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FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES' 
HIPP OL YTUS1 

29-33. Phaedra's 'pcows must at first (at Athens) have been without betraying 
symptoms, by contrast with the change at Trozen to symptoms of voaos (still 
unexplained) as described in 34-40. We need to be told that explicitly, in preparation 
(/ev) for 34ff. (ETrEt 8E . . .) and in conjunction with the potentially revealing founda- 
tion of a temple to Aphrodite. We therefore need not only Jortin's ovoaJdaovucv for 
wv6opa?aEV in 33, but also my adr,Aov for EKsr/q/Iov (v.l. E'K7Arlov) in 32.2 The nearby 
E'KSrI/Lov in 37 will have played a part in the corruption. 

42. t6Elew 6E Oir/vett (0- Se 8- V) rrpady,a KcaKcavra7 erat. Obelization is com- 
mended by the combination of questionable sense (much discussed), V's variant and 
the enigmatic divergence of n72 ( . .]rotLS rpa[. . .). Broadhead argued well that we 
need rO with trppdy.ta, but his 0rjawo o' cyu Or6 rptyTa needs an adverb.3 Better 
therefore 3eL'o W ' E'yc (or ' 7Trcws?) ro 7rpdaya, on the supposition that both 9OraeL 
(differently placed in V) and 7's dative plural came in as intended clarifications. But 
better still would be SEtXO7raeraL TO Trpayica KcaKcavcEra rat (which could otherwise 
have generated Or@/qE). For the asyndeton thus, cf. Med. 365-6 aAA)' oiV't raVTri7 
Tavra, Jr ) 8OKEeLrE 7TrrW ' 

' 
Et's' daYCVE ... 72 may then have had $EtXOa9ETr 

av]roLS or ar]Trot.4 

67-711-21. <rTE> tLEyav KaT' oivpavov ch ia 
vacEtS EV7TTarEpEtav av- gl 

A&v Zrqvos 7roA,vXpvuov [otKov] ph 
XapE tLOLt, w1 Ja'AtaCrTa KaA- 70 ch ia 

My previous notes in CQ n.s. 18 (1968), 11-43, related mainly to W. S. Barrett's edition 
(Oxford, 1964). Since then we have had the new texts of J. Diggle (Euripides Fabulae i, Oxford, 
1984), D. Kovacs (Euripides ii, Loeb 1995), and W. Stockert (Euripides Hippolytus, Teubner 1994), 
all with supporting critical studies: respectively Studies on the text of Euripides (Oxford, 1981) and 
Euripidea (Oxford, 1994); The Heroic Muse (Baltimore, 1987), 'Conjectanea Euripidea', GRBS 29 
(1988), 125, and Euripidea altera (Leiden, 1996); 'Zum Text des Euripideischen Hippolytos', 
Prometheus 20 (1994), 211-33. Of other studies, more than one reference will be made to: J. W. 
Fitton's review of Barrett in Pegasus 8 (1967), 17-43; H. D. Broadhead, Tragica (Christchurch, 
1968); L. P. E. Parker, 'Split resolution in Greek dramatic lyric', CQ 18 (1968), 241-69; J. A. J. M. 
Buijs, 'Studies in the lyric metres of Greek tragedy', Mnemosyne 38 (1985), 62-92, and 39 (1986), 
42-73; A. Sommerstein, 'Notes on Euripides' Hippolytus', BICS 35 (1988), 23-41; T C. W. 
Stinton, Collected Papers on Greek Tragedy (Oxford, 1990); M. R. Halleran (trans. with comm.) 
(Warminster, 1995). I have benefited greatly from correspondence or direct contact with Professor 
Diggle, Professor Kovacs, and Dr Stockert; Professor C. Collard also has made many helpful 
comments. My review of Stockert's edition (to which these notes may be read as complementary) 
is in JHS 118 (1998), 213. Some observations on metrical issues anticipate fuller treatment in my 
projected Cantica Tragica. 

2 dacr-iov would suggest that only the object of the 'pcows was unknown. Hartung's excision of 
29-33 has been revived by H. Van Looy (Stucli... De Falco [Naples, 1971], 135-40); remedial 
indeed, but the five lines are not convincingly accounted for as an interpolation (ex hypothesi, 
with the text unemended), whether as from the earlier Hippolytus or as composed ad hoc. 
G. Danek (WSt 105 [1992], 19ff.) contributes little of value. 

3 LSJ rt'OrtLL A.vii, cf. Diggle, Euripidea 262-5. 
4 False elision of -at is frequent in the tradition (always false in tragedy, cf. Diggle, Euripidea 

313). 
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FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES' HIPPOLYTUS 

Al'GTa T(JV KaTr' 'OAv[r7rov [rrapOevwcv ApTreft]. ph 

67 a<rE>] al' (et vatEr' 68) <L>P et BC, a cett. 68 evTraTepet' Cv' Gaisford 69 otKov del. 
Cobet 70 IdatALaTa Kovacs: KaAA,UTra codd. 72 rrapOE'vwv apTrekL om. (del. Nauck) 

67. El. 153 (alone) is insecure support for the contextually unusual lekythion.5 Weil's 
/IeyaAav has been commended;6 but /eyav ovpavov is epic (I. 1.497, etc.). a<TE> is a 
better way of obtaining ch ia (as 70 and 1387 below, qq.v.): a characteristic hymnic use, 
cf. Hec. 445, IT 1237, Ion 882, 908, Or. 321, S. El. 151, etc.7 

68-9. Gaisford's EV7TarEpeL' cav' for -ELLa (not mentioned by Barrett or Diggle, 
merely disparaged by Stockert in conjunction with /eydAav) merits more consid- 
eration than it has received. Pace Halleran, the extended use of ev37raTrpeta with aviAh 
is peculiar, since EvTraT-words always elsewhere describe persons as 'having a good 
father', and A.R. 1.570-1 ev7rarepeLav APTprettL could well be an echo of our passage, 
if not of a common source. On balance the shortage of parallels for the placing of 
such a nominative epithet within such a second-person relative clause is a deterrent; 
and the simple accusative with valels is stylish (especially in conjunction with KaT' 

olpavv, cf. El. 992 o' qXoyAyEpav atOep' ev darTpots vaiovct). But -et' av' could yet be 

right.8 
Be that as it may, oiKov is otiose after avAav Zrjvos, cf. rrjv Jtos avAhrv PV 122, 

Z?vo .'s. .. avXA0 Od. 4.74 (associated there with gold, electrum, silver, and ivory). It is 
certainly de trop with Gaisford's emendation; but for the phrase-pattern without otLKV, 
if we keep ev3Trarepetav, cf Med. 212-13 adAtxvpav FI'vrov KA7Lt8' acre'pavrov (-aTov 
Blaydes). This excision also gives a not unwelcome reduction to a standard gl f ph 
dicolon, more in line with the pattern of this song; and cf the certain interpolation at 
the end of the stanza.9 

70-1. xaLpE uLOL, dc KaAA/c[ra KaAAtcTa . . . resists satisfactory metrical analysis. 
Diggle's division after - ---- is odd (Stockert strangely calls it an aristo- 
phanean), but better than either xafpE Mot, Xc KaAA,t'ra KaA-/AlorTa ..., or xatpe /lot, 

3 KaAA,Ic-lara KaAA,UTra ... The former (as Barrett) is rightly rejected by Buijs (1985) 
as having word-division after long penult.; moreover - - - - - exists only as a form 
of paroemiac (2anA) or contraction of - - - - (as at Pho. 136). Both divisions 
give overlap following a verse ending with three long syllables:10 such commonly 
terminal verses, as I shall argue elsewhere, virtually always end with full word-division 
and usually clear pause. 

Kovacs's sparkling conjecture yiaA,tcrra KaAALtara is surely right, giving -..-. - 

again, straightforwardly followed, with two-syllable overlap, by a clausular pherecra- 

5 Professor Diggle has drawn my attention to Cresphontes fr. 453.9 and Telephus fr. 149A (727c 
K).5. In the former I prefer Bergk's L'Ot tot, 7Torv[t]a, 7ro6Atv to Diggle's <'0'> 'OCt ot01, 7roTvta, 
rToAtv. An ionic verse there associates well with the preceding biLAoor?TEdvovs re Ko /OVr, akin 
to - - --. In the latter, evOvv 'IAtov 7ropov ATpeL'ias uSEcOat should be taken together as 
e ~ D ba, akin ~ e ~ D : bc at Alc. 231-2 yvvafKa KarOavovaav ev a E aT TrLtS' e7rTOLrb (as I 
shall argue further elsewhere). 

6 M. L. West, BICS 27 (1980), 9. 7 Diggle, Euripiclea 325. 
8 dv' avAdv, cf. av' -AXr/v 17, Xpvuaav Kar' av3av Hcld. 916, etc. The authority for such 

relative clauses is E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (Leipzig, 1913), 168-76, but cf. also Kiihner-Gerth 
2.419. evTrar-, cf. also ev7rrdretpa (of Artemis?) at Cretans fr. 472bc K.8. 

9 Cobet deleted otiKov, but he also got rid of avXAadv (proposing alyA-,evTa with onvpavov). The 
status of otKov here is similar to that of Egoriv at Hclcl. 376 (del. Blomfield). 

10 c3 KaA,A-lt/ra also gives word-end after overlapping long anceps, in conflict with a colo- 
metric rule which it must suffice merely to adumbrate here. 
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tean.11 For the corruption, cf. Hec. 620-1 cd) rAEar' 'EXwv d(acLarud ' evrTKvWTrare 

1pialatE, where all the MSS have KaAA- for padA-.12 tXaAtratLa KaAAiara is both more 
strikingly assonant and a stronger superlative than the merely reduplicated KaAAlara. 
Attention is thus strongly focused on the extravagant adoration of Artemis, with a 

progression from KaAAXXara TroAv, in terms more conventionally proper to Aphrodite 
(Hel. 1348-9 KaAAL'aTa ... jaKapwv K7TrpLS, IA 553, Phaethon 232D). It is not 
simply Hippolytus' servants who thus utter a veiled insult to the Love-goddess. That 
would indeed be surprising. But we should recognize, and the staging should make 
clear, that this is the entry-song of Hippolytus himself, behaving (with attendants) in 
such a way as to invite the wrath of Aphrodite.'3 The implicit point is scarcely too 
abstruse, in the light of lines 10-16 in Aphrodite's immediately preceding prologue- 
speech. There is a comparable veiled comparison of Artemis and Aphrodite in the 
Parodos, where the main chorus speculates about the hypothetical agency of Artemis, 
when we know the agent to be Aphrodite, in terms applicable to Aphrodite (especially 
at 148-50 otrTaLd yap ... tvats Ev voTlats aA/Las). 

