafis / Tacowl4 and mAdov / TAéw, and a lavish
over-use of certain rather simple and obvious words and their compounds (e.g.
mas, vads, vuUE) all within the eleven or so lines describing Persian night
maneuvers (375-385). This second class of repetitions is not used to mark off
segments and is so trivial and pervasive as to lack any thematic significance.

The result is a strong emphasis on sequence. Time expressions referring to the
sun’s rays (377 and 386) form a double ring, enclosing references to the progress
of the night (378 and 384), and focussing further attention on the other, non-
thematic repetitions that bind the events of the night together internally from line to
line. The tension before the change-over, and the progressive time sequence
extending throughout the night are expressed with such an elaborate and flond use
of traditional poetic technique, because the poet Is working at a rather
unaccustomed task. The paratactic style which Aeschylus commanded excels at
building upon or expanding an original situation, either through restatement or

13 Michelini (1982) has the footnote “All three phrases head their lines. The first two are not parallel; but
the second halves of the verses are . . . and this draws them together.”

14 Despite their proximity, noun and cognate verb have quite different meanings (contrast 298 Taxbels .
. TdEw); Td€us here = “line of ships™ or “bank of oarsmen”’, while the verb means “ordered™.

165



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 8

elaboration - - - paratactic style works through patterns which lead to expectations
of symmetrical, though by no means stereotypical, resolutions. Dealing with a
reversql that is not anticipated in the narrative, on the other hand. reauires a
subordination of the richness of this style to the demands of the time sequence.
The speech achieves the effect of reversal through paratactic means, by using
reversal as a theme, building the speech around the most traditional pattern of
change, the alternation of night and day.15

The repetition of dpaocue kpvdalw from 360 as kpvbalws Spaopov in 370 and as
kpudalov éxkmlovv in 385 illustrates persuasively in verbal terms the first part of
Michelini’s analysis; it is worth noting that ékmlovs and Spacpos do not occur
elsewhere in Aeschylus’ surviving works, while Kpudatos occurs otherwise only in
Choephori 83. Similarly, what she calls “chiming jingles™ are to be seen as binding
together the passage from 375 to 385 (unless of course they are due to scribal error). But

what she calls ‘over-use’ of mds, vabs, and Vi€ can be paralleled too often in Aeschylus

for it to have any powerful binding force here. The concept of binding a narrative together
is a useful tool for elucidating repetition, but like most such tools can dominate the critic's
thinking, and appear when inappropriate.

There are other noteworthy repetitions in this passage to which Michelini does not draw
attention: that of bpevds/pevt in the end-line position in 372/4 brings out the contrast

between the vain confidence of Xerxes and the orderliness of the Greeks;!16 but that of
kabloTacavkabioTaTo also in the end-line position in 382/5 seems to have no special
point, and to be a good illustration of Aeschylus’ willingness to use the same word twice
if it is the appropriate one, not feeling constrained to vary; Krohn proposed kaf’
loTacav, but not, presumably, to mitigate the repetition. The voices of the two
occurrences are different because 382 describes what is going on from the point of view
of the commanders giving instructions to the crews (active voice) while 385 takes the
standpoint of the fleet, autonomously as it were refraining from flight (middle).

3. The exhortation of Darius’ ghost (832-838) and the final speech of the Queen (845-
851).

Aa ov &, ¢ yepald piTep N ZépEou diAna,
€N0oUO’ €S OlKOUS KOGHOVD O0TLS €UTPETNS
Mapoio’c Umavtialed maidie. mavra yap
kKakOV U’ dlyousd \akides dudl owpaTth 835
OTTLOPPAYOUOL TOLKIAWY €ofnudTwyi.
AA" aUTOV €Vdpdvws oU Tpduvor AOYOLs
wévns ydp, otda, cod kAwvi dvé€eTal. 838

IS Michelini (1982) 109.

16 Sullivan (1997) in her analysis of psychological terminology in Aeschylus lists ¢pevos in 372
among uses of ¢prjv similar to those found in other poets, earlier and contemporary, and idenliﬁgs the
‘phrenes’ there as the source of speech (p. 31) and associated with joy (p. 37). dpevi in 374 she claims to
be a use of dprir not found in earlier or contemporary poets, as ‘subject to authonty’. She does not
mention or seem to see any significance in the close repetition of the word.
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3 ~ s ’ » 9 ’ ~
Ba w balpov, s pe MO’ €oépxeTal KakGu! 845
c,t)\yng, HaloTa & 1be cupndopd Sdkvel,
ariplay ye mawdose apdi cuparih
e,oenug'rmvl KAUouoavi, 1| nv dpméxet.
aA\’ el kai haBodoac kéopovb éx SO WY
uTavTidgelvd maid’e €pov melpdoopat. 850
oV yap Ta GiATaT’a év kakolst mpoduoopev.
Darius But you, aged and beloved mother of Xerxes, go home, get

suitable clothing for your son, and meet him. For in his anguish at
the catastrophe he has completely ripped up the embroidered robes
he was wearing into tattered threads. So calm him down with kind

words; you, I know, are the only one he will be able to bear
listening to. . . .

Queen O god, numerous harsh pains are afflicting me, but the misfortune
which hurts me most of all to hear about is that my son is
disgraced by his clothes on his body. I shall go and get robes from
the palace and try to meet him. For I shall not fail those dear to me
in a time of trial.

The repetitions are indicated by superscript letters in the text above. In addition, there are
two cases of variatio — from é\0o0c’ and olkovs in 833 to elpt and 8épwv in 849. The
Queen’s speech has seven lines, and the words it picks up are in the seven lines of
Darius’ speech which are addressed to her.17 Strikingly, the repetitions show a roughly
chiastic pattern: all six of the words repeated from the first three lines (832-4) recur in the
last three (849-851), though one recurs also in 845-848, and both of the cases of variatio
are from the former triad into the latter; while all six of the words repeated from 835-8
recur in 845-8, though one recurs also in 851.

Paley (1870) rejected the Queen’s speech as spurious.!® Broadhead (1960) finds
“difficultiesinit”, but though repetitions might have been used by an interpolator to save
himself trouble in composition, this comprehensive semi-chiastic series of them surely
indicates a single hand. Nineteenth-century editors proposed a number of emendations to

get rid of repetitions: Blaydes dx6ous for d\yous in 835; Haeberlin fj6n for d\yn in 846
(retaining the MSS kaka at the end of 845 — it is usually emended following Schiitz to
kakov to parallel 835); and Weil pov Tékvy in 850 (where the manuscripts have the

dative of mals in some form, mals’ épov being due to Lobeck).

17 The intervening lines include a couplet by the chorus which contains fAyno™.
18 But he branded many lines in the play as spurious, believing it to have been remodelled and subjected
to interpolation. (Paley [1870] 171).
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SECTION 1(iii) SOME FURTHER TEXTUAL POINTS IN PERSAE RELEVANT
TO REPETITION
This section has a discussion of a few textual points to which repetitions are relevant —

either ones which illustrate matters discussed in this study, or ones to whose resolution it
may contribute:

1) apdl 8€ vooTw T Bactielw 8
Kal ToAuxpUoov GTpaTids 1o
KAKOUAVTLS 10

prophetic of disaster, anxious about the homecoming of the King and his gold-
bedecked army

All manuscripts have Tolvx ptoov, except for M with mohvxpioouvs. West (1998) prints

Wecklein’smolvdvdpov (Weil conjectured moAUxetLpos ). West explains his action:

. . . the adjective [molvxpUoov] appears purely ornamental and without point. The
Elders are not concerned about the gold that the army has taken abroad but about
the safety of a vast force of men. As they have used the word moAuxpUowv inthe

preceding sentence it is legitimate to suspect that moAvxpvoov in 9 is nothing but
an accidental repetition. [West presumably means ‘by a scribe’ not ‘by
Aeschylus’] Aeschylus could, of course, repeat words at short intervals, and often
does so. The argument is not that repetition is offensive in itself, but that here it

gives a wrong emphasis. Wecklein’s moludvSpou gives the true one. . . it states
the essential idea that is developed in the whole passage 12-58. . . 73 moAvdvdpov
8 ’Acias. . . 532ff Tlepodv TaV . . . ToAvdvbpwy oTpaTtiav. . .19

West’s argument is forceful, and the scribal error assumed is paralleled,20 but he does not

mention the two further occurrences of ToAUxpuvoos in this anapaestic passage, which
rather support the received text, accepted by Broadhead (It was part of the poet's design
to impress on the audience the wealth and splendour of the Persian realm; hence the

repeated references to gold (ToAUxpuoos occurs four times in the Tdpodos)”), by Belloni
(1994), who adduces reasons similar to Broadhead’s, and by Hall (1996). The case is not
made out for changing the received text.
2) ops 8¢ delyovt’ aleTov mpos €oxdpav 205
doiBov: dOPw &’ ddboyyos éoTdbny, didoi-
neBoTepor B8€ Kipkov €l0opw OPOp

TTepols édoppaivorta kai Xnials kdpa
T(AoOVEO’

But I saw an eagle taking refuge at the hearth of Phoebus: my friends, I stood
there speechless with terror. Next I saw a hawk rushing on beating wings towards
the eagle, and tearing its head with its talons.

The MS P, according to the collation in Dawe (1964) and the apparatus in Page (1975) (it
is not mentioned in West [1998]), has a ypddeTat variant $popw for Spdpw at the end of

19 West (1990) 75. It is noteworthy that he, unlike many nineteenth-century editors, is a little shamefaced
at emending to remove a repetition.

20 See, for instance katacdayas for katackaddas under the influence of TavpoadayolvTes in Septem
46, discussed in Chapter 6, section 2(i).
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207. Dawe says “Spduw has long been suspected; but . . . $6Bw must originally have
been a gloss on not 8popw but Tpbuw, which Zakas conjectured.”2! Dawe goes on to
speculate on the possibility of elcopl v Tpdpw meaning ‘l saw with a thrill of fear',
saying in a footnote “The presence of db6fw in v. 206 cannot go unnoticed. but equally it
is hard to see how it could actually have caused Pyo’s reading in 207." Dawe may be
assuming that ypddetar here, as at some other places in P, indicates a gloss rather than a
variant reading;22 for Table 6.7 shows that repetition by scribal error in the following line
is a common enough phenomenon, and here the striking assonance $o{Bou/bdpuw,
followed by ¢ twice more in 206 might have reinforced the prominence of $6Bw in a
scribe's mind. If $6Bw was a gloss on TpSpw it must come from a manuscript other than
P, since P reads 8pdjw with the rest of the manuscripts. It is preferable (Occam’s razor)
to regard $oPw as an erroneous scribal repetition rather than postulate (1) the corruption
of dpope to TPdpy, (2) the glossing of Tpduw by dbdBw, (3) the loss of Tpouw from the
tradition; or, if popuw is not the true reading, (1) the corruption of Tpduw into 8pdpw, (2)
the glossing of Tpopw by $6Bw, (3) the ousting of the correct TpSpw from the whole of

the tradition but the retention of the gloss in one small part of it (the need to lose also v
adds to the complexity of this version of events).

3) TO ufiTe AéEal punT’ épwThoar Tddn 292
o . .. mav & avamtufas mados
AéEov . . . 295
to speak or inquire about our sufferings. . . speak, unfolding the whole suffering.
(My translation)

Broadhead defends the transmitted reading of these lines, but then conjectures (though
without printing) moomn in 292; Murray (1955) accepted and printed it. Neither Page
(1972) nor West (1998) seems at all troubled by wadn, which Belloni (1994) also keeps.
The repetition is not cited in Broadhead’s argumentation, but presumably if an emendation
were accepted, the repetition from a subsequent word would be invoked to explain the
corruption. It appears from Table 6.7 that unequivocal cases of repetition from a
following word are rarely more than one line apart, while this is two. The repetition

7dfn/mdBos here is supported by the repetition AéEat/AéEov.

4) Ay. Eépfns pev avTos (i) Te kal ddos BAETEL. 299
Ba EUOLS WEV €LTaS dwpacoty ¢dos peya 300
Mess. Xerxes himself lives and looks upon the light.
Queen What you have said brings a great radiance to my household,
anyway, . . .

21 Dawe (1964) 173.
22 Dawe (1964) 103.
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A scholium on Aristophanes Ranae 1028 quotes 299 ending BAémet ddos: this order of
words is adopted by Murray (1937) and (1954) and by some other editors. ddos is a
good example of repetition with change of sense; Broadhead (1960) says of it in 300 that
it “takes up ddos in 299, but in the epic sense of the Joy of victory or deliverance™, and
Silk describes the Queen’s reply as ‘triumphantly punning’.23 There is no reason to prefer
the order of words in the scholiast’s quotation (quotations are even more liable to
corruption than substantive texts); Aeschylus elsewhere uses both word-orders (. B. in
261 and Agamemnon 1646, and B. . in Eumenides 746) and the only other tragic
examples are ddos BAémer in Euripides fragment 65 line 20,24 and BAéTwr ddos in
Rhesus 971. Broadhead says “If Aesch. wrote BAéTeL dbdos, the MS reading may be due
. . . to the position of ¢dos in the following line™; but inversion of the order of words is a
frequent corruption in manuscripts, and does not need a special explanation. For instance,
in this very play all manuscripts except QKP have the unmetrical émos eimelr for

elmelv é€wos at the end of 714.

5) AlXatos ’Apodpns Te kdpydotns TpiTos 308
old’ dpdt vijoor THY TeleloBpéppova
VLKWPEVOL KUpLooov (oxupav X8dva: 310

mnyals Te Neldov yeltovar Alyumtiou
"ApkTels, "Adelns, kal T dpeceins TpiTos
Papvovyos, olde vaos ék pids méoov.

Lilaios and Arsames, and thirdly Argestes — they rammed in defeat the tough
ground of the dove-breeding island. Arkteus (neighbour of the springs of
Egyptian Nile), Adeues and thirdly [. . . ] Pharnouchos - they fell from a single
ship.
There are many other textual difficulties in the above extract from the Messenger's
enumeration of lost Persians, but the one relevant to this study is the repetition of Tpi{Tos
at the end of 308 and 312. Broadhead (1960) cites Butler (1816) objecting to the repetition

of TplTos after 308 as betokening poverty of invention and as altogether unworthy of a
great poet “qui hic mirum in modum variavit”,25 and Paley’s view that 311-13 is a
spurious addition, the construction being “a mere repetition of what has just preceded.
namely an enumeration of names with TpiTos and otbe.”26 Broadhead goes on to

observe that “mere repetition is far from being a serious objection: it may quite well be
laid to Aesch.’s charge”, but then expresses some doubts about the genuineness — or at

least freedom from corruption — of 312. Assaél, far from doubting it, sees poetic power in
the threefold repetition of the numbers 3 and 10,000, culminating balefully in their

combination in 30,000.27 (There is puplas in 302, and 314-315 read Xpuoevs

23 Silk (1974) 90. But Weil, characteristically, proposed déyyos for ¢dos.
24 Austin (1968), from Erechtheus.
25 Butler was not an opponent of repetition in general; he admired, for instance that in 541-3.

26 Paley (1870); as observed above Paley branded many lines in the play as spurious.
27 Assaél (1993) 19-20; her words are “ces chiffres se combinent entre eux et ils prennent unc

signification maléfique.”™
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MdTalos puptdvrapyxos davwy | immou peaivns nyepwv TpLopuplas.) This may
be an over-indulgent reading, but Hall perceptively draws attention to the thematic and
metaphorical emphasis on counting throughout Persae.28 The earlier editors were wrong
to doubt the repetition of TpiTos; itis hard to see why an actor or interpolator should have

sought to out-Aeschylus Aeschylus in adding to the catalogue of fallen Persians. If the
lines were a marginal parallel, where could they have come from? (The answer
‘Phrynichus’ Phoenissae’ suggests itself, but is fanciful in the extreme).

6) . . . Bd acoa & obkéT’ My 18elv
vavaylwy mAnovca kat ddévou BpoTav, 420
akTal 8€ vekp®v XoLpddes T’ émAffuov.

and it was no longer possible to glimpse the sea, which was brimming with
wrecked ships and dead men. The shores and reefs were brimming [‘abrim’ might
give the flavour better, since the Greek words are very similar rather than
identical] with corpses.

Hall (1996) points out that words with the stem wAn8-, extremely common throughout the
play, are piled up on one another (413, 420, 421, 429, 432) “like the Persian corpses
themselves.” But Headlam, in the fashion of a nineteenth-century editor, proposed T’
avBotoa for mAnBovoa (comparing Agamemnon 659) to remove the repetition in 420/1.29
Though [TAH is possible as an uncial corruption of TAN influenced from the next line the
text should not be suspected and, in any case, in Agamemnon 659 (opGpev dvBoby

mélayos Alyalov vekpols) avbéw governs the dative.

7) Ay  Tebvdowy atoxpis SuokheeoTAdTy HOpW.
Ba ol 'yo Td\awva ouvpdopds kakhs, dliot. 445
Tolw pépw 8¢ TovoSe dNs Olwhéval;
Mess. they died shamefully by the most inglorious of fates.
Queen Oi, how wretched I am at this terrible misfortune, friends. How do

you say these men died?

If it were the only reading, upw in both 444 and 446 would be just another example of a

slightly disconcerting repetition; disconcerting at least if Hall’s translation is rightly
nuanced, so that on the first time it is met it is a weighty word, but on the second it is little
more than a filler, the sentence turning on d\wAévat. A better translation of 446 might

however be ‘By what fate do you say these man died?’, when popw has weight on both

occasions.

Several manuscripts (BHCA and perhaps Yac) read m6Tpw in 444. This is adopted by

West (1998) as méTuw. Dawe puts it down to a “gloss on the wolpa sense of popos™,30
but then goes on to speculate that it may have come from 446, and that the true reading

there was Toiw 8¢ TOTRw, TéTHw being glossed by pdpw. That is a complex theory, and

28 Hall (1996) 25.
29 Headlam (1898) 190; Waketield tried € mriveov in 421.
30 Dawe (1964) 95.
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mOTHOS is much commoner in tragedy with the first syllable short than with it long. West
is probably assuming that pépw in 444 was a gloss expelling M6ty from most of the
tradition;3! it might have been a scribal error induced by Wopw in 446, even though it
appears from Table 6.7 that unequivocal cases of repetition from a following word are

rarely more than one line apart. But for speakers in dialogue to pick up words from each
other is normal and natural both in literature and life (see Chapter 7), and not to be

emended away here. moTpw is either a gloss (though a search of scholia in TLG have

found none where méTuos is a gloss rather than being glossed) or a scribal removal of an

authorial repetition, of which there are examples in Chapter 6.

8) Ba ov &’ eiwé,,vatﬁv di Tedpevyaocwy pédpov 478
TOU TAod’ €lelmes oloba onuivat Topds;
Ay vawv 8¢ Tayol TGV Aelelppévwv oidny 480

KaT’ ovpov olk elkoopov aipovtar duyry-
agTPATOS 6’ 0 AoLToS €V Te BolwTov xBovt

SLWALE’, . . .

Queen But you, tell me, which of the ships evaded destruction? Where
did youleave them? Do you have knowledge so that you can give
meaclearindication?

Mess. The commanders of the remaining ships hurriedly took to flight in

disorder with a following wind. The rest of the force began dying
off in the Boeotian land . . .

The root of Aeimw occurs three times in this passage. It varies in its connotation, and Hall
gives a different rendering in each case. In place of e eippévwv there is some MSS
authority (YaQ and ypddetar variants in BP and — as éleleypévwv — H) for
Aedeypévwr. Though picking up a word used by a previous speaker is common and
often effective in dialogue, AeAe ypévwv meaning ‘the ships you have spoken of’,32 i.e.
those which evaded destruction, seems preferable to Aeletppuévwv meaning ‘the ships
which I have left’ — the meaning expected after € eLmes; despite Agamemnon 517, where
the sense of Aeletpp€vor in oTpaTov Aeletppévor 8opods is much helped by Sopds,
‘the ships which got away from the Greeks’ seems more difficult. Broadhead (1960) says
that vaov Tov lelelppévwv echoes the Queen’s vacv dl medetyaowy popov; but
életes interferes with that echo. AeAeLppévor as an error for Aeleypévwy would be
easy just after é\eimes, and though it has been shown that repetitions are sometimes

removed in transmission, that error is much the rarer. I prefer AeAeypévov.

It remains odd that after a question from the Queen about the ships the Messenger gives
all his details about the land-army. But that oddity has nothing to do with repetition.

31 For what it is worth, uépos is nearly twice as common in tragedy as moTpos (87 as against 45
occurrences in the non-fragmentary plays), but in Aeschylus it occurs 54 times and moTROS Only 4.
noépos may therefore be thought the more likely to be used as a gloss.

32 This, rather than ‘chosen’, is the sense of e eypévos elsewhere in Acschylus — Septerm 424 and 455,
Choephori 778 and Ewumenides 675.
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9) vuds ASé XpN ‘Tl Tolobe Tols mempaypévors 527
moTolal moTd Eupdépelr BovkelpaTa

You should contribute trustworthy counsels about what has happened to us who
trust you.

Hall’s translation has to add ‘to us’, which does not appear in the text, to make sense: and

in her note she says that “moTolot’ might just possibly refer to the Chorus rather than to
the Queen —“Y ou must take faithful counsel among your faithful selves."

Broadhead (1960) discusses the interpretation, and the possibility that moToiot is:

corrupt, ar_nd should be replaced by some entirely different word, in spite of the
idiomatic juxtaposition of moTolot and moTd. If moTolol (moTols some MSS)
is corrupt, the corruption may have been due to the copyist’s eye catching moTd
when he was about to write the first word of the line.
Subsequent editors do not pursue this idea, but Dawe describes 528 as ‘very difficult’. 33
It is to be noted that most manuscripts, including M, have the unmetrical moTols, and Ya
has muoTols, deliberately because it is glossed d8akTols. Something may therefore be
wrong. It would seem natural for a dative adjective following 'mi Tolcde Tois
Tempaypévols to be in agreement with the phrase and describe what has happened; but
we have to assume mLoTOLGL is quite unconnected with the words before. mvoTot ol must
not be dismissed out of hand; it could go with Tols mempaypévors and be translated
‘these events we have learnt of’. But TuoTos is a word whose very existence in classical
Greek is dubious — it turns up again as a variant in P and scholia for moTés in
Prometheus 917, and otherwise only in Eustathius and Herodian. Blomfield’s moTds Td

moTa keeps the word-play and avoids many of the difficulties.

