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FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES’
HIPPOLYTUS!

29-33. Phaedra’s épws must at first (at Athens) have been without betraying
symptoms, by contrast with the change at Trozen to symptoms of vdoos (still
unexplained) as described in 34-40. We need to be told that explicitly, in preparation
(uév) for 34ff. (émel 8¢ . . .) and in conjunction with the potentially revealing founda-
tion of a temple to Aphrodite. We therefore need not only Jortins dvoudoovow for
wvépalev in 33, but also my adndov for éxdyuov (v.1. ékdnAov) in 32.2 The nearby
€xdnpov in 37 will have played a part in the corruption.

42. t0eifw 8¢ Onoeit (O- 8¢ 8- V) mpdypa kdxdarjcerar. Obelization is com-
mended by the combination of questionable sense (much discussed), V’s variant and
the enigmatic divergence of IT? (.. Jrows mpa[. . .). Broadhead argued well that we
need 76 with wpdypa, but his fow 8’ éyd 70 mpdyua needs an adverb.’ Better
therefore 6eifw 6’ éyw (or 8¢ mws?) 70 mpdypa, on the supposition that both Oyoel
(differently placed in V) and IT’s dative plural came in as intended clarifications. But
better still would be Setyf7joerar 76 mpdypna kdxdavioerar (which could otherwise
have generated @noei). For the asyndeton thus, cf. Med. 365-6 dAX’ otirt TadTn
TaiTa, pi) Sokeité mw: | é7” €is’ dydves ... II* may then have had Seiyfnoer
av]rots or ac]rous.*

67-7T1[-2]. a<te> péyav kat’ ovpavov chia
valels edmaTépetav av- gl

Adv Znvos moddypvoov [olkov]: ph

xaipé pot, & pdAiora kal- 70 chia

' 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)
isin JHS 118 (1998), 213. Some observations on metrical issues anticipate fuller treatment in my
projected Cantica Tragica.

2 donuov would suggest that only the object of the épws was unknown. Hartung’s excision of
29-33 has been revived by H. Van Looy (Studi . . . 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 7{Bnp. A.vii, cf. Diggle, Euripidea 262-5.

* False elision of -a: is frequent in the tradition (always false in tragedy, cf. Diggle, Euripidea
313).
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Aota T@v kat’ "Odvumov [rapfévwy Aprewd]. ph

67 d<re>] al' (et valer’ 68) <L>P et B, & cett. 68 evmarépe.’ av’ Gaisford 69 ofkov del.
Cobet 70 paAiora Kovacs: kaAdiora codd. 72 mapBévwy dprep: om. (del. Nauck)

67. El. 153 (alone) is insecure support for the contextually unusual lekythion.’ Weil’s
peydAav has been commended;® but wéyav ovpavdv is epic (I1. 1.497, etc.). d<re>isa
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.”

68-9. Gaisford’s edmaréper’ dv’ for -erav (not mentioned by Barrett or Diggle,
merely disparaged by Stockert in conjunction with peydAav) merits more consid-
eration than it has received. Pace Halleran, the extended use of edmarépera with ads
is peculiar, since edmar-words always elsewhere describe persons as ‘having a good
father’, and A.R. 1.570-1 evmaréperav Aprepv 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 valeis is stylish (especially in conjunction with kar’
ovpavdy, cf. El. 992 oi' ployepav ailép’ év doTpois vaiovar). But -e” dv’ could yet be
right .8

Be that as it may, oikov is otiose after adAav Znvés, cf. Ty dios addijv PV 122,
Znvés . . . adlj 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 ofxov,
if we keep edmarépeiav, cf. Med. 212-13 ddpvpav ITévrov kA8’ dmépavrov (-atov
Blaydes). This excision also gives a not unwelcome reduction to a standard g/ [ ph
dicolon, more in line with the pattern of this song; and cf. the certain interpolation at
the end of the stanza.’

70-1. xaip€ poi, & xadXioTa xadliorTa . . . resists satisfactory metrical analysis.
Diggle’s division after — . - — — — — is odd (Stockert strangely calls it an aristo-
phanean), but better than either yaipé pot, & xadXiora xad-/Alora . . ., or xaipé wot,
@ kaAdi-loTa kaddiora ... 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 (2an,) or contraction of — . . —. . —. . —(as at Pho. 136). Both divisions
give overlap following a verse ending with three long syllables:'® such commonly
terminal verses, as I shall argue elsewhere, virtually always end with full word-division
and usually clear pause.

Kovacs’s sparkling conjecture udAiora xadllora 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 (727¢
K).5. In the former I prefer Bergk’s il pot, mo7v[i]a, méAw to Diggle’s <if’> (B wot, mérvia,
méAw. An ionic verse there associates well with the preceding ¢uloareddvovs 1€ kdpovs, akin
to - - —. — . ——. In the latter, e85 "[Aiov mépov Arpeidas (déobar should be taken together as
e-D i ba,akin.ec. D i baat Alc. 231-2 yuvaika katfavodoav év duate 7and’ émédmu (as 1
shall argue further elsewhere).

¢ M. L. West, BICS 27 (1980), 9. " Diggle, Euripidea 325.

8 6y’ adAdy, cf. av’ GAnv 17, xpvoéav kar’ adddv Held. 916, etc. The authority for such
relative clauses is E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (Leipzig, 1913), 168-76, but cf. also Kithner-Gerth
2.419. edmar-, cf. also evmdrepa (of Artemis?) at Cretans fr. 472bc K.8.

® Cobet deleted olkov, but he also got rid of adAdv (proposing alyMjevra with odpavdv). The
status of ofkov here is similar to that of éariv at Held. 376 (del. Blomfield).

' & kalAl-loTa 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.'! For the corruption, cf. Hec. 620-1 & mAeior’ éxwy udAiord 1’ edrexvirrare |
Iplape, where all the MSS have «dAX- for udA-.'? pddiora xaddiora is both more
strikingly assonant and a stronger superlative than the merely reduplicated xaA\{o7a.
Attention is thus strongly focused on the extravagant adoration of Artemis, with a
progression from kaAlioTa moAd, in terms more conventionally proper to Aphrodite
(Hel. 1348-9 xal\iota ... pardpwv Kimpis, 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.!* 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 doirde yap ... 8{vais év voriais dApas).

1234. My transposition ma-/yav pvrav has become the vulgate. I now think it
wrong, or at least unnecessary. purav wayav can be satisfactorily accommodated in a
different colometry: *Qkeavod Tis U6wp | ordlovoa mérpa Aéyerar, Bamrav |
kdAmiow purav (ia) i mayav mpoweica kpnuvav (hag) ~ Tewpopévav vooepdr | koiTar
8éuas évtos éxew oikwv, | Aemra 8€ pdpea (pdpn) : favBav kepalav oxidlew.
D|-D : —-—-(xDx-)issimilar to the opening D | - D : ba at Alc. 435-6 (~445-6)
& IeNlov Biyartep, | xaipovod pou elv Aiba 6épowsw | . . ., and there is advantage
in ending a verse at the comma after olkwv in ant. The iambic metra thus are in
accurate responsion.'4

141, 145. tod yapt . ..; fov 8°F .. .; For the new proposals aéy’ dp’ (A. Rijksbaron)
and &6’ see Mnemosyne 51 (1998), 712-15 and 715-18.