123-4. My transposition rra-lydv pvriv has become the vulgate. I now think it 
wrong, or at least unnecessary. pvraiv rraydv can be satisfactorily accommodated in a 
different colometry: 'QKeavov Tts vSowp I aUrdtovaa rrerpa /AEyerat, 3a7rrdrav l 
KaA7rtatl pvriv (ia) 7: rayav 7rpoLteaa KprljpVWCv (hag) T etpo!e`vav voaepalt I KoirTa 

eaLas Jvro's E"cLV o'lKwv, I AErTad 8e 
c'x/pea (qdiprj) : eavOav KE?aAaXv OKtadELtv. 

D - D - -- (x D x -) is similar to the opening D I - D . ba at Alc. 435-6 (-445-6) 
c) HEALov Ovyarep, I xaipova'd u Ol e)lV AiSa 84LOLLv I .. ., and there is advantage 
in ending a verse at the comma after O'LKwC in ant. The iambic metra thus are in 
accurate responsion.'4 

141,145. tv yapt. . . 
.; tav 8't .. .; For the new proposals aly' Jp' (A. Rijksbaron) 

and L8', see Mnemosyne 51 (1998), 712-15 and 715-18. 

165. St' .cdaLs ltLeev w7ore vr-SvoS aT' avpa' 165 

Not .. . 
. 

a' [ 
av'pa- Metre and syntax can be expected to proceed in harmony 

in non-strophic verse. - - -- - --- (A x - ) is a favourite length (as Alc. 
396-7, Andr. 480, Ion 716, etc.), here with the same contraction of A as in Andr. 794 
Kat 

err' 
ApycLtov 8opos 

' 
Aevov vypav I . . . The context is enoplian,15 and the 

following (concluding) sentence is straightforward D/e: rTav 5' ev'AoXov ov'pavlav 
r'cov tkESovaacLv jev Ap-eltv, Kal ,ol roAv AToo aLEL I av OEOULt cotralt 

(-D: -D-. e-e-e- ith). 

"l A conjecture xacpE (LOL, cW Ka Kaa KA-/Aaara ... is wrongly attributed to me by Kovacs. The 
idea (no longer favoured) which I had communicated to him was in fact <xa?pe> xape tot cW' 
KaAAtaTa ... (cf. 64, where only A has the anadiplosis); - - - - ... as 545, etc. 

12 Corr. Harry; cf. Diggle, Euripidea 232-3. 
13 The sentiments expressed by the 7rpoarro'Awv o7rTUaOTrovS KICuClos (54-5) cannot be other 

than those of their royal e'apxos. Editors differ as to the speaker-indications at 58 and 61. My 
inclination would be simply to print IIIQIOA YTOZ KAI KQMMO2 IPOZHOAQN at 58, 
with no further indication of speaker. In general, song designated as 'choral' may often in 
practice have been initiated by a single vocalist as 'Leader'. 

"4 For the split resolution after long anceps in str. (Parker 252), cf. S. El. 212, Phil. 201. Eur. has 
both Odp- and Obap- (more often qdp-). On r before p-, see Diggle, Euripidea 456-8. 

15 'Enoplian' as defined (so as to include D/e) in my commentary on Orestes, p. xx. 
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170-2. aAA' '8E TpOooS yepaLt rr'po OvpC)v 170 
Tr7VSE KO/Ii OVU' EW JEALdAa60pwv 
<GTE7XE ... > 

aUvyvOv o' ODppVWv vE`0os avcaveTrat 

Diggle relegates to his apparatus the unconvincing transposition of line 172 to 
follow 180 (Wilamowitz, Barrett). Stockert is rightly dissatisfied with the text (unlike 
Kovacs and Halleran); but Murray's excision of 172 is too arbitrary. Perhaps rather 
there is a lacuna after line 171. Confirmation comes from the baldness of TrvSE after 
7'SE rpogo's ypcpatd, and the absence of a finite verb in the approach-announcement. 
It is not hard to devise an appropriate supplement beginning with (TElXEL ... (cf. Med. 
46-7 aAA,' Ot3'e TracesEs K rpOXwv 7TErraTLVEVOLI c TErXOVuc .. .), vulnerable to a skip 
before Uavyvov . . . One might then simply complete a monometer with vv4oav (cf. 
Med. 150); but one looks for something more in preparation for the comment on 
Phaedra's 'increasing frown' in 172 (presumably after further observation). So perhaps 
something like rTELXEL vv'L(Xav 3vaOvftov (or aKv6pw7rOv) tIEEV, or TorEIXEL /toyEpav 

fpaaltetav (the latter with pause at a paroemiac full close). These supplements also 
serve to clarify which lady is frowning (cf. 290). Or indeed a case might be made for a 
larger lacuna (clarifying also the change from the veiled head described in 134-5). 

276-7. Xo. rr'TEpov V6T' alrTs lt''t OcavEv 7rELpcolwEvrq; 
Tp. OavELV doLtrE 3 EL' cs rro7Taatv /iov. 

There is little likelihood of OavELv in 277 having extruded something like OVK ol3' 

(Wilamowitz, Barrett, Kovacs) or a`8rA' (Musgrave). Murray's interrogative Oavedv; 
accepted by Diggle with Purgold's y' for 3', gives a response inappropriately 'indig- 
nant or incredulous' according to Diggle's own evidence ('cf. Studies 50-2'). In reply to 
a question about arr] and about the motive for Phaedra's fasting, the Nurse will 
naturally affirm the wish to die (cf. 139-40), without commitment as to aTrq; and for 
that my OaveLV <y'> is easy, but perhaps unnecessary. The problem really lies in 276, 
where the alternatives propounded are not mutually exclusive. Attempting to die' is 
consistent with, indeed likely to be the consequence of, some disturbance of the mind's 
balance, such 7TapaKO7rr (cf. Ag. 223) being in turn consistent with Trr7 (madness 
being in general attributed to some supernatural cause). What then of i1? A question 
can be posed with 7rorepov and without a following 'or' (sc. 'or not'; LSJ 7rorEpog 11.3); 
at the same time 'or' might well be erroneously introduced in such a place. One might 
then consider changing ~' to KcLL ('even') or KaT- or 83' or rov ('some arTq'). But it 
may suffice to change the accent: TroTEpov VrT' ar-ls (sc. ov'ros dacrTE)E' -q Oavelv 

7TELtpCt)WEV-1E This is a common verse-pattern in stichomythia (if not elsewhere with 
7rOTrpov), ' in the second question having either neutral or (as here) some 'surprised/ 
disbelieving' force; cf. especially Andr. 1062 Trotav TrepaLvcv EA7rti'; '4 ytjat OE'Awov; 
(similarly concerned with motive and with the leading verb twice understood), also 
Cyc. 117, Hec. 1256, El. 967, IT 503, 1168, Pho. ?269, 388, Ba. 1290; [A.] PV773, S. 
OT 622, El. 407, OC 643. More often than not the ' is wrongly transmitted as '4.16 

16 I should now (with LSJ s.v. II.l.a) write ~ also in Or. 1425 avU 8' 7aoa 7TOU TOT'; 7raAai 
cevyetLs ,cb6fot; (so also Biehl, ed. Teubner, but perhaps merely by accident since he does not 
comment). 'Where were you at that time? Can it be that (you were not present to give aid because) 
you had already run away?' 'Or' does indeed make sense, but the many parallels cited favour r. A 
reader points out that in such sequences the '... E' question is nearly always epexegetic. So here: 
'Is she mentally afflicted (as the cause of this apparently suicidal fasting)? Can she really be trying 
to die? (which would be evidence of 7rapaKo7T7)'. 
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328. aov (aov) pr) TVXEtV is odd phrasing, and scarcely constitutes a KaKOV than 
which none is jzELLOV. Nauck's aE p) EVTVXElt remains plausible, or Broadhead's /r 
(a EVTvXELV. 

365. The variants l( Votl (MBOA), Ia /uol zoL (KLP), and ol'0ot ol'toL (VCDE) are 
likely enough to conceal simply t)LOL or otlot: cf. Here. 1065, S. Ant. 1265. We can 
then keep W' ra Katl 0cs in 672 (see further below). 

366. cW (sic) radAatva -cvV' aAXyev (sc. ?yo?).17 Everyone seems explicitly or tacitly to 
have taken 366 as addressing Phaedra in line with 372 cL raAatva 7rat Kprtaia. 
Rather, the chorus are here self-pityingly expressing their own shocked anguish. For 
such idiom with Icyc understood (here following odAolyav E'cwy rrptv adv, t'Aa, 
KaTavvaal qpEvwv' C.OL, 6fev q0Ev), cf. 822, 837, IT 869, Hel. 240, and similarly 
Ot'iOL (C`L)oI) TrdAava El. 1109, S. Aj. 340, IL radAa OC 876, etc. Theirs are 'these 

griefs' (d,Ayri), as sympathetic ,L'AaL. Phaedra's predicament would more naturally be 
described as TaSe Trda?r (cf. 363) or KaKa (cf. 368). For this more egotistic inter- 
pretation, with stronger (even hyperbolic) emphasis upon the grief of the chorus, see 
further on 669-82 (especially 679) and 1142-6 below. It may well have been confusion 
over the interpretation that prompted the changed line-order 367-6 in part of the 
tradition, with 366 c rdTaXava ... moved next to the address to Phaedra in 368-9. 

505-6. rtaLXpa 8S' iv AEyqtl KaAc,s, 505 
es ToVO' o0 evywo vOv tavaAcAw uooaLt. 

Broadhead, whose discussion has been neglected, was right to question avaAo- 

?0 aoiatL. The passive of 'spend' or by extension 'get rid of, destroy' combines ill with 
'into what I am running away from' (the admittedly unparalleled metaphor accepted 
by Barrett as at once 'intelligible and effective'). But rather than avetA7qOiao/tat I 
should prefer ayav co60raotat (or cucr-, cf. Med. 335; but see also Kiihner-Gerth 
1.114-16 on future middle with passive force). Phaedra is already resisting a 'thrust' 
towards c'pco; afurther push (rrepa 504) will be too much for her. For that, we need the 
transmitted AEyYqts in 505, not Broadhead's Acyco; but his KaAad for KaA6cs, remains a 
possibility. One might also consider writing es rovO' o qcevy 'y . ... in 506 
('defilement' or 'bane', cf. Jebb on OC 805). 