However, mioTotot should perhaps simply be obelised. Though this study has found no
precise parallel, scribal error could easily have assimilated the original word into an

Aeschylean polyptoton very like p7) kai Tt mpos kakolol wpoobfiTal kakdév three lines

laterand ® TLOTA TLOTOV in 681.

10) at 8 aPpdyoor Tlepoides avdpwv 541
moBéovoar (8etv apTiluytav,
MKkTpwy emvds afpoxitwras
The softly-wailing women of Persia who long to see their recent bridegrooms, the
soft sheets of their nuptial beds . . .

For aBpd-yoou Ive offers dkpo- and D dvdpo- . Blomfield (1818) adopts akpdyoot from

a conjecture by Pauw because of the repetition. Broadhead (1960) says on appoyoot:

cf. aPpomevBels 135, restored from the Schol. for MS dkpomevbets. Although

aPpoxiTwvas follows in 543, there is no need to accept Blomf.'s dKkpoOyoot: itis
thoroughly Aeschylean to lay the colours on thickly in drawing his picture of the
‘refinements’ of Oriental ways.

33 Dawe (1964) 88.
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Broadhead is surely right, but the MSS variants are interesting. B and k are easily
confused in minuscule, but I has a note (TadTov TG dkpomerfeis) showing that dkpo-
came from comparison with the text he had for 135. D’s avdpo- must be due to the

following dv8pav. Chapter 6, section 2 has found many instances parallel to this of D's,
where a word is corrupted, often to a non-existent or totally inappropriate word. by a later
one;3+ the word here is non-existent, though not inappropriate.

11)  didol, kakdv pév 80Tis éumetpos Kupel 598
€ETOTATAL BPOTOLOLY WS OTAV KAUSWY
Kakwy e€meAdn mdvta Setpalvely dilel, 600

oTav & 0 dalpwv evpor), memolbéval
TOV auToV atel daipov’ ovpiely TUXNS.

Friends, whoever has experience of ill knows that when a wave of ill comes upon
people they are usually completely terrified. But when the god sends calm currents

they usually become convinced that the same god of luck will always waft them
on.

(My translation)
The above is the reading of virtually all manuscripts; most editors following Weil emend
to ai€v dvepov. One motive may have been dislike of the repetition Salpwy .

o6atpova; Broadhead (1960) rightly observes that by itself it is not really objectionable
(indeed, the translation shows that it is natural in English; the repetition that jars is that of

kakwv/ills), but, says Broadhead:

the phrase daipova . . . TUxns has seemed to many scholars all but
impossible. . . The two words seem here to be practically synonymous, and,
as there 1s no exact parallel to the phrase, editors have been quick to assume

corruption (TUxas and TUxnv have been proposed); but as there is not any
doubt that Saipwv could be used in a wholly impersonal sense for ‘fortune’
(good or bad), we might well render ‘the Satpwv (lot) bestowed by fortune’;
alternatively, but perhaps less probably, we could explain daipova TOxns as a
pleonastic expression, like ouvpdopa mdbovs in 436. With the former
explanation compare Pindar’s phrase Toxa &aipovos (O! VIII, 67. . )., ‘the
TUXT bestowed by a god’. We may supply odds or aUtov as obj. to ovpietv,
which, however, might be intr.: cf. the intr. use of émouvpi{w, kaToupi{w.

Belloni (1994) also retains the MSS text, but the parallels he cites for datpwy TOXNS
seem to be rather for TUxn 8aipovos. Schinkel (1973), as usual very reluctant to emend a
repetition away, renders ‘Daimon, der Gliick bringt’ and supports the reading by the
assonance with detpaivelv in 620 and the later Salpova Aapetov in 620-1. Weil's
conjecture is little short of brilliant. But the continuance of the metaphor from kAVSwv
through €Vpoi} to oUpielv supports the retention of the traditional text. It is not
surprising, given the assonance here, that one manuscript offers evpoeir as a ypddeTat

o O

variant for opteiv, or that Lennep proposed ovpion for evpor).

34 The one from aVdwuévw to dvdwpévw in Septem 678 is indeed similar.
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12)  duddTepa &imotv pérwmov v Suoiv oTpaTevudToL . 720

Both. There was a double front with two forces.

Most manuscripts read oTpaTnAdTow or -AdTawv. But ‘forces’ not "generals’ must be
right, and oTpaTn\dTow/aiv a scribal deformation under the influence of éoTpaTnAdTel
three lines earlier. The question, discussed by Dawe,35 is whether the oTpaTevudToly of

QKP is the preservation of the true reading or a Byzantine emendation. The line has
another interest as repeating ideas rather than words; the duality of army and navy is
expressed by auddTepa, Stmhodv, Suoiv and the dual number.

13) Ba —y yv,u')ung o€ ToU Tis Satpévwy EvvbaTo. 724
Aa dev, péyas Tis N\Be daipwy, GoTe 1N dporvely kalos.
Queen But perhaps some god helped in the plan [sc. to brid ge the
_ Bosporus].
Darius Alas, some great god came and so he (Xerxes) Judged wrongly.

The apparatus in West (1998) has “possis N\’ dAdoTwp (cf. 354), at v. Cho. 119”. This
reminds one of a nineteenth-century attempt to remove a repetition which is itself pointed
and indeed natural; a divine power may have helped in the audacious bridging plan, but
the outcome was disastrous. Why should Aeschylus have distinguished two divinities,
TS Satpévev and dAdoTwp?

14) Ba VAUTLKOS OTpaTos kKakwleis melov wheoe oTpaTov. 728
Aa wde TapmRdnV &€ Aaos mas kaTédBapTar Sopl;
Queen The sea-army’s affliction brought about the loss of the land-army.
Darius Has the whole force been thus destroyed by enemy action?

On 728 the apparatus in West (1998) has “lAege Aadv R; possis -oev hewv (cf. 383)7,
and on 729 for A\aos was “wads oTpatos We mds oTpatnyos A”.36 aTpatds and Aads
are often glossed by each other,37 and it is surprising that West should have thought it
worth paper to consider emending R into metre; the repetition in the received text is
rhetorically apt. As for 729, the use of Aads suggests that it is to be thought of as
comprising two oTpaTol. The variant oTpaTés (which would be the third occurrence of

the word in two lines, to be followed by another in 731) is virtually unmetrical (in only
two cases in tragedy does the second metron of a trochaic tetrameter not end with a word-

end), and wds oTpaTnyos actually unmetrical. oTpaTés must be a gloss or scribal
repetition, its intrusion being followed by the transposition of mas to give a semblance of

metre; T4S oTpaTNYOS must be an aberration by a scribe with mas oTpaTos before him.

35 Dawe (1964) 133.

36 R, W and X are manuscripts not collated by Dawe (1964); € West's siglum for a group Dawe reports
individually. One of the manuscripts West (1998) groups as A is physically the same as L for Eunipides
and Zo for’Sophocles, but according to West the Aeschylean section was transcribed before it came under

the influence of Triclinius. )
37 e.g. scholia on 244 Tob oTpaTol. fTOL TOL AaoL Kai T?f) OTpaT§0uaTog and 347 ovTwL TLS dalpwy
KaTédBeLpe TOV Aadv HToL TOV OTPATOV TWV I'lepodw.ﬂ w)\ec’we Aaov pould:ﬂso be a reminiscence, or
paraliel that has got into the text, of lliad22 107 "ExTwp oL BindL mBnoas wieoce Aaov.
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15) ia mpos TAd' ws AZoQowvnuév doTv WAV KevavSplav oTéver. 50
a W TOTOL KEOVTS dpwytis Kdmkouptas oTpaTod.
Que_en Yes: not only does all Susa lament jts emptiness of men...
Darius Alas for the trusty protection and assistance the army gave!

In place of kedviis many manuscripts (VNNdOYAD»Pye) have kevns. This is an
aftractive reading, and has been printed by some editors, e.g. Canter (1580) and
Blomfield (1818). Blomfield explains his preference thus: * KEVTS spectat quodammodo

ad kevavrdplav in superiore versu.”38 Transferring the emptiness from the city of Susa to
the army that could not defend it would be very Aeschylean — perhaps more Aeschylean

than the irony in keSviis.39 Although the loss of § following kevav8piav in the previous

line is a more likely corruption than its addition, this study has shown that manuscripts do
quite often erroneously remove repetitions. There are two instances in Aeschylus where a

copyist undoubtedly omitted 8 in keSvds: Septem 407 and Persae 142; in both however

the error was in a single manuscript and was corrected. prefer kevns here.

16)  «kTelvovoa Ap@ Tols Umepméouvs dyav 794
This foreshadows a passage ringing the changes on Umep- compounds, especially with

kOpTos, and dpov- forms and compounds:

ws ovx Umépbev mTov duTa xpr dpovelv. 820
UBpLs yap €EavBolo’ ékdpmwoev oTdxuv

dTns, 0Bev mdykhavtov €Eapd Hépos.

ToLaUE’ OplvTes TOVSe TAMLTIpLA

pnépvnod’ "Abnuey ‘EXddos Te, pndé Tis

umepdpornoas Tov mapdrta Saipova 825
dMwv €pacfeis OMBov ékxény péyav.

ZeUs ToL KONAOTNS TGOV UTEPKOUTWY dyav

bpovnudTov €meoTy, €VBuvos Papls.

mpos TAUT’ ékelvov, owdpovelv kexpnuévot,

TWOOKET  €UNGYOLOL vouBeTnpnaoty, 830
MEar BeoPraPfoivd’ UmepkOuTIW Opdoel.

. that mortals must not overrate themselves in their thoughts; for hubris
flowered and produced a crop of calamity, and from it reaped a harvest of
lamentation. Consider what the penalties for this are like, and remember Athens
and Greece, so that no-one may overscorn the situation god has put him in, lust
after what belongs to others, and pour away great prosperity. For Zeus stands
over and chastises overweening minds, and he is a stern assessor. So in the light
of this, use sensible words of warning to admonish Xerxes to behave temperately
and stop offending the gods with his boasts and overweening confidence.

(Translation by Hall (1996); the words in red altered to bring out the
repetitions)

Something similar is found in Septem 391-410, with Umepképmots, UTépkopmor and
Umépdpovas following one another in quick succession. Umépkoptos is virtually
unknown to Greek literature outside these two plays — otherwise, it is cited {rom

anapaests by Menander.

38 Blomfield (1818) 68.
39 Stanford (1942) cites examples of ‘irony and sarcasm’ in Aeschylus, but misses this one.
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In 794 modermn editors’ reading UTepméAhovs is found only in M before correction to
UTmepTWAovs, and is unknown to the scholia.40 The other manuscripts are, in effect,
divided between the remarkabie UTepTiNovs, which e.g. Blomfield (1818) accepted.

with a scholiast’s interpretation “kTelvovoa ApG Tovus moAvimmous ITépoas™, and
UTTEPKOPTOUS, which also makes ap appearance in the scholia. It would be like

Aeschylus to repeat UTEPKOUTTOUS, having in his head an unusual word expressing the
Persians’ excessive pride, and overusing it; but this is its first appearance, it is not
particularly appropriate in the context of famine in 794, and its replacement in part of the
tradition by imepﬂo'Movg/ﬂu'))\ovg would be hard to explain; it must be a marginal
parallel from 826. The scholia show that UTepTAous was an old reading, but it occurs
nowhere else, and is dubious Greek (¢ potvov in Polyaenus Strategemata 8.25.1 seems
the only parallel for a Umép- compound with the sense ‘having much/too much of a
commodity’); it could be explained as a very ancient misinterpretation of a fifth-century
B.C. Attic YTIEPTIOAOZ. It is hard to explain why it should have ousted UmepméANoUS
from so much of the tradition. UTepTOANovs is nevertheless the reading with the most
point, and should be retained, though with no great confidence.
17) =e leT’ alavij kal mavéSupTov 941

6voBpoov avddv. Saipwy yap 68’ ad

HETAdTpoTos €T’ épol.

Xo. now Tot Kai TavédupTov
Aaomadf Te oeBifwy aNTumd Te Bdpn 945

TOAews Yévvas mevdnTiipos.
KAdyEw & av ydov dpidakpuv.

Xerxes Let out a ceaseless and dismal harsh-voiced noise, for this god has
changed course against me.
Chorus I shall indeed let out a dismal noise [945 is verv corrupt) of a

grieving city race. I shall shriek again a tearful lament.
The above text is virtually that printed by Canter (1580), and will serve to represent the
manuscripts.#! It will be seen that echoes are almost as much a feature of this lyric
dialogue as of the amoebaeon analysed in Section 1(ii): the Chorus repeat forms of inut,
and kai TavédvpTov and av from Xerxes; yévvas also repeats with Xerxes' YEvva in

the strophe, and mev8nTipos and dpidakpuvy echo 8pnunTHipos and Tolvdakpuv in 939

and 940 — the Chorus’s own section of the strophe.+2

40 UmepmdAlous presumably means “the overnumerous”, though Hall's translation “any excess
population” implies that Aeschylus was a disciple of Malthus and Darwin, and saw advantage in the
reduction of the population of Attica by famine so that only fit soldiers survive; the idea did however
occur in the Epic Cycle Cypria, in which, according to a scholium on lliad 1 5, Zeus seeing Ty yiv
Bapouvpévnr v’ dvBpumwy moAumAndias caused first the Theban then the Trojan wars. The word
uTépmolvs is found also once in pseudo-Demosthenes and twice in Xenophon.

41 Canter followed some manuscripts with alaif for alaiy; since he did not recognise the strophic
responsion with 931-40 he did not find some of the problems which beset modern editors.

42 In addition, the manuscript C has the noteworthy error AadBpoor in 942, a partial repetition of

Aaomabn following in 945.
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Modem editors generally bring 941 into responsion with the strophe by deleting kai and
replacing TavdSupTov with TdvSupTov. 944-5 is more problematic; West says
“mdv{o}bupTov in 944 appears to be a mistaken repetition of words in 941. It is unlikely

that the chorus would echo Xerxes’ adjective, and even if they did, the ka{ would be

impossible.”#3 West (1998) prints fiow Tot kal Tavv, daod | mdbea oePilwv. It is not
clear why West thinks the chorus would be unlikely to echo Xerxes' adjective;
contrariwise Hall says on 990-1 “It is remarkable that Xerxes here imitates the chorus’
diction as he responds to them, whereas in the rest of the dirge he takes the lead in
introducing new language and ideas.” West’s version itself assumes a partial echo, and
Tdvv is a prosaic word, rare in tragedy; West points out, however, that three of its five
tragic appearances are in Aeschylus and argues that the similarity with 941 led to total

assimilation. It must be doubtful whether the answer to the problems of this passage have
been found yet.

18)  Odlools dméletrov 962
Tuplas €x vaos
€ppovTas €m’ dkTdls
Zalapindot, oTudelod 965
BelvovTas €T’ dKTAS

I left them behind, destroyed, disappearing from Tyrian ships onto the coasts of
Salamis, striking against the harsh coast.

Broadhead (1960) says:

€T’ dkTals . . . €ém’ dkTds has seemed suspicious to many edd.: dkpats was
proposed for the former by Weil, for the latter by Pauw. Wil. does not find the
repetition objectionable, since ‘dkTal merely gives the locality, while dxTH refers
to the sea-coast itself.’

A very similar repetition is found in the manuscript of Euripides Electra 441/2, where
Orelli’s dkpas, with short initial syllable, for the second dxTds is guaranteed by
responsion; here, on the other hand, we want a long initial syllable. Wilamowitz’s
argument reads like special pleading; those critics who find repetition objectionable do not
usually distinguish between repetition with change of sense and repetition with the same
sense. Broadhead sees the repetition reminding us of the Messenger’s description in
302f., where the adjective oTUdAoUsS is very like oTudelov here; while Belloni (1994) is

reminded of 272-3 (Jalapivos dkTal). €m akTds at the end of the antistrophe is
supported by dkTdv at the end of the strophe (954), by the parallelism between €ppovtas
€’ (964) and Oeivovtas em’ (966), and indeed by the prevalence of echoes in the

whole kommos.

+3 West (1990) p. 91.
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CHAPTER 8, SECTION 1 EXCURSUS ON MS Lambeth 1203.
Of this manuscript Blomfield (1818) says in his preface:

Sed nescio an vere dixerim librum istum a me collatum fuisse. Et enim quum
occasio codicis evolvendi insperanti mihi oblata esset, summa cum festinatione,
sine Aeschylo impresso, et memoriae tantum fidens perlegi.

Nor have I made a full collation, and the interest of one would lie more in its relevance for
the late Byzantine transmission of Aeschylus than in any contribution to the reconstitution
of his text. But the manuscript does demonstrate the openness of the recension. It has
many points of resemblance to P (e.g. in 2 it has mfoTd ‘utroque accentu’, and in 262 it
has o written over the v of pakpoBiwTos). However, in 601 it shares the strange error
opaipwy for 6 Saipwy with H; in 300 8épact for 8épacty with KMac, and in 1077
Tolode for Tol oe with A. It demonstrates its connection with but sturdy independence
of P in 215, where P, alone among Dawe (1964)’s manuscripts, has pepiv as a
YpddeTar variant for pfiTep; Lambeth 1203 puts pepv in the text, with pufitep as a

ypddeTal variant — apparently its only such.
The most remarkable error is found in the passage 775-78:

.. TOV 6€ ovv 8O w 775
"ApTadpévmns €xTewvev €oBros €v Sopols,
Ebv dvdpaowy dldotow, ots 168’ v xpéos.
[€kTos 8¢ Mapadis, €BSopos 8 "ApTadpévns.] 778

He was killed in the palace by noble Artaphrenes, along with some friends whose
obligation it was. Sixth came Maraphis, seventh Artaphrenes, and then myself.

778 is bracketed by many editors, as totally inconsistent with any other account of Persian
history. The scribe of Lambeth 1203 wrote 6eUTepos for €B6opos. This is not a normal

scribal error. Presumably he was thinking about what he was writing, realised that
Artaphrenes had appeared a couple of lines earlier, and concluded that this must be a

second Artaphrenes.
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CHAPTER 8 SECTION 2 REPETITION IN THE AJAX OF SOPHOCLES

As usual, the text of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) — Dain & Mazon (1958). their
Budé edition, has been the basis for the statistical analysis, but the Oxford Classical Texts
Pearson (1928) and of Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a), the Teubner of Dawe (1996) and
the editions of Stanford (1963) and Garvie (1998) have also been used. Relevant

observations in the editions of Jebb (1896) and Kamerbeek (1963) have been noted, as

have ones by Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b).+ The article by Easterling (1974)
Repetition in Sophocles has been particularly useful.

SECTION 2(1) ANALYSIS OF REPETITIVENESS IN PARTS OF AJAX

The figures in Chapter 4 reveal nothing remarkable about the propensity to repetition in
Ajax; the index for the play is close that for the Sophoclean corpus as a whole: only two
plays have more same-line repetitions per 100 trimeters, but only one has fewer
repetitions in the same and adjacent lines. Ajax is generally accepted following Reinhardt
(1977) as being the earliest of the surviving plays of Sophocles; but there is no discernible
trend in the repetitiveness of this playwright.

9.6% of the repetitions in trimeters in Ajax are of dvnp, the word most frequently
repeated (47 times in all). 14 of these repetitions are in the 84 trimeters 1318 to 1401, the
15 individual occurrences of avrp in those trimeters are followed by three more in the
closing anapaests. Only five of the 18 refer to Ajax; two refer to Odysseus, two to
Teucer, one to Agamemnon, two to groups present on stage, and six are general (though
one of them implies Odysseus and another implies Ajax).

Chapter 5 Section 1 found a weak correlation between the figure for repetitions in the
same or adjacent lines and the proportion of stichomythic or distichomythic dialogue in
the sections of Ajax, and a negative correlation, due entirely to the monologue 646-692,
between the number of trimeters in speeches and the total number of repetitions. Table 8.3
looks separately at four different parts of Ajax. Two are scenes with two characters —
430-595 with Ajax and Tecmessa, and 961-1184 with Teucer and Menelaus; both scenes
including long speeches and stichomythic dialogue. Two are monologues by Ajax — 646-
692 where he is the only speaker between two choral odes, and 815-865 where he 1is,
most unusually for any scene in tragedy after the prologue, absolutely alone without even

a chorus.

4+ 11 the absence of any other indication, references in this section to the above editors are to their texts
and apparatuses as appropriate, and references to Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) are to the notes on the
lines in question, between pages 9 and 41.
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Chapter 8
TABLER3
REPETITIVENESS IN FOUR SCENES IN AJAX

Section ___>430-595  646-692 815865 961-1162

Index .. 836 357 6 8.25
Intervals - S S

same o .24 0 ~5.89 4.5

lup to 1 5.99 2.13 5.89 9.5

Ajax’s first monologue is strikingly different from the other three scenes, the statistics for
all of which are much more like those for the play as a whole. Although it includes no
repetition in the same line, and only one in adjacent lines, it does not have a less poetic or
rhetorical feel about it; it is rather that the figures are of antithesis (648 — Vel T° ddnAa
kal davévta kpimTeTal), (665 éxbpiv ddwpa S@pa), metaphor (651 — éOmALVONY
oToua) and even simile (651 — Badi) oi{dnpos Gs) more than of repetition, and that
Sophocles eschews the words that are frequent in the play as a whole (especially dvrip

and kakds), using rather unusual (though not particularly rare) ones.

The high figure for repetitions in adjacent lines in the Menelaus/Teucer scene is due to the
passage of stichomythia 1120-1141, which has six of the twelve such repetitions in the
whole scene. It is typical of stichomythia for one speaker to pick up the other’s words in
this way, but the stichomythic passage in the Ajax/Tecmessa scene has no instance; is it
fanciful to attribute that to Sophocles’ desire to make this scene a warmer one between
people with some affection for each other rather than a point-scoring confrontation?
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SECTION 2(ii) REPETITIVE TECHNIQUE IN SELECT PASSAGES OF AJAX 43

[. Ajax contains several striking examples of what the Rhetor ad Herennium IV.14.20
discussed in Chapter 2.1 above, calls traductio (viz.
ponatur’):

k4

‘cum idem verbum crebrius

1. The first is the repetition of forms of Lé€yas as many as fourteen times (or thirteen

times, if the manuscripts are wrong in 225) in the first lyric passage of the play (the
Chorus’s anapaests and ode, and Tecmessa’s anapaests — some 550 words in all).

After uéyav in 139 and peydlot in 142 we find a particularly concentrated passage,

where a contrasting term is also repeated, thus hei ghtening the emphasis on péyas:

TWY yap peydhov uxoy telg 154
oUK dv dudpTot: katd & dv Tis éuod

ToLAUTA Aéywy olk dv meibot.