165. 8.’ éuds Miéév mote vndios dd’ alpa 165

Not ... d8’ | adpa- Metre and syntax can be expected to proceed in harmony
in non-strophic verse. - - — - - — < . — . . ——— (A4 x —) is a favourite length (as Alc.
396-7, Andr. 480, Ion 716, etc.), here with the same contraction of A4 as in Andr. 794
kal ém’ Apydiov Sopos Afevov Vypav | . . . The context is enoplian,'> and the
following (concluding) sentence is straightforward D/e: Tav 8’ eUAoxov ovpaviav |
T8fwv pedéovoav avirevw | Aprepw, kai por modvl{flwros alel | odv Beoior oirar

(-D:-D-:ie—-e—e-:ith).

""" A conjecture xaipé pot, & xala kai-/Alora . .. is wrongly attributed to me by Kovacs. The
idea (no longer favoured) which I had communicated to him was in fact <yaipe> yaipé por & |
kadXioTa . . . (cf. 64, where only A has the anadiplosis); -~ — - . —| . .. as 545, etc.

12 Corr. Harry; cf. Diggle, Euripidea 232-3.

'3 The sentiments expressed by the mpoomdAwy dmiafdmovs kdpos (54-5) cannot be other
than those of their royal é€apyos. Editors differ as to the speaker-indications at 58 and 61. My
inclination would be simply to print IITTIOAYTOX KAI KQMOZX ITPOZITOARN 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. E/. 212, Phil. 201. Eur. has
both ¢dp- and ¢ap- (more often ¢ap-). On i before -, see Diggle, Euripidea 456-8.

!5 ‘Enoplian’ as defined (so as to include D/e) in my commentary on Orestes, p. XX.
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170-2. dAX’ 10e Tpodos yepara mpo Bupdv 170
vée kouilovo’ éfw peAdfpwv
<oteixer...>
oTvyvov 8’ ddpiwv vépos adédverar

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 mjvde after
1710€ Tpodos yepard, and the absence of a finite verb in the approach-announcement.
It is not hard to devise an appropriate supplement beginning with orelxec . . . (cf. Med.
46-7 AN’ oibe maibes éx Tpdywv memavuévor | aTelxovor . . .), vulnerable to a skip
before oruyvov . . . One might then simply complete a monometer with viudav (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 oreiyer viudav 8dofupov (or okvbpwmov) ideiv, or oreiyer poyepav
BaociAewav (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).

276-17. Xo. mwérepov vm’ drys 1t Baveiv mepwuévn;
Tp. Oaveiv: dowrei 8’ els dmdoraow Blov.

There is little likelihood of faveiv in 277 having extruded something like ook 088’
(Wilamowitz, Barrett, Kovacs) or &8nA’ (Musgrave). Murray’s interrogative faveiv;
accepted by Diggle with Purgold’s v’ for 8’, gives a response inappropriately ‘indig-
nant or incredulous’ according to Diggle’s own evidence (‘cf. Studies 50-2’). In reply to
a question about dry and about the motive for Phaedra’s fasting, the Nurse will
naturally affirm the wish fo die (cf. 139-40), without commitment as to arn; and for
that my faveiv <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 wapaxomy (cf. Ag. 223) being in turn consistent with drn (madness
being in general attributed to some supernatural cause). What then of %? A question
can be posed with wérepov and without a following ‘or’ (sc. ‘or not’; LSJ wdrepos I1.3);
at the same time ‘or’ might well be erroneously introduced in such a place. One might
then consider changing 7 to xal (‘even’) or kar- or 87 or Tov (‘some drn’). But it
may suffice to change the accent: mérepov 7’ dys (sc. ovrws doired)é 7§ Haveiv
mewpwpévné This is a common verse-pattern in stichomythia (if not elsewhere with
mérepov), 7 in the second question having either neutral or (as here) some ‘surprised/
disbelieving’ force; cf. especially Andr. 1062 molav mepaivwy éAmid’; N yipar 0édwy;
(similarly concerned with motive and with the leading verb twice understood), also
Cyc. 117, Hec. 1256, El. 967, IT 503, 1168, Pho. 7269, 388, Ba. 1290; [A.] PV 773, S.
OT 622, El. 407, OC 643. More often than not the 7 is wrongly transmitted as 7).'¢

' I 'should now (with LSJ s.v. 4 I.1.a) write ] also in Or. 1425 o0 8’ Hofa mod 767; % mdAar
dedyers dpéBwy; (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 4. A
reader points out that in such sequences the 7} . . . € 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 maparxom)’.
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328. oo (oov) un Tuxeiv is odd phrasing, and scarcely constitutes a xaxdv than
which none is peilov. Nauck’s oe u7) edruyeiv remains plausible, or Broadhead’s 1
o’ ebTuyeiv.

365. The variants i&d ot (MBOA), i) poi por (KLP), and oiuot oot (VCDE) are
likely enough to conceal simply duot or oipor: cf. Herc. 1065, S. Ant. 1265. We can
then keep & I'd xai @as in 672 (see further below).

366. o (sic) TdAawa T@vd’ ddyéwy (sc. éyw).!” Everyone seems explicitly or tacitly to
have taken 366 as addressing Phaedra in line with 372 & rdlawa mai Kpnoia.
Rather, the chorus are here self-pityingly expressing their own shocked anguish. For
such idiom with éyd understood (here following dAoiuav éywye mplv odav, ¢ila,
katavioar ppevav: wuot, deb ded), cf. 822, 837, IT 869, Hel. 240, and similarly
oipor (dpor) TdAawa El. 1109, S. 4j. 340, iw Tdlas OC 876, etc. Theirs are ‘these
griefs’ (dAym), as sympathetic ¢{Aac. Phaedra’s predicament would more naturally be
described as Tdde mdfn (cf. 363) or kaxd (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 & TdAawa ... moved next to the address to Phaedra in 368-9.

505-6. Tdioxpa 8 v Aymis kadds, 505
és 1000’ 6 pevyw viv tdvadwbioopart.

Broadhead, whose discussion has been neglected, was right to question dvaiw-
O7jgopar. 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 dveiAnfjoopnar 1
should prefer dyav dfjoouar (or waob-, cf. Med. 335; but see also Kithner-Gerth
1.114-16 on future middle with passive force). Phaedra is already resisting a ‘thrust’
towards épws; a further push (mépa 504) will be too much for her. For that, we need the
transmitted Aéyns in 505, not Broadhead’s Aéyw; but his kaAd for kadds remains a
possibility. One might also consider writing és 7006’ 6 ¢dedyw Ady’ . ..in 506
(‘defilement’ or ‘bane’, cf. Jebb on OC 805).