525-6. The rare construction "Epws (voc.) ... o ... rdacov (Bothe) has been 
contested by R. Slings.'8 S. Ant. 1121-3 affords an overlooked parallel, with the 
'certain' corrections accepted by Jebb but neglected by Dawe and Lloyd-Jones/ 
Wilson: /r/ovs eiv KOAXrots, I ['] (om. Tr) BaKXE(V, BaKXdV I <> (Musgrave) 
LaTpoTroAWtv eO&^av || vaLETr)v rap' vypov KrTA. ~ 1132-4 KLgcrgpEtS oXOaL I xIAwpa T' 

dcrK | 7roAovardT)vAos TE/rI I I dc[3porwv ETEAv KrT. That restores exact symmetry: 

17 Editorial practice varies as to W" and cL (see also n. 26 below). Mine, after some consultation, 
is to write Wc everywhere in second-person address (with or without a vocative, indifferently before 
or after an imperative, whether or not 'exclamatory'), and W' otherwise, thus clarifying self-pitying 
exclamations. I should similarly write c raTAas at 822, and W rTAadLwv at 837 (where, pace Barrett, 
the exclamatory self-pity is unexceptionable between the wish for death and the explanation Tr7s 
a7rs aU'repVqOeLs kATrdrTs 6ota,ias'). 

18 Mnemosyne 49 (1996), 53-5. 
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- - i -- as in Ant. also at 844-3/863-4, cf. Phil. 836/853; x - - - -- I- as 

Aj. 199, 200, 704/717, Tra. 848/859, Med. 851/861, etc. 

542-4. tad irra-luasa t5v-a cv~4opdis OvaToE is defensible,'9 and should be restored. 
The commended responsion of Dobree's c'EV Ta with t'-rtv 533 (in a quite different 

sense) is scarcely probative; cf. LEVT- in responsion with Lo'VT- at A. Pers. 636/643. 
Barrett himself conceded the shortage of parallels in support of C'vTa here. His argu- 
ment against i'5viTa took no account of the fact that the subject is a god. Std arcaaag 

uuvkqopdig (L'Evvat T-ni) is indeed somewhat different from &ta ,kaXX7s, ta' Aoywv 
(Trrauas makes a further difference); but the extension seems possible, in default of 
more compelling arguments for emendation. 

550-21560-2. 3po[Jaha Nai"c' 0'7TWs TE Ba6K-lXav aGUv atLaTtL lgU I Ka7rvVWL 9ovVL'oL 

VvvfoEtOtS ToKa&SL aTa.V Slyovoto BaiK-/XOV VV/0EVUg(aE`Va I 7O1-('tlW %VtLWL KaT- 

?7WvacEV. Divide thus, not as gl f gi I - - - - (a verse which occurs elsewhere only 
as an ionic clausula, as at Ba. 72).20 - - reflects 545 (-555) Erv puv OtXaAtaL. 
x - - - - - --- is frequent (tl sp akin to gl sp): cf. 130/140, Ale. 576/586, S. Aj. 
597/609, etc. The anceps syllables 7T7oT-[- and Ka7v- are then, in effect, link-ancipites 
in the sequence dod " : x dod + sp. 

5634. 8ELtV yap a TT7aVTaL y E7tL7rvEL, wil 

PE'Atuua S' ot'a TtS7 TETroTaL-ata. -e -d- 

563 7ra&VTa y OAV (-E E7Tt7TLtrvEE A, -E 7TLTVEE OV): 7-iraVT -r' <L>P, 7iraVT' gCi-' C, 7rajVTa BDE, 
7rv' MT O~1~Y r54 ot chu ' 01"iTtg MBOAC: ot'a -rtg VDEL 7rE7roT-r7)-at 

MOAV 

Buijs (1985) rightly divides as above (-553-4 AAK,L.15va3s Tro'o~Ktfi~rptsg E6-/EaWKEV- 

d TrAa'pvWV l5Evau'Wv). The usual lineation gives an odd '12-syll. blunt' verse with 
terminal overlap at ot'-/d (sic; the less acceptable with this word-end after overlapping 
long anceps, cf. on the unacceptable division d' KaAA('-/UTd . at 70-1; but ot'a Ttg 
should be read, as argued below). The concluding sequence --- - --(ia plus rz 
or - e x d -) is like A]. 427 (-409) . . . ra' viv 8'a OTtfLOg LOE 7Tpo'KELtLQa, Cf. also OT 

563. Cf. Med. 44 8Etv-q yacp oUVTO ... also Tra. 497 (Stinton, 221). Barrett 
evidently did not consider the possibility of similar punctuation here. His note 
otherwise failed to establish that 'y' cannot be right': 'Denniston 120' suff-iciently 
illustrates YE with 'adverbs expressing . .. intensity' and includes two instances of it 
following yaJp. 7Ta?vrd(t) has the merit prinma facie of colouring all that follows, 
especially if emphasized with YE, not going only with E'7Tt-TVEE (for E'1TLtrvEEv absolute 
Barrett himself cited Sept. 343). 

564. TE~ for SE' might clarify that 'everywhere' goes also with 7TE7To-rcTaTa; but the mild 
adversative is not out of place in the 'bee' simile. ota~ 'TtS, Cf. El. 151, Hel. 187, Or. 1492, 
Hypsipyle 35 D (1.2.18), 261D (64.77), S. Tra. 105, A. Ag. 1142, etc. (LSJ ol'o" V.2). 
The vulgate Ot'a Tts- is doubtfully idiomatic-in this case perhaps established by mere 
oversight, since Barrett did not discuss the variant readings; at the same time his para- 
phrase plainly implies an adverbial point of comparison. As often (e.g. Med. 629/638, 

'9 Cf. Stinton ap. Lloyd-Jones, JHS 85 (1965), 168. 
20D. Korzeniewski's defence of kovt'oLs v'tkEvatotr in responsion with qooLwt KaLT'7vvaLuEv did 

not merit a place in Stockert's appendix anid hence a place in his bibliography. 
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Andr. 770/781) the unequal anceps at ct rAadpwcv - ot'a Ttr is associated with a different 
word-division. 

598-604. Xo. 7rrTs ovv; Trl paEli, c rraOovo' aiulx7java; 
Oa. oiVK o?Sa TrA,rv ev KarOavEv o'aov TaXos, 

TrclV vIv rrapovrcov 7rrTaTrjov JKo9S 1Ovov. 600 

IIT. L Fraia JLu7Trep 'HAlov r' avarrvxat,, 
ol'wv Aoycov alpplr7ov ela2rKOV' ETOSX. 

Tp. aiyr-qov, d irat, 7Trpv nv' ala6e6ai a orfs. 
17T. OVK E'o' aKoKVaa/g eiv orTS' oaty/coo at. 

Kovacs, in line with articles by W. D. Smith21 and S. 0sterud,22 takes Phaedra into 
the Palace 'just before' Hippolytus' entry with the Nurse, and brings her back in time 
to be addressed by the Coryphaeus at 680. There is indeed a strong case for a staging 
which makes it clear (a) that Hippolytus is aware of the presence only of the Nurse 
and chorus in his altercation with the former (601-15) and his long tirade in 616-68; 
(b) that Phaedra does not hear Hippolytus' assurances in 656-62. There are also 
strong arguments (see further below) for not giving 669-79 to Phaedra. But I agree 
with Halleran-my arguments complement his-that Phaedra should remain in the 
view of the audience, though not of Hippolytus. (i) If she goes into the Palace at 600 
she can scarcely avoid a collision with the persons emerging. If there is a pause 
sufficient to avoid that, there should be some text (Xo.) to bridge the gap. (ii) If 
599-600 is an exit speech, the audience will be expecting immediate fulfilment of the 
implicit suicidal intention (in reply to rt 3pdaets;), and Phaedra's re-entry at 680 will 
be the wrong kind of surprise. (iii) It is also unnatural for Phaedra at 600 to set off 
towards the intimidating voice of Hippolytus, heard within. She will more naturally 
retreat towards the side of the acting area; and we can plausibly imagine her veiling 
her head during most of what follows. (iv) It is, after all, appropriate that Phaedra 
should hear at least the first part of 601-68: notably what Hippolytus says at 604 
about 'inability to keep silence' and at 612 in the notorious verse 77 yAAcaa' clu4oox', 
877 e p-qv advcwToros. It is partly in the light of these verses, but also of 664-8 

(defended below), that Phaedra at 689ff. will say oros T0yap opyr/L (vvre07qYtZevos 

pe'vas I EpeL KaO' r'Luv 7raTrpt aIas' dapTtas l 7rA7rae TrE 7rTaava yalav alaxlaTrwv 

Aoywv. 
601. rafa .. .'HAov ..., cf. on 672 below, with n. 30. 

660, 662. cLya 6O' (for uaya S') 'o0LEv oroELa still seems right, but should have been 
credited by me to Elmsley (reported in Stockert's appendix as having proposed aLya 
T'). In 662 my suggested vw for vtv ('him and me') has gone unnoticed, and still seems 
plausible. 

664-8. Against Barrett's suspicion of these five verses (after Valckenaer), echoed by 
Diggle, and now Kovacs's deletion of them, it is by no means inappropriate that 
Hippolytus should end his tirade addressed to the Nurse in Phaedra's hearing (see 
above)-a tirade against the whole female sex (616-50), not merely 'you ... and your 
mistress' (651-62)-with the thematic and well-phrased distich 

21 TAPhA 91 (1960), 162-77. 

414 C. W. WILLINK 

22 GRBS 11 (1970), 307-20. 



FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES' HIPPOLYTUS 

vvv Tlr aVTraS (aw)pOVELV &LaCaLTC, 
71 Kay.L EaT)W raia E' 7rE?palvELv adE. 

Phaedra knows that no ac(pooav'v7 in her case can prevail against the power of 

Kvipts (cf. 398-401), so that the forecast of 'trampling' in 668 (with raLau' nicely 
ambiguous, as between women in general and the particular women in view) adds the 
final motivation for her pre-emptive counter-action. There is no inconsistency with 
79ff., pace Kovacs, who cites as a 'telling point' in Diggle's apparatus the sentence 
'certe ex Hippolyti sententia (79 seqq.) acw(poavvr9 non discendo capitur'. Hippol- 
ytus has aligned himself with paragons 'in whom nothing is SLSaKTOv and to whom 
there has been given (EIA7-XE) (cwOpoCovrV ElS r'7 Ta rda': a position which by no 
means denies that manifestations of awcpoavvrq may occur (whether by teaching or 

otherwise) in persons not regarded by him as acceptable associates; cf. his culmin- 
atingly paradoxical judgement of Phaedra at 1034: E(JW)(TpOv?aE 8' OVK EXOovaa 

awopovELv. At the same time, of course, 667 is spoken as a rhetorical advvaTov, given 
the view of women that Hippolytus has expressed. Such accurate thematic plotting is 
more plausibly atttributed to Euripides than to an interpolator. 

What, then, of 664-6 (with which 667-8 certainly cohere)? 

oXAOLUOE' {LLC (JV 58 OV7TOT' EL7rAurra(7jao ofLat 
yvvaLLKaS, ovS' E' (jVgl T1S r'L aElE AElyeLV 665 
aEc yap ouv 7Trcos ELU KaKELvat KaKaL' 

Against 664-5, to the subjective points in Barrett's discussion Kovacs adds the illog- 
icality of AE'yetv (sc. o'rt jttro), such that 'these lines do not quite succeed at saying 
what they are intended to say'. The fault seems venial. But, such as it is, it is easily 
removed by writing iE6'El (sc. avTai), postulating a familiar kind of corruption 
(cf. Andr. 419 and further on 671 below). In favour of authenticity is the apt 
characterization in ovi' El' 7ot 01TlS . . : Hippolytus is ever sensitive to any criticism 
that might affect his status as a paragon sans reproche. For another instance of such 
anticipation of criticism, cf. on 911-15 below. 