TPOS yap Tov éxovd’ & GBdvos Epel.

KalToL opikpol peydiwv Xwpls

odarepov mHpyou Pdua TéENOVTAL®

HETA Yap PeYAAwv Bards dptoT’ dv 160
kal péyas opbold’ uTd pikpoTépwy.

For one who shoots at great souls could not miss; but if someone were to say
such things against me he would not carry persuasion. It is against the man who
has that envy creeps. And yet small men without the great are a treacherous
defensive tower; for with the great to help him a humble man might best be kept
upright, and a great man too if served by smaller men.

The theme continues, rather more diffusely, with uéyav (169), peydia (173), peydiot
(188), peyas (205), peydhwr (225), péyas (226), péyav (241) and peydlas (262).

There are 39 examples of forms of j1éyas in the play as a whole, and it is repeated again
by the chorus at 615-619 and 713, 714 and 718; but this close repetition, within 15 lines,
never occurs in trimeters. Stanford (1963) observes, in his discussion of the reading in
225:

Sophocles presumably chose the vague phrase deliberately to sustain the emphasis
on greatness which pervades this part of the play. . . It is important for the effect
of the play that both the greatness of Ajax and the greatness of his environment
and even the greatness of his enemies should be well established before he
reappears in the humiliation of his anguish. This repetition of ‘great’ also
emphasises the Chorus’s sense of their own weakness in the face of calamity
without Ajax’s leadership.46
45 Except where specilically stated, the text printed in this and Section 2(iii) is based on Pearson (1928);
that given in the TLG is Dain & Mazon (1958). The translation is that of Garvie (1998), adapted as
necessary (o bring out repetitions or where the text printed differs from his. No comments are made on
textual matters with no relevance to repetition (many emendations have their origin in metrical problems).
46 Lloyd-Jones & Wilson are unhappy: the apparatus in 1990a says “péyadwr dubium: an peréwv™ in
1990b they say “péyalwy seems not particularly appropriate, and the presence of péyas in the next linc
arouses some suspicion”; Lloyd-Jones (1994) prints peléwv. Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1997) delend
emendation, noting, but dismissing by saying it is not necessary to refute, the observation of Stanlord
(1963). Garvie (1998), also, though printing péyalwv and interpreting it as sarcasm, as in 188, thinks
corruption from péyas below not impossible.
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This note is perceptive. It is interesting to find that the epithet is used only once of Ajax —
but, successively, of dkvog, 86puBot, Puxai, of ¢ people’ generally (three times. with
three appearances of a contrasting term, in the lines I58-161 quoted above), alyumiés,

$dTis,47 Baoiliis, Alas, Aavaot, Hobos, putrp andfinally 38%var.

2. The second is the sixfold repetition of forms of Tdxos, noun or adjective,
between 804 and 853 — the first two when the chorus and Tecmessa are setting off to find

Ajax after the messenger’s dire warnings, and the next four in Ajax’s soliloquy (in the
absence even of the chorus) before his suicide.

3. The third is more complex. In Teucer’s speech replying to Menelaus Pearson
(1928) displays four forms of oTpaTtnyds, noun or associated verb, two forms of
nyobuat, one form of oTpatetopar, words based on apx five times, kpaTOV twice in
four lines, dvacowv/eLy twice in two lines and dyw twice, framing line 1097. The speech

reads, with all these repetitions (and one word similar in meaning, fecpos) in bold, and
other noteworthy repetitionsin distinctive colours:

OUK av TTOT avSpeg, dvdpa Gavuacatu €TL,

0S anev v yovatow €10’ quaprdvet,

00’ ot 80KOUVT€S‘ euyevets‘ TT€¢UK€V(1L 1095
TOLaUG auapTavovow v >\oy0Lg €.

dy’, eln’ am’ dpxns atbs, 1| oU $ijs dyeww

Tov8 av8p "Axaiols (SLU()O Gvuuaxov MBur

OUK owTog e€émhevoer ws alTod Kpava

ToU U OTp(lTT]'YELS‘ Tov8€ 1Tov S€ oot \ewv 1100
é€eoT’ avacoew wy 08’ nyew otkofev;

2.TAPTNS avaocmv N\fes, ol nuwv KPATWY"

ovd’ €08’ dmou ool TOVSe koopfical TAEov

dpXNS €xkeLTo Becpnos N kal TeSe oé.

UTapX0sS c’i)\)\wv oc@p’ €m\cuoas, olx Ohwy 1105
GTpaTT]'YOS‘ WoT’ ALGVTOS‘ T]'YELO’G(IL TOTE.

ar\\’ wvnep dpxeLs dpxe, KaL Ta oqu/ €TTT)

kohal’ éxeivous: TOVSe &, e€iTe Py ov diy

€lf’ aTepos aTpaTNyods, ég Tadas €yw

67’}0&) SLKa[wg‘, oV TO ooV 8€£oag OTép.(l 1110
oV Ydp Ti Tns ong OUVEK’ €GTPATEVCATO

yvvaLKog, wcﬁep ol _mévou ToAoU TAE,

arX’ ovvey’ opva OLO'LV RV EV(Up.OTOS‘,

gob & oubév* ov yap nélov Toug UNoévas.

Trpos TalTa ﬂ)\eLovg beupo KnpUKag \aBmv 1115
KaL TOV O‘Tp(ITT]')’OV nKe Tob 8¢ oo L!)Od)OU

olk av oTpadeiny, éws dv {s olos Tep el.

Men, I should never again be surprised at a man who is born a nobody and then
goes wrong, when those who seem to be born noble speak words that are so
wrong. Come start again from the beginning and tetl me, do you really claim that
it was you who took and brought this man here as an ally for the Achaeans? Did
he not sail out himself as his own master? By what right are you his general” How
do you have the authority to command the host Wthh he led from home? You

47 ¢dTis itself occurs three times in the choral lyric (173, 186 and 191); on the sccond and third
occasions called kakav.
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came as ruler of Sparta, not as our commander; there is no established ordinance
of command that you should discipline him any more than he for his part should
discipline you. You sailed here as a commander subordinate to others, not as the
general of the whole army, to rule some day over Ajax. No, command those
whom you command, and chastise them with those proud words of yours; but as
for him, whether you or the other general say no, I shall duly put him 1n his grave,
with no fear of what you may say. For it was not for your wife's sake that he
made the expedition, like those who have their fill of labour, but for the sake of
the oaths by which he was sworn, and not at all for your sake: for he placed no
value on nobodies. Therefore come back here with extra heralds, and with the

general as well. I won’t pay attention to the noise you make, so long as you are
the kind of man you are.

If nyelT’ in 1101 is replaced by a form of dyw, with Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990) and
Garvie (1998), for the sake of Porson’s law, these details change. but the overall picture
does not. Accepting, with Lloyd-Jones (1994) and Garvie (1998), Schneidewin’s
deletion of 1105-6 would significantly attenuate the impression given, but Reichard’s of

1111-7 (Wecklein 1111-4) would do so only slightly.+8

The words in bold between 1099 and 1107 seem synonymous or nearly so;#9 that is why
Garvie (1998) can retain the overall flavour by using ‘command/er’ six times, though
attaching it to different Sophoclean words. Sophocles is not drawing nice distinctions, but
is tempering repetition with variatio.

Of the other, coloured, repetitions, only that of the phrase devpo . . . hafwv in 1098 and
1115 calls for special comment. Is Teucer sarcastically suggesting that Menelaus has the
same authority over the heralds and Agamemnon as he claimed to have over Ajax? That is
rather forced; more probably Sophocles is simply re-using a phrase primed by its first
occurrence (this particular collocation is not found elsewhere in tragedy).

48 The purpose of these deletions seems to have been to remove inconsistencies or weak arguments.

49 dpxfs in 1097 has a quite different sense, and looks fortuitous rather than a forerunner. The words 1n
bold after 1108 seem entirely natural.
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II. The following is a collection of striking examples of repetitions in Ajax (some,
admittedly, at a distance from each other), which do not seem classifiable as rraductio in
the sense used above. In many, perhaps all, it is possible to see poetic craft in these
repetitions, and often that takes the form of ‘word-play’.50 But the effort that has to be

made to find point is sometimes great, and an impression of indifference on the part of
Sophocles may remain:

1. ‘08 Kc’upc\w 6’ ednikels mavTa ydp Td T' obv mdpos 34

’ Td T’ €lo€TeLTa Of) kuBepvdpar xepl.

A0 cyvwy, ‘O8ucoed, kat mdhat pvhal EBny

7 TN o7} Tpdbupos els 08OV kuvayia.

08 1 kal, dthn déomova, Tpds KaLpdY TOVH:

Od. You have arrived at the right time /70 the purpose [ for in all things
past and future I am guided by your hand.

Ath. I knew it, Odysseus, and that is why I came out on the road a
while ago, zealous to promote your hunting-expedition.

Od. Dear mistress, am I really labouring to good effect /fo any
purpose [? '

The alternatives to Garvie’s translation bring out the repetition. Stanford (1963) observes:

kalpos [34], as often, means the best point of time for a special purpose. . .In 38
it has the developed meaning ‘profit, success’ (the result of timely action. . .)

2. The manuscripts present dppa three times in the parodos:
meddPnpar TTNYHS ws Oppa Telelas. (139-40)

I become afraid like the eye of a winged dove.

dM\’ 0Te yap &Y 1O oov Sup’ dwéSpav,

TATAYOUOLY ATE TTHIVAV dyélat- (167-8)
For indeed when they escape from your sight, they chatter like flocks of
birds.

€0’ 08’ €ddrots khotals dup’ éxwy kakay ddTiy dpn. (191)

No longer keep your face thus hidden in your huts beside the sea, bearing
the burden of the evil rumour.

If the third of these is not corrupt,3! it is to be interpreted on the lines suggested by Seale:

Sophocles exploits his chosen situation by investing the imagery of sight with a
new significance. The eyes now become the test of fear and courage. The Chorus
shrinks in fear at the Greeks’ slander, ‘like the eye of a timorous dove’ (139-40).

50 The Rhetor ad Herennium appears to call some types of word-play traductio; Chapter 2 has
demonstrated the fluidity of technical terms in ancient authors. Word-play has two spectes — the first the
use of the same word in different senses, and the second the use of different but similarly sounding words
in a pointed juxtaposition. The pun in English nowadays is seen as an almost exclusively comic device,
but although Aristophanes demonstrates passim that it was thought comic in ancient Greece as well, it
was also serious. Before the time of comparative philology and scientific etymology the relation of ~ound
to meaning was not perhaps seen as arbitrary, but rather as significant, and worthy ol exploration by a

tragic poet.
51 It is replaced in Dain & Mazon (1958) and Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) by Reiske’s pedestrian
conjecture €ppevwr; Garvie (1998) retains the received text.
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By contrast the eye of their lord will inspire fear in others (167-171) the most
telling image occurs in their final expectations of what Ajax must do to quell the
rumours. On this, the third time that it appears, the word has cathered a clear
significance ‘Do not, do not win an evil reputation by keeping yocur eye hidden in
the h}lt by the sea’. Here the ‘reputation’ of Ajax depends on how he faces up to
the situation. In the context Sppa points not merely to revelation, to sight after
blmdnes's,.bl_lt to the courage of facing a revelation burdened with publi?: shame
and huml'hatlon_. On another level, the metaphorical meaning of eye,as alightora
s1g.ht. wh_lch brmgs comfort, also suits the dramatic situgtion. A;jax haas becen
residing in his hut for days in silent seclusion (192ff). His followers are lost
without him and here they are summoning him to show himself, to unveil the eye
which brings terror to his enemies and comfort to his friends.52

Later, there is another repetition of 8jijia with word-play in 447-8 (kel pty 768 Sppa
Kal ¢péves SidoTpodol | yviuns dmigav S €pfs,) and 462-3 (kal wolov
oppa maTpl dnldow davels | Tehaudut:), on which Seale observes:

oppa, j‘ust now [447] a metaphor of distorted vision, here [462] quite simply
means ‘face’. The repeated image links delusion and revelation, madness and

shame, in a single tragic pattern.53

3. Ay LW,

didot vavBdTat, pévol épwv diiwy
HovoL €7’ Eupévovtes Gpl VoW 350
(8ecB€é [’ olov dpTiL KkD-
pa dowvias Umo Lalfs
ApdLdpopor KUKAELTAL.

Xo oy’ ws €otkas 6pbd papTupely dyav.

Ajax Oh dear sailors, you who alone, alone of my friends, still remain

firm in your loyalty, see what a wave now encloses and encircles

me, raised by a storm of blood.
Chorus Alas, your testimony seems to be all too accurate.

Easterling elucidates the repetition: -

we may be tempted to think that Sophocles was just being careless in repeating
0pBds (the passage is indeed cited by Schmid-Stidhlin as an instance of
insignificant repetition): one might translate 0p6¢ vopw as ‘the sound rule of
loyalty’ and opfa papTupetv as ‘give a true report’; what significant link is there
between these two usages? But the whole context concerns the state of Ajax’s
sanity, and this repetition, involving a shift in meaning of the repeated word,
ironically draws attention to the gulf between Ajax’s view of the situation and that
of the ‘normal’ Chorus. That something akin to word-play is at work here is

strongly suggested by d'yav which throws all the emphasis onto opfd.5+

52 Seale (1982) 150-1. Garvie (1998), though he translates Supa ‘face’ sees in it an echo of 167 — “by
merely showing his face Ajax will silence the rumour, as the little birds were silenced at 169-71." May
there also be significance in the repetition of TTnés close to that of oppa in 140 and 1687 While the
Supa is no longer that of the doves, but has become that of the vulture, the repetition of ‘winged’ relers
directly back. LSJ (1968) gives dppa mereias, and Edvatpov dupa in 977 as examples of periphrases
for the person. It might be worth studying what force is retained by the noun in such periphrases (e.g.
kdpa Antigone 1, Bia [requently in Septem, dvoua).

53 Seale (1982) 155.

5+ Easterling (1974) 19.
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4. dAnpa ‘fine meal’ (d\éw), hence ‘a subtle knave" {Jebb [1896]) occurs in 381,
again in 389 and nowhere else in classical Greek literature unless it should be read for

AdAnua in Antigone 320. It seems quite in character for Ajax to find a new term of abuse
for Odysseus, and then use it again.

5. At el (v "Axilebs TGV dmwv TOV Gr mépt
Kplvely €pelke kpdTos dploTeias T,
OUK dv TIS auT’ épapber dAos dvt’ épod.
yﬁv 0" alT’ ’ATpetdar dwTl TavTovpyd dpévas 445
empalav, dvdpos Tobd’ dmwcavTtes kpdT.
kel un 168 oppa kal dpéves SidoTpodol
yropns dnjav Ths €éuns, ovk dv moTe
Slkny kat’ alov duTds 08 éndioar.

Ajax If Achilles had been alive and was to assign to anyone the victory for
excellence in the matter of his own arms, no one else would have seized
them instead of me. but now the sons of Atreus have procured them for a
man who is at heart a villain, and have thrust aside my triumphs. If these
eyes and mind had not been distorted and parted company from my
intention, they would never have procured by voting such a decision
against another man.

Easterling discusses the repetition of dws, and concludes:

The function of the repetition here seems to be to tighten the argument,
concentrating the audience’s attention instead of allowing it to be distracted or
diffused by variation. This is different from #raductio, in which a single word
carries the leading idea; here the repeated words are not in themselves specially
significant, but they strengthen the link between sentences 1 [i.e. 445-6] and 2
[i.e. 447-9] (the syntactical parallelism contributes to the same effect) and thereby
make an implicit comparison between Achilles and Ajax as upholders of the

right.55
She mentions, without focussing on, the ¢pévas/dpéves repetition, but does not
mention the appearance of the near-synonym dvdpos between ¢wTl and PpwTos, which
weakens her argument, since it is a variation which could ‘distract the audience’s
attention’. Moreover, the first ¢uis refers to Odysseus and the second, in a generalising
way, to Ajax himself, who has been épov in444 and dvSpos Tov8’ in 446. There may
actually be no significance in the occasional use of s instead of dvrjp in a play where it
is the dominance of the latter word that is significant.56 Just before these repetitions are

found that of kpdTos/kpdTn (the singular and plural having different senses) and that of

avT’ in 444 and 445 (with emphatically the same sense — T& 0TA@).

55 Easterling (1974) 21. She may be imputing to the ancient rhetoricians’ term fraductio a more precisc
signification than it has.

56 s, like dvnip, 18 more frequent in Ajax than in any other of Sophocles’ surviving plays (ws 8 out
of 20 instances in total, dvijp 86 out of 353). Variatio of these two words is also found in 806-807 and 1n
1354- 1358 (BpoT0s 100 in 1358).
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6. In his ‘deception’ speech Ajax uses KPUTTw twice:
&TZFCLVG’, o HakpoS kdvapifunTos xpdvos 646
dveL T’ ddnha kai PpavévTa KpUTTTETAL"ST

Long and immpasurgble time brings forth all things that are obscure and when they
have come to light hides them again. |

kpibw 168’ €yxos Touudv, 658
I shall hide this sword of mine,

The first hiding is metaphorical and the second all too literal.58 Garvie (1998), however,

does not see any reference back in kptisw, but rather an allusion to the use of KPUTIT® in

the context of the burial of a corpse; kpudatw in 899 isrelevant.

7. o [Telkpos] &' elBUs ¢ &€8pas | mépmer pe . . . 780-1

Teucer immediately from where he sat sent me . . .

L ab ... |... & &8pas avioTaTe: 787-8

Why have you once more disturbed me from where [ was sitting . . ?

There is nothing remarkable about the phrase ¢€ €8pas; it does not occur elsewhere in
Sophocles, but does in the other tragedians (interestingly, twice in three lines of
Bacchae). To see a deliberate parallel between Teucer and Tecmessa would be forced:;
after eight lines Sophocles is indifferent to re-using a phrase that is running in his head;
Garvie (1998) says that the echo seems to be fortuitous.

8. Ay ... ™de & €Eodov 798
oheBpiav Alavtos éxmilel (sc. Tebkpos) Ppéperv.
Te  olpot TdAaiva, Tob ToT’ dvbpuwTwY paddv; 800

Ay ToU OeoTopelov pdvrews, kab’ npépav
™Y YOV 0 ToUTw BdvaTtov 1) Bior dépel

Mess. ...and he [Teucer] expects that this departure of Ajax will lead to
his death.

Tec. Alas, unhappy me, who was the man from whom he learned it?

Mess The prophet son of Thestor, a pronouncement which on this very
day brings death or life to him.

Easterling says:

Since d€perv in the sense ‘turn out’ is unparalleled, the text has been suspected,
but if the usage could be admitted there would be no difficulty in explaining the
force of the repetition. The two clauses containing the repeated word both express
the same idea, that this day is crucial for Ajax, but there is a shift in the meaning
of pépev from ‘turn out’ to ‘bring’. This repetition with slight variation might be
seen as contributing empbhasis, helping in a small way to direct attention to what i»
dramatically important.>9

57 Interestingly, Herwerden conjectured daiver for ¢ier; Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1997) find this

“attractive, though not compelling”. They do not discuss the corruption assumed, so it docs not cmerge

whether they acknowledge the existence of the removal of repetitions in transmission, such as Chapter

discovered.

58 See Knox (1979) 134.

59 Easterling (1974) 21.

188



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 8

Easterling is presumably, like most editors, assuming that \eBpiav mustbe an adjective;
and this assumption, with the difficulty with the sense of dépetv to which she draws
attention, has led to many emendations. Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) insert T’ before
Olebpiav, Garvie (1998) adopts Jebb’s Alavtos els OieBpov, and Dawe (1996)
obelises 799 and the beginning of 802; emendations to both dépetv and dépet havealso
been proposed. But d\efpiav may be a noun; the only examples in LSJ are from the
Septuagint,50 but Stanford so takes it, translating “expects that this departure carries the

destruction of Ajax.” ¢épetv and dpéper then have the same sense, and the repetition is

less subtle than the one Easterling finds.

9. Tek Alas . . . | kelTat, kpvdbaie daoydvy TEPLTTUXYS. 899
Here lies . . . Ajax . . . folded round his hidden sword.

Tek .. . VY TepLTTUXel | ddpet kalipw TGS . . . 015

I shall cover him completely with this enfolding cloak . . .

The same adjective mepimTuxfis (only here in the tragedians) is used of Ajax folded
round the sword and Tecmessa’s cloak folded round Ajax.

10. Me ﬁSn ToT’ €l8ov dvdp’ éyw y)@ccn Bpacuv 1142
VavTag €¢opun0awa xemwvog TO TAELY,
) cbé)eyu av OUK av mnupes, nvuc €V KUK
XELLOVOS €lXeT’, dA’ Ud’ €lpaTos KpU¢€L5 1145
ﬂaTe"Lv ﬂapeixe TG 0ENOVTL vauTiAwy.
oUTWw 8€ Kal o€ Kal TO ooV )\aBpov OToua
ouucpov vébous TAX AV TIS EKTIVEVCAS péyas
XELLWY KaTaoBéoele THiy Mol Bonv.

I once saw a man bold of tongue who urged on the sailors to sail in a storm, but in
whom you would have found no voice when he was in the grip of trouble in the
storm, when he hid beneath his garment and submitted to being trampled by any
of the crew who wished. So also with you and your violent mouth, a great storm
might blow up quickly from a little cloud and extinguish your loud shouting.

Lloyd-Jones (1994) translates xetpaovos in 1143 as ‘during a storm’; but Stanford (1963)
is more convincing in observing that in its first occurrence xeLpwros has its general sense
‘in the season of storms, i.e. winter’, but in 1145 its specific one, ‘a storm’, as in 1149,
where Lloyd-Jones (1994) changes the rendering to ‘tempest’. Jebb (1986) translates ‘in

time of storm’ in 1143 and ‘tempest’ in 1145. Garvie (1998) uses ‘storm’ each time in his
translation as printed above, but hedges his bets in his commentary, offering ‘in winter’

as an alternative in 1143.