525-6. The rare construction “Epws (voc.) . .. 6 ... ordlwv (Bothe) has been
contested by R. Slings.'® S. Anz. 1121-3 affords an overlooked parallel, with the
‘certain’ corrections accepted by Jebb but neglected by Dawe and Lloyd-Jones/
Wilson: dnods év xdéAmous, | [d] (om. Tr) Bakxyed, Bakxdv | <6> (Musgrave)
patpémodw OBav || vaerdv map’ dypov kTA. ~ 11324 kioanjpes Sxfa | xAwpd 7’
akTa | moAvaTddulos méumer || duBpdTwy éméwv krA. That restores exact symmetry:

I” Editorial practice varies as to &) and & (see also n. 26 below). Mine, after some consultation,
is to write & everywhere in second-person address (with or without a vocative, indifferently before
or after an imperative, whether or not ‘exclamatory’), and & otherwise, thus clarifying self-pitying
exclamations. I should similarly write & 7dAas at 822, and & TAduwv at 837 (where, pace Barrett,
the exclamatory self-pity is unexceptionable between the wish for death and the explanation 77s
oijs orepnlels durrdTys Suias).

18 Mnemosyne 49 (1996), 53-5.
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—————i——:i——asin Ant. also at 844-3/863-4, cf. Phil. 836/853; X —. . ———|| as
Aj. 199, 200, 704/717, Tra. 848/859, Med. 851/861, etc.

542-4. 80 md-loas idvra oupdopds | Bvarois is defensible,'® and should be restored.
The commended responsion of Dobree’s (évra with inow 533 (in a quite different
sense) is scarcely probative; cf. {évr- in responsion with vr- at A. Pers. 636/643.
Barrett himself conceded the shortage of parallels in support of (évra here. His argu-
ment against {évra took no account of the fact that the subject is a god. ia mdoas
ouudopds (Zévar i) is indeed somewhat different from diua pdyms, dud Adywv
(mdoas makes a further difference); but the extension seems possible, in default of
more compelling arguments for emendation.

550-2/560-2. Spoudda Naid’ émws Te Bdk-Ixav obv aipart ovv | kamvde dovioiot
vupgelots ~ Tokdda Tav Stydvoto Bdk-Ixov vvudevoauéva | mérpwe doviwe rkar-

nivagev. Divide thus, not as gl [ g/| - - — - — — — (a verse which occurs elsewhere only
as an ionic clausula, as at Ba. 72).%° — . — . . — reflects 545 (~555) rav pév Olxadioc.
X —ve—mo——— is frequent (¢/ sp akin to g/ sp): cf. 130/140, Alc. 576/586, S. Aj.

597/609, etc. The anceps syllables moru- and xamv- are then, in effect, link-ancipites
in the sequence dod " : X dod + sp.

563—4. dewa ydp: mavrar y’ émumver, wil
P Y
/’ bl 7 ’
wéliooa 8’ old Tis meméTaTar. ce-d-

563 wdvra y OAV (-€ émumurvel A, -€ murvei OV): mdvra v’ <L>P, mavr’ éor’ C, mdvra BDE,
mdvr’ M; 7 mdvr’ Tr 564 fort. pédiood 8’ old 7is MBOAC: oia 7is VDEL  memdryrar
MOAV

Buijs (1985) rightly divides as above (~553-4 AXxuvas Tékwe Kompis éé-1édwrev
& TAdpwv vpevaiwv). The usual lineation gives an odd ‘12-syll. blunt’ verse with
terminal overlap at oi-/a (sic; the less acceptable with this word-end after overlapping
long anceps, cf. on the unacceptable division & kadAi-/oTa : ... at 70-1; but old 7is
should be read, as argued below). The concluding sequence - —« — - — - . —— (ia plus rz
or . e X d-) is like 4j. 427 (~409) . .. 7a viv 8’ driywos dde mpdrepar, cf. also OT
896/910(...|-v—=—--—).

563. Cf. Med. 44 Sewn ydp' obroi. .., 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’ sufficiently
illustrates ye with ‘adverbs expressing . . . intensity’ and includes two instances of it
following ydp. mdvra(y) has the merit prima facie of colouring all that follows,
especially if emphasized with ye, not going only with émurvet (for émumveiv absolute
Barrett himself cited Sept. 343).

564. ¢ for 6¢ might clarify that ‘everywhere’ goes also with memdraras; but the mild
adversative is not out of place in the ‘bee’ simile. ofd s, cf. EIl 151, Hel. 187, Or. 1492,
Hypsipyle 35 D (1.2.18), 261D (64.77), S. Tra. 105, A. Ag. 1142, etc. (LSJ oios V.2).
The vulgate oia s 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,

19 Cf. Stinton ap. Lloyd-Jones, JHS 85 (1965), 168.
2 D. Korzeniewski’s defence of ¢oviots vpevalows in responsion with ¢oviwt karnivacer did
not merit a place in Stockert’s appendix and hence a place in his bibliography.
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Andr. 770/781) the unequal anceps at & TAa@uwv ~ ofd 7us is associated with a different
word-division.

598-604. Xo. mwws odv; i Spdoets, & mabovc’ durfyava;
@Da. odk olda mAjy év katfaveiv Soov Tdyos,
TV viv TapévTwy mnudTwy dkos pivov. 600

Ir. & laia pitep “HAov 7’ avamruvyal,

olwv Aéywv dppnTov elonfkova’ émos.
Tp. olynoov, & mai, mpiv T’ aloBécfar Boxs.
Im.  odk éor’ drodoas Selv’ 6mws ovyfoopat.

Kovacs, in line with articles by W. D. Smith?' and S. Dsterud,?? 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 7{ dpdoe:s;), 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 7 yAdoo’ ouduoy’,
7 8¢ dpnv dvdpotos. It is partly in the light of these verses, but also of 664-8
(defended below), that Phaedra at 689ff. will say odros yap dpyne cuvvrebnyuévos
dpévas | épei kal’ Yuav matpt oas duaprias | mAoel Te mdoav yaiav aloyioTwy
Adywv.

601. 'ata ... “HAlov . .., cf. on 672 below, with n. 30.

660, 662. oiya 0’ (for aiya 8°) éfopev ordua still seems right, but should have been
credited by me to Elmsley (reported in Stockert’s appendix as having proposed oéyd
77). In 662 my suggested vw for vev (‘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

2l TAPhA 91 (1960), 162-77. 2 GRBS 11 (1970), 307-20.
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v , - ,
7 vov Tis adTas ocwdpoveiv didaddTw,
7 kdp’ édTw Taied’ émeuPaivew del.