That leaves only 666, which economically explains the reversion in 664-5 to cursing 
women in general (yvvatKaS ... KaKetvat) after the narrower focus in 651-62(-3). The 

subject of `Aotao0 is still in the first instance 'you and your mistress', before the 
progressive-corrective continuation at tJacov ' . . . The particles yap oYv, obscurely 
impugned by Kovacs, accurately mean 'for indeed, in sooth' (Denniston, GP 446); and 
7rcTs 'in one way or another' relevantly reflects the wide-ranging condemnation in the 
earlier part of the praLts, even as KLKaLL reflects KaLKOV jeya in 627. It might be 
suggested that 666 (del. Nauck) is inorganic; but adE' yap ovv ... links aptly with ade 
665, and ] vvv ... in 667-8 follows better after 666 than it would after 665. 

669-82. Xo. TaAaVES c3 KaKorTVXEt yvvaLLKcv rOTfLOt 2cr 8 
Ttv' E vvV rEXvav EXO!EV ] Aooyov 670 58 
rboIaAXeaL KaOacayta AV'ELV tAoyoVtE' 55 11 

[O0a.] eTVXOoEIv 5tKag 8 
c) rF Ka t 0P s. 2sp 
7rdt TTOT' JeaAvWco Trvxas;; cr 8 
7TrcS SE' 7 rrTl KpVbcO, (,XAac; cr 8 
Tlr av Oe)v apcyos' r77 Ts av /poTrcv 675 3ia 

7rapeSpo0s 77 vvepyos adSKcov E'pycov 88 
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(av?EL7; rT yap Trap' 'jLtV 7rr6os 88 

t7Tapovt vaE?K7TEparov E"PXETratL 3ov 3ia 
KaKorTVXETdraa yvvaLKW(v cyJ. 8 

[Xo. 0E?V ?EV, 7rTEpaKTaL, KOV KaTWcpOwvTaL Texvat, 680 
oforotva, r-s a-rjs Trpoarro'Aov, KaKsg S' iEXEL.] 

0a. d 7TrayKaKlaT? .. . 

669" Xo. (et 672"n a.) MOVELP; Oa. A et in ras. B; Tp. Bothe 669 raAaves ACLC: -aLv- codd. 
670 TIv' ~ viv Page, Conomis: r- v- j DELP (cf. ? alter), D om. cett. (rivas et -rE'vas B2), TLV 

av Nauck Aoyovs MAV+ 671 KaAa/ KaLa Z': Ka0' au/(t)a fere codd. AveLV Musgrave: AVoLV 

vel AVUaeLV codd. Aoyov] -ovs MV et Z alter; I/'yov Purgold 674 KpVlow #l'Aal 7rrtia BL+ 
675 av PpoTrv] advOpTrwov MBOA 678 Tropov Kayser, olim Well; fort. poTrav 8vaEK7reparov 
BACDLP: -vrov MOV, -arov E 680-1 vv. delendos censeo (Nutrici trib. Reiske) KaodpO- 
MAVDE -TcraL T?EXv fere V (E'XvrSg) M2 (TEXvat) A et Z alter 

669-79, responsive to 362-72, is given by most editors and commentators to 
Phaedra; by a minority, now including Kovacs; to the Nurse. Both these assignations 
require us to accept a phenomenon without parallel in Greek tragedy: the assignation 
to an actor of the antistrophe to a choral strophe.23 Symmetrical assignation is the 
more to be expected here, supporting the responsion at a distance. Both strophe and 
antistrophe are certainly choral in the other tragic instances of widely separated 
strophic stanzas (Or. 1353-65/1537-48, Rh. 454-66/820-32, Phil. 391-402/507-18, all 
like ours in iambo-dochmiac metre). There is a similar vocative ftAat, certainly to 
other choristers, at Or. 1540. There may, of course, be internal divisions within a 
choral strophic stanza, not necessarily symmetrical, without affecting the propriety of 
the notation Xo.24 

So let us try the effect of choral assignation, which no recent commentator seems 
even to have considered as a possibility. At once we may observe an interesting 
structural symmetry: in both places the chorus are 'reacting' in the presence of the 
Nurse and Phaedra (whom we have not taken offstage); and their grieving sentiments 
in both stanzas-at 366ff. 'shocked', here rather 'despairing'-are such as might 
equally well be voiced by the Nurse (who is not a singing character).25 They share her 
emotion as committed /t1Aat; and, as elsewhere, the magnitude of their grief is 
expressed with hyperbole. 

669. The opening sentiment plainly suits the chorus.26 
670-1. The feminine plural ucraAeuact is an obvious stumbing-block on Phaedra's 

lips (unconvincingly explained by Barrett). The Nurse's 'we' can be 'my mistress and I'; 
but the chorus too have been 'disappointed'. As to the text, (i) the choice remains close 
between r'v' ' ... and -tv' a. . 27 (ii) Many, most recently Sommerstein, Kovacs, 
and Stockert, have expressed dissatisfaction with . .. . oyov (v.l. Aoyovs) I . .. Ao'yov. 

23 The responsion of solo strophe with choral antistrophe in the Parodos of Helen is likely to 
have been a novelty; see my discussion in CQ 40 (1990), 77ff. 

24 Cf. my commentary (p. 302) on Or. 1535-65, where I may have inclined too far towards 
unison utterance. Weil gave the whole of 362-72 to the Coryphaeus, but a shocked reaction there 
from all fifteen choristers, as also from the Nurse (353-61), is what the context calls for. 

25 The chorus in Supplices takes such 'vicarious' song a stage further; CQ 40 (1990), 347-8. 
26 Diggle has rdaAaves c5 ... here, and conversely ai'eg cW, E'KAves . . . at 362 in second- 

person address (cf. n. 17 above). ... . . rrTot here and W Trovot ... at 367 are like Sept. 739 and 
Ch. 466 (Co West; contrast Lloyd-Jones/Wilson at Aj. 1197, El. 201, 203, Phil. 177-8). 

27 The thinly attested reading trvas vvv Trevas (B2) is negligible, associable with the wrong 
Aoyovus. 
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Purgold's o0yov, mentioned en passant by Barrett and among many other conjectures 
in Stockert's appendix, has not received the attention which it merits.28 Crucial is the 

meaning of KadafjL,ua, a very rare word, likely to have been used with etymological 
precision in relation to the cognate KaOcLrrw 'fasten (A to B)'. What there is no avail- 
able rEXV71 or Aoyos to 'loose, undo' is the 'attachment' to Phaedra of (undeserved) 
8vcrKAELa and to the Nurse of (deserved) 'reproach'; last but not least the chorus may 
have incurred reproach by their complicity, and in general as members of an impugned 
sex. For the metaphor, cf Or. 828-30 ).. . a. . E tavaori AvaKALtav E's aiE (reminiscent 
of Od. 2.86 tLc4Lov &avc5arLt). For the frequent confusion of id0y- and Aoy-, cf. Collard 
on Su. 564-5. 

672. ETvXOIEVv 8LKaS, presumably as having tacitly acquiesced in the Nurse's 
disastrous approach to Hippolytus; but throughout, the chorus strongly 'identify' with 
the predicaments and sentiments of the principals. X rCa KaL O)&s: everyone accepts 
Heath's Ic to obtain another dochmius, in responsion with Ic tiLot, kev ev in 365. 
But whereas corruption of dc to t(c is very common, the reverse is not,29 and for c3 in 
this exclamation, cf. Med. 148, Or. 1496, also 601 above.30 2sp is as likely as a 
dochmius for these exclamatory phrases (cf. 813, S. Phil. 1086/1106, etc.), and it is easy 
to obtain the same in 365 (see above). 

677-8. Tro Trap' r't,iv rradOo is an expression apter on the lips of sympathetic ftiatL 
than of Phaedra herself. In 678 Barrett praised Wilamowitz's rTrepav as 'palmary'. But 
the trope 7repav SvaUEK7rparov . . . 3ov, obscure in sense, is not supported by 883 

8V9EK7TEpaTrov... . aKov (a very different sort of phrase, considered further below). 
7TOpov is better than Barrett allowed; but I should prefer poTrrav (even closer to the 
letters of 7rapotv), cf. Tra. 82 ev pAoTrML rTOLaLSE KELI/LEVwt (similarly of a life-or-death 
crisis), also OC 1508 (with /3[ov), Hel. 1090, etc. 8vCEKrreparov (better than -7repavrov) 

may mean either 'hard to get past' or 'not good in the getting past'. 
679. The first-person singular is, of course, no guarantee of solo utterance. 
680-1. This now follows oddly, even with a pause followed by a change of voice to 

the Coryphaeus (Reiske's assignation to the Nurse is negligible). Choral lyric may be 
followed by a choral approach-announcement, as at Alc. 1006; but speech does not 
otherwise follow a lyric stanza without a change of speaker. It seems likely, therefore, 
that this distich was interpolated to separate 672-9 from 682ff. in a tradition wrongly 
assigning both to Phaedra (as in all the MSS). Suspicion once aroused is strengthened 

28 Kovacs (1996) does not mention it in his discussion, arguing for his conjecture . .. - rtvas I 
oaXAEcraat KaOataH,a A,vetv ,Aoyovs. On his own evidence the need for the repeated interrogative 

arises only if there is a difference of number, i.e. if we accept the v.l. Ao'yovs. 
29 Triclinius' (L for tid at Aj. 1197 was not simply 'a favourite device' of his (Zuntz, Inquiry 23), 

but an instance of a frequently needed correction: for other accepted (if not universally agreed) 
instances of this corruption in the cantica of tragedy (not including C)x4ot --> Hle ,tot, as at Aj. 900, 
901, 909, etc.), cf. Ch. 466; Eumn. 511, 512, 785; Ant. 1276, 1286; El. 121; OC 1085; Alc. 92, 435, 
568; Hp. 852; Andr. 1204; Hec. 1033, 1074; Herc. 115; Tro. 580; Hel. 191, 362; Pho. 226, 1500-1 
(P75); Or. 332, ?976; Kannicht on Hel. locc. cit. The corruption may have been encouraged by 
'prevocalic consonantalization in vulgar speech' (cf. West, GM 14); it is less likely that i'c could 
actually be scanned as a monosyllable in tragedy, in addition to the scansions - - and - -. The 
reverse corruption of to? to J), as apparently in part of the tradition at OT 1186, is surprisingly 
rare (omission of an iota being so easy), and editorial i/o is at best doubtful not only here and in 
884 (q.v.), but also at IT 143; and further corrections of i'o may be needed (as I shall argue 
elsewhere) at Sept. 97; Aj. 348/356; Ant. 1146, ?1261; OT 163 (Wi dS), 1207/1216; El. 1273; Hec. 
1091 (twice); Hel. 335. 