60 e.g. Maccabees3.4.2 Ty dmpoodoknTor avtols émkpiBeloav orebpiav.
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11. Xo. Tis dpa véaTos €s mOTE Anj- 1185
EeL TOAMTAAYKTWY €Tewy dpLpds,

Cho. Which then will be the last, when will it stop, the number of the wandering
years, . . .

apLOpds occurs only once, in 1185, but Stanford observes, relevantly. that in that line,
where T(S anticipatesit,
it means ‘number’ in the sense of ‘one of a series’, ‘an item in a list’ but

‘numbering’ in the sense of ‘sum’ or ‘total’ in 1186 — a good example of
Sophocles’ fluid use of words.
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g%%]%?ﬁ O21Sii) SOME FURTHER TEXTUAL POINTS IN AJAX RELEVANT TO
l. Forms of xe(p occurfive times between 27 and 50. In 35 two MSS (LN) record
dpevt as a variant for xep(, and in 46 two different MSS (CH) record xeLp@1 as a variant
for ¢peviv. This mirroring is accidental, and manuscript variation between these two
words is strangely common (e.g. Hippolytus 1448), though an environment in which
forms of xelp were plentiful could have encouraged a scribe at some stage in the
transmission to add another one in 46. As for 35, Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) say

Dawe [61]. . . thinks the MS reading xept to be ‘a literal-minded substitute’

for dpevi. . . It is the other way round; when Odysseus says he is steered or
guided by Athena’s hand, he does not mean that he is physically propelled by
her, but the person responsible for the variant, unless his error was purely
mechanical, was too literal-minded to understand this.

It is not clear what Lloyd-Jones & Wilson mean by ‘mechanical’; they are presumably not
relating it to the repetition; though Chapter 6 found a slight but discernible tendency in
some manuscripts to remove authorial repetitions Lloyd-Jones & Wilson may not have
been aware of it, and ‘mechanical’ would be an odd way to describe it. They seem

however to produce an adequate defence of xep(, which has overwhelming manuscript
authority.

2. In 61 most MSS read éxiidpnoev dévov; mévov is given only by DXsZrZc and as
a variant in Xr. There have been forms of dSvos at the ends of lines 43, 50, and 55;
Lioyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) say that ¢dvov, ‘the best-attested reading’ probably
derives from 50 and 55; Dawe, who also prefers mévov, thinks that the pronunciation of
¢ as an aspirated m would contribute to causing the corruption.62 Kamerbeek (1963) says
“dbovov at the end of 55 is an argument for rather than against the reading $pévov”, and
Garvie (1998) “dovou is preferable . . . in that it picks up 50, 55 and rounds off the
description of the killing before we move on to the torture of the stiil living animals.” It is
easier to account for a corruption to dovou than from it (though Chapter 6 has
demonstrated that repetitions are removed in transmission, no convincing instance has
been found after an interval as long as six lines). But traductio of $ovos would certainly
be in Sophocles’ manner, nor does ¢évos seem less appropriate than mévos to follow
Moddw (cf. Quintus of Smyma VI.156-8 Tpoes 8 doTeos €vrTos atapPées
euTivorTo | €5 TOAEpor pepanTes 18’ evxdpevor pakdpeoot | hwdioal Te

ddvoto kai dpumvetoar kapdToro). ovou should be read.

61 Dawe (1973) 126, who also points to xépa at line end in 40.
62 Dawe (1973) 127. Such a mechanism could have operated only il the error were very early indeed.
Moreover, any such confusion could lead to corruption in either direction.
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3. Two successive lines by Athena in stichomythia (109 and 111) begin i S7ijTa
TOv SvoTnrov and Ny SfiTa Tov dvoTnvov; G. Wolff conjectured del\atov, comparing
line 1000, where the MSS vary between the two readings. But the result of this
emendation — verbally and metrically similar phrases in a speaker’s successive lines —
would be almost as obtrusive as the received text. That text portrays Athena emphasising,

for the benefit of the real Odysseus, who hears what is going on, the cruelty of Ajax to
what he believes to be Odysseus.

4. Soon after the repetition of “5fta Tov 8voTnvov”, Ajax ends 112 “Ta\\" éyd o’
ediepar”,03 and 116 “TodTo ool &’ édiepar”; Blaydes conjectured oe mpovvvémw and

Schneidewin éywyé o’ eUyopar in 112, to remove the repetition, but modern editors do
not find difficulty with it. Stanford points out the repetition of a verb he calls ‘rather
imperious’, and it can be read as characterising Ajax. The two phrasal echoes (109/111
and 112/116) provide some support for each other.

5. Télos & dmdfas Sua Bvpov . . . 301

kdmelrT’ évdEas avbis és Sépous mdhw 305

In the end he rushed off through the door . . . and then he rushed back again into

the house
There is a repetition of compounds of doow in lines 301 and 305;64 the question is
whether it is the same compound that is repeated. In 301 the prefixes dm-, Um-, and é-
are all found in manuscripts; in 305 ém- and dw- , while P.Oxy. 2093 has év- (following
an- in 301).65 Dawe (1996) and Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) accept the papyrus
reading in both places, and certainly amidst all this scribal confusion amd€as in 305 is
explicable as an error caused by the 301 occurrence. The compound évd€as, however,
though providing a satisfying contrast with dwg€as in 301 (while émgas seems rather a

puzzling one), appears to be unique here.

6. In 328-330 the MSS, virtually unanimously, have a threefold repetition of forms
of dilot:-
A\, & diloL, ToUTwY yap olvek’ €aTdAny,

dpiEat’ eloedovTes, el dUvacbé TL.
dilwv yap ot Tololde vikwyTaL dilol 330

Well, my friends — for this is why I came out — go inside and help him, if you
have any power. For it is by friends that such men as these are won over, friends.

63 The reading preferred by Dawe (1996) ‘TAA\’ €ywY’ €diepar’ does not aflect the repetition, bul
removes the difficulty of accusative and infinitive after ébiepar meaning ‘command’.

64 That they are at the same place in the line is insignificant, since a bacchius-shaped word will scarcely
fit anywhere else.

65 Information in Dawe (1973) Vol. 2 p. 12, Dawe (1996), Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) and Garvie
(1998).
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Most editors, however, read \yois, a YpddeTar variant in two manuscripts (Xs and
Bodleian C 89 (54) as reported in Pearson [1928]) and appearing in a Stobaeus quotation.
didot is retained by Stanford (1963), who observes:

Aoyous certainly makes much easter sense . . . But when proverbs are alluded

to the a”‘l‘JSiVE': phrase is often rather strained, and keeping d{\ot one can
translate “for it is by friends that such friends as these are overcome” . . . Or

else perhaps follow Kamerbeek . . . taking ¢{dot as vocative. . . there is

pathos in Tecmessa’s repetition of didot (cf. 315, 328) at the end of her
speech: both she and Ajax need all their friends now: . .

According to Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) didot should not be defended: * “such
friends as this’ has little point, and the anaphora is not particularly effective.” (They do
not seem to consider the vocative option.) Sophocles, however, may have thought there
was sufficient rhetorical point to justify the repetition, and as for the effectiveness of the

anaphora, it is clear that he liked framing lines with a repeated word (cf. 508 and 1097).
But can one properly read an ambiguous form as a vocative where the syntax makes it

seem nominative —« would surely be expected?66

The authority for \dyois is weak, though Xs and, probably, Bodleian C 89 (54) are
Moschopoulean manuscripts, and Moschopoulos seems to have had good ancient sources
not otherwise known to us.67 Moreover, the reading does have the support of Stobaeus,

which must be worth something, though quotations are notoriously prone to error.

Perhaps, however one has to share the despair of Dawe (1973):

Aéyels ends the line below, but this ought rather to have ensured the safety of
Adyols than caused its omission, for this can be no ordinary case of haplography.
The sense given by Adyors, though acceptable on a pedestrian level, is less than

brilliant, and one must wonder whether it, as well as &i)ot, is a scribes’ line-
filler, an interpolation made either on a deficient text, or by someone who did not

understand the construction of vikGvTar with the genitive. The original might
have been entirely different.68

7. The Chorus say (428-9):

oUTOL O’ dTeLpY€ELY OUd’ OTWS €0 AEYeELy 428
€XW, KAKOLS TOLOLOBE CUPTETTWKOTA.

and Ajax says (430-433):
alal: Tls dv moT’ 0eB’ W8’ émurupov 430
Tovpov Euvoloelv Ovopa TolS €POLS KAKOLS;
VOV yap wdpeoTL kai Ois aldlelv €pol,
Kal TplS® TOLoUTOLS YAp KAKOLS EVTUYXAVW'

66 Moorhouse (1982) 27 attempts to produce rules for the use of vocatives with and without @ In
Sophocles; he finds that @ 1s required with unaccompanied adjectives. But perhaps ${los counts as 1

noun.
67 Dawe (1973) 57.
68 Dawe (1973) 139.
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Ch I can’t restrain you, but I don’t know how I am to allow you to speak,
now that you have fallen into such misfortunes.

Ajax  Alas! Who would have thought that the name by which I am called would
so correspond with my misfortunes? For now I can say alas even twice or
thrice; for such are the misfortunes I encounter:

Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) delete 433 following Morstadt, and Garvie (1998) thinks
they may be right. In (1990b), they say “Kamerbeek defends this line as achieving,
together with 431 and 429, ‘an intentional monotony’ ”, but judge the line should be
deleted “for without it Ajax’ grim pun upon his name is more effective.” It may seem
pedestrian, and the speech runs well without it: but the transmitted text hangs together —
Tpls being appropriate to the threefold repetition of the syllable av and the word xaxols.
The repetition is in Sophocles’ manner, and why should anyone have interpolated 1t?

8. Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) and Garvie (1998) print for 600-605:

€yw 8’ 0 TAdpwv Talatds dd’ ol Xpovos

T I8ata plpvwy hetpwvia molat un-

vav (udwy MSS) dmjptbuos alév edvdpal (edvdpa or evvépa MSS)
XPOvw TPUXOUEVOS,

but as for me in my misery, long is the time that . . . keeping no count of the
months, I make my bed here for ever worn away by time,
Stanford (1963) says “The recurrence of xpovos in 601 and xpdévw in 605 may indicate
corruption: Martin conjectures movw.” The context is very corrupt, but the repetition is
rather an example of the use of the same word in slightly different senses (first duration of

time, second ageing) like those discussed in II above. Easterling quotes Jebb (1896) on
this passage; Jebb says that though this repetition suggests languor, like the repetition of

‘land’ at the beginning of Tennyson’s The Lotus-Eaters,69 Sophocles was indifferent to
the recurrence: Easterling argues that Jebb is illogical here.70 The collocation of xpdvos
and dviptdpos is supported by Ajax’s first line following the lyric “amavd’ 6 pakpos
kdvapiBunTos xpdvos”.71 There is much emphasis on time in this part of the play, and

that supports the repetition.

0. 727-30 read in Pearson (1928) following most manuscripts:

. WS OUK dpKéooL
TO p1y o méTpolotl mas katafavfels Baveiv.
BoT’ €s TogouTov MABov WOoTE KAl XEpoLV
KOAe@V €puoTd Biemeparwidn Eidn.

. .. that he would not be strong enough to avoid death, completely mangled with
stones. So they came to such a pitch that in their hands swords were actually
drawn and unsheathed from their scabbards.

69 “Courage!” he said, and pointed toward the land,/*“This mounting wave will roll us shoreward soon.””
In the afternoon they came unto a land, /1n which it seemed always afternoon.

70 Easterling (1974) 18.

71 Repetition of striking words binding a choral ode into the trimeters before or after it is remarkably rare
(see footnote on Persae 256-289above). This instance is all the more noteworthy.
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Two or three MSS have ¢s T’ for ¢c in 7277, which Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a),
Dawe (1996) and Garvie (1998) accept. At the beginning of 729 Dawe (1996) accepts B.
Thiersch’s conjecture éo1’ for WoT’, punctuating with a comma after 8aveiv. Of the
conjecture Jebb (1896) says “Go7’ (and so) has been suspected on account of the second
woTe: but the latter, going with ToootTov, does not offend the ear, since its sense is
different and subordinate.” Moreover, an ear that would be offended by wot’ . . . woTeE
would probably also be offended by éo7° €5 T at the beginnin g of the line; which may be
why Dawe prints els for és (the collations do not make the manuscript preference clear).

Though Trachiniae 1071, discussed in Chapter 6.2(ii), shows that scribes do make errors

like that assumed by Thiersch, it is hard to justify such an emendation to reduce the
offence to a modern ear.

10.  738-739 have the messenger saying:

Bpadetav fpds ap’ 0 TYde THY 68OV
TEUTWY emepdey, 1 'ddry éyn PBpadis.

Too slow then was this mission on which the one who sent me dispatched me, or
[ have turned out to be slow.

The Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) apparatus says “Bpadelav ] pdtatov Nauck,
fortasse recte: dxpetov F. W. Schmidt”;72 in (1990b) they expand on this as follows:

If the text is right, it presumably means ‘either Teucer was too late in sending me,
or [ have been too slow’. But this would be an odd way of expressing the first of

these alternatives, and it may well be that Bpadetav is an error caused by the
wandering of a scribe’s eye to the next line.

No parallel for the scribal error which Lloyd-Jones & Wilson has been found in the
studies reported in Chapter 6, though it cannot be ruled out; but Stanford (1963) properly
observes; “The sentence is ingeniously constructed to place a form of Bpadvs first and
last in the sentence.” Sophocles likes this sort of framing, and the emphasis on tardiness

is apt.73 The fondness for figurative repetition hereabouts evinced by a type of polyptoton

(réumwy €mepdser) in the couplet may support the manuscript reading.

11. In 745-8 the MSS (with minor variations) read:

Ay. TadT’ €oTL TAWN pwplas TOAS TAEa, 745
elmep T Kdlxas €0 dpovov pavreveTal.

Xo  moltov; Tl & €l8ws ToU6e TpdynaTos TEPL;

Ay  ToocolTov olda Kal TapaY ETUYXAVOV.

Mess. These words are very foolish, if indeed with sound understanding Calchas

utters prophecy. .
Cho. Whatisthis? knowing what about this matter?

Mess. So much I know, and I was present.

72 Schmidt presumably conjectured axpelov because xpelas in 740 would then pick it up.
731 8’ 68ds PpaduveTal in Sophocles Electra 1501 is perhaps a parallel. Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1997)
weaken in their beliel that there may be corruption here.
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The link between the Chorus’s question and the Messenger's reply is unsatisfactory, and
indeed a lacuna has been conjectured. As it stands, €1 805 must agree with Kdaixas, while

the Messenger uses oi8a of himself. Reiske conjectured 8ediws for 8 €ldws, thus

removing the repetition, and mdpet for mépt, which would make €lbws agree with the
subject of mdpet, i.e. the Messenger, and create a different repetition. Schneidewin
conjectured maper alone, linking the two lines in Sophocles’ manner; this is printed by
Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) and Garvie (1998).7+ The emendation is persuasive; mépt
could an example of the removal of a repetition, like those identified in Chapter 6 — a
contributory motivation could have been the provision of a preposition for the genitive
TOUOE TPAYUATOS.

12 757 and 771 bothbegin 8las ’Abdvas. Lloyd-Jones & Wilson say of 771 “The
repetition of 8las ’Afdvas from 757 is suspicious. . .”,75 but defend it, and print it in
(1990a); Dawe (1975) obelised it, and in (1996) printed the anonymous conjecture Alas
‘Abdvav in 771. The second occurrence is however signalled as being such by “cita

SevTepov” in 770, and the point may be that Calchas — whose words are being reported
throughout this passage — is emphasising the repetition of Ajax’s offence towards Athena.

13.  789-793 in the manuscripts repeat mpd&iv:

Xo TOUO’ GLO'C(KOUG TaVSpog, IS T]KEL d)epwv 789
AL(XVTOS Nty wpd&w v n)\yno €yw. 790
Tex OLp.OL Tl d)ng, avOprre LGV OADAApEY;
Ay ok olda TT]V onv TrpaEw ALaVTog 8’ oTL,
Bupdlos elmep éoTiv, oU Bapod épL.

Ch.  Listen to this man, for he comes with news for us of an affair concerning
Ajax which has caused me pain.

Tec  Alas, man, what is it you say? Surely we are not undone?

Mess I do not know how you are faring, only that as far as Ajax is concerned, if
indeed he is out of doors, I have no confidence.

Dawe (1996) accepts Reiske’s conjecture Bd&wv in 790; Jebb (1896) reports Reiske’s
purpose as to avert the repetition, but himself believes the true recommendation of the
conjecture is that the use of mpdLv is somewhat strange “since the message announces
nothing new which has befallen Ajax, but merely points to an imminent crisis in his fate.”
Stanford (1963) regards the repetition as “apparently casual”. Lloyd-Jones & Wilson
(1990b) have an ingenijous interpretation of mpd&wv in 792:

. if, as has been assumed, not unnaturally in view of pGv o\wAapev;in 791,

mpdfwy in 792 refers to Tecmessa’s fortune, the repetition is indeed surprising.
However, mpd&wv is right in both places, for 792 is addressed not to Tecmessa,

74+ Though Dawe (1996) slays with the manuscripts, though suspecting a lacuna. In (1973) 150 he cited
the objection of Pearson (1922) 25 that with the emendation wdpel and mapwy would refer to different
occasions. There are however too many repetitions in tragedy with such an ‘unsatisfactory’ fcature for this
objection to be conclusive.

75 Garvie (1998) is unhappy with the genitive in Slas *A6dvas, not with the repetition.
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but to the Coryphaeus, and olk 0i6q T onwv mpdEwv means ‘I do not know

what you mean by mpdé&is’.
This defence of the manuscripts and of Sophocles’ poetic craft is not, however.
convincing. How could the Messenger not know what the Chorus mean by mpa&u when
itis so evidently what he himself reported to them a few lines earlier? And the structure of
the dialogue here makes it more likely that the Messenger is addressing Tecmessa, who
asked him the question, and who picks up his Bupatos in her next remark: he is
effectively summarising for her, who has only just come out of the hut, what he has
already told the Chorus.76 Moreover, in his Loeb translation (1994) Lloyd-Jones, though
retaining the idea that the Messenger is addressing the Chorus, translates mpafiy as

‘news’, which suggests he would be happier with Bd&wv in both places.

Ba&iv in 790 is therefore attractive. mpd€w would then be a scribal slip under the
influence of 792. In accepting it it must however be remembered that Chapter 6 has found
no similar case of repetition from a following word after an interval of more than one line,
and that the echo Bdwv — wpd&iv, despite the difference of vowel-length and accent,

might be almost as offensive to a delicate ear as mpaEiv — mpa&Lv.

14. At kal odas KAKOUS KAKLOTA Kal TAVwAEDpoUs
Evvapmdoeiay, Bomep €loopio’ éue 840
avToohayf mTTOVTA" TWS AVTOChAYELS
TPOS TWVY MAOTWY €Kkydvwr ololaTo.

And may they snatch them away the wretches in utter wretchedness and total
destruction, even as they look upon me falling at my own hands; so may they
perish at the hands of their closest descendants.
The repetition in 841 is very striking; it frames a trimeter and it plays upon two senses of
avToodayns, both Sophoclean features illustrated above. Yet virtuaily all modern editors
except for Dain & Mazon (1958) and Stanford (1963) remove it, deleting some or all of

839-42. Their reasons include a scholium “TavTa vevoBetobal daowy, UmoBAnNOévTA

mPOS cadnrelary TOV Aeyopévwr”; Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) say:

The insufferable features of the passage are the word diAioTwy, which Sophocles
cannot have used, and the inappropriate curse. . . neither Agamemnon nor
Menelaus was killed by one of his descendants. But if . . . we cut out simply the
words doubted by the ancient commentator, we are leaving in avToodbayn, which
seems to imply that the Atreidae will perish in this way, and in any case has the air
of belonging with the rest of 841-2. Once we have cut out the whole of 841,

woTep €loopwo’ €e is surely too cryptic and abrupt. ..”

Lloyd-Jones & Wilson do not explain how an interpolator came to insert an

‘inappropriate’ curse — surely he was unlikely to invent a myth.77 Is it so inappropriate to

76 Garvie (1998) interprets it in this way in his translation — the one used here — without commenting on
the repetition.

77 Or refer (o a very recondile one - Jebb (1896) 131 cites a late story that [phigenia sacriliced Menclaus
and Helen in the land of the Tauri.
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make a character in a play utter a curse that is not fulfilled? Vergil’s Aeneid, for instance,
has a number of prophecies the ipsissimaverba of which do not come to pass.

Are Lloyd-Jones & Wilson right that Sophocles could not have used the word b\ oTwv?
[t occurs nowhere else in Greek, except as a proper name, and at some time it was not
surprisingly glossed by dtATdTwv, which entered the text of some manuscripts. But:

I. The comparison of dilos is fluid, to say the least. ¢ilTepos/TaTos.

dbhaiTepos/TaTos, and dLAITepos/TaTos are all found, as is HaAo Giros.

2. Although -twv/ioTos is regular only for adjectives in -us and -pos, and is
otherwise usually affixed to the stem of a related noun, not to the adjective (thus ka\os
makes kaA\lwv/taT0s), kakds makes, inter alia, kakiwv/L1oTos, and Homer uses dt\wv
as the comparative of ¢pilos in Odyssey. 19, 351 = 24, 268 (in his note on this Homeric
usage, interestingly, Eustathius cites the Ajax passage as parallel). dtAtoTos would

therefore have been comprehensible in the fifth century asa superlative of dilos.

3. What interpolator, at what date, is likely to have ignored Greek grammar and
invented a new superlative fora very common adjective?

Is it not more likely that, pace the scholium, Sophocles has marked this highly emotional
passage by two epic forms (Tws and 6\oiaTo), a slight anacoluthon,?8 deliberate variation

of myth, framing a trimeter with a daring repetition of a rare word in two different senses,
and acoinage?

15. mwavioTator 81 koumoT’ albis VoTepov. 853

... for the last time, never again to do so.

is another line with a framing repetition which is deleted (with the four preceding lines) by
Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a), Garvie (1998), who retains 854, and some other editors.
Soon afterwards there follows

Tov8’ vpiv Alas TolUmos VoTaTov Bpoet, 864

This is the last word Ajax speaks to you;

where for VoTaTor some MSS read €éoxaTov; almost certainly an intrusive gloss on
voTatov (oTaTtov is glossed éoxaTov inthe Etymologicum Magnum); explaining it as
a conscious attempt to remove a repetition, or as the correct reading, lost elsewhere under
the influence of 858, is much less plausible. The emphasis on finality in this final speech
by Ajax is fitting and appropriate, and 858 (and UoTaTtov in 864) should be retained,;
indeed 858 supports the retention of the preceding lines, despite the difficulties in them,
which are not considered here.

78 As commentators point out, womep looks both backwards to Ewaprdooetar and (orwardsto Tes.

168



Verbal repetition in Greek Tragedy Chapter 8

16. 1008-1011 read in Pearson ( 1928):

ﬁ,wof) ne> Tedaudv, oos mathp €ués 6’ Gua,

6€§at:r’ av evmpéowTos Aews T’ lows

xwp,ovv:r’ dvgv oob. TAS yap olx; 6Tw mdpa 1010
UNd’ evTuxoDYTL UNndév Mdlov yeldv.