Phaedra knows that no cw¢poadvy in her case can prevail against the power of
Kimpus (cf. 398-401), so that the forecast of ‘trampling’ in 668 (with Taicd’ 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
79ft., pace Kovacs, who cites as a ‘telling point’ in Diggle’s apparatus the sentence
‘certe ex Hippolyti sententia (79 seqq.) cw¢époaivy non discendo capitur’. Hippol-
ytus has aligned himself with paragons ‘in whom nothing is 8:8ax7év and to whom
there has been given (eidnye) owdpooivn els Ta mdvra’: a position which by no
means denies that manifestations of cw@poaivy 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: éowepdvnoe 8’ odk éxovoa
ocwepoveiv. At the same time, of course, 667 is spoken as a rhetorical ddvvarov, 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)?

14 -~ b k4 y 3 /

6lotoler piodv 8’ olmor ep.m\v;o@noo,uat

ywvaikas, 008’ €l dmm TLS‘ p’del /\eyew 665
del yap olv mdis elot kdkeivar kakal:

Against 664-5, to the subjective points in Barrett’s discussion Kovacs adds the illog-
icality of Aéyew (sc. 67t wiod), 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 yéyew (sc. adrds), postulating a familiar kind of corruption
(cf. Andr. 419 and further on 671 below). In favour of authenticity is the apt
characterization in 008’ € ¢noi 7is . .. : 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 (yvvaikas . . . kdreivad) after the narrower focus in 651-62(-3). The
subject of SAowabe is still in the first instance ‘you and your mistress’, before the
progressive-corrective continuation at uwedv 8’ . . . The particles yap odv, obscurely
impugned by Kovacs, accurately mean ‘for indeed, in sooth’ (Denniston, GP 446); and
mws ‘in one way or another’ relevantly reflects the wide-ranging condemnation in the
earlier part of the proiws, even as xakal reflects xaxov wuéya in 627. It might be
suggested that 666 (del. Nauck) is inorganic; but del yap odv . .. links aptly with del
665, and 7 vuv . . . in 667-8 follows better after 666 than it would after 665.

669-82. Xo. Tdlaves & KaKoTUXELS YuvaLkDY TOTUOL 2cr 8
T’ 7 viv Téxvar éxouev 1 Adyov 670 80
opaleioar kdfappa Avew TAdyouté 88 ||

[@a.] érixouer Sikas: )
& I'a Kai Ddse 2sp
maL mor’ éfalvéw Tixas; crd
‘n'wg 8¢ 7717;1.a va(,bw d)L)\aL, créd
Tis dv Bewv dpwyos 7 Tis dv Bpov'wv 675 3ia

mapedpos 1) Evvepyods ddikwv épywy 88
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7 A \ )y ¢ ~ ’
davein; 76 yap map’ Huiv wabos 88
tmapovt Svoexméparov épyerar Blov: 3ia
KOKOTUX€EOTATA YUVALKDV €Y. 88
[Xo. ¢eb deb, mémparTar, kot kardpbwvrar Téxvar, 680

déomowa, Ts a1js mpoamdlov, kakds O’ €xet.]
Da. & maykakiory. ..

669" xo. (et 672" pa.) MOVELP; ¢a. A etin ras. B; Tp. Bothe 669 tdAaves A°L®: -aw- codd.
670 7{v’ 7 viv Page, Conomis: 7- v- 7) DELP (cf. 2 alter), 7 om. cett. (rivas et 7éxvas B?), 7iv’
a® Nauck Adyovs MAV+ 671 kdfapua *Z: kad’ du(u)a fere codd.  Adew Musgrave: Abow
vel Mdgew codd.  Adyov] -ous MV et X alter; héyov Purgold 674 kpipw ¢idar mipa BL+
675 dv Bpordw] dvBpdymwy MBOA 678 mdpov Kayser, olim Well; fort. porav Svoexméparov
BACDLP: -vrov MOV, -grov E  680-1 vv. delendos censeo (Nutrici trib. Reiske) xardpf-
MAVDE -wratc  1éxw fere V (réyvns) M? (1éxvar) A et 2 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.> 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 $idar, 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.%

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).?® They share her
emotion as committed ¢ida; and, as elsewhere, the magnitude of their grief is
expressed with hyperbole.

669. The opening sentiment plainly suits the chorus.?®

670-1. The feminine plural cdaleioat 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 v’ 7 ...and 7w’ ad ... (ii) Many, most recently Sommerstein, Kovacs,
and Stockert, have expressed dissatisfaction with . . . Adyov (v.I. Adyouvs) | . .. Adyov.

2 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), 77ft.

2 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.

3 The chorus in Supplices takes such ‘vicarious’ song a stage further; CQ 40 (1990), 347-8.

% Diggle has 7dAaves & . .. here, and conversely dies &, €kAves & . ..at 362 in second-
person address (cf. n. 17 above). & . . . wdTuor here and & mdvou . . . at 367 are like Sept. 739 and
Ch. 466 (> West; contrast Lloyd-Jones/Wilson at 4j. 1197, EL 201, 203, Phil. 177-8).

7 The thinly attested reading rivas viv Téxvas (B?) is negligible, associable with the wrong
Adyous.
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Purgold’s yséyov, mentioned en passant by Barrett and among many other conjectures
in Stockert’s appendix, has not received the attention which it merits.?® Crucial is the
meaning of xdfaupa, a very rare word, likely to have been used with etymological
precision in relation to the cognate kafdnrw ‘fasten (A to B)’. What there is no avail-
able Téyvn or Adyos to ‘loose, undo’ is the ‘attachment’ to Phaedra of (undeserved)
SdokAera 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 u7 . . . éfavayme SvokAeiav és alel (reminiscent
of Od. 2.86 uwuov dvdymu). For the frequent confusion of ¢éy- and Ady-, cf. Collard
on Su. 564-5.

672. éroyouev Sixas, 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. & I'd «xal Pds: everyone accepts
Heath’s (& to obtain another dochmius, in responsion with i& pot, ded Ped in 365.
But whereas corruption of & to i« is very common, the reverse is not,? and for & in
this exclamation, cf. Med. 148, Or. 1496, also 601 above.® 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. 76 map’ fjuiv mdfos is an expression apter on the lips of sympathetic ¢idar
than of Phaedra herself. In 678 Barrett praised Wilamowitz’s mépav as ‘palmary’. But
the trope wépav Svoexméparov . . . Biov, obscure in sense, is not supported by 883
dvoexméparov . . . kaxdv (a very different sort of phrase, considered further below).
mdpov is better than Barrett allowed; but I should prefer gomav (even closer to the
letters of wapov), cf. Tra. 82 év pomiji Todibe rewuévwe (similarly of a life-or-death
crisis), also OC 1508 (with Blov), Hel. 1090, etc. Suoexméparov (better than -mépavrov)
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 A/c. 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

% Kovacs (1996) does not mention it in his discussion, arguing for his conjecture . .. 7 7ivas |
opadeioar kdfappa Adew Adyous. 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.1. Adyous.