30 I write '/sP, in conjunction with 'allocutory' cS (cf. n. 17 above, and exclamations like co 
ZeO). Earth is a goddess, and Light stands for Sun (often appealed to as 'all-seeing', etc.). 
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by the somewhat clumsy mixture of singular and plural verbs, and by the anticipatory 
undercutting of line 778, where 0ev 06ev, rr7erpaKTra (by no means a clich6) refers to 

Phaedra's death. 
682ff. Phaedra's pratL at 373ff. immediately followed the strophe. Now she has 

another (somewhat shorter) speech immediately following the antistrophe. 

715-18. (Pa. KaAcJs 'AEeaO tE' v 78e TporpEJrov' eycA) 715 

evprlJLa 8rT T7 T7J8e aUv/fLopas EcXwt 
cra eVKAeCd i EV 7Trati TTpooOe1valt t1ov 

av rr) T ovaaUat 7Trp6 7 a vvv 7re7rrTKoTa' 

715 EAEfas O 7rpoTperrova' D<L> et Bc, 7rperova' C rrpoaO' eiTrova' Epc) Hadley, 7rpos 
7TOvTOtS pcb Barrett 716 eviprq/7a] t'aa vel aKqrLa Stockert $8 Tt BCDELP: $~ra cett. 
eXWc] aKos Kirchhoff, Nauck 

Trpos Tro7OLS epcu, though commended by Diggle ('fort. recte') and accepted by 
Kovacs, does not begin to account for -rpe7rova'. Stockert justly obelizes 

trTpo-rpeTova'... Evp7r7Lat for the further doubt hanging over the construction 

ev'prlla ... avlpopds (as to which he should have mentioned Broadhead's discussion, 
also Kirchhoff's avuqopas aKos9, accepted by Nauck, who also wrote rl'prpKa). Other 

conjectures include Wecklein's E'v 8 Trav arpeova' (Weil) ciros I evpova' alKOs S). 
The oddly elaborate (composite?) scholion 5r/Tovaa Kal Epevvcwaa' uLErarperTovaa, 

O)rlar, Kal' 7roAAa 8OKLtfLaovCa Kat Elcs 7roAAa LETraE`povuad tiov TrVv yvCttrlv... 

may suggest that the problems in our text have been caused by the loss of a line, e.g. 

EV E 7TrpT3r' el7TOVa' IycO 715 

<a7TreLtkt' rTCvrT7L vovv TpE7TroVa' KE(eaT pov> 

EvprnLLa Trt Tl71 E jvT f kLopds EXW (KTA.) 

rpeTrova' is then explicable as an intrusion from the following (subsequently 
omitted) verse.31 For the idiom thus with Erprrovaa, cf. IT 1322 J7 'vravia TrpEr?LS 

a-jv qpev'. rrpcJra, cf. Alc. 1105 dLrelaLv, el Xpr- 7rrpcora 8' el Xpwc)v dlOpel. Eyca, sc. 
in grateful reply to your KaAol Ao'yot. 

814-16. flalcltL Oavova' dvoaLoLL e aJUV- 88 

1/opad, crdas TrAaLacra ILEAEca Xepos' 815 88 
trLs't apa adv, rd\Aatv', dJyavpoL toav; 88 

814 iai(coL) D (Bothe): -ws cett. 815 -rraAaLutca MEAE'as Xep6o Enger: X- rr- /- codd. 816 r( 
(8') Stockert odav Monk: wcodv codd. 

814. Latcilot is likely to be the truth. 
815. Enger's transposition, similar to Elmsley's in 841 below, should be accepted. 

Dochmiacs of the form x - - . -- - with split resolution are very rare, appearing else- 
where in Euripides (doubtfully) only at 841 (if Kpa8Lav is written) and 883 below 
(qq.v.), and IT 840 rrp6aow rda' aTrrea (leg. Trda da7rrEa irpaow?); not in Sophocles; in 

Aeschylus only Eum. 840 = 870 arravard re KOTOV (s.v.l.); PV573 TE vjia7rV ava rav. 8s 

31 Hadley intended his rrpoa'' el-rrova' Epa as simply introducing a restatement of Phaedra's 
view of death as KpaTtarov (401-2); but 717-21 certainly alludes (with a fine terminal ambiguity 
in 721) to her discovery of a new plan, productive of compound ovr7ots. 
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of the form x -, apart from Tro. 310 AatzraitL i-68' LEpOV (s.v.l.) and Ba. 988 -ri 

apaLV ETEKEV, occur only in Aeschylus (Sept. 239, Su. 691, 692, Ag. 1173, Ch. 967). 
Entirely resolved 8s of the form x -- : r - -- (nearly all with eight short syllables) 
behave differently, occurring with increasing frequency: A. Ag. 1410, S. OT 1314/1322, 
El. 1246, 1267, E. El. 1170, IT 871, Or. 176, Ba. 995 = 1015. Stockert is deterred 
here by reference to Parker 266; but Parker there lumped together all Ss of the form 
x -- :-. _ rather than giving separate treatment, as on pp. 258ff., to split resolution 
after a long syllable. 

816. The chorus are indeed disingenuously feigning ignorance (Barrett); but even so 
the question here should not be 'What person brings to nought your life?' (since the 
obvious answer to that is Phaedra herself), but simply 'What (is it that) brings ...?' So 
read it crav a'pa, -racAatv'. E" a"pa very often follows Tls directly (hence the corrup- 
tion), but cf Or. 1269 -rii 88' ap'... E' Ba. 556 7r60L N&rag 'apa ... E'etc. (GP 40). 

840-1. tri'VO9 KAV'wt lTo'OEV OaVaUaLtOSo g vXa, 840 88 

y;vLLL, UITXv, TcLAatv', E/3a Kap8lOv& 88 

841 Ta'Aatv' 8/a Elmsley: 8/a (E8r4E3a MBOA) Ta'aLva codd. (quocum Kpa8t'av Kirchhoff) 

840 corresponds with 822 KaTaKOvaL p2Ev ovYv d/3lo7-og /3lov. For the certainly 
corrupt 1-(vos. KAVW Stockert suggests either KAVSwv -rst8 or rtl 8 KAv'8wv' But the 
'wave' metaphor is too bald (the more so in a question). Kovacs more plausibly follows 
Kraus in accepting Enger's -roi 8E8 KA'w .. . E" Other possibilities are [-rtvog] aJAv'w, 

O',Ev ... JC(I am bewildered', cf. Or. 277) and -+' o'uos- 7 rOEV ... E" (KA8'W would 
be a natural supra- scription following lipographic reduction of -rtcvoao,, to -rlvosj. 

866-8. Xo. O/E V /E V, 

a'8 (L)VEOX/LOv E(oXaLLS E'7TEtU(/E pE 3ia 

OEO'S t(KaK0v) EkjOL' Jt.8V o8v' J/t(o-rosr /3ov 88 (? 
TvX 7TpOS To KpaLvOE'V Et-7 TVXELV) 88 

867 E'rTEtg0E'pEt BVCDEL: 8'77-/3- MOA 868 KaKO'V OM. CDEL, del. Wilamowitz aliquid e v. 
821 irrepsisse vid. Burges et Maas fort. OEo3L 8j'wlt' jI-) (iam Stockert) vi3V KTrA. aci/tlor o 
MOCP: -w-ros- BAVDEL 

EIT,ELctapEE (J. U. Powell) has become the vulgate, with 9SE? 0E ... 0OEoSg scanned as 
ia 8 8. But E?ITELU/3E'PEt is unexceptionable, ending a trimeter (single, cf. 368/675, 
371/678, 813). Barrett failed to show that the metrical division must be '7TEWU/pE~ 

OEO's I. rather than Ei7;TEtUq0E'pEt I OEoS' . . Nor indeed could he, since he regarded 
'Etot ... TVXEEv as 'corrupt beyond remedy' as a consequence of substantial intrusion. 
Although Barrett denied it, KaLKov, absent from several MSS, is very likely to be false, 
vEoX/Lov = v8ov sufficiently implying 'unwelcome'. If so, it may after all suffice to 
correct just enough so as to obtain four dochmiacs from Oeo'g to -rvXEv. The 
corruption here is indeed likely to owe something to fzE8v o 0v 'a'to.rog g3[ov in line 821 
above; but it is by no means certain that the whole of It.8v ovYv aJ/t1oTros f3lov here is an 
intrusion from that source. It is in Euripides' manner to echo thematic words and 
phrases (cf. SVUEKcTr8parov 678 and 883). Stockert plausibly looks for a deprecatory 

32 Previously I proposed oME8 KAV'w or 8"KAvov, not od8'v as stated in Stockert's appendix. 
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wish with tdL ..., but too radically proposes to write tj 7ivos rTvXa in place of KaKOV 

pol ! E oiLV oV dalToros tov rTvXa. Given the rejection of KaKOV, pt. vvv for pdv oiv 

seems sufficient (the monosyllables cohering sufficiently to make the word-end after 
long penult. unobjectionable). For ad[loros describing something other than tilos, cf. 
also Ion 764 (aXos). 

877-8. The verses should be redivided, partly for the reason given by Diggle in 
Euripidea 475, n. 158, namely that fdapos KaKOWv ad7rr yap oAodlevos oi'xotat as a 
trimeter lacks the usual caesura, but also because a7ro yap oAhdocvor olXotat as a 
self-contained dimeter is in line with a common 'sub-dochmiac' pattern, cf. Hec. 
1031, Or. 1253/1273, A. Sept. 157/165, Ag. 1097, Ch. 155, Eum. 161/168, etc.). Before 
it, fSoat f3odti : Aros daAaCra' rr7TL v'y7w fapos KaKd)V; can be either treated as a 
tetrameter (or ia ch I 2ia, which comes to the same thing) or divided after foati godL; 
cf. Herc. 763-4/772-3, Hel. 370. 

882-5. 097. TOr6E tELV OVKETL o7oydaTaro EV 7TVAatLs 
tKaOefw) SvUEKT7repar0V oAoov (3Aoov) KaKOVt. ? 

c) TrrdoXs Trr7ot. ha (?) 

'IT7ToAVTos evvrj EVrV s T C L7s ETA?r7 OtYElV ... 