Telamon, no doubt, your father and mine alike, would receive me, coming
without you, cheerfully and, perhaps, graciously. Of course he will; he who even
in good fortune finds it just as impossible to laugh with pleasure.

But a number of MSS (including the oldest, L, and others formerly believed to have
greatest authority ) have (\ewv for fidtov in 1011. The general view is that this should be
treated as a scribal error caused by {Aews in 1009, but some editors are tempted by it;
Stanford (1963) for instance says “{\ewv . . . is not entirely impossible as a bitter
repetition”; and Kamerbeek (1963) says

The unusual character of the expression {Aewv ye\dv is in favour of this reading
of L and some other MSS; it is further possible that somebody, versed in rhetoric,
has changed (Aewv so shortly after {Aews.

Dawe adduces in favour of the priority of n8iov the existence of a third reading, the

unmetrical {Stov,79 which he claims to be a stage in the corruption of fiStor to IAewv; it is

perhaps rather a conflation of the two prime variants.

Although Chapter 6 has demonstrated indubitable examples of the removal of repetitions
in transmission, the reverse corruption is much the commoner, and more likely here.

NoUs is a regular partner of yeldw (Ajax 79, Troades 406). n6Lov should be read.

There 1s another textual point involving repetition in the passage. Most manuscripts have
T’ lows at the end of both 1008 and 1009. But 6’ dua is read by several in 1008 and in
1009 by two and as a variant by two others; only H acknowledges 1t twice, the second
time as a ypddeTal variant. What is the cause of this confusion?

a) Sophocles wrote {ows twice; it was glossed dpa, and the gloss entered the text
of several manuscripts, in different places (or, but less likely because aua is found in
different places, it was a removal of a repetition).

b) Sophocles wrote iows once, in 1009, and apa once, in 1008.80 A copyist
made an error of anticipatory repetition which took over most of the tradition, and this
was corrected in the right place by some and in the wrong place by a very few .81

¢) Sophocles did not write {ows at all. He wrote dpa in 1008 and (6wv, as

79 That this is an established reading, not a mere slip, is evident from its being glossed oikelov in one

manuscript.
80 Not the other way round, since Sophocles did not use (ows in the sense ‘equally” — Philoctetes 758 is
the most plausible example of that meaning, but is in a doubtful context and was translated “haply” by

Jebb.
81 It is written as a correction in L and Zc. so cannot be a preservation in them, and perhaps not in

others.
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conjectured by Hermann and printed in Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) and Dawe (1996),

in 1009. {8wv was corrupted to {gws by repetition of the sense of dua. and then the (b)
procedure took place.

Occam’s razor makes (c) the least plausible, and the inappropriate sense required of (cws
makes (a) less plausible than (b).

17. 1071-2 read in the MSS:

KALTOL KakoU Tpos dvbpods dvdpa SnpdTny
HNOEY dlkalotv Tor €deoTWTwy KA\VELY.

For itis a characteristic of a bad man for a man of the people to claim the right not
to listen to those set over him.

Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990a) read évTa for dvdpa following Reiske; in (1990b) they
say:

‘dvdpa’, Campbell writes, ‘is almost a pronoun, and hence the repetition is not
felt’, and Jebb, Pearson, Dain and Dawe have all followed him. But Reiske was
surely right to emend this word, which will have got into the text by a kind of
dittography.

Garvie (1998) follows Lloyd-Jones & Wilson, calling the juxtaposition of the repeated
‘man’ “awkward and pointless.” On the other hand, Kamerbeek (1963) says “The
succession dvopos dvdpa should not be objected to in a poet of the 5th century”, and
Jebb (1896) “it may be doubted whether a Greek ear would have been offended: the
words dvdpa dnpoTny closely cohere, and the emphasis falls first on kakod, and then on

onuoTnr.”

One can sympathise with the apologetic tone of Campbell, Jebb and Kamerbeek; of the 60
instances in Sophoclean trimeters where adjacent words repeat there seems to be no other
in which the sense so annuls the expectation of rhetorical point aroused by the sound — the

nearest is, perhaps significantly, in 1093 (ovk dv woT’, avépes, dvdpa Bavpdoarp’
€Tu). It is even very rare for any repetition within the same line to lack clear point — the
repetition of éxw in Trachiniae 553 is one of the few examples.82 The corruption
assumed by Lloyd-Jones & Wilson is a plausible one; the nearest parallels in Chapter 6
are BdpPap’ for ¢ddoyar’ following BapPap’ in Helena 864 and Tipouvd for
oTuyouvd’ following TiuwvTa in Seprem 410. But against Lloyd-Jones & Wilson it must
be observed that Sophocles shows throughout this play a fondness for the word dvrp,
that the collocation of avrp and énudTns also occurs in Antigone 690 (and in
Aristophanes Nubes 1219), and that 6vTa feelslike a textual critic’s resource.83 The line

is not Sophocles at his best, but I would stay with the manuscripts.

82 552-4 dAX’ o0 ydp . . . dpyaivelr kaov | ywdika vodv éxovoav: 1) &' €xw. didat. | Autriplov
Aodnua ...

83 6vra would have to be an example of the use of a participle substantively without the article, in an
indefinite sense (Goodwin [1889] para. 827); Goodwin finds this appearing especially in vnTov 6vra, as
in Antigone 455. It seems an odder use when conjoined with a noun (6n6Tns) rather than an adjective.
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I8. 1276-9 read:

) ’ . dudl pév vegy
aKkpoLoLY 18N vauTikols €8wlots
TUpoS dAEyovTos, ég 8¢ vauTika okddn
m™OWYTOS dpdny “ExTopos Tddpwy UTep;

.. . as fire already blazed around the edge of the ships’ quarter-decks, and Hector

leapt high over the trenches on to the ships’ hulls?
Lloyd-Jones & Wilson (1990b) say “vedv and vavTikols are on the face of it pleonastic,
and the further addition of vavTikd okddn strengthens the suspicion of corruption”, but
emend only by inserting 6’ before éSwliors; Dawe conjectured vavtilwy, Bergk
mevkivols. The emphasis on ships is a deliberate and forceful evocation of the scene at
the end of Iliad 15. Nevertheless, the judgement of Lloyd-Jones & Wilson may be sound.
There are sufficient cases of repetitions introduced by scribes to make such an error
plausible here, but no emendation is obviously right (the true reading need share nothing
with that in the manuscripts but metrical shape); though Table 6.7 shows second

occurrences more than twice as often the result of such corruption as first ones, first ones
are corrupted often enough.

19.  Bakelte xpds Tpels opod cvykeipévovs 1309

... youwill cast us out as well, three people lying together with him.

1306 ended with ketpévovs. Now one MS (L) has a yp variant cuvepwépouvs for
ovykelpévovs. Dawe toys with the possibility that this is the preservation of the true

reading (in which case the vulgate is easily explicable as a scribal repetition from 1306)
but decides to stay with the overwhelming weight of the manuscripts and regard

ovveumopous as an emendation whose motive was that nueis are not yet dead and
prostrate;84 if its motive were to remove a repetition the distance between the two

occurrences would be paralleled in only one of the instances of removal found in Chapter
6 — viz. Trachiniae 184/187. In any case, the repetition has point — the corpses of Teucer,

Tecmessa and Eurysaces (uds tpels) would lie with (cuy) the corpse of Ajax.

20. Ay 1 mav®’ dpolar wAS dvhp aUTE Tovel. 1366
O8 TG ydp pe pdl\ov €lkos 1| 'LAUTE TOVELV;

Agam. The whole world is alike: every man labours for himself.
Od.  For whom is it more natural for me to labour than for myself?

The repetition is entirely normal in stichomythia. The interesting thing is that a group of
MSS have a repetition, but of dpovel/dpovety, while one has dpovet/movetv and one
(L) follows movel in 1366 with dpovety as a supralinear variant for Tovelv in 1367,
there are two other variants in 1366 (dbiAel and Tworetl) with very little manuscript
authority. It is noteworthy that manuscripts with an erroneous reading still kept a

repetition.

8+ Dawe (1973) 171.
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CHAPTER 8. SECTION 3. REPETIT
EURIPIDES ION IN THE ANDROMACHE OF

As usual, the text of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) — the Oxford Classical Text of
Murray (1902) — has been the basis for the statistical analysis: it was also the basis for the
TLG publication A Semilemmatized concordance to Euripides’ Andromache (McDonald
[1978]) which has made the task of analysing repetitions very much easier. The Oxford

Classical Text of Diggle (1984) has been compared throughout, and variant readings and
conjectures relevant to the study are discussed. Relevant matter in the editions by Stevens
(1971) and Lloyd (1994) and the monograph by Kovacs (1980) has been taken into
account.85

SECTION 3(i) ANALYSIS OF REPETITIVENESS IN PARTS OF
ANDROMACHE

The analysis in Chapter 4 found more same-line repetitions per 100 lines in Andromache
than in any other play of Euripides. The Index of repetitiveness of Andromache (9.3) is
however slightly below Euripides’ average; Andromache is usually dated to around 426

B.C., and is therefore among the earlier of the surviving plays of Euripides, whose
repetitiveness (Bacchae excluded) seems to show a tendency to increase.

9.2% of the repetitions in trimeters in Andromache are of mals, the word most frequently

repeated.86

Chapter 5 Section 1 found virtually no correlation between the figure for repetitions in the
same or adjacent lines and the proportion of stichomythic or distichomythic dialogue in
the sections of Andromache, and a negative correlation between the number of trimeters in
speeches and the total number of repetitions. Table 8.4 looks separately at three different
parts of Andromache: the prologue (1-102), the scene dominated by the Peleus/Menelaus

agon (545-765), and the scene dominated by the Messenger’s speech (1048-1165).

85 [n the absence of any other indication, references in this section to the above editors are to their texts

and apparatuses as appropriate.

86 This is due particularly to the five occurrences of Tais waldds meaning ‘grandson’; it is treated here
as a repetition, not a single word, and that is supported by Anderson (1997) 143-4, who says of the
recurrence 1063-1083 “The phrase may sound like a simple circumlocution for ‘grandson’, but against the
background of family deaths the innocent words assume a deeper significance. By linking Neoptolemos to
Peleus as ‘the son of the son’, Euripides sustains our awareness of the three generations involved. Once
again before the messenger's account of the murder Euripides repeats the expression, this time placing 1t
in the mouth of Peleus, who accentuates the loss by pointing out that each son was an only son: *How
did he die, the only son of my only son?’ "(m@s &’ oixeTal pot mals povov maidos povos; — 1083)
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TABLE8.4

REPETITIVENESS IN THREE SCENES IN ANDROMACHE

Section 545-765 1048-1165
Index 7.91

Intervals

same 5.43

up to 1 7.69:

Chapter 8

None of these appears very different from the play as a whole. The agon scene has
proportionately more repetitions in the same line (that is, roughly, figurative repetitions)

than the play as a whole, and strikingly more than the prologue;87 but its Index is lower

than that of the play as a whole, the prologue or the scene with the messenger’s speech.88

The messenger’s speech proper contains no repetition in the same line and only one

repetitionin adjacent lines.

87 This is due largely to the remarkable series of polyptota in 738-743, which will be discussed later.

88 The figure for repetitions in the same line is du al
above. in lines preceding the messenger’s speech proper. This does not affect the last thre

Table 8.4.

e largely to the collocation mais maidos discussed

e figures In
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SECTION3(ii) REPETITIVE TECHNIQUES IN ANDROMACHES?
. COMPLEX REPETITIVE PATTERNS

1. Interweaving.

a) . oi)\ yc‘tpﬂ LET’ dvBpiv, o KAKLOTE KAK KAKGY: xxxAxBxB 590
OOL WOV PETEOTLV WS €V dvdpdoty Adyou: xxXxxAX
00TLS TPOS dAvdpos dpuyds dmmdyns Aéxos, xxAXXX
crLK)q](\Tr’ dBovka 8Wpad éotias \mdv, XXXXX
WS 81] yuvaika cwdpov’ év 8épols Exwy xxCDxXE
TAOWY KakioTny. ovd’ dv el BovlotTd Tig XBxxxXx 595
cwdpwy yévorto ZmapTiaTidwy képn, DXXC*
KE)U/(\IQ €XOUoL. KATA Baupdlewv xpeov XExEE 600
€L N yuvaikas oudpovas maldelete: xxCDX

Pel.  What! Are you to be counted among men, you scoundrel bred of
scoundrels? Can you possibly be reckoned as a man? You had your wife
removed by a Phrygian man, when you left unlocked twithout slaves the
house of your heartht, as if you had a chaste woman in your home when
she was really the greatest scoundrel. No Spartan girl could be chaste even
if she wanted to be: . . . . Should one wonder, then, that you do not
educate your women to be chaste?

As demonstrated in the schema (where x indicates a non-lexical and X a lexical word
outside the repetitive pattern, and the asterisk a variatio) the beginning of Peleus’ diatribe
relies heavily on interlacing repetition of kak- and dv8p-, overlapping with repetition of
the phrase oWdpwy yuvr (varied with képn). The collocation of ouWdpwy and yuvy is
frequent in Euripides (nine times in other plays, and in Andromache outside this passage
in 235), though not found in Sophocles’ extant plays (twice in Aeschylus). Even in this
very repetitive context, the repetition of forms of €xw in 594 and 600, with no metrical

parallelism, is surely insignificant.

The whole speech, like Andromache’s opening one, is full of words for ‘house’, 8ot
in 594, 597, 602, 612; &dpaTa in 593 (if the word is sound)90 and 620; and oikol in
609, 632 and 635. kak- and yuvr) are also, not surprisingly, thematic throughout the
speech.

b) oU XpTN T HLKPOLS HEYAAA TTOPOUVELV KAKU 352

oUd’, €l YUIUIKES EOPEV ATNPOV KAKOV,
avdpas yurallly éfoporotobar dioiv.

One should not bring about great evils for small reasons; nor, if we women are a
baneful evil, should men make their nature like to ours.

89 Excepl where specilically stated, the text printed is based on Murray (1902), which is that given in the
TLG. The translation is that ol Lloyd (1994) adapted as necessary to bring out repetitions or wheie the
text printed differs from his. No comments are made on textual matters with no relevance to repctition.

90 Diggle (1984) obelises; the problem is with the phrase &wpa6’ éotias ‘house of your hearth’, which
Lloyd (1994) describes as “impossible”.
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Although in English, as Lloyd’s translation shows, it is more natural to use a pronoun
than to repeat the noun ‘women’, it is easy to feel that in Greek yuvat&iv is preferable to
avTals. Butitis much less easy to understand the repetition of kak-, prominent though it
is made by its position at the ends of consecutive lines; the evil which women may be has
nothing to do with those which Andromache claims in the previous lines would stem from
the rejection of Hermione by Neoptolemus. Nor is there a contrast of any rhetorical
interest. Perhaps, despite the interweaving, Kak6s is such a common word in tragedy that
its repetition, even within a sentence, is inconsequential.

c) Av. OL{LOoL, TLKPAY K/\npwow aLpecnv TE poL

BLOU KaOLGTng Kal Aaxovod vy’ abila 385
kal un haxovoa Suotuxis kabloTapad.

Andr.  Alas! You present me with a bitter lottery and choice of life. [ am wretched
if I win it, unfortunate if I do not.

Stevens (1971) says on kabioTapat:

we might, as Wecklein says, have expected d)avﬁoopat It closely follows

KO(@LO’TT]S but such repetition is fairly common in Eur., e.g. Hec 655-6; El 44-5,
and presumably was not regarded as a blemish.

Stevens does not observe the adjacent repetition of Aaxovoa (a simple and effective
anaphora). That context shows that Euripides was currently conscious of repetition, and
makes prominent the repetition of forms of kabiocTnut.9! Unless therefore the text is
corrupt, and kabloTapat a copyist’s error for something like davrjoopat, influenced by
kaBloTns and kabioTapar in 371, the concept in the two lines is the same, and Umo cob
is to be understood with kabioTapat — perhaps instead of translating kabioTapat as if it
were a copula Lloyd could have rendered “I am presented with wretchedness if I win it
and unhappiness if I do not.” The double repetition, moreover, makes prominent the
variatio between dO\a and SuoTux NS, and must throw doubt on Lloyd’s assertion “there

%

is no effective difference here between ‘wretched’ and ‘miserable’.

2. Repetition for emphasis.

Ep. BapBapov ou Bpéppa kat GKKnpov epaoos‘, 261
eyKapTepGLg Sn BdavaTov; ar\’ €yw o’ EBpas
€K o8’ ekoboay e’(javao‘rnow Tdxa
TOLOVS € Xw oov 8€>\eap A\ “yap )\oyoug‘
KpUpw, TO &’ epyov avTo onuavet Taxa 265
KaGno EBpaiar kal yap €l mépLE o’ EXOL
TT]KTOS LoAUBSos, €EavacTnow o' éyw
molv @ Témodas mald’ 'AXLAEWS HOXELV.

91 wabioTapal in 371 may be too distant to be retevant. It would be forced Lo scc point in the usc ot all
three voiees ol the verb.
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Herm. You barbanar} creature, with your stubborn insolence, do you brave death
then? But [ will soon make you leave your refuge willingly, such a bait do
[ have for you. No more of that, though, for I will hide ?ny words and the
deed will soon speak for itself. Sit on as a suppliant, for even if molten
lead held you fast I will make you move before the son of Achilles comes,

on whom you rely.
Hermione’s threat is underlined by the emphatic repetition of the central word with its
subject pronoun expressed, and by Tdxa twice at the end of its line, and by five
occurrences of the second person pronoun. It is an interesting coincidence that Medeu,
another early play of Euripides, has efavaoTiioal twice in four lines (1212-5).

3. Linking.

Ile , ... KUBlov BpoTols
TEVTA XPNOTOV T Kakdy kal ThovoLov 640
YapPpov memdofal kal Gilov: oU & oy €f.
Xo OuLkpds dm’ dpxfis velkos dvBpumols péya
YAIOG’ €kmopilel” ToUTo 8 ot wobal BpoTiy
é&ev)\aﬁoﬁwqt, un dirots Telxeww épuv.

Me Tt ST av elmots Tous yépovTas, ws codof, 645

Peleus It is more honourable for mortals to have a good poor man as
father-in-law and friend than a bad rich one. You are nothing.

Chorus From a small beginning the tongue contrives great strife for

humankind, and wise mortals guard carefully against causing
quarrels with their friends.
Menelaus Why then say that old men are wise, . .

This is the mid-point of the first Peleus/Menelaus interchange in this agon. With the
repetitions indicated the chorus links the speeches of the two protagonists.

4. Traductio.

a) In a short passage:

IIn\. el pun dBepfy Tod’ ws TdAXLOT dTO OTEYNS 708
Kal Tals dTekvos, Y ¢ v’ €€ Nuov yeyws
€N@ O olkwy THYS’ €MOoTAoas KOUNS* 710

T OTEPPOS ovoa PdoX0S OVK dvéEeTal
TIKTOVTAS AA\OUS, OUK €X0Uo’ auTT) TEKVA.
al\’, €l TO ketvns SuoTuxel Tailduv mépt,
amatdas Muds 8el kaTaoThval TéKVwY;

Peleus . .. if you don’t get to perdition out of this house as fast as possible with
your childless daughter, whom my grandson will drag by the hair through
this house and drive out. A barren heifer, she will not tolerate others
giving birth, not having children herself. But if she is unfortunate with
regard to children, is it necessary for me to be made childless?

This traductio is on the theme of children and childlessness.92 It is not apparent that there

is any semantic difference between the two terms mai- and TikT/rekv-; one might indeed

92 There had just becn a similar fradictio in Menelaus’ speech, with five occurrences of mals and two of
TikTw in ten lincs.

*
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have expected Euripides to find mais dmais more attractive than mais dTekvos; but it is
perhaps to avoid overdoing things that Neoptolemus is on this occasion not called Tats
TaLd0s. The contrastive framing of 712 is effective, as is the contrast between Ta{Swv of

Hermione in 713 and araidas of Andromache in 714, Tékvwv at the end of 714 however
seems lame, adding nothing to dmaidas.

b) In a lengthy passage:

Ep €yvws: OAel ydp 1 évdikws. T{ 8el Aéyerv: 920
c’O})\’ dvTopal oe Ala kalobo’ dudywviov,
f‘rqul)‘ov LE Xwpas THoS' mot TpocwTdTw
N TPOS TaTpyov péradpov*: ws Sokovol ye
Bdpol T éhatvewy POy’ éxovtes oide e,
Hioel Te yala POuds. el & ffet wdpos 925
Poifov Mmwy pavreiov els 8dpovs méors,
KTEVEL P’ €m aloxioTolow: # Bovhetooper
voBoLol MékTpols** gu €8éamolov mpd TOD.
TOS oy Tdd’, ws elmol TiS, éEnudpTaves:

KARKWY yuvak ey eloodol p dmdlecay, 930
al pou Myovoat To0o8’ éxalvwoav Adyous:
2V TV kakioTne alxpdlwtov év 8dols

SovAny avéfn ool Aéxous xolvoupérmy;

La Ty dvacoav, ook dv év vy’ éuols Sdpois

BAéTouo’ dv avyas Tdp’ éxapmolT’ dv Aéx). 935
Kdyo KkA\Uovoa Tolo8e Zetprwy Adyous,

[codwv Tavolpywy molkidwy AainudTwv,]

eEnvepdtny pwplq. Tl ydp W' éxpfiv

Toow durdocelr, | Tapiy ocwy E8eL;

TOANUS pev OMBos SwupdTwv* 8 frdocopey: 940
Taldas 8’ €yw pev yvnoiouvs €TikTOV dv,

N & NudovAous Tols épots vobayevels.

a\\’ oUTOT’ oUToT’- oU ydp elodmal €pa93 -

XpN ToUs ye vobv éxovTas, ols €oTiy yu -,

TPOS TNV €V olkols* dloxov écdoLTdy €av 945
wiswel ss . aUTal yap SLddokalot Ik

1 pév Tt kepbalvouoa cupdbelpel A€xos,

1 8 dumhakoloa ouvvooely auTh BéAe,

TOANAL 8€ papyoTnTL . . . KAvTeUBeV 8O Lot

vogoloLy drdpav. Tpds Tdd €l PpurdooeTe 950
kAffpotot kal poxiotol SwpdTwyr* TUAAS

UYLES yap ovdevr al Ovpabev elaodo

SpROLY st Ieis ¥, dANA TOANG KAl Kakd.

Exactly; for he will kill me justly. Why say more?