® Triclinius’ & for i at 4j. 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 duot — i pot, as at 4j. 900,
901, 909, etc.), cf. Ch. 466; Eum. 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, 15001
(IP); Or. 332, 7976; 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 could
actually be scanned as a monosyllable in tragedy, in addition to the scansions . — and — —. The
reverse corruption of () to &, as apparently in part of the tradition at OT 1186, is surprisingly
rare (omission of an iota being so easy), and editorial () is at best doubtful not only here and in
884 (q.v.), but also at IT 143; and further corrections of (&) may be needed (as I shall argue
elsewhere) at Sept. 97; Aj. 348/356; Ant. 1146, ?1261; OT 163 (w &), 1207/1216; EI. 1273; Hec.
1091 (twice); Hel. 335.

3 T write Pas, in conjunction with ‘allocutory’ & (cf. n. 17 above, and exclamations like &
Zev). 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 ¢et ped, mémparrar (by no means a cliché) refers to
Phaedra’s death.

682ff. Phaedra’s pijois at 373ff. immediately followed the strophe. Now she has
another (somewhat shorter) speech immediately following the antistrophe.

715-18. Da. kadds éXefal’s Tév 8¢ mpotpémova’ éyw 715
efpnua 87 1L THobe cuudopds éxwt
Wot’ edrded pév marol mpooleivar Biov
adm) 7’ 8vachar mpos Ta viv memTwridTA

715 édeéas O mporpémova’ D<L> et B, mpémova’ C mpdob’ elmoio’ épdd Hadley, mpos
TovTows épdd Barrett 716 edpnual lapa vel dknua Stockert &7 7. BCDELP: 8vra cett.
éxw] dros Kirchhoff, Nauck

mpos TovTois épe, though commended by Diggle (‘fort. recte’) and accepted by
Kovacs, does not begin to account for -7pemovs’. Stockert justly obelizes
tmpoTpémovo’ . . . evpnuat for the further doubt hanging over the construction
evpyua . . . oupdopds (as to which he should have mentioned Broadhead’s discussion,
also Kirchhoff’s cuugopds dros, accepted by Nauck, who also wrote nipn«a). Other
conjectures include Wecklein’s év 8¢ mav orpépova’ (Weil) émos | edpoiio’ dros 8.
The oddly elaborate (composite?) scholion {yrodoa rai épevvdoa perarpémovoa,
édnol, kai moda Soxpdlovoa kal els moddd peTadépovod pov THY yvduny. ..
may suggest that the problems in our text have been caused by the loss of a line, e.g.

) \ -~ ) 3 -~ 2 \
év 8¢ mpayt’ elmoiic’ éyw 715
14 ’ ~ s P 4
<dmewput wavrnL vodv Tpémovo’ dkeapdpov>
evpypa 61 T THode ouupopds éxw (kTA.)

Tpémovo’ is then explicable as an intrusion from the following (subsequently
omitted) verse.>! For the idiom thus with 7pémovoa, cf. IT 1322 pn “vradba Tpénis
onv ¢pév’. mpirta, cf. Alc. 1105 dmeiow, €l xpi- mpddTa 8’ €l xpewv dfper. éyd, sc.
in grateful reply to your kadot Adyot.

814-16. Braiwt favodo’ dvooiwt Te ovu- o)
dopdt, ods mddaiopa peAéas xepds: 815 88
trist dpa odv, Tadaw’, duavpoi {dav; 88

814 Biaiw(y) D (Bothe): -ws cett. 815 mdlatoua peléas xepds Enger: x- m- u- codd. 816 7(
(8°) Stockert {éav Monk: {wdv codd.

814. Biaiw: 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 — .i. . — with split resolution are very rare, appearing else-
where in Euripides (doubtfully) only at 841 (if xpadiav is written) and 883 below
(qq.v.), and IT 840 mpdow 748’ dméPa (leg. 748’ dméBa mpdow?); not in Sophocles; in
Aeschylus only Eum. 840 = 870 dmavtd Te xdTov (s.v.l.); PV 573 7€ vijoTw dva Tav. 8s

3! Hadley intended his wpdaf’ eimoiic’ ép as simply introducing a restatement of Phaedra’s
view of death as kpdrioTov (401-2); but 717-21 certainly alludes (with a fine terminal ambiguity
in 721) to her discovery of a new plan, productive of compound dvyots.
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of the form X .. . :. . — apart from Tro. 310 Aapmdor 766’ lepdv (s.v.l.) and Ba. 988 7(s
dpa vw érexev, occur only in Aeschylus (Sepz. 239, Su. 691, 692, Ag. 1173, Ch. 967).
Entirely resolved &s of the form X .. .:. . .. (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 8s of the form
X .o - i. .=, rather than giving separate treatment, as on pp. 258ft., 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 ‘Whar (is it that) brings . . .?” So
read 7{ odv dpa, Tddaw’. .. € dpa very often follows 7/s directly (hence the corrup-
tion), but cf. Or. 1269 7is 68’ dp’. .. € Ba. 556 w66 Nioas dpa . . . € etc. (GP 40).

840-1. trivos kAdwt méfev Oavdopos Tixa, 840 86

yovar, odv, Tddaw’, éBa kapdiav; 86

841 rdAaw’ éBa Elmsley: éBa (énéfa MBOA) rdAawa codd. (quocum wpadiav Kirchhoff)

840 corresponds with 822 warakova pév odv dfloros PBiov. For the certainly
corrupt 7ivos kAvw Stockert suggests either «kAvdwv 7is€ or 7is 6 kAvSwvé But the
‘wave’ metaphor is too bald (the more so in a question). Kovacs more plausibly follows
Kraus in accepting Enger’s 700 8¢ wAvw . . . € Other possibilities are [rivos] dAdw:
mélev . .. € (‘T am bewildered’, cf. Or. 277) and 7is véoos 7 méfev . . . € (kAbw would
be a natural supra- scription following lipographic reduction of 7tovocos to Tivos).*?