882 TO8' 4zogv MOC 883 $vaEKTrEpav-Tov MOC hAoov semel MOAC, bis cett. 884 c rd7TA 
Tro'At BVDELP: c 7r6Ats c 7TroArs C, 

' 
TriAts MOA 

The vulgate has -trepdr6v 6A66v I KKO6v. la) (Elmsley) 7roATs as two dochmiacs. The 
form - - - is a rarity (see on 814-16 above); likewise the postulated corruption of 
It) to Wc (see on 672 above). A more definite fault, though no one seems to have been 
troubled by it, is the absence of period-end for a drawing of breath, and probable stage 
movement, before Theseus' loud appeal to the city. This dramatically important 
KpavyU7 (cf. on 902-4 below) cannot begin in the middle of a verse; afortiori, in the 
middle of a resolved syllable. There is indeed a metrical problem in 883; but we should 
regard a full stop at KaLKOV as a datum from which to work backwards. The doubled 
oAoo'v, metrically questionable,33 is probably false here, as at Or. 999.34 Single oAoov 
does indeed still leave a metrical problem: neither 8 ia cr nor ba ia 8 is likely.35 The 
chances are that a syllable has dropped out somewhere, but not as supplied by Elmsley. 
Of various possibilities contemplated, I should now suggest KaOEe~o/.ev for KaOewt, 

giving a straightforward 2ia 3.36 It may be relevant that the other occurrence of 

33 8 ia 8 would be unparalleled in Eur., who has single iambic metra in dochmiac context only 
at the beginning of a sequence and then probably only when the ia is exclamatory; cf. CQ 41 
(1991), 527, n. 12. One might consider supplementation to 38, e.g. with <y' ov> or <7rep> after 
8VCEKrTEpaTov, but scarcely with enthusiasm. 

34 My commentary there includes some observations about Eur.'s practice in the doubling of 
adjectives (much rarer than verbs and nouns). 'Dittography is a less common fault than 
haplography, but is commoner than may generally be supposed' (Diggle, Euripidea 381). 

35 El. 1153-4 7raTpiSa SEKETeaTL I urropacLtv EAO6vr' ~uav - 1161-2 7rTOrt, o' TLt 7OTE TaLV | 

TrAatvav E'aXEV KaKOV is 8 | ia cr in Diggle's colometry, but should be taken rather as ending with 
a dochmius, i.e. as ^2ia I 8, akin to 2ia f 3 (n. 36 below); likewise Tro. 1227-8, Pho. 1286ff./1298ff. 
(twice), Rh. 136/200, A. Ch. 944-5. For the extreme rarity of - - - - - (ba ia) before late 
Euripides (and nowhere followed by a dochmius), see Stinton, 113ff. 

36 2ia : 8 is very common. For 2ia f 8 with short-syllable overlap, cf. Med. 1281/1292, Or. 329/ 
345, already at Eum. 158-9/165-6 (not as West). 
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ovaEKTrrpaTov at 678 is in an iambic verse (likewise in iambo-dochmiac context). Such 
a first-person plural here will be in line with, and perhaps an echo of, Hippolytus' 
E'ofI ev arodLa at 660.37 

All three transmitted variants in 884 are now possible. But cf. Hec. 684 c( TEKVOV 

TEKVOV, where c3 TEKVOV and cb TEKVOV cd TEKvov are minority readings. 

902-4. IrT. Kpavyrjs aLKOVcaCs crs al()tK6Or17v, 7TrTEp, 

7jTOVOSjt- TO .LEVTOL TTpdyJ tE' c OLTTVL oTEvetLS 

OVK o0ta, fovAovi7or'v 3' av EK UEOEV KAVEtV. 

Barrett printed his conjecture E'' 1cU (Tr Xjaas ies 'with some confidence'. Diggle 
prints his own O'rwt1 TEVEtS 'rt with presumably equal or greater confidence, but 
without supporting advocacy. The latter has been widely accepted, despite Barrett's 
objection to aTEVEts as 'the wrong word' (countered only by Halleran). Barrett was 
right thus far: the context, in conjunction with the phrase KpavyT!s aKovaas, leaves no 
room for doubt, pace Halleran, as to 'what Hipp. is imagined to have heard'; and he 
has no reason whatever to infer lamentation, rather than (e.g.) some apprehended 
danger to the 7rdAts. On this, see also Broadhead's neglected discussion. Stockert also 
mentions Barthold (e+' WL KaTraTE`VELS) and Fitton (e'' (cL aTEvetS Et). These can 
be rejected for the same reason and as otherwise inferior to Diggle. 

Broadhead in a footnote suggested Trevas as an improvement upon Barrett's 
arT'oas, with supporting citation of TELVOVUt fgo v (Med. 201, with Page's note), 
rVE ... . . avv (Pers. 574, with his own note), and evTEtvadevos c,owv v (Aeschines 
2.157).38 One might equally consider O'Tr)o TEWVELS E'tm as an improvement of Diggle. 
But neither quite satisfies: it is a little awkward to understand avTrrv (sc. the Kpavy?,), 
since ret'vetv can be used intransitively; and, though JOrot.. . 'r7t means the same as 

c+f' Lt, it is not obvious why the former should be corrupted to the latter. 
If we start by substituting rTELVEl for TtvN TEVElSt, we have room for another word. 

On that basis I suggest cE' dt TEVEtS <o7ra> '. . . why you are (thus) exerting your 
voice'. For 0r7ra 'voice, utterance' at the end of a verse in Euripides, cf. 602, 1321, Hec. 
555, Su. 204, Ion 1204-5, Hel. 1596, Or. 1669.39 The supposition will be that 6ora was 
extruded following corruption of wt rEtvEtL ... to CtItvt c ... and subsequent supra- 
scription of rE(t)vets. 

911-15. oLy6ts7; oLW9rr ' O' oE'ev Epyov V KaKOLS' 

-7 yap 7Trrovoa Trdvra Kap$ta KAvetv 
Kad TOlS KaKOLtl AtXXVOS ov'a' dALaKETat, 

ov tjr1v qfLAovs d yE, KcTt tjALov 
" 

qt'Aovs, 
KpV7TTElv 8tKatOV uas, 7TrTep, 3voTrpa6[as. 915 

All recent editors, mistaking the sense, have followed Barrett in excising 912-13. No 
one has effectively countered or even mentioned my defence. ov p,qv . . . yE (cf. 285, 
etc.) is the negative correlate of ye !fv 'adversative, often answering iEv' (GP 348).40 

37 For the equivalence of singular and plural, cf. Kiihner-Gerth 1.84. For confusions in the 
tradition, cf. Diggle, Euripidea 263 and 344-5. There is a variant e'otkat at 660, which might 
suggest KaOeo,tlat as an alternative here; but LSJ offer no support for that. 

38 Broadhead ended by proposing e' ft ... . . oves without commitment as to 'what TIVt 
represents'. He should not have regarded Chr. Pat.'s r d vvv as 'at least a possibility'. 

39 Aesch. and Soph. by contrast have 07ra only in lyric; once each as things stand, but Blaydes 
plausibly proposed O7ra XET"rat (X- Musgrave) for v7roKeLTat at Phil. 190. 

40 oLv ... ye is surprisingly not given separate notice by Denniston. One instance (Phil. 
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So here 912-13 is to be understood as the first limb of an explanatory antithesis: in 
effect 'a desire to be told everything is indeed reprehensible . . ., but you should not 
conceal your troubles from your nearest and dearest'. For yacp without expressed j'v 

at the beginning of such an antithesis, cf. 1340-1 roivs yap EvaUEEE ... . . o yE IE v 

KaKOVS. .., Or. 1083 ovr yap -jrLv E'UTL, cot y7E fjIV, El. 754 /iaKpas yap EprrEL y7jpvs, 
cyxav'S yE /T.jv. Certainly something is needed between 911 atco7rrs 6' ove6v e'pyov 

ev KaKols and the adversative ov -.v ... yE .. .,0,0 in 914-13; and what 912-13 offers 
is just right, and well characterized. ALtvos ('always disapproving' as Barrett says) is a 
word rare in tragedy, but the sense '(objectionably) inquisitive' is well attested (LSJ 
s.v.), occurring also in fr. 1063.8 Tov KEKpVLEVOUV AtiXosg. Its pejorative force is just 
what the context requires (properly understood). Hippolytus characteristically wishes 
to distance himself from any imputation of 'vulgar curiosity'; cf. on 665 above. 

Not only the particles and sentence-structure have been misconstrued. Another 
error, of which I too was previously guilty, has been to mistake KaKOlCat in 913 as 

meaning the same as KaKoLS in 911. For the correct interpretation 'even in/among 
KaKOL persons' (sc. 'unlike you and me'), cf TOLS KaKoLU(t) 81,412, 980, Held. 259, Ion 
399 KoV TaLsK KaKaLCtv, etc.; the definite article makes all the difference. 

1008-16. EL 8i7 ce c6Ealt TOjL T pOTW rOLt lE6dprqv 
7rOTEpa rTO 7rf7 e ad.L' EKaAALcTEVETo 

7Taauv yvvatKcwv; i7 aov oLK7acirv So6lLov 1010 
E'yKA7pOV Ev3rVv 7TpodAagc3ov e7r7riarua; 
IdTraLto dp' Xv, ov6ap.ov o Lev o5v cbpevWv 
dAA' wSg TVpavveLv '7v -roeut or afpoutv; 
[KlarTa y fE Yf rTas OpevaS 8lE(f0opEv 
Ovrqr)v oaotUtv advdaveL fIovapxta'] 1015 

dy, 6 ... 

1014-15 del. Nauck (1012 del. Wecklein, 1012-15 susp. Barrett, del. Kovacs, 1013-15 susp. 
Stockert) 

J. H. Kells has explained the passage convincingly, while defending verse 1013.41 As 
he points out, the sequence of rhetorical questions is similar to that in Andr. 194ff. The 
first two questions following the challenge in 1008 self-evidently expect the answer 
'No' (the second, since Phaedra is not a widow so that her ev'vr cannot be rtTKA07pos). 
Not thus can Theseus account for the corruption of a wcoqpogavvr- which Hippolytus 
regards as an incontrovertible fact (994-5). The third question by contrast might be 
answered with 'perhaps so'-so Hippolytus continues with eyc 8'. ... 1013 is thus 
integral to the argument, and 1014-15 are surely spurious (perhaps also corrupt, but 
my tLE`0'apev does not suffice to save the lines). Interpolators were apt to elaborate 
answers to apparently unanswered questions. But the case against 1012 is evanescent, 
a verse accurately expressing in blameless idiom what must otherwise be 'understood' 
(for the argument) at this point in the sequence of questions. 

1029, 1045-50. I should still argue for retention of 1029 arroALs 6oLKos qvyas 
aA7dTEVr v XOvova (prima facie a finer verse than 1048 aAA' EK 7rarpotasg Ovyds 

811) appears under /xv (p. 331); others (Ag. 1279, OT810, Hp. 285, PV268 [not 270], Hcld. 885, 
Hp. 914, IT 1004, Hcld. 885, IA 1004, Rh. 958) under ov ,7)v 'adversative' (335), still others 
(Cretans fr. 472e K.16, Hel. 571, Pho. 1622) under /xv 'strong adversative' (335-6). To these add 
Sept. 538. 