But [ beseech you in the name of Zeus the god of kindred, take me from this land,
as far as possible, or to my father’s palace. For this very house seems to speak
and drive me out, and the [and of Phthia hates me. If my husband leaves the oracle

93 Self-conscious anadiplosis of a non-lexical word. There are similar self conscious repetitions at
Choephori 654 — mal wal 8Vpas dkouvoov épkelas kTumov. | Tis évdov, @ mal mal, pd\’ ab;
Eumenides 1014 — xaipeTe, xalpeTe & albig, €mwn Sumhollw (or whatever is the right correction of the
MS émdimioicw) and, in comedy, Equites 249 kal mavolpyov kai mavolpyov: TOAAKLS yap auT’
€p®.
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of Phoebus and comes to the house before then, he will put me to a most
gillasgraceful death, or I shall be subject to the concubine who was formerly my
ve.

How then, as someone might say, did I err in this way? The visits of bad women
were my downfall. They filled me with vanity by saying this: ‘Will you put up
with that wretched captive slave-woman in your house sharing your bed? By
Hera, in my house she would certainly not have enjoyed the use of my bed and
lived to see the light of day’. I heard these Siren-words [of clever. wicked and
wily chatterboxes] and was puffed up with folly. Why should I have watched
over my husband, when I had everything that I needed? I had abundant wealth,
and I was queen of the house; my children would have been legitimate. hers
bastards and half-slaves to mine. But never, never (for I will not say it only once)
should married men, if they have any sense, allow women to visit their wife at
home. For they are teachers of evil: one helps to corrupt the marriage for gain.
another because she has fallen and needs someone to share her shame, and many
because of wantonness. The result is that men’s homes are afflicted. Guard well
the doors of your homes against this with bolts and bars; for the visits of women
from outside accomplish nothing wholesome, but many evils instead.

This speech by Hermione includes a fraductio of its themes — the house (&6uot, and
variations marked *), the marriage-bed (Aé xos, and variations marked **) and the nature
of woman (yuvn}). Forms of kakés occur four times. The themes of house and woman

are continued in the Chorus’s intervention and Orestes’ speech following Hermione’s,

and repetitions of yuvr link the speeches together. The Chorus uses a form of polyptoton
in 956, koopely yuvdikas Tas <yuvvalkelas vooous, and then Orestes has yvvr three
times in quick succession and 8dpwv in his third line. But, although the theme of ‘house’

continues unabated, the term after 959 changes to OLKOL.

5. Polyptota rampant.

Mev 1w mapwy 8 mpos mapdvTas €udaves 738
yapBpovs d16d€w kal diddEopat Aoyous.
KAy pev kohd{n THYdE kai TO AoLmoV T 740

oddpwy kad’ Muds, oudpor’ dvTiIAfpeTal:
Qupovpevos 8¢ TevEeTar Bupoupcvwy,
épyotol &' €pya bLddox’ dvTiAnpeTal.

Men. I will return; face-to-face with my son-in-law, openly, I will instruct him
and be instructed by him. If he punishes this woman and is reasonable
with me in future, he will receive reasonable behaviour in return; but if he
behaves angrily he will meet an angry response and for his deeds he will

receive appropriate deeds in return.

On this feast of rhetorical repetitions Stevens (1971) says “Perhaps Eur. is representing
M. as hiding the weakness of his withdrawal behind a show of rhetoric and reason. The
effect of these expressions is to stress the idea of reciprocity: ‘I behave to others as they
behave to me.’ ” Kovacs says “this kind of language is surely intended to suggest the cool
and calculating rationalism that Menelaus has displayed all along, as well as the Sophistic

content.”9+

94 Kovacs (1980) 103.
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Besides the five polyptota we find the repetition of dvTidibeTal at the end of 741 and
743; this, and the feeling that the fifth polyptoton — épyolot & &pya — is too much of a
good thing, has led Diggle to follow Valckenaer and Wecklein in deleting 743, and.
alternatively, to propose dvtapeidseTar atits end. Though one can easily imagine an actor
gilding this lily, or a commentator putting a parallel in the margin, deletion is not
warranted, and avtape(deTau retains the (perhaps obnoxious) jingle while weakening the

(perhaps effective) emphasising of reciprocity .95

6. Prefix rampant.

ws dupaT’ ékhmoloa Mevélew kbpn

Ppovdn TAd* fikw &’ ékpabely omouvdHY éxXwv
€l TadT’ dAnef TGV yap €xdipwr dilwv

Sel TOUS kAT’ OLKOV OvTas €KTovely TUXAS.

1049
1050

.. . that the daughter of Menelaus has left this house and gone away. I have come
in haste to find out if this is true, for those at home should exert themselves over
the fortunes of friends who are away.

Euripides’ fondness for éx- compounds may have got the better of him here: four in four
lines outdoes HF 18-22 with three in five lines.

7. Stichomythia.

Or.

Herm.

TA pev mPOS MUAY, Ta 8¢ wPos avdpos! os p’ éxeL?,

Td & ék Bedv Tour mavTaxi 6 OAdAapev.
Tis ov av €in un meduKOTOY Y€ TW

Taldwy yuvaikl3 ouvpdopds TANY €ls Aéxosé;
TOUT aUTO KAl VoooDueVr: €V |’ umnydyou.
ANy T’ etvnpll dutt cob aTépyel moOLSH;
™Y alxpdiwTtov “ExTopos EuvevveTwvll.

kaxdv? v’ élekas8, dvdpal Sloc’ éxew? Aéxn4.

TotadTa TalTa. KAT €ywy’ Huuvdpny.

LGV els yuvdaik3 éppadas ola 81 yumid;
dévor9 vy’ éxeivn kal Tékvy vobayevet.
kdkTewas, 1 TS cvudopds o’ ddelleTo;
vépwr10 ye TInkels, Tovs kakiovas? céfwv.
ool 8 fv Tis SoTis TOUS’ éxowvuivel dovov?;
TaTip Y’ €m avtd ToUT’ dmd ZWAPTNS HOAGV.
kdmeLTa TOU yépovTosl0 noondn xept;

aidol ye kai p’ épnuov olxeTar Mmwv.
ouviika: TapPels Tols dedpapévols TooLvd.
Eyvws® ONel ydp p’ évdikws. Tl Bel Aéyews;

905

910

915

920

Some by myself, some by the husband to whom I am married, and

some by a god. Everything contributes to my ruin.

What misfortune, then, could a woman have — at least if she has no

children yet —except in connection with her marriage?
That is exactly where my trouble lies — you prompted me well.

95 Lloyd (1994) says of the proposed deletion “This line 1s undoubtedly superfluous, and the repetition . .
_is inclegant, but stylistic flaws are weak grounds for deletion in this speech.” It is doubtful whether
acsthetic flaws in style (which is what Lloyd means) are strong grounds for deletion anywhere, though
demonstrable dcpartures from the style of Attic tragedy may well be.
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Or. Does your husband love another woman instead of you?
Herm. The captive who was Hector’s wife.
Or. That is bad, for a man to have two bedfellows.
Herm. That is how it is. And then I acted in self-defence.
Or. Did you plot against the woman as women do?
Herm. Yes: death for her and for her bastard child.
Or. And did you kill them, or did some chance prevent you?
Herm. Yes: old Peleus, honouring those who are worse.
Or. Did you have any accomplice for this murder?
Herm. Yes, my father came from Sparta for this very purpose.
Or. And then he was worsted by the hand of the old man?
Herm. Worsted by his respect; and he has gone, leaving me alone.
Or. I'understand: you are frightened of your husband because of what you
have done.

Herm. Exactly; for he will kill me justly. Why say more?

The repetitions in this dialogue are marked with superscript numerals. They are
unremarkable, and only the polyptoton in 911 is emphatic. They are all (except that of
A¢yw) of words naturally prominent given the subject of the dialogue (even the often
colourless €xw seems here to imply male possession of women), and there is none of the

direct picking up by one speaker of words uttered by the other that is often found in
stichomythia.

8. Paralleling.

kal ToUd’ UmomTov Ny dp’ els 8¢ cuoTdoels 1088
KUKAOUS T’ €XWpeL Aaos olkiiTwp Oeob.
"Ayapépvovos 6¢ mals dtacTelxwy TOMY 1090

€S 0US €kdoTw Suopevels nida Aoyous:

‘OpdTe ToUTOV, 05 BLacTelxeEL BeoD

Xpuool yépovTa ylaka, 8noavpovs BpoTdv,

TO OeUTepov TapovT’ €d’ ool Kal mwdpos

Belp’ H\Be, PoiPfou vadv éxkmépoal Bérwv; 1095
KAK TOUS  €XuwpeL pobiov €v mONEL KaKOV-

This evidently aroused suspicion. The people who dwell in the territory of the god
began to stand together in groups. The son of Agamemnon went round the city,
speaking hostile words into the ear of each: ‘Do you see this man, who goes
round the sanctuary of the god full of gold, the treasuries of mortals? He has come
here a second time for the same purpose that he came before, to sack the temple of
Phoebus.’ As a result of this, an angry uproar began to spread round the city.

Both €xdipet and SiacTeix-wv/-€t are at the same place in the line.96 The repetition of
StaoTelx-wv/l-€L is noted by Stevens (1971), who says “such repetition with no special
point sounds to us careless but is not rare in Euripides”, and by Jackson, who includes it

without particular comment in his list of Unconscious repetitions by the poet.97

Although oTe{xw and compounds are common words, dtacTelxw is emphatically not.

These are the only occurrences in Attic literature; it appears once in Pindar, vnce

96 This must not be overpressed, since their metrical shape severely constrains Lheir position in a
trimeter.
97 Jackson (1955) 222.
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(emended away) in Theocritus and once in Meleager; the rest of its 51 appearances in the
TLG are late, and 32 are in Nonnus. Far from being careless, the use of the same rare
(though not recherché) word clearly parallels the behaviour of Orestes and Neoptolemus
in this fateful visit to Delphi. It is very hard, in the face of this parallelism, to argue that
Orestes and Neoptolemus are not in Delphi at the same time, whatever the implications for
the time the action of the play is supposed to take — see Lesky (1947) 99ff.

exwpet, used first literally and second metaphorically, is less remarkable; the word is

much commoner, and the distance between the occurrences much greater. The same verb
1s used three more times in this Messenger’s speech.

9. Repetition of words mirroring repetition of action.

dBelpecle THOSe, Sudes, Ws dv ekudduw 715
€l Tls pe Mew THode kwlioel Xépas.

€Talpe oauTiv: s éyw kaimep Tpépwy

TAEKTAS LHdVTwY oTpodiSas éEavioopat.

wd’, W KdKLOTe, THOS' EAvpive Xépas:;

The repetition of xépas at the same place in the line in 716 and 719 might [ook like
“indifference”, but for the repetition of TNnode two words before (and in 715), and the
repetition of the syllable -\v preceding xépas. There may be a mirror of the action here —

first Peleus dares Menelaus to prevent him from freeing Andromache’s hands, and then in
similar words he accuses him of having assaulted those same hands.

10. Crescendo.

évher kopllwv Enpov ék wérTou THda 1259
Tov dlATaTOVY OOl TAlS’ €pol T’ TAxiMéa 1260
o Sopouvs valovTa vYNoLwTLKOUS

Aevkny kaT’ dkTiv évtds EdEelvou mdpov.

A\’ €pme Aeldiv €is 0eddunTor mOMVY

vexpor kopllwy Tévde, kai kplihas xBovi

ENBOV TaAalds xoLpddos KotAov puxov 1265
znmados tlov pipve 8, éoT’ av €€ alos

Aafovoa wevThkovTa Nnpyidwy xopov

ENO KOPLOTNV GOU” TO YAp TETPWHEVOV

Sel ¢’ ékkoptlery: Znui yap Sokel TdSe.

From there, you will leave the sea dry-shod and see Achilles, your dear son and
mine, living in his island home on the White Shore in the Euxine sea. .
Go now to the god-built city of Delphi, and take this body there for burial. Then
go and sitin a hollow cave on Sepias’ ancient cape, and wait until [ bring from the
sea a chorus of fifty nymphs to escort you. You must accomplish what is fated,
for this is Zeus’s will.
koptlw and related words are used four times in eleven lines, in varying senses. It is
tempting to put this down simply to the priming of the word and its running in Euripides’
head. But so pronounced a marking is rarely inane, and perhaps what we see is a building
up in sense: the first is a weak use where all the semantic weight falls on Enpov; the
second a technical use, of a funeral procession; the third of a divine escort; and the fourth

and most sententious of the fulfilment of the divine will.
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11. Vanations on the same root.

.« - AN éBaMov ék xepav TETPOLS.
TI'UKlif] O nbddt TavTobey OTTOSOVPEVOS
TPOUTEIVE TEUXN KADUAdooET” €pPords 1130
€KELOE KAKELD™ domid’ éxTeirwy yepl.
aA\’ OUBEV AYev: dMA TON Opod Bén,
oloTol, peodyku\’ Eék\vtol T’ apdwpolot,
odayns éxu')pogv Boumdpol modGY mdpos.
Sewvas 8’ dv elbes muppixas dpovpoupévov 1135
Béepva Tardds.

. . . but they pelted him with stones from their hands. Pounded by a dense hail of
missiles from every side, he held his shield in front of him and warded off the
blows, holding out the shield this way and that with his hand. But they achieved
nothing, and many weapons — arrows, javelins, ox-piercing spits pulled from the
slaughtered beasts — fell together before his feet. Then you would have seen a
Pyrrhic dance, as your boy guarded himself against the missiles.

The five examples of the phonologically distinctive root *bl, signifying ‘throw’, in this

passage give a background empbhasis by their repetitive sound to the sense conveyed by
the words — weapons being thrown.

Stevens (1971) does not discuss this, but on the repetition of -Te{vw in 1130-1 says:

there is little if any distinction between these verbs, and if Telxn means only

‘shield’ the two phrases seem carelessly tautological; but TeUxn normally denotes
armour and/or arms and might here include a sword, which would serve to deflect
a missile here and there, the conduct of his shield being then more precisely

indicated in 1131.
There is no need however to apologise for Euripides here; Lloyd’s translation does not
duck the repetition (indeed enhances it by rendering TeUxn and aom(6a identically) and
1131 emerges as an amplification of the first half of 1130.
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I REPETITIONS OF SINGLE WORDS

I. In prominent position.

a) E?Lgn Tals 08’ Qv pot hotmos ddfaluds Blov: 406
TOUTOV KTeVELY péllouotr ols Sokel TdSe.
ou dNTa Toupol Y’ olvek’ dOMov Blou-
This one child I had Ieft, the most precious thing in my life; and those who have
made this decision are going to kill him. No! Not for the sake of my wretched life.
The repetition of Blov at line-end position virtually forces on us the implication that the

child is the only light left in Andromache’s life; if that light is extinguished her life is truly
wretched; therefore it might as well be sacrificed for his.

b) dpxai Te, MAnpotvTés Te BouleuThpLa, 1097
(dla 9 oooL Beod xpnudTwy ébéoTacav,
dpovpav €Tdlavt’ €v mepioTidols Sdpols.
Nuels 8¢ pnia, dviddos Tapvaoias 1100
TaLOeVPAT’, oUdeY THVOE Tw TeTuopévol,
AaBoévTes npev éoxdpais T’ édéoTapey
ouvv mpoEévolor pavtecsiv Te ITudikols.

The magistrates, filled the council-chambers, and on their own initiative those in
charge of the god’s treasures posted guards in the colonnaded temples. We knew
nothing yet of this. We took sheep, nurselings of the foliage of Parnassus, and
stood at the altar with our hosts and the Pythian prophets.

ébéoTaoar has metaphorical and €béoTapev literal sense. These are two of the only
three occurrences of €bioTnut in Andromache and the line-end position is a marking one;
the contrast between the temple authorities and the visitors is perhaps being drawn to

attention.

c¢) Colloquialisms in prominent position.

i) el pn PPepq) THoS’ ws TAXLOT ATO OTEYNS 708
if you don’t get to perdition out of this house as fast as possible . . .

bOelpecbe TNOOE, dpwes 715
Get to perdition away from this woman, slaves!

This use of $0elpecbar and compounds of angry dismissal occurs elsewhere in Euripides
and comedy; and its “use is probably colloquial and its appearance twice in eight lines is

appropriate to the choleric old man.”98

i1) 896 and 901 both begin T{ xpfjua. The repetition draws particular attention to

Orestes’ surprise at being suddenly supplicated by Hermione.

98 Stevens (1971) on 708.
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d) Prominent repetition with variation in number.

/ .. €évba_ Aotia dikny 51
§L8wct Lavias, i mot’ €s [Tubw polwv
nTnoe Potfov TaTPOS oL kTELVEL Sikny,

... where he is making amends to Loxias for the madness with which he went to
Pytho once to demand reparation for the father whom he kilied.99

MKPWS 8¢ TaTpds doviov alTroel dikny 1002
avakTa Potfov oUBé vv peTdoTAOLS
YYwpns ovnoet Bew SudovTa viv Sikas,

He will regret demanding reparation from Lord Apollo for his father’s death, nor
will it help him that he has changed his mind and now makes amends to the god.

, Poify ThHs wdpol®’ apapTias 1106
olkas mapacxelv Bovhopeod’ fTnoa yap
TATPOS TOT  AUTOV alpaTtos Solvar Sikmy.

I want to make amends to Phoebus for my earlier fault: I once demanded that he
make reparation for my father’s death

The repetition on each occasion is marked; twice both occurrences are at line-end, and
once they frame a couplet. The parallel is emphasised between what Neoptolemus once
demanded of Apollo and what he is now offering him. Twice the plural (which is much
rarer than the singular of 8(kr in tragedy) is used of the former demand, but the semantic
difference is not clear, nor is it likely that there is a deliberate avoidance of precise
repetition.

2. Not in prominent position.

a) Av & mdow avBpdmolowy éxbloTor BpoTav 445
>dpTns évolkol, 8oAla BoulevuTnpta,
Pevdiy dvakTes, PnxavoppddoL KaKwv,
EMKTY KoUBEV UyLés, dAAA mdv mépLE
dpovoivres, ddikws euTuxelT dv’ ‘EANdSa.
TL 8 ovk év uplv éoTwy; oU mhelaTol ddvoL; 450
ovk aloXpoKepSels; oU AEYOUTES AN\ peEV
y\ioom, dpovobvTes 8 dAN" édevplokeot’ del;

Andr You inhabitants of Sparta, most loathed of mortals to the whole human
race! Treacherous councillors, lords of lies, contrivers of evil, thinking
twisted thoughts and nothing sound but all round about, you are unjustly
prosperous in Greece! What is there not among you? Not the most
murders? Are you not continually found to be avaricious, and to say one
thing while thinking another?

The word dpovéw is common in Euripides (12 times in Andromache, though twice in
suspect passages); neither line position nor semantic or phonological context give the

repetition prominence here, and it looks as if Euripides did not attach importance to it,
evenamid highly rhetorical invective.

99 Lloyd in his translation does not use different phraseology (or singular/singular or singular/plural
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b). -« . uNTe dwpaoy Aapetv 620
KAKTS yuvatkos malov: ékdépovat yip
pnTpog: oveldn. TolTo Kal okOTeLTE Hot,
uvnoTipes, €otMfis Buyatép’ ék unTpds AaPelv.
TPOS Tolode &’ €ls ddehdov o’ édiBpLoas,
oddEar kelevoas Buyatép’ evmbéoTaTa: 625

. .. or to take into his house the daughter of a bad woman: for they export the
faults of their mothers. In my opinion, suitors, look out for this: to marry the
daughter of a good woman. Furthermore — the outrage which you committed
against your brother, when you bid the poor fool sacrifice his daughter!
The verbal repetition is of QuyaTip; but what is significant rhetorically is the
comprehensive variatio between yuvvaikds mihov and Quyatép’ k UNTpPOS where the
contrast is emphasised by the use of different words, the absence and presence of a
preposition, and the reversed order of the nouns. TPOS TOLCOE moves to a new point,
what we should think of as a new paragraph, and there is no significance in the
reappearance of Quyatép’, referring to Iphigeneia (who, incidentally, was scarcely of an
€06\1] mother) in 625.

c) noowv medvkws Kimpidos, o kdkioTe o0. 631
KATELT €S 0lKOUS TGV Euav eV Tékvwy
TopPelS AmoOVTWY, Kal yuvaika SusTuxh
KTelvels dTipws maldd 0’, s khalovTd o€
KAl TNV €V olkolS ONY KATACTNOEL KkdpnV, 635
kel Tpls vdébos méduke. TOAAKLS S§€ Tol
Enpd Pabetav ynv éviknoe omopd,
vobor Te moAloL yvnolwv dpeivoves.

. worsted by Aphrodite, you scoundrel. And then you come and ravage my
grandson’s house while he is away, and ruthlessly try to kill an unfortunate
woman and her son. He will make you and your daughter in the house regret it,
even if he is a bastard three times over. Often dry soil is better than rich in its crop,
and many bastards are better than legitimate children.

No prominence is given to the repetition of Tepukws — méduke after five lines; indeed in
631 it seems to be little more than a copula with noowv, but the repetition vdBos — vddot
in 638 is given prominence by Tpls and moAlot; and the repetition ToAdkts — TOAAOL is
virtually anaphora. Thus the bastardy is marked, and the illustration linked with the
proposition it illustrates. It is less clear whether the olkouvs — olkois repetition is
significant or not; it is weakly marked, by the contrast of éu@v and o1y, and could be

read as insisting that the house where Hermione is is that of Peleus’ family.

d) IA. . . . ofouny ydp oV cadij Aoyov 1048
Pel. Iheard an unclear report

Xo IIn\el, cadws rjkovoas . . . 1053
Cho. Peleus, you heard truly

12
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This repetition is not strongly marked, either by metrical position or by context (although
Lloyd translates both as ‘heard’ the Greek uses different verbs). The observation by

Stevens (1971) “The adverb picks up cadf] Aoyov in 1048 but has a slightly different

sense: not “clearly’ but ‘truly’, ‘correctly’ ”, though plausible, is less than compelling.