866-8. Xo. el ded,

Q) » \ 3 -~ 3 /’ .
768 al veoyuov éxBoxais émelopépet 3ia
Oeos T(xarov) éuol pev odvd dBloTos Blov 88 (7)
TUxa mpos 10 kpavlev eim Tuyeiv: 88

867 émetopéper BVCDEL: émip- MOA 868 karov om. CDEL, del. Wilamowitz  aliquid e v.
821 irrepsisse vid. Burges et Maas  fort. feos éuol- ury (iam Stockert) viv «rA.  dfBfloTos
MOCP: -wtos BAVDEL

émeroppei (J. U. Powell) has become the vulgate, with ¢ed ped . . . feds scanned as
ia i 8 : 8. But émeiapéper is unexceptionable, ending a trimeter (single, cf. 368/675,
371/678, 813). Barrett failed to show that the metrical division must be émeioppei
Oeos | . . . rather than émetodéper | feos . . . Nor indeed could he, since he regarded
éuol . . . Tuxeiv as ‘corrupt beyond remedy’ as a consequence of substantial intrusion.
Although Barrett denied it, kaxdv, absent from several MSS, is very likely to be false,
veoxudv = véov sufficiently implying ‘unwelcome’. If so, it may after all suffice to
correct just enough so as to obtain four dochmiacs from feds to Tuyeiv. The
corruption here is indeed likely to owe something to pev odv afloros Biov in line 821
above; but it is by no means certain that the whole of ueév odv af{oros Blov here is an
intrusion from that source. It is in Euripides’ manner to echo thematic words and
phrases (cf. dvoexmépaTov 678 and 883). Stockert plausibly looks for a deprecatory

32 Previously I proposed 008é xAvw or ékAvov, not 008év as stated in Stockert’s appendix.
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wish with w7 . . ., but too radically proposes to write 1 Twos tiyas in place of kakov
éuol wév odv dfiotos Biov Tixa. Given the rejection of kakov, uy viv for uév odv
seems sufficient (the monosyllables cohering sufficiently to make the word-end after
long penult. unobjectionable). For dBi{oros describing something other than Bios, cf.
also Ion 764 (dxos).

877-8. The verses should be redivided, partly for the reason given by Diggle in
Euripidea 475, n. 158, namely that Bdpos kaxdv: amo yap SAduevos oiyopar as a
trimeter lacks the usual caesura, but also because dmo yap 3Aduevos oiyopar 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, Bodr Bode i 8éAtos dAacTar Tl dUyw Pdpos kaxdv; can be either treated as a
tetrameter (or ia ch [ 2ia, which comes to the same thing) or divided after Boa. Boay;
cf. Herc. 763-4/772-3, Hel. 370.

882-5. Or. 768e pev odkérL orépartos év mhidats 88
trabééw SvoexkmépaTov dAoov (Aoov) kardvt. ?
& méAis mOAis. hé (7)

‘ImméAvros edvijs Tis éunjs érAn Ouyeiv . . .

882 736’ éuov MOC 883 duoexmépavror MOC  SAoov semel MOAC, bis cett. 884 &b mdAws
m6Ats BVDELP: & mdAis & méAis C, & mdAis MOA

The vulgate has -mépardv 5A6v | kdrdv. i@ (Elmsley) mAts as two dochmiacs. The
form - —.:. . —is ararity (see on 814-16 above); likewise the postulated corruption of
b to & (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
kpavyy (cf. on 902-4 below) cannot begin in the middle of a verse; a fortiori, in the
middle of a resolved syllable. There is indeed a metrical problem in 883; but we should
regard a full stop at xaxdv as a datum from which to work backwards. The doubled
dXodv, metrically questionable,> is probably false here, as at Or. 999.3 Single dAodv
does indeed still leave a metrical problem: neither § ia cr nor ba ia § is likely.>* The
chances are that a syllable has dropped out somewhere, but not as supplied by Elmsley.
Of various possibilities contemplated, I should now suggest kaféopev for kabfééw,
giving a straightforward 2ia 8.¢ It may be relevant that the other occurrence of

3§ 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’ dv> or <mep> after
Svoexméparov, but scarcely with enthusiasm.

3 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).

% El 11534 atpida Sexéreor | omopaiow éNOdvr’ éudv ~ 1161-2 mdois, & 7u moré Tav |
TdAawav éayev kakdv is 8 | ia cr in Diggle’s colometry, but should be taken rather as ending with
adochmius, i.e. as \2ia [ 6, akin to 2ia [ & (n. 36 below); likewise Tro. 1227-8, Pho. 1286ff./1298fT.
(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 : & is very common. For 2ia [ 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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Svoexméparov 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’
ééopev ordpa at 660.%7

All three transmitted variants in 884 are now possible. But cf. Hec. 684 & Téxvov
rékvov, where & Téxvov and & Tékvov & Tékvov are minority readings.

902-4. Im.  kpavyys drodoas otjs dpikduny, marTep,
omovdi 70 pévror mpayu’ téd’ durwe oréveist
3 BN ’ P bl 7 /
ovk olda, Bovdoluny 6’ dv ék céfev kAvew.

Barrett printed his conjecture é¢’ b omjoas €yeis ‘with some confidence’. Diggle
prints his own 67wt orévers éme with presumably equal or greater confidence, but
without supporting advocacy. The latter has been widely accepted, despite Barrett’s
objection to oTéveis as ‘the wrong word’ (countered only by Halleran). Barrett was
right thus far: the context, in conjunction with the phrase xpavyys dxovoas, 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 wéAws. On this, see also Broadhead’s neglected discussion. Stockert also
mentions Barthold (é¢’ &t kataorévers) and Fitton (ép’ i orévers éri). These can
be rejected for the same reason and as otherwise inferior to Diggle.

Broadhead in a footnote suggested 7eivas as an improvement upon Barrett’s
omjoas, with supporting citation of relvovat Bornv (Med. 201, with Page’s note),
Teive . . . avddv (Pers. 574, with his own note), and évrewduevos dwvijv (Aeschines
2.157).38 One might equally consider drw: Teivers ém as an improvement of Diggle.
But neither quite satisfies: it is a little awkward to understand admv (sc. the xpavy),
since re{vew can be used intransitively; and, though érw. . . . ém means the same as
ép’ d, it is not obvious why the former should be corrupted to the latter.

If we start by substituting reweis for rwiorevers, we have room for another word.
On that basis I suggest éd’ ¢ Telvers <éma> *. . . why you are (thus) exerting your
voice’. For éma ‘voice, utterance’ at the end of a verse in Euripides, cf. 602, 1321, Hec.
555, Su. 204, Ion 1204-5, Hel. 1596, Or. 1669.% The supposition will be that 67a was
extruded following corruption of w: Tewets . .. to wirwt o . . . and subsequent supra-
scription of Te(t)vecs.

911-15. ouyats; owwmis 6’ oUdév épyov év kakois
7 yap mobodoa mavra rkapdia xAiew
kav Tois kakoiol Alxvos oba’ dliokerad,
Y wa " - W g7
oV unv didovs daye, kdTi uaAdov 1 ¢idovs,
kpUmrew Sikaiov ods, mdTep, dvompatias. 915

All recent editors, mistaking the sense, have followed Barrett in excising 912-13. No
one has effectively countered or even mentioned my defence. o0 unv . .. ye (cf. 285,
etc.) is the negative correlate of ye wijv ‘adversative, often answering uév’ (GP 348).4

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 €fouatr at 660, which might
suggest kaféfopar as an alternative here; but LSJ offer no support for that.