422 C. W. WILLINK 



FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES' HIPPOLYTUS 

daArfevWv xOovos from which it is supposed to have been interpolated) and excision 
of 1047-50 (not 1050 only). I would only add that in 1047 TaXv - yap AL7sIs piarLov 
advpt 8vaUTXEi is surely the superior reading (plotaros pier.): 'the easiest thing', not 
'the easiest kind of death'. A quick death is, after all, easiest for everyone. 

1102-4. Xo. 77 fJL'ya HLOt Tl 06EV JLEA 'ESfJiaO', orTav qpevas O'artl, 
Av7ras 7TapatpEiL 

1102 LOL rT] /LOL Tr codd. 

Verrall's extraordinary assignation of the strophes 1102-10 and 1120-30 to a 
different male chorus, accepted by Diggle, has been convincingly refuted by Sommer- 
stein (in line with my note in CQ 18 [1968]), followed by Kovacs and Stockert. That 
issue has distracted attention from the one considered by R. P. Winnington-Ingram.42 
For Barrett, and some others before and since, ra OECV CEAEs,/larTa means 'the gods' 
care for men' ('for men' to be somehow understood). Kovacs more correctly takes it as 
'thoughts about the gods'. iLEAcE8YcLTa that enter bpEves cannot easily be understood 
as thinking done by someone else. Moreover /xEAE&S5aira with objective gen. is 
established poetic idiom: cf. Od. 15.7-8 (cited by Winnington-Ingram) TrAEcLaXov 8' 
ovX VTrVOS EXE yAvKvS, ,aAA' evL Ov!t(l VVKTa 8L' atd,pocTIrv tLEAE,'LarTa rrarpo 

EyELpEv. Winnington-Ingram suggested advancing the first comma to follow ra OEWv, 
but was evidently less than happy with the result. What we need is rather rt for ra. 
That has unlooked-for beneficial effects. (i) Kovacs's translation, which neglects the 
definite article, becomes more evidently correct. (ii) The construction of irapatped with 
acc. rEtya rt ('a great amount/part') and gen. A,VTras becomes straightforward and 
unambiguous ('take away X from Y'). As things stand we have to take it on trust that 

yeya is 'adverbial' (Barrett) and that Avrras is 'more likely' (Halleran) to be genitive 
singular than accusative plural. In fact adverbial aEya never stands at a great distance 
from what it qualifies; nor is there an apparent parallel for it with a verb of 'taking'. 

1122-5. cE7TE TOv 'EAAavtasg ia cr 

bavEpcTraTov ca-repp' f dOdvast paroem 

EL'obEV E'L3o0tEV 'K 7Trarpog 6pysg 4daA 
aAAav 7tr' atav Elevov. 1125 2ia 

1123 adOvag V: adrOv- cett. (-atg MO, -7/s B) 

Fitton's Alatc[as, accepted by Diggle and commended by Stockert ('fort. recte'), has 
been justly contemned by Sommerstein, Kovacs, and Halleran. As Barrett argued, we 
expect a genitive of place with 'star of'; and there is no evidence for the non-tragic 
AoLbata at Trozen, or for 'EAAavia as a cult-epithet of that goddess. Kovacs and Hal- 
leran fall back on Hartung's dare'pa yatcas, which is unlikely to be the truth (despite 
apparent consistency with the scholion cTreLt rTov Trjs 'EAA-qWvtLKs 7yrs cxavepTarcTov 
darepa, Kat rad r). The corruption is hard to credit;43 and as Sommerstein has 

41 CQ 17 (1967), 181-3. 
42 BICS 16 (1969), 50-1. 
43 Halleran should not have called the change of aOavas to ayatag 'paleographically not 

difficult'. Barrett considered it 'not obvious but not unthinkable'. I think it incredible: a mis- 
reading (?) unlikely in itself, and away from straightforward sense (in line with a scholion). 
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pointed out, aAAav in 1125 should not not mean 'other than Greece', since it is not 
from Greece that Hippolytus is being exiled.44 

My neglected suggestion AOavdv 'from Athens ... driven to another land' gives the 

problem-free sense required, while changing only one easily corruptible letter.45 For 
the simple genitive, cf. y-7s hAdv KopLvOias Med. 70, 1vOcJvos ... .3'as OT 152, etc. 
For'EAAavia 'Greece' (without y71, X0ov, or aoac), cf. Herc. 411, Hel. 1147. The word- 
order is unusual indeed, with 'from Athens' advanced ahead of ei'o/Jev ELcotLev EK 

rrarpos opyuiS; but this is a relatively small price to pay. The sense 'from Athens' is 

sufficiently unmistakable, the moment the word AOaviv is heard, and the 
advancement in the word-order is rhetorically appropriate. Following the mention of 
'Greece', 'from Athens' needs stressing for clarity (as italicized above); it is also 

particularly shocking that such a 'star' should be exiled from Athens (of all 7roTAcE). 

1142-6. Eyc be a.t voarvxtatL SKpvaUv &tooaw, e D ba || 
7rroT-LOv rroTJtLov' rdo TaLva iaTrep, T ba Ij 

ETEKEs </1'> avo'vaa' ev, 1145 T 
kLavCVL OEOLCUv' ith 

1143 SaKpvaUv Barthold: -aL codd. 1144 awTroTtLov 7TorTdov] 7TOTLrOV arTorJiov codd. 1145 
ETEKEs </x'>] ETEKEs codd.; /x desideravit Maas avovara MOA: -r/ra cett. 

Diggle has discussed the metre of 1143-4 (Euripidea, 402). His analysis Eycb Se rail 

uva9TvXt'a (ia ch) I adKpvaLv StouOco (ith) 7r6OTkov arr6rpTov c rdaAatva farTep (cr ith) 
is better than those rejected, but has a questionable twice-resolved cretic with a harsh 
resolution before syncopation at sentence-end. Trbr-tov a7rbr6Tov would give a 
smoother rhythm, and ch ia ba (as Rh. 457/823) would be in line with the opening ia ch 

. ..; but, though 7rT7xOS? occurs (Su. 623, Or. 190), tr6r/osTo is less likely: Euripides 
has aV7orrToLos seven times, always with -7TOTfk-. 

This is non-strophic composition in which metre and rhetoric should go hand in 
hand (cf. on 165 above). The first thing to establish, therefore, is the sense of the pas- 
sage, the more necessarily since Halleran (against Barrett) takes 7rrOT6ov as Hippolytus' 
fate, and Kovacs offers that interpretation as an alternative. There really can be no 
argument here: the Greek is not ambiguous. It is certainly the spending of future life 
in tears that is regarded as a 7roTros arroTros, i.e. a 'lot, fate' of negative quality 
and/or value (a7rortos-, pejoratively 'negating', resists exact translation). Hippolytus' 
SuvTvX[a has been sufficiently dwelt on in the preceding verses 1122-41 (following 
1120-1 OVKETt yap KaLOpa&v fkpE' E'Xw ... EreL ... .). Now at 1142-3 the epode reverts 
with eyco E% . .. to the chorus's reaction to that Svuovxta. The focus is entirely on their 
tears; and hyperbolically (as often in tragic expressions of grief) they wish, in effect, 
that that they had never been born. This forecast of future tears also looks forward to 

44 Sommerstein's own AAO8srctac has little appeal, however: another long shot, which frigidly 
demotes Hippolytus from 'brightest star of Greece' to 'brightest star of Trozen' and implies exile 
only 'to a land other (than Trozen)'. A reader (favouring ya[as) objects that EV,-qv err' alav in 898 
and 1049 has created the impression that Hippolytus' exile will be in a non-Greek land. Not so: 
6C'vos is not the same as fadp/apos. At 898 6EevYv E7r' alav is straightforwardly antithetic to rT7a$e 
xcopag, and at 1049 (interpolated, as argued in CQ 18 [1968]) antithetic to wraTpuLas- XOovos. 

45 A hybrid form AOi7vev may be possible (cf. Barrett on 155-8 and Bjbrck, Das Alpha 
impurum, 368ff.); but Burges was doubtless right at Tro. 803 Atirapai re TE KOGrOV AaOvaLs 
(a&OrvaLt VP), and similarly Triclinius at Held. 359; cf. attestations of Odav- at Alc. 452, Ion 184, 
Pers. 286 (dub.), 976, Aj. 1222. 
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1423ff., where we shall hear from Artemis a forecast of grieving for Hippolytus 
sublimated in a ritual annually performed by young women. 

A comma is appropriate (corresponding with metrical catalexis) after Stouacw, the 
object of which is not 7rrTO'rov but rather fiov understood (cf. Rh. 982 rrats 8LtoaiEL). 

The negating phrase then follows in looser apposition, initiating a new period, both 
metrically and rhetorically, with a strongly predicative point developed in what 
follows; cf. 757-8 7Tropevaas EtLS v avaarTav o w) 3Acv adrr OLKWV, I| KaKOvvxorrTaTav 

ovaacv yap ... (there T D ... following T ith ). For this second period, the eas- 
iest of transpositions gives a favourite verse (T ba in my notation), cf. Alc. 437/447, 
442/452,460/470, Med. 650/659, Hec. 926/936, Herc. 1080, IT 1251/1275, Rh. 461/827, 
531/550, 900/911, S. Tra. 648/656. Inversion of the words dr7ro-rov TrroTlov is variously 
explicable: the negating word more often comes second in such oxymora, but cf. Or. 
164-5, 319, Hec. 194, IT 144, 203-4; TOrr/rtov adrroTjov may have been preferred 
following a vowel, but the hiatus is now unexceptionable; or an erroneous dirorTlov bis 
(cf. Pho. 1306) or 7rrdruov bis could have been corrected in the wrong place. Before that, 
Diggle's ia ch I ith is possible; but - e i D : ba is likelier. - - - - - - - - recurs in 
1147 (t'l IdL avrvytat XCdptes); cf. S. Tra. 94/103, etc. The metrical context is 
enoplian, in which D ba is as much at home as ith (e ba). 