€) dmo 8¢ dBipevol BePdoiy IndSar BaotAfies 1022

BéPake & ’ATpeibas d\oxov mardpats 1027

This repetition is not strongly marked, either by metrical position or by context. Stevens
(1971), however, renders both the verbs ‘they are dead and gone’ and says “the repetition
stresses the identical fate that overtook both victor and vanquished”. This is plausible, but
Stevens is very ready to dismiss repetitions as careless and it may not be legitimate for
him to pick and choose where artistic effect (or intention) is to be assigned. This study is

less ready to dismiss repetitions as unintentional or careless, but many repetitions of
single words do not have any observable marking effect.

f) . ... TOV yap ékSMpwy Pilwy 1052
Oel ToUs kat’ olkov dvTas ékmovely TUXAS.
Xo.  TInked, cadis fikovoas: old’ éuol kalov
KPUTITELY €V Ol Tapolod TuyxXdvw KAKOLS"
Baclleta yap TGV olxeTar duyas Sépwv. 1055
In.  Tlvos ¢dBov Tuxoloa; Siamépaivé po.

Pel. ... for those who are at home should exert themselves over the fortunes
of those who are away

Cho. Peleus, you heard truly. Nor is it right for me to conceal evils of which [
am a witness: the queen has fled from this house.

Pel.  What was she afraid of? Tell me everything.

Even though TUxas precedes in 1052, and we seem to have an example here of the

picking up of interlocutors’ words by participants in dialogue, the verbs Tuyxdvw and

TuxoUoa both seem to be little more than makeweight auxiliaries, and their repetition is
not marked metrically or by context. It may therefore have no more significance than the

occurrence of mepaivwy in 1062, six lines after the prosaic line-filling dtamépatve.

g) ToLadd’ 6 Tols dM\oiot Beomi{wy dvag, 1161
0 Ty Sikalwy Aoy dvbpuTolS KpLThs,

Slkas 8uddvTa Tald’ €6paa’ TAXLANEWS.

epvmpovevce 8, womep dvBpwTos Kakos,

Talald Veikn; TS dv ouv €ln codds;

That is what the god who gives oracles to others, the arbiter of justice for
mankind, did to Achilles’ son as he tried to make amends. He remembered old
quarrels, like a bad man. How then can he be wise?

The repetition avBpdiols — dvBpwos is not strongly marked, but since the interval is of
only two lines we may be right in seeing the text as placing Apollo firmly on a level with
those whom he purports to judge.
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CHAPTER 8 SECTION 3(iii) SOME TE r ,
RELEVANT TO REPETITION XTUAL POINTS IN ANDROMACHE

1.

Andromache’s speech in the prologue includes the following passage:

KAl mply eV év Kkakolol kelpévny dpws 26
€’>\1TL§ L del Tpoofiye owbévTos Tékvou

q)wc\r']v T €UPELY KATLKOUPNOLY KAKQY-

€Tel \8& ™y Adkaway ‘Epptéimy yapel

TOUROV ﬂqpc()aag 0e0TOTNS Sothov Aéyos, 30
Kakols mpos avThis oxeTAots éhavvopar.

Hope always led me on before, involved in misfortunes though I was, that while
my son was safe | should find some defence and protection against misfortune;

but since my master married the Spartan Hermione, and rejected the bed of me.
his slave, [ am persecuted cruelly by her.

For kakav in 28 two manuscripts (B and O) read 8opwv. Kovacs is very attracted by this

—or rather by an emendation of it to 86jiov. In the course of a full discussion he says:

In 28, kaxav is the lectio facilior and looks suspiciously like a scribal conjecture.
Both B and O read 86pwv, a difficult word in this context, and on that account a
very unlikely mistake for the plain and inviting kax@v. There is nothing
grammatically wrong with the way the line is usually printed. But if B and O had
been our only witnesses, and if editors had been spared the temptation to
premature ease that the other MSS offer, [ am fairly certain that 27-28 would look
as follows in all our editions:- cwbévtos Tékvov / axkny T’ evpely
kdmkovpnow 8opov ‘. . .that if the boy lived our house would find some kind
of help and defense.’ This palaeographically easy change allows us to account for
everything the MSS provide.

Stylistically it is awkward to say, in the space of three lines, ‘Though I was sunk
in misfortunes, nevertheless the hope drew me to him that [ would find aid and a
defense against misfortunes.’ It is true that Greek ears were less sensitive than
ours to repetition. Just how far their tolerance extended is not clear. But even if
Greek ears were not offended by such a sentence, Greek logic would be. For
eitherkak@v in 28 refers to the same misfortunes as those in 26 or it does not. If it
does, we have nonsense. For the evils of 26 are most naturally taken as the ones
she has just enumerated (the loss of husband, son and country), and against these
there is no help, nor even some kind of (Twv’) defense. If by some chance kakots
means the indignities of forced cohabitation with her master . . , that makes no
sense either, for the survival of her child offers no plausible hope for the alteration
of that condition. If, on the other hand, xak®v refers to different misfortunes from
those in 26, the use of the same word to designate both is unusually careless
writing. In addition, the mind is hard put to imagine what other evils Andromache
might be referring to.. . .

There are objections which might be raised against dopov, but they turn out upon
inspection to be either inconclusive or points in its favor. It seems odd at first
glance for this slave-woman in her miserable circumstances to be concerning
herself with what are essentially dynastic matters, the continuing well-being of her
86pos. And indeed, a 8opos most of whose members are dead and whose living
members are far from their ancestral home is a somewhat difficult concept.. ..

. . . There is no obstacle to treating 86pos as the equivalent of yévos in our
passage.
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It might be objec’ted that 86pov (Andromache’s) would be confusing and
amblguous after 66pots (Neoptolemus’s) in 24. But the immediate context is
sufficiently clear to avert misunderstanding. . . .100

Kovacs could have suggested as a reason for the replacement, as he assumes it, of 80 ov
by kakav that there had been contamination from the similar line in Sophocles OT (218 -
aAKNV AdBols av kavakovdtoly kak@v). His reasoning, however, though ingenious,
has not convinced Diggle, who prints the received text. The indictment of the logic of
kakd depends on reading it as if it had the definite article: admittedly the omission of that
word in verse is normal, but that does not mean that it is everywhere to be assumed; if we
take Andromache as referring to evils generally and indefinitely throughout 26-31 rather
than to any particular evils it is not relevant to ask if the word in 28 refers to the same or
different evils from those in 26. So Greek logic need not be offended by the repetition:
and as for Greek ears, a concept discussed in Chapter 2, one must observe that repetition
of kakds is very common in tragedy.

If kakwv 1s taken as the correct reading, it remains to account for the variant. It has been
demonstrated in Chapter 6 that repetitions are sometimes removed in the course of
manuscript transmission, and here there may also be the influence of dopois in 24,
reinforced by the importance of the olkos/8dpos concept in the whole speech (8éuots
itself occurs only in 24 and 43, but oikos and derivatives are all pervasive — 13, 18, 21,
34, 41, 43, and 48); Chapter 6 exemplifies a fairly close parallel in Hippolytus 658,
where a manuscript (M) replaces matpt (forms of which also occur in 652 and 661) by

kakd four lines after kakos in 654, in a speech where kakds is a frequent word.

2. TAAPOV’ TaApdL AEKTpwY 123
SLéUpwy émikolvov éovoav
apdLt mald’ AXIANEWS. 125

unhappy over one who is shared by two couches <that is> over the son of
Achilles.

(tentative translation of corrupt passage by Stevens [1971])
Murray (1902) obelises, and in his note Stevens (1971) says “linguistically, the repetition
of dpdl is unsatisfactory.” The only parallel for so close a repetition of audi in tragedy
(except in obvious anaphora), in HF 1036-7, was emended away by Elmsley; and here,
in his emendation of a passage which has other difficulties, Diggle (1984) prints avdpa

(with Tai8’ in apposition) for the second dud(. A scribal repetition of dudt in a context

that was perhaps already corrupt is quite plausible.

3. e, W vedw, Tw o éxeyylw Aoyw 192
TeL00€lo’ dTwdd yrnolwy vupdevpdTwy;
ws 1 Adkawva TGv Spuydv pelwy TONS,
TUXY) 0’ UmepbBel, kdp’ élevBépar opds; 195
N Tw Véy Te kal odplyOvTl owpATL

100 Kovacs (1980) 10.

218
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W?é)\ews‘ Te peyelel kat dilols émmppévn

OLKOV KATAOXEWV TOV 0OV dvTi gob Bélw;

TOTEPOV LW aUTh Taidas dvTl 0ol Tékw

§‘ou>\(‘wg cpavtiy 7 dBMav édorkida; 200
1} TOUS €povs Tis maildas éEavéfeTal

®bias Tupdvvovs dvtas, fr ob pi TEKTS;

Tell me, young woman, what valid reason induces me to oust you from legitimate
marriage? Is it that Sparta is a lesser city than Troy tand outstrips it in fortunef
and that you see me free? Or am [ incited by my young and lusty body and by the
greatness of my city and by my friends to want to take possession of your house
instead of you? Or so that [ might bear children myself instead of you, to be slaves
and a wretched encumbrance to me? or will the Phrygians tolerate my children as
kings, if you do not give birth?

Kovacs says
Lines 198 and 199 end in dvTi 0od 8éhw; and diTi 00D Tékw respectively.
Here are five pairs of syllables, of which three are exactly the same while the

remaining two differ by one letter each. They stand at the end of two successive
lines, not in stichomythy, and with no trace of antithesis. This is a jingle, a rhyme,

an assonance (call it what you will) for which there is no parallel.!0!

To solve this and other problems he diagnoses in the received text Kovacs proposes a re-
ordering plus deletion of 194 and 195, so that the text would read:

elm’, w vedw, 7@ ¢’ éxeyylw Adyw

TeLofela’ dmwbd yvnolov vupdevpdTwy; 193
moOTEPOV LV aUTY) TAldas dvTL 0OV TEKW 199
dovlous épavTii T’ dOMav €édoikida: 200
N TG Véw TE Kal odpLYGYTL CUPATL 196
TOewS Te peyeédel kal dllots émnppévn 197
OLKOV KATACXELV TOV OOV dvTi ooU Bélw:; 198
N TOUS €uovs Tis Taldas €€avéEeTal 201

dlas Tupdvvous OvTas, NV OU W1} TEKNS;

Hirzel had earlier proposed a one line lacuna between 198 and 199, giving (va something
to depend on: he believed this would make the repetition into a rhetorically effective
anaphora. Neither remedy is followed in Diggle (1984), who does no more than obelise
part of 195 (obelised also in Lloyd’s translation); and though Kovacs’ strictures on the
Jjingly repetition are understandable, it may be read as having rhetorical force,
emphasising the notion of Andromache’s supplanting Hermione in home-making and
child-making; certainly it is not by itself conclusive grounds for a transposition — which
incidentally does not remove the striking parallelism, but merely makes three lines

intervene.

101 Kovacs (1980) 23. He has the [ootnote: “Euripides does use assonance at line-end o point up an
antithesis, cg Pho. 1478(. But there is no antithesis in our passage belween 6éAw and Tékw. Other
cxamples ol terminal assonance given in E. Norden (Die Antike Kunstprosa 1.28ff and 2.832(f) either
involve no more than two syllables, as in Med. 314-15 and Alc. 78211 or a strong antithesis (usually
marked by p€v and 8¢, as in Med. 408f, And. 689f, Hec. 1250f). We may surmise that with no
antithesis in view such an assonance would be merely annoying to Greek ears. Alc. 78211 is the closest
Euripides comes — except for our passage — to gratuitous jingle.”
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4. eBav 8¢ TMpapidav UTrEp- 287
Bo/)\a"tg‘ AOYwY Suodhpdvwy
TapaBaiiopevat, Sokiots 8> Ele Kimpis Moyous,

. - vying with one another in extravagant and malicious words. Aphrodite won
with deceptive words . . .

The simple repetition of A6yoL has provoked suspicion and an emendation that goes into

the following word. The apparatus to Murray (1902) says “Fortasse m60wv Suoddpwi’”;
but Stinton observes:

The \oyou are not simply the rude things they said to each other, but the words in
which each made the offer, or stated her case, to Paris. The word is repeated in the
next line —a clumsy repetition in English, but in this style it simply has the effect
of underlining the importance of the \éyoL: it was by words that the contest was
fought and won, not by the merits of the rival claimants.102

5. [elkieta 8’ ols pev éot’ dnbeias Umo,
evdatpovilw: Tous 8 Umd Peuddv, Exelv
ovk dfLwow, ANV TUxY dpovelv dokelv.]
ol 81 oTpaATNYAV oydowy ‘EXNHrev moTe
Tpotav dobeidov Tlpiapov, K8e daddos dv: 325
00TLS BuyaTpds dvtiTaldos €k Aoywv
TOOOVS’ €mMVevads, kai yuvaitkt SuoTuyel
00UAY) KATEOTNS €lS AYOV’; oUk A&Ld
oUT’ owv o€ Tpolas olte cod Tpolav éTt.
[€€wbév elowy ol SokolvTes €l dpovelv 330
Aapmpot, Ta & €vdov mdcwy avlpdTols {ool,
TAY €l TL TAOUTR: ToDTO 8’ Lloxvel péya.
Mevéhae, bépe 87 Bamepdvwper Adyous:]

Those who have fame through truth I congratulate; but those who have it through
falsehoods I will not consider that they have anything except seeming wise by
chance. Was it really you, who are so petty, who once led the chosen men of
Greece and seized Troy from Priam? You, who breathed such rage as a result of
the words of your child-like daughter, and entered into a contest with an
unfortunate slave-woman: I no longer regard you as worthy of Troy, or Troy of
you. Those who have the reputation of being wise are outwardly illustrious, but
inwardly the same as everybody else, except perhaps in wealth; that has great
power.

Come now, Menelaus, let us consider the matter in detail.

This beginning of Andromache’s speech in her agon with Menelaus has in 15 lines eight
lines of generalisation. Murray deletes three (321-3), and Diggle six (321-3 and 330-2
and also 333, a linking line with three resolutions in it). There are repetitions between the
two suspect sections, and between each and the unchallenged lines that intervene, but that
does not argue for spuriousness. The repetition of \oyos after seven lines 1is

unremarkable; 103 that of the verb d€t6w more noteworthy, since it is less frequent, but if

102 Stinton (1965) 30.

103 323 has three resolutions in it; and is suspected on those grounds alone. Its interpolation as a filler
must be separale [rom the interpolation of any other lines, since an interpolator who was happy with three
resolutions in one fine would have been unlikely o have taken no liberty at all in six lines, and 333 is
clcarly designed lor its context, while the others are generalisations.
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anything the repetition makes unitary authorship of the sets of lines more plausible: while
linking the two common words dpovelv and Sokelv occurs also at 646 in this play.

Alcestis 565, Bacchae 312, Antigone 707, Ajax 594, Sophocles Electra 550 and 1056,
OC 1665 and 1666, PV 385, and Menander 665 Kock 2. The repetition however gives
mild support to the suggestion that one of the passages originated as a marginal parallel to

the other; a couplet very like 330-1 is indeed quoted by Stobaeus as from Menander. 104

6. oUX w8’ dvavdpov alrov 1 Tpola kalel- 341
... M od’ dvavdpov év 8dpots 347
Xnpav kabé€ets moAldv: 348

Troy does not call him such a coward. . . Or will you keep her husbandless in

your house to be a grey-haired widow?
The word dvav8pos is used only twice in Andromache, within seven lines, and in two
quite different senses — the first of a man, meaning "unmanly’, the second of a woman,
meaning ‘without a husband’. The second is the more usual sense of the word in the
tragedians. There could be here a deliberate play on the two senses of the word, like those
to which attention was drawn on Ajax 34-8 above;105 the point would be to emphasise the
bond between Neoptolemus and Andromache. But this may be too ingenious a reading,
and perhaps the priming of the occurrence in 347 by that in 341 is no more than priming,
as discussed in Chapter 6.

Kovacs sees the repetition as one piece of evidence that 333-51 are a histrionic
interpolation; assuming that Euripides could not have been guilty of this infelicity, but an

interpolator could. 106 It is hard to support him in this assumption. The repetition here
after six lines of a word which though not infrequent in Euripides occurs only twice in
Andromache 1is closely paralleled by amwor) in 187 followed by anwf in 193; there too

there is some change of sense and no clear point.107

7. axbos €m dxOeL kal oTAOLS TOATALS 475
One burden on top of another and dissension for the citizens.

This polyptoton would be unremarkable but for having occurred already in 396. Neither it
nor any other polyptoton, anaphora or anadiplosis of dx6os occurs elsewhere in extant

104 ¢£wBév eloty ol dokolvtes evTuxely | Ta 8 évdov elol maow davbpwrols toot. (Kock 669, from
Stobaeus 4.40.14) The difference between this and the text of Andromache 1s greater that Stevens (1971)
makes it appear, and it may have been a partial appropriation of Euripidean words by Menander, retaining
tragic metre, rather than a marginal quotation of a Menander passage that crept into the text of Euripides.
For quoting these lines as a parallel to be appropriate, the Euripidean text would have already to havce had
321-323 in it

105 Where it was observed that the Rhetor ad Herennium appears to call some types of word-play
traductio.

106 Kovacs (1980) 30.

107 1t would be forcing things to claim that a parallel is being drawn between what Andromache fears
slavery may do to herself and what she ironically asks if Hermione believes she will do to her.
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Greek literature. Is there a reason for this repetition, and might the audience have been

expected to cast its mind back to the previous occurrence? Kovacs attempts to find a
reason:

the Chorus repeat verbatim a phrase of Andromache’s from 396. Andromache had
spoken these words in despair at the misery of her condition. and the misery
which her chl.lc! added to it, before she makes her heroic decision to die for her
son. She explicitly retracts this point of view in 418-20. The words thus stand for
the nonheroic aspect of Andromache’s character, which exists only fleetingly in

her but is the Chorus’s main attribute.108

We may nevertheless simply have an example of a phrase running in Euripides’ head:; he
liked it and saw no reason to refrain from using it a second time. Corruption has been

suspected according to the apparatus in Murray (1902) (if 475 is corrupt €pidas in 467
might be sound); the variation between MSS on whether there is a 7’ after axfos (as
Diggle [1984] reads) here as in 396 may be evidence of contamination. If the earlier
phrase had been written here as a parallel it could have ousted the true text; but it is hard to
imagine what it could have been a parallel to (the parallel in the received text is in the
repeated phrase and that alone) or why part of the tradition removed the 77;109 on the other

hand if the original text was dx6os €’ dx0et the T’ could have been a scribal correction
from 396.

8. [Mals o maTep,
HOAe dldots €mikoupos.
Av  kelom &1, Tékvov w blAos, 510

HLACTOLS HATEPOS dudt ods
vekpos UTMo xBovi ouv vekpy To. . .
[Tals dpot pot, T Tabw; TAAAS
ST’ éyw oV Te, pATEP.

Child Father, come to the aid of your loved ones.
Andr. You will lie, beloved child, on your mother’s breast, a corpse with a

corpse beneath the earth.
Child Alas! What will happen to me? We are wretched indeed, mother, you and
I.
Stevens (1971) says

According to Denniston [1950] 276(3) &fTa in affirmative sentences almost
always echoes a word or words of a previous speaker. He notes Andr. 514 as one
of the very rare exceptions. Jackson, however ([1955] 87, n. 1) suggested that in
510 Eur. wrote ¢ TdAas echoed by TdAas 87T’, and that didos was substituted
owing to didots in 509.
Repetition of TdAas has indeed more rhetorical point than that of &{A- and a scribal error
repeating dihos after six words is not difficult; and though for Andromache to respond to
her son’s “Come father to help your loved ones” with “Beloved child. . ." s quite in the

tragic style, the usual practice with 87jTa points towards Jackson's conjecture.

108 Kovacs (1980) 101.
109 Metrical emendations in lyrics are rare in manuscripts other than Trclinian ones, and anvway
removing the 7' 1s not sufficient to restore responsion.
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0. A, . .. €lme, Tiu Blkn xépas
Bpdxototy §K8ﬁoaweg otd’ dyovo{ oe
Kat TT(I’LS)/; UTapros ydp Tis ols améloat,
NUWY aToVTwy ToL Te Kupiov oéfev.
Av. oy, W yepaté, obv Tékvw Oavoupévny
AYousL U’ ouTws ws 0pds. T ool Aéyw: 560
OV Yap uds o€ kAnd6ros mpobupia
E,Le'rn)\e\ov, dMa puptwy U dyyélwv.
€PLY 8¢ THY kAT olkov oloBd Tou KAUwY
TS ToUde BuyaTpds, v T° dméhupar xdptr.
Kat vy pe Bopot ©€Tidos, 1 Tov elyeri 565
€TIKTE ool Tatd’, v ol BavpacTiy oéfers,
AYOUo’ dTOoTACAVTES,

w
N
N

Pel. Tell me, by what right do they lead you as a prisoner with your son,
havin g bound your hands with cords? For you perish like an ewe with her
lamb, in my absence and that of your master.

Andr. These men are leading me captive as you see, old man, to be put to death
with my child. What can I say? For it was not with a single eager
summons that I sent for you, but be innumerable messengers. You have
heard, no doubt, about the strife raised in the house by this man's
daughter, and of the reasons why I am being killed. Now they lead me
captive, having dragged me from the altar of Thetis, mother of your noble
son, whom you Aoldinreverence.

The repetition of the apt and colourless word dyouvo[i] three times in 12 lines would not

be noteworthy, were it not that a ypddeTat variant dyels for oéfets in 566 is recorded
by M and a scholium in V. Scribal repetition from the next word, even when in the next
line, is not surprising (though Chapter 6 has found no precise parallel), particularly in a
context in which the scribe has been well primed with dyw. dyw in the sense ‘hold,
account, treat’ seems regularly to be construed with the adjective rather than the adverb

(T Tepdy Te avTov dyotev Thucydides VIII.81.2 is ambiguous between adjective
and adverb).

10. kfidos ouvdbas in Menelaus’ speech in the agon repeats «fidos Evvdar from
Peleus’ preceding speech: 110

877 dv ob TInkels kal TaATPOS KAELVOD YEYWS,
kfdos owddas, aloxpd HEV CauTy AEYELS 648
Nuiv 8’ oveidn dia yvvaika BdpPapov . . .

kdyw pev MUdwy TG yapolvTl unTe ool
kfidos Evvddar unTe dwpaoty AaBetv 620
KAKNS YUVALKOS TWAOV®

On 648, Stevens says:

If the text is sound Nuiv or €pol must be supplied; M. then picks up P.’s words in
620 and retorts in effect that the connection by marriage as well as P’s renown and
ancestry should have restrained him from the insults he has uttered. The ellipse 1s
difficult, though the reference back to 620 is some help, and the point is not very
satisfactory; but perhaps the text can stand.

110 [t is not clear on what manuscript authority Murray (1902) and Garzya (1978) vary o and . while
Diggle (1984) prints ¢ on both occasions; none mentions the matter in his apparatus.
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To pray .the.reference back in aid of the text is to assume that the audience would keep this
phrase in its mind for twenty-five lines, though in cases of ‘pointless’ repetitions

commentators frequently assume that an audience would have forgotten a word after a
much smallerinterval.! 1!