% Broadhead ended by proposing é¢’ & . . . moveis without commitment as to ‘what rw:
represents’. He should not have regarded C/zr_ Pat.’s Ta viv as ‘at least a possibility’.

¥ Aesch. and Soph by contrast have d7a only in Iyric once each as things stand, but Blaydes
plau51bly proposed oma yxeirad (x- Musgrave) for vméxerrar at Phil. 190.

o uwv . .. 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 ydp without expressed uév
at the beginning of such an antithesis, cf. 1340-1 Tovs yap evoefeis . . . Tovs ye unv
Kakovs . . ., Or. 1083 o0 yap 7fuiv éori, ool ye v, El. 754 pakpds yap €pmer yipus,
éudaris ye wijv. Certainly something is needed between 911 ciwmis 8’ oddév épyov
év kaxols and the adversative od uyv . . . ye .. .,0,0 in 914-13; and what 912-13 offers
is just right, and well characterized. Alyvos (‘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 7o xexpupuévov Aixvos. 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 xaxoiow in 913 as
meaning the same as kakois in 911. For the correct interpretation ‘even in/among
kaxoi persons’ (sc. ‘unlike you and me’), cf. Tois kaxoio(t) 81,412, 980, Hcld. 259, Ion
399 kav Tais kakaiow, etc.; the definite article makes all the difference.

1008-16. det 81) g€ Setftu TWL ‘rpon'wl. SiepBapmr
770'repa 70 TT]O’8€ owp, €Ka/\/\LO’7‘€U€TO
TACDY YUVaLKOY; 1) 00V olkijoew S6uov 1010
éyxdnpov edvjv mpooAdBwy émiAmioa;
wdrawos dp’ v, ovdapmod uév odv dpevarv:
dAA’ s Tupavveiv )8V ToioL cdppoawy;
[ikiord v’ €l un Tas Ppévas Siépfopev
BvyTav Soowow davddver povapyia] 1015
éyw 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 1013.4! 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 edv) cannot be émikAnpos).
Not thus can Theseus account for the corruption of a cwdpoaivy which Hippolytus
regards as an incontrovertible fact (994-5). The third question by contrast might be
answered with ‘perhaps so’—so Hippolytus continues with éyw 8°. ... 1013 is thus
integral to the argument, and 1014-15 are surely spurious (perhaps also corrupt, but
my S:épfapev 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. 1 should still argue for retention of 1029 dmoAis doiwkos Pvyds
dAnTevwv xfdva (prima facie a finer verse than 1048 dAA’ ék marpdias ¢uyds

811) appears under v (p. 331); others (4g. 1279, OT 810, Hp. 285, PV 268 [not 270], Hcld. 885,
Hp. 914, IT 1004, Hcld. 885, IA 1004, Rh. 958) under ot unv ‘adversative’ (335), still others
(Cretans fr. 472¢ K.16, Hel. 571, Pho. 1622) under w1y ‘strong adversative’ (335-6). To these add
Sept. 538.
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aAnpTedwy xBovds from which it is supposed to have been interpolated) and excision
of 1047-50 (not 1050 only). I would only add that in 1047 raxds yap Aidns paiaTov
dvdpi SuaTuyei is surely the superior reading (pdioTos pler.): ‘the easiest thing’, not
‘the easiest kind of death’. A quick death is, after all, easiest for everyone.

11024. Xo. 1 wéya pol 1i Bedv perediual’, Stav dpévas éAO,
Abmas mapaipei:

1102 po! 7¢] pot 7a 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.*
For Barrett, and some others before and since, 7a fecv peledrjuara means ‘the gods’
care for men’ (‘for men’ to be somehow understood). Kovacs more correctly takes it as
‘thoughts about the gods’. ueAedyuara that enter ¢péves cannot easily be understood
as thinking done by someone else. Moreover peledrjuara with objective gen. is
established poetic idiom: cf. Od. 15.7-8 (cited by Winnington-Ingram) TyAépayov &’
oUx Umvos éxe yAukis, aAN’ évi Bupdi | vikTa 6 duBpociny pededjuara maTpos
éyepev. Winnington-Ingram suggested advancing the first comma to follow Ta fedv,
but was evidently less than happy with the result. What we need is rather 7 for 7a.
That has unlooked-for beneficial effects. (1) Kovacs’s translation, which neglects the
definite article, becomes more evidently correct. (ii) The construction of mapatpet with
acc. puéya 7 (‘a great amountlpart’) and gen. Avmas becomes straightforward and
unambiguous (‘take away X from Y’). As things stand we have to take it on trust that
uéya is ‘adverbial’ (Barrett) and that Admas is ‘more likely’ (Halleran) to be genitive
singular than accusative plural. In fact adverbial uéya 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. émel Tov ‘EXavias ia cr
pavepdyTarov doTép’ Tabdvast paroem
€iBopev eibopev éx matpos dpyds 4da,
dAAav én’ alav (éuevov. 1125 2ia

1123 dfdvas V: afijv- cett. (-ats MO, -ns B)

Fitton’s Adaias, 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
Adaia at Trozen, or for ‘ EXAavia as a cult-epithet of that goddess. Kovacs and Hal-
leran fall back on Hartung’s dorépa yalias, which is unlikely to be the truth (despite
apparent consistency with the scholion émeid7) Tov 17s ‘ EAnuikiis yiis pavepdTatov
dotépa, kal Td €£7s). The corruption is hard to credit;** and as Sommerstein has

41 CQ17(1967), 181-3.

42 BICS 16 (1969), 50-1.

“* Halleran should not have called the change of aflavas to ayatas ‘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, dAAav in 1125 should not not mean ‘other than Greece’, since it is not
from Greece that Hippolytus is being exiled.**

My neglected suggestion Afavav ‘from Athens . . . driven to another land’ gives the
problem-free sense required, while changing only one easily corruptible letter.*> For
the simple genitive, cf. y7is éAav Kopwbias Med. 70, ITvfdvos . . . éBas OT 152, etc.
For * EXavia ‘Greece’ (without y1, x8dv, or ala), cf. Herc. 411, Hel. 1147. The word-
order is unusual indeed, with ‘from Athens’ advanced ahead of eiSouev eiSopev éx
maTpos Spyas; but this is a relatively small price to pay. The sense ‘from Athens’ is
sufficiently unmistakable, the moment the word Afavav 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 wéAeus).

1142-6. éyw 8¢ odi BueTvyiar Sdkpvow Solow, -eDbal
amoTpov moTHOV: @ TAAawa paTep, T bal||

érexés <p’> dvévata: dev, 1145 T

paviw Beoiow: ith

1143 8dxpvow Barthold: -ou codd. 1144 dmoTpov mdrpnov] méruov dmorpov codd. 1145
érexés <p’>] érexes codd.; pe desideravit Maas dvévara MOA: -n7a cett.