In 1145-6 Maas (Kleine Schriften [1973], 48-9) rightly understood the singers as 
alluding to their own mothers (while wrongly attributing the epode, after Murray, to a 
separate chorus of young maidens), and justly suspected that /te had dropped out. Fr. 
385 Tr te 8lE r' c iLEAEea tJaTrep E&rKTE; (= Ar. Vesp. 312) offers strong support for an 
expression of self-pitying grief in such terms.46 Barrett saw merit in this interpretation, 
but rejected it as unintelligible without an expressed xE~, excluded (for him) by metrical 
considerations. He overlooked that with /' added at the natural place after E'TEKES we 
have the same dicolon (T ith, related to T ba) as Alc. 400 v7raKovaov aKOVaov L / 
IraTEp advrtdco 412 avova't advovaT' Evvtl-/qEvaas ov8 y-rpwsC.47 

1272-6. 7TorTrat 8E yatav EcvadYXrv 0' 88 

aAhxvpov tETrlt 7TOVTOV, 8 
OEAyeL 8' "Epwcs COt !LatvoJLEvat KpabLat 3ia 
7rravos Ef aopLdLariL 1275 8(D) 
xpvokaoS, /vaiVv OpEaKOOV (KTA.) 8AA8 

1272 8e Seidler: 8' &Frt fere codd. (8' om V) fort. evaXE`rav O' 1273 leg. a/t 70rvrov 1274 
Kpa8[at Ald.: Kap8- codd. 1276 Xpvuaooa)s <or/TtAfWv> (e.g.) Diggle 1277 6OpeKOWv L: 
-a(t)wv cett. 

1272. Dochmiacs with long penult. are almost always followed by full diaeresis, if 
not actual syntactical pause. There are two striking exceptions, with word-overlap not 
merely weak diaeresis, in late plays (Or. 326-7 qo-rd-'AEov, Ba. 1005-6 Oqpev'ov-'ca 
s.v.l.); otherwise the rule is virtually absolute.48 *evaxezTa (cf. adeXas and EvaXis,) is in 
itself as likely a coinage as evaX--ros (elsewhere only at Ion 884). 

46 It should not be argued that reference to Hippolytus' mother here is confirmed by the 'echo' 
of Hippolytus' lament Xc $vardAatva ttT?ep, cD 7rtKpat yova[ at 1082. Rather, we may cite 1082 
as an instance of the same self-pitying idiom, lamenting one's own birth. 

47 Cf. also the sequence T ith I1 T. ith (or T ba?) at Hec. 653-5, another epode. 
48 There are no other exceptions in Eur. and none in Soph. In Aesch., apart from a very 

doubtful conjecture in the apparatus at Su. 829, West's text offers only Sept. 629-30 (- 566-7) 
e7toAXovs' 7rVpycov 8' E'Kro0Ev f/aAcv I Zevs 7obe KavoL Kepavvcot, where a different division 
gives cr : 8 followed by a hipponactean like Ag. 1488/1512, Ch. 469-70, 474-5. 
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1273. - -- -- - - is not an acceptable dochmius (nor, in this context, can it plausibly 
be taken as an ithyphallic with split resolution). Stockert vainly appeals to Parker 260, 
who cited also 'Ant. 1344' (sic), 'OC 1561 and, perhaps, Eum. 844'; but Parker herself 
doubted Ant. 1342 (sic) on her p. 266 (-upo 7T7TEPOV t'5w; 7T&L as a dochmius also has 
impossible word-end after long penult.); OC 1561 is doubtless - __ __ - -(... .apvdXEE, 
cf. 8UaiiX'S-, 3apva4AyIpTos); and Eum. 844 is negligible (see the texts of Page, West, and 
Sommerstein). Similarly to be rejected are the three other hypothetical forms of S 
ending with ... 

49 
- -i4 The likeliest remedy is substitution of a less obvious 

preposition for E'7rr (intrusive again, as in 1272 in all MSS?). E'7TLI + acc. is standard for 
'flying over' (as in 735); but here a more generally 'environmental' preposition is 
needed (cf. 17 xAwpav a&v v'A-qv, etc., and my note on Or. 329-31), embracing also 
'on' and 'in', since the power of love affects even the UKvVkVOL t7TEAayLOL (1277). For 
the force 'up and down, throughout' as needed here, cf. OT 477ff. ~OLtTt yCap 6IT 

ayptav I V'Aav avaJ-' a vrpa KaL I &crpas (s.v.l.), Hdt. 1.96 avv anicaav r7)V Mlq&ucrKV, 
etc. (LSJ avva C.2); for the form J`vUa`. (liable to corruption), cf. El. 466 (Seidler), Here. 
389 (Musgrave), Pho. 1516 (Willink), A. Pers. 566, Su. 351, S. Aj. 1190 (Ahrens), 11. 8. 
441, etc. 

1275-6 is by no means certainly defective. 8 cr is common enough (or rather 8,,A in 
my now-preferred notation); and exactly the same ... I- - - -:--- - - - I . .. (with an 
apparent choriamb) occurs in dochmiac context at Med. 1256-7 at'tka 7ITL'7VEtV 4o'flo 
i57T aivE'pwv -1266-7 KaLL ~ca/IEvr7'g oovog cL/LEtI3ETat (Diggle offers unneeded supple- 
ments in both stanzas), Rh. 699-700 &EUUaA1~ -q 7rapaAt'av AOKp(LV 7 17-18 7roAAa' 
SU radv /3aUtAtT ' aTtav, and similarly Eum. 270-1 -) OEO'V -q) 66Vo Ttv acWE/3W. 

1379-81. [LLatqo'vov iTt uiSyyovov 2ia 
-TraAacLLv -ITpoyEvvVTOrpwv E'- 1380 3ba 

Op~tc VUSE /EVEt KaLKOV,-D-- 

1381 oV'SE' tkE'VEt KaLKOV] KCaKOiV OV'SE' IJ.EWAEL (J[LE'vEt Wilamowitz) fere codd. 

As things stand (given [tE'VEt for /J.EAAEL), the period ends with a surprising 
anapaestic monometer, and doubt hangs over the colometric interpretation of 

ptato ,ovov. .. E'60pL'E-rat. See Stinton (1 23), who questioned the vulgate 2ia I 3ba ia as 
including a form of dimeter (ba ia) which he showed to be anomalous; whereas Barrett 
was dissatisfied by the alternative 2ia ba 11 8 h8 I an (a weird mixture). The proposed 
transposition in 1381 gives an enoplian verse -D x - frequent in comparable contexts, 
as Andr. 827, 831, 841, etc. (cf my commentary on Orestes, p. 288). For the overlap 
E'-IopL'~ETat, cf. 1269-70 -rroL-IKtA&7TT7EPOs, Here. 1068 J6-IEYEtP0'[EV0S9 (no need for 
Diggle's emendation); cf also Hec. 686-7 ... Ee' I a'Aa'u-ropog~ apTt[VaO-, vo'/Lov, Tro. 
275-6 TptTo/a'-4wkV09 XEpL' &EvotLE'Va g3aKTpoV (in my colometry). A probable 3ba 
with overlap recurs at once in 1384-6 I6W' V01t T71 q(; 7TC39 adracAAa'-Iw /3to-rav E4uav I 
70o1)5 a&vaAy-qTov 7a'00Vs~; (t'6 /10t VCD; 16w /1o01to BOAE). 

1387-8. EW'E [k1E KOL/AIUCELE 701) ch ia 

8rSVaS0&/ov' AtSca /LE'AaLL- ia cr 

va VvK7Ep09 7 aLVa)/Ka. 2iaA 

1387 KOtL/LIUEtE AV: KOtfk7)UELE BO, KOL/IlaUELE cett. 

49 Conomis (Hermes 92 [1964], 23ff.) nos. 24, 27, 29; but this must be pursued elsewhere. 
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FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES' HIPPOLYTUS 

All editors since Murray read KOLaLCUELE (against Weil, Hadley, and others). Cor- 
ruption from -puda- to -ila- by way of -u7pa- is indeed likely enough in itself. But the 
reverse is also possible, as probably at Rh. 669. It could well be that KOLttIUELE, 

KOLtIIraeE, and KOLJdaeLE were all current readings here in antiquity. According to 
Sch. 11. 16.524 (cited by Ellendt, Lex.Soph.), KOLPrjaaL for -crat is Aeolic. Barrett 
should not, without investigation, have declared -/a-c- and -pru- to be 'equally 
acceptable' for the metre. ch ia (restored at 67 and 70 above) occurs elsewhere in 
Euripides at Ale. 88/100, Held. 910/919, Su. 72/80?, Ion 506, Ba. 109/124, Rh. 361/371, 
to which may be added lyric trimeters beginning/ending with ch ia, as El. 181-2/204-3, 
Or. 811/823, Rh. 242-3/253-4, 457/823, 464/829 (as Headlam), 466/831 (ch ia sp, not 8 
- - -). All these are - - - -, and there is no contrary instance of ch ia with 

long anceps (not Ale. 216, where better colometry gives D i - D : - e I ar; nor Or. 840, 
see my commentary). The position is similar in Sophocles (OC 1055/1070 is d- e in a 
D/e context). - -- ... is properly the norm, since ch ia is the non-catalectic correlate 
of ch ba ( = ar). On the rarity of long anceps after choriamb see also Diggle, Euripidea 
505-6. Even if Kotp,d- is the 'older' form (Barrett), that does not make it likelier in 
Euripides, in whom (not counting Rhesus) KOtLI4EIv occurs at Hec. 474 (lyr.), 826, 
?Tro. 594 (lyr., but the transmitted KOCLLaaL could be right) and Pho. 184 (lyr.); KOLtLdV 
only at Andr. 390 (non-lyric &KOtIr l/S glat). 

1452-3. 9Or. CL qlrATa0O', cs yevvatos EKq)atlvrt rrarpl. 
ITr. tfP XafpE Kat aovt XaLpE 7roAA,a [LOL, TraTdp. 

Recent opinion has rightly turned against Wilamowitz's line-transposition 1452- 
5-4-3 (accepted by Barrett) as insufficiently, if at all, remedial.50 But it has not, pace 
Diggle, Kovacs, and Halleran, convincingly vindicated co XatpE KaL a ... in response 
to a verse that is in no way 'valedictory'. Commonsense refutes Halleran's claim that 
'Hipp. can construe the previous line as a subtle and tactful farewell from Th.'. 
Stockert laudably obelizes (tKaL ait) and mentions Barthold's u XatpE poL aV. I still 
prefer my proposal d Kat av (sc. ATraro?)' XaipE XaLpe rroAAa iAOL, Trdrep (with an 
echo of 64 XafpE XaLpe tjoL in Hippolytus' entry-song); for the elliptical start to the 
verse (here particularly effective on the lips of a dying man,with almost his last 
breath), cf. Med. 584 us KaL av and 964 /j potL aU (not otherwise closely parallel). 
For 5 ... with part of the predicate to be supplied, cf. Ar. Lys. 857 c( Trpos OWcv (sc. 

EKKaAeCOV Mvpplvr-v, to be supplied from 850). Rather than emending, one might 
perhaps consider the possibility of line-loss before 1453; but at least two verses would 
be needed. Corrupt phrasing is otherwise the likelier fault, since it is proper that the 
dying Hippolytus should be the first to say 'farewell'. 

Highgate, London C. W. WILLINK 

50 Cf. C. Segal, GRBS 11 (1970), 101-7. But his defence of the paradosis is less persuasive. 
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