11. Some repetitions in suspect passages:

a) [kdkelvo viv dBpnoor- el ob Tdlda onv
801’)5: Tw TOMTOV, €17’ émacyxe ToldSe,
ouyq. KaGﬁg’ dv; ov 8ok@- Eévng &’ UTrep 670
ToLavTa Z\CLO’KGLQ ToUS dvaykaiovs ¢ilovs:
Kal umy toov v’ dvp 7e kai yuvly oTével*
adikovpévn mpos dvdpds: ws & aliTws dvip
yuvaiko p\twpgivouagv €v 8opols €xmv.
Kal TG PEV €0TW év xepolv péya obévos, 675
TN 8’ €v yovebou kal dilols Td TpdypaTa.
ovkowv Slkatov Tols vy’ €pols éwwdelel :]
Yépwy Yépwy el. THy & éufv oTpatnylav
AMywv én’ wdelols dv 1) oLydr miéov.
‘EXévn 8 €udxno’ ovx €kolo’, AN’ €k Bedv, 680
kat ToUTo mAeloTov WdhéAnoey ‘EXddar

[And now look at this: if you married your daughter to one of the citizens, and
then she suffered something like this, would you be sitting in silence? I do not
think so. Yet, on behalf of a foreigner, do you scream such things about your
relatives? And, again, a husband and a wife wronged by her husband lament
equally; so too a husband with a foolish wife in his house. And for him there is
great strength in his hands, but for her matters depend on her parents and friends.
Is it not then right for me to help my own?] You are an old man, old! You would
help me more by speaking of my generalship than if you were silent. Helen’s
troubles were not voluntary, but came from the gods, and she thus gave the
greatest benefit to Greece:

Stevens (1971) says of the passage in square brackets:

These lines, weak in argument and confused in expression, are bracketed by

Murray and other editors,!12 following Hirzel, and are pronounced by Page
[1934, p. 65] to be ‘an expansive interpolation, probably histrionic, specially
written for this passage’; he notes that it is not as well composed as such passages
usually are. 678 certainly follows quite naturally after 667.

Stevens also points out that 672-4 are clumsily expressed. Certainly the absence of
anything like ) pév at the beginning of 673 is odd. But the repetitions of avnp, yuvvn and
didos do nothing to weaken the case for Euripidean authorship, and the linkage of the
bracketed passage to the following lines by threefold repetition of forms of wdérelv

strengthens it.

Within the bracketed passage there is a crux. The starred oTéveL in 672 is Dobree’s

emendation; all MSS and citations other than M have o8éveL. (M has o*ével); Stevens

L1l kfiBos ouvdmTw does not occur elsewhere in the tragedians, but kN6oS avnupévov does at HIY 35,
and Thucydides 2, 29,3 16 «idos TMavdiova Euvvdacar shows that it was a natural phrase.
[ 12 [ncluding Diggle (1984), but not Garzya (1978).
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says that 00¢vet “may well be right, the sense being ‘husband and wife are of equal

account” ”. He does not draw aitention to o0évos in 675, though that could be an
explanation for the corruption — faced with an illegible letter a copyist or copyists looked
ahead and found a suitable word. If o8¢ver is right, there is some play on two senses of

the oBev term — the first emotional and the second emphatically physical.

b) 6Tav Tpomdata Tokepiwy oo aTpaTéS
OV TGV TovoUVTwY Tolpyov Wyolvrar T6Se, 695
gk)\’ﬁo aTPATYYOS TNV 8dknoty dpvuTal,
05 €ls peT’ dAwy puplov Talwy 8épu,
ovdev TAéoV SpGy €vos éxel mhelw \oyov.
loepvol 6’ €v dpxais fjpevol katd TTOMY
d)rpq\v’ov’ct\ 811;1701)” petfov, ovtes ovdéves: 700
oL 0’ €L0lY avTwV puplw coduiTepol,
€l TOMia TpooyévoLTo Bodnois 8 dua.]
WS Kal ov gdés T’ ddehdos eEwykwpévol
Tpolg kdfnabe ™) T° ékel oTpaTnyia,
noxBoloty dAwy kal mévols émmppévol. 705

When an army triumphs over the enemy, this achievement is not attributed to
those who do the hard work, but the general takes the credit. He wields his spear
as one among countless others, and does no more work than one, but has more
renown. [Sitting pompously in office in the city, they look down on the people,
although they are nobodies. But they are infinitely wiser than them, if daring and
purpose were added.] Thus you and your brother sit back, puffed up by Troy and
by your generalship there, exalted by the toil and labour of others.

Diggle (1984), following Busche, deletes the lines in square brackets. Lloyd (1994)
accuses them of introducing “an irrelevant extension of the opening generalisation into the
realm of politics” and of an uncertain grasp of number and an illogical conditional. But, as

Stevens observes, the words cepvol & €v dpxats muevor in 699 are picked up (with
variatio rather than verbal repetition) by €fwykwuévol . . . kddnobe . . . oTpaTnYlQ in
704-5; the use of pvptos in both 697 and 701 resembles many other repetitions in
tragedy, and seems to bind the disputed passage into its context, emphasising that there
are thousands more ordinary people than generals.!13 The afterthought in 702 might
however have been an interpolation by someone of an élitist turn of mind who could not

accept that Jack was really as good as his master.!14

c) otov Bédpakev €pyor 'AvBpopdxny KTAveELV 800
kal Talda Bovieloaca, wathaveiy BENeL,
TOCLY TPEROVOA, UT) AVTL TOV 8€SpaIEVOY
€k TOVS ATipwS SupdTwr ATOOTAAT,
N kaThdin) KTelvovoa Tous o0 XpR KTAVELY. 810

. what she has done in plotting to kill Andromache and her son, wants to kill
herself. She is afraid that her husband will banish her in disgrace from this house
because of what she did or that she will be killed for trying to kill those whom she
should not kill.

113 Lloyd’s translation fails to bring this out, or to make it clear that ol 8’ refers to 8fpov.
L 14 Bovknats does not occur in literature before Euripides, but is found also in HF 1305 and [T 1019.
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810 is deleted by Diggle (1984) following Cobet, on the grounds that it is absurd for the
Nurse to say in so many words that Hermione wants to die because she is afraid of dying,

supported by the rarity of the use of the article as a relative in dialogue in Euripides. 115 [t

is however well bound in to its context by repetitions,! 16 and Cobet may be pressing
logic too hard; and would an interpolator have dared to use the article as a relative?
Several manuscriptsread 8avelv at the end of 810 instead of kTavety. Thatreading would
produce a different pattern of repetitions, without reducing their number. The received
text should be retained as the better rhetorically, though a change from kTavelv to favely

under the influence of kTe{vovoa is easier to one the other way under the influence of
kaTldvr).

d) Tp.  a\\’ €lo® elow pn&é (baVng“ov oUWV 876
TdpolBe TOVOE, pry T’ awxvvnv KaBng
Trpoaeev pe)\aepwv TOYS Opwiévn, TEKVOV.
Xo.  kai pny o8’ a}\}\oxpwg TS EKSmLog E€vos
OTTOUd) Trpog nuas‘ BnuaTcov TOPEVETAL. 880
Op.  &var yuvdikes, 1 Ta6 €oT’ AXL)\)\ews
Taldos pelabpa kai Tupavvikal oTévyal;

Nurse But go inside, and do not show yourself here in front of this house, or
you mloht suffer some damage to your reputation, being seen before this
mansion, child.

Cho. Yes, hereis a stranger of foreign appearance coming here hot-foot towards
us.

Orest. Strangers, is this the mansion of Achilles’ son, the royal palace?

878 1s deleted by Diggle (1984) following Nauck. Their motive is rather superfluity of
content than repetition of words, though Téxvov in it is repeated from 874, pe\dfpwy

recurs in 882 and editors see no point in the repetition of Tvde from the line before (8¢
has been proposed as an emendation). Stevens (1971) observes that the line may be
genuine and add a touch of fussiness to the Nurse’s rebuke. The case for deletion is not

strong; indeed the repetition of péiadpa can be read as binding together the exit of the

Nurse and the entrance of Orestes.

12.  Most manuscripts read €i7’ ékdofnbeilo’ aixpalwTidos $6Pw in 962. Lenting
conjectured ovy, areadingfound inthe Jerusalem palimpsest H (subsequently corrected

to the vulgate). P.Oxy. 2335 (of the second century A.D.) reads ¢J0ovw, whose sense is
wrong. Murray (1902) and Diggle (1984) accept ddvw, but Stevens and Kovacs both

lean, on grounds of sense and interpretation, to $oBw, as does Garzya (1978).117 A very
similar phrase occurs in 1059, where the MSS read vai, kal yuvatkos alxpdaiwTidos
dOBw (three lines, incidentally after an occurrence of dSvov). Kovacs regards 1059 as

supporting $oPw here, but Lenting, followed by Diggle (1984), conjectured ¢povw there

[15 L Joyd (1994) 145.
1 16 There is another instance of the perfect of dpdw in 814.
117 Kovacs (1980) 97
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also, though Murray (1902) and Garzya (1978) keep the MSS text. Moreover Chapter 6
found several close parallels to this MS vacillation: in Septem — 45 (bSvov for déBov),

123 (¢poPov for dSvov), 132 (povwv for dSBwr), 244 (HOSvw for dovw), and 574
(dS6Bovu for ddvov), and Trachiniae 558 (d0ovwr for doviv). Although it is easier to
account for corruption to ¢6Bw (an error by scribes under the influence of the preceding
verb), than for corruption to ¢pévy or $J]9ovw, the fondness for polyptota shown in this

speech supports the retention of the common manuscript reading.

3. d\ ék 7’ ékelvov SLaBolais Te Tals euais 1005
KAKWS OAelTaL" ywioeTar 8 ExBpav éunv.
erpwv Yap avdpdv potpav els dvacTtpodiy
datpwv Sldwol kolk €4 dpovelv péya.

By the agency of Apollo and by my slanders he will die a wretched death, and will

learn what my enmity means. God overthrows the fortune of his enemies, and
does not tolerate their pride

The repetition of forms of €pds at the ends of two consecutive lines has, in conjunction

with another repetition, of words with the root ¢x8p-, and a problem of interpretation,
provoked suspicion. Kovacs says:

In 1005 Orestes identifies himself closely with the intentions of Apollo, but
identification is not identity. According to most of our MSS, Orestes goes on to
say “He (Neoptolemus) shall know what it is to be my enemy. For the god
overturns the fortunes of enemies and does not allow them to be proud.” Only an
extreme megalomaniac could simply identify — with no comment or argument —
his own enemies with the enemies of the god. This has provoked several attempts
atemending € x0pwv or avdpiv.

Orestes 1s no megalomaniac. And furthermore, the poet is not usually so careless
as to repeat the same word in two different cases at the end of successive lines. ! 18
It seems likely that a scribe displaced the original last word of 1006 with the last
word of the previous line. This €pats was ‘corrected’ to €pol in part of the

tradition and €unjv in the rest.t19

Kovacs inclines to Kirchhoff’s emendation 6€ob. Although Chapter 6 finds erroneous
repetition by a scribe from one line-end to the next in Septem 44/45 and 187/188 and
Hippolytus 629/630, Kovacs has to assume a two-stage corruption, which must reduce
its plausibility here. Much more telling against Kovacs, however, is the fact, apparently
unnoticed by him, that 999 ends épdv and 1001 €pé; this traductio of the first person of
pronoun and adjective is easily explicable as portraying Orestes as egocentric (rather than
megalomaniac). The manuscripts’ text can stay.

118 Kovacs has a note here reading “This is rare in Euripides. In most cases repetition makes some potnt,
as al Alc. 704-57 — actually 704-5 is part of a passage of five lines in Alcestis with [our repetitions of
forms of kakds in metrically {inal position.

119 Kovacs (1980) 37.
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14. Kovacs describes the repetition of viv in 1031 and 1032 as inelegant (Stevens calls it

awkward’), and replaces the first, in the course of emending the passage. by 101,120 [t is

hard to believe that repeating as unemphatic a word as v is so stylistically bad as to

throw doubt on a text; Euripides repeats viv within two lines on eleven occasions: most

are in different sentences but in Andromache 294-8, HF 828 Bacchae 288 and 4. 461-2

the two occurrences are as linked as in this passage, and the repetition of itself cannot be
suspicious.

15. At the end of the anapaestic passage 1166-1172 most MSS repeat kUpoas, e.g.:

al’)'rég TE KC(K,OIQ TTTI]ua,O'L KUpoas
€LS €V polpas ouvékvpoas.
AVLP have the above; MO mipaciy ékuvpoas (O omitting the whole of 1172), and P.
Berol. 13418 (5th century AD) has avtos[ . . . Juaot kvpoas, perhaps to be restored
as [6n mnlpact (which Garzya [1978] reads). Murray (1902) and Diggle (1984) both
deletempact kUpoas. Stevens (1971) says:

If we accept the deletion of mipact kiUpoas, the sense is "and you yourself in
your sorrows’ (causal) ‘have become involved in one and the same fate (as your

grandson)’. A papyrus . . . has avtos[ | . = Jpaot kvpoas, and we should
probably read (with Garzya and Tovar) avTos 80 wpact k¥poas. For the next
line the paraphrase in 2 cuveduoTixnoas avTte (sc. NeomTorépw) fits the MS
reading, but this is not wholly satisfactory. The repetition kUpoas... cuvvékvpoas
sounds to me worse than similar examples elsewhere, eg HF 153 Ba. 256, and
some parallels cited by Garzya eg Alc. 1103 vikovTt cvvvikds and Hel 1389 are
quite different, since there the repetition is rhetorically effective. For eis €v
noipas cf Hel. 742 els €v éMovTes TUXNS ‘united in our misfortune’; Tro.
1155 tdw’ ¢épod Te kdmo ool | els €v EuveddévT’. In both passages,
however, there is a verb of motion, which cuykvpetv is not, and it is rather
forced to say that Peleus and Neoptolemus share the same fate. The catalectic line
avTos On mnuact kvpoas would metrically and in meaning be a suitable ending,
and perhaps 1172 should be omitted. as in some MSS.

Certainly the parallels Stevens cites are not as harsh as the MSS repetition here (HF 153
reads Ov év Bpdxots € av | Ppaxlovds édmo’ dyxovaioww €feretv; and Bacchae 256
T6V8’ ad Bélets | Tov Saipov’ dvBpumolor €odépwy véov | okomell TTEPWTOUS
KAUTUpwY pLoBols dépelv), nor is KeLpérovs . . . OUYKELpEvous with two
intervening lines at Ajax 1306-9. discussed above. And the fact that kUpoas and
[cuvé Jkupoas are phonologically similar but morphologically different is a striking

feature.

But the corruption is an odd one, and the process that must be assumed is complex. The
editors who delete Tijact kUpoas must take TTpact as an intrusive gloss on Kakots

and €Kupoas as an anticipatory scribal repetition from cuvékvpoas below, later corrected

120 Garzya (1978) accepted Canter's vuv in place of the second viv.
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in many manuscripts to kUpoas to mend the metre. The papyrus however seems (o
demand an explanation irreconcilable with that one: viz. that 1171 and 1172 were
alternative final paroemiacs at one stage in the transmission; later. the one was writtenina
MS as a yp. variant, and then incorporated, the papyrus coming from that stage: finally.
someone with a thorough knowledge of metre realised that anapaestic systems end with
one, not two, paroemiacs, and turned the first one into a dimeter. It is hard to be sure that

these complex proceedings are more likely than an inelegant repetition by Euripides,
which may seem to be an emphatic close.
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CHAPTER 9
CONCLUSIONS

1. Summary.

The systematic investi gations described in the earlier chapters of this study were designed
to illuminate the phenomenon of unfigured verbal repetition in Greek tragedy. The
opinions of modern commentators, outlined in the second part of Chapter 2. are
suggestive but not wholly satisfying. This may be in part because commentators have
reached their conclusions on the basis of their own aesthetic Judgement or literary
theories, or have compiled lists of examples without comparing one author with another,
or one style of writing with another, and without setting instances where an event has
occurred against instances where, though circumstances are the same, 1t has not. It may
also be in part because they have been drawing inferences from the phenomenon itself
without evidence of what people in the ancient world actually thought about it: there is

indeed little evidence about this, but there is some, as the first part of Chapter 2 has
shown.

The following conclusions are suggested:

1. Repetition in the sense of this study is a feature of all the classic tragedians
(in a way that it is emphatically not a feature of Lycophron), but there are
observable differences among them. In particular, Chapter 4 has shown that
Euripides has a greater propensity than Sophocles to non-figural repetitions in
trimeters and that the Prometheus ascribed to Aeschylus is very different from the
undisputed plays of that and the other tragic authors — though still much more
repetitive than Lycophron.

2. Ancient literary critics did notice verbal repetitions, but concentrated on the
effectiveness of figurative ones. However, the Rhetor ad Herennium, pseudo-
Hermogenes, Quintilian and Pausimachus apud Philodemus, brought together,
show that unfigured repetitions were not totally unnoticed or considered totally
unimportant in ancient times. But they were not thought of great importance, nor
their avoidance worth a great deal of effort; in Pausimachus’ view the precise
repetition of an unpleasant-sounding word like oxnpa should be avoided, but that
a change of accent might be all that was needed; and the repetition of a pleasant-

sounding word, like AwTds, was a good thing.

3. Manuscript variants demonstrate that some of the repetitions in traditional
texts are due to copyists’ errors, and studying them systematically can show the
circumstances in which they seem to occur. Experimentation here is in principle
possible, though little of the work in experimental psychology yet undertaken has
been directly relevant. Emendation to remove repetitions which are in all ancient
manuscripts may therefore be justified, particularly when the error assumed is one
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that is known to be prevalent, or is psychologically plausible, but must always be

undertaken in the knowledge of the large number of unfigured repetitions which
have to be accepted as genuine.

4. 3 Manuscript variants also demonstrate that copyists could and did remove
repetitions from their exemplars. This type of error is rarer than the reverse one.
and may be a trait of some copyists (or Byzantine editors) only. But editors should

never exclude the possibility that the true reading was a repetition, but has been
lost in the whole of a tradition.

5. Repeating words is natural in human communication. A playwright who
sought realism in dialogue would repeat words more often than one who
eschewed it (is it relevant here that Sophocles is less repetitive than Euripides. and
that Philoctetesis Sophocles’ most repetitive play?). In writing, a playwrnight will
himself naturally repeat words, and if he wishes to minimise repetitions, will have
toremove them deliberately.

6. Concentrating on repetitions in the study of a play, as in Chapter 8, can
produce useful insights, though perhaps at the expense of some loss of balance.

2. Aesthetics.

Every repetition encountered raises the question "why’ in the mind of the reader. The
attractive way of answering that question is to attribute repetition to the word-craft of the
playwright wherever a plausible and aesthetically satisfying explanation can be found, and
to set down the remainder to textual corruption or, as a last resort, to the indifference of
the playwright. But is this defensible? If some repetitions are due to indifference, why,
apart from a desire to think as little ill of the playwright as possible, should there be
hesitation in attributing non-figurative repetitions generally to that indifference?

The reply may be a reductio ad absurdum. If any repetition may be due to indifference,
then why should not all be? So anaphora and polyptoton do not exist (as Fehling (1969)
seems to claim alliteration does not). Indeed no word is ever deliberately chosen.

We must therefore exercise judgement, and that is largely an aesthetic judgement.
Concentration on the phenomenon of repetition does make many examples aesthetically
understandable, or explicable as due to corruption — many, but not all.

This study has found no criteria with any claim to objectivity. Our aesthetic judgement
may, in any case, be valid for us. But it should be illuminated by an understanding of the
context and purpose of classical Attic tragedy, which was different from those of its
descendants lost (Alexandrian tragedy and the tragedy of the poets of the Roman republic)
or surviving (Seneca, Renaissance, French etc.). That context was the desire to please an
audience at one single performance, not, as with modern plays, to achieve a long run. but

in order to win a competition.! If figurative repetition assisted this aim. then playwrights

1 Heath (1987) may underestimate the competitive aspect.
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W : .. .
ould use it. If unfigured repetitions did not matter one way or another, then playwrights
would not struggle hard against the effects of priming. We may not think some such

.repetmons Jar, and rightly criticise them, but should realise avoiding them was not very
1mportant to him.

We must not, of course, put classical poets beyond criticism: Easterling (1974) said that
"poets are different from us’. Yes, but in the way that chess grandmasters are different
from moderate club players; they make many fewer mistakes, and see far further into
what they are doing; but they are human, neither computers nor from another planet. Just
as grandmasters can be distracted, or follow the wrong line of analysis, so poets can write
weak lines or choose the wrong word. And Just as one grandmaster is better than another,
or better at a certain type of game, so one poet can be better than another. or better in
certain respects; and even Homer and Kasparov sometimes nod.

3. Further analysis.

If we take the differences between poets and plays found in Chapter 4 as our starting
point, then a deeper question suggests itself. ‘Is frequency of repetition merely the
obverse of diversity of vocabulary?’ If the answer were “yes', then which is cause and
which effect? X has the broader vocabulary, and therefore repeats less without noticing it;
or X likes to avoid repetition, and so broadens his vocabulary.2 Nor is the measurement
of the diversity of vocabulary in a work or an author without its own problems.
Cossette’s book La Richesse lexicale et sa mesure (Cossette [1994]) explains that the
naive measure (obtained by dividing the number of different words (mots) in a text by the
number of vocables — occurrences of all words) is fatally dependent on the length of a
text, since, the number of mots in a language being finite, the number in a text cannot
increase pari passu with the number of vocables; moreover, a text whose subject matter
varies greatly will tend to have a more diverse vocabulary than one with a more restricted
subject-matter, whichever of them has the more varied style. Cossette reviews a number
of attempts that have been made to remove the interference of length with measures of
diversity, by using logarithms or square roots. If one of these proved satisfactory (and the
fact that tragedies do not differ enormously in length might help) then it might be possible
to begin to separate out tendency to repeat words in proximity from any tendency to
restrict one’s vocabulary. A more recent proposal, by Rigo (1994), is to use what he calls
‘entropie’ as a measure. Whether that would be stand up to scrutiny I do not know.

2 Cf. Cossette (1994) 24 “Les vocables peuvent étre absent ou moins fréquent dans un texte parce que leur
probabilité d’emploi dans la situation est faible ou parce que l'auteur veut les éviter ou ¢viter leur
répétition pour des raisons de style.”
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