Diggle has discussed the metre of 1143-4 (Euripidea, 402). His analysis éyw 8¢ oat
SvoTvyiau (ia ch) | axpvow Swoiow (ith) | méTpov dmdTpov: & TdAawa pdtep (cr ith)
is better than those rejected, but has a questionable twice-resolved cretic with a harsh
resolution before syncopation at sentence-end. moTumov dméTuov would give a
smoother rhythm, and ch ia ba (as Rh. 457/823) would be in line with the opening ia ch
| . . .; but, though 7é7uos occurs (Su. 623, Or. 190), dmérpos is less likely: Euripides
has 8YomoTpos seven times, always with -m6Tu-.

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 méruov 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 mérpos dmoTuos, ie a ‘lot, fate’ of negative quality
and/or value (dmoTuos, pejoratively ‘negating’, resists exact translation). Hippolytus’
dvaTuyia has been sufficiently dwelt on in the preceding verses 1122-41 (following
1120-1 oxére yap kabapav ppév’ éxw . .. émel . . .). Now at 1142-3 the epode reverts
with éyw 8¢ . . . to the chorus’s reaction to that SveTuyia. 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

4 Sommerstein’s own AXfnmias 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 yalas) objects that £évny ém’ alav in 898
and 1049 has created the impression that Hippolytus’ exile will be in a non-Greek land. Not so:
£évos is not the same as BdpPapos. At 898 £évny émr’ alav is straightforwardly antithetic to T7o8e
xwpas, and at 1049 (interpolated, as argued in CQ 18 [1968]) antithetic to marpdias xBovds.

“ A hybrid form A6nvav may be possible (cf. Barrett on 155-8 and Bjorck, Das Alpha
impurum, 368fY.); but Burges was doubtless right at Tro. 803 Aurapaio! Te xdouov Abdvars
(abrvais VP), and similarly Triclinius at Held. 359; cf. attestations of afdv- at Alc. 452, Ion 184,
Pers. 286 (dub.), 976, 4j. 1222.



FURTHER CRITICAL NOTES ON EURIPIDES® HIPPOLYTUS 425

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 Siolow, the
object of which is not méruov but rather Siov understood (cf. RA. 982 dmais Sioloer).
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 émdpevoas éuav dvacoav SABiwv am’ olkwv, || kakovvupordrav
évaocw: 1 yap . .. (there T- : D ... following T - ith). For this second period, the eas-
iest of transpositions gives a favourite verse (7 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,
5317550, 900/911, S. Tra. 648/656. Inversion of the words dmoruov méruov 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; mdruov dmoTpnov may have been preferred
following a vowel, but the hiatus is now unexceptionable; or an erroneous dmoruov bis
(cf. Pho. 1306) or mérpov bis could have been corrected in the wrong place. Before that,
Diggle’s ia ch | ith is possible; but - e : D : ba is likelier. . — . — : —. . — . . — recurs in
1147 (i i ovldyiar Xdpuires); 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 we had dropped out. Fr.
385 7i pe 877’ & peAéa pdtep €Tiktes; (= Ar. Vesp. 312) offers strong support for an
expression of self-pitying grief in such terms.*® Barrett saw merit in this interpretation,
but rejected it as unintelligible without an expressed pe, excluded (for him) by metrical
considerations. He overlooked that with n” added at the natural place after érexes we
have the same dicolon (T ith, related to T ba) as Alc. 400 vmrdkovoov dxovoov & /
pdrep avridlw ~412 avévar’ dvévar’ éviu-/pevoas 0d8é yripws.’

1272-6. motdral 8¢ yaiav eddyntdv 6’ 88
alpvpov témit mévrov, 8

0édyer 8’ "Epws di pawopévar kpadiat 3ia

mTavos épopudaont 1275 3(D)

xpvoodars, pvow dpeordwv (kTA.) R

1272 8¢ Seidler: 8° émi fere codd. (8’ om V) fort. edayérav 6° 1273 leg. au movrov 1274
kpadiar Ald.: kapd- codd. 1276 ypvoodars <oriABwv> (e.g.) Diggle 1277 dpeoxdwv L:
-w(Yww 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 ¢oira-'Aéov, Ba. 1005-6 Onpedov-'oa
s.v.L); otherwise the rule is virtually absolute.*® *edayéras (cf. dyéras and edayis) is in
itself as likely a coinage as edaynros (elsewhere only at Jon 884).

4 It should not be argued that reference to Hlppolytus mother here is confirmed by the ‘echo’
of Hippolytus’ lament & SvordAawa uirep, & mucpal yovaL 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 || T - ith (or T ba?) at Hec. 653-5, another epode.

“ 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)
émyudlovs mipywy 8’ éktobev Badwy | Zeds oe kdvor kepavvan, where a different division
gives cr : § 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, Fum. 844’; but Parker herself
doubted Ant. 1342 (sic) on her p. 266 (mpos méTepov idw; mar as a dochmius also has
impossible word-end after long penult.); OC 1561 is doubtless — -« -« - — (. . . Bapvdxet,
cf. Suadxis, BapvdAynros); and Eum. 844 is negligible (see the texts of Page, West, and
Sommerstein). Similarly to be rejected are the three other hypothetical forms of §
ending with . . . .« — —% The likeliest remedy is substitution of a less obvious
preposition for éx{ (intrusive again, as in 1272 in all MSS?). én{ + acc. is standard for
‘flying over’ (as in 735); but here a more generally ‘environmental’ preposition is
needed (cf. 17 yAwpav dav’ Anv, etc., and my note on Or. 329-31), embracing also
‘on’ and ‘in’, since the power of love affects even the okduvor meddyror (1277). For
the force ‘up and down, throughout’ as needed here, cf. OT 477ff. doirdar yap om’
dypilav | GAav dvd 7’ dvrpa kal | mérpas (s.v.l.), Hdt. 1.96 dva mdoav Ty Mnduciv,
etc. (LSJ dva C.2); for the form dv/du (liable to corruption), cf. EI. 466 (Seidler), Herc.
389 (Musgrave), Pho. 1516 (Willink), A. Pers. 566, Su. 351, S. Aj. 1190 (Ahrens), 1/. 8.
441, etc.

12756 is by no means certainly defective. 8 cr is common enough (or rather §,,8 in
my now-preferred notation); and exactly thesame . ..|—-.— i ... —.—| ... (withan
apparent choriamb) occurs in dochmiac context at Med. 1256-7 afpa miTvew ¢éBos
v’ dvépwv ~ 1266-7 kai {apevns $dvos dueiBerar (Diggle offers unneeded supple-
ments in both stanzas), Rh. 699-700 Oeocalis 7 mapariav Aokpiv ~T17-18 modda
8¢ Tav BaciAid’ éotiav, and similarly Eum. 270-1 % Oeov 7 Eévov 7w’ doeBav.

1379-81. waipdvov Ti obyyovov 2ia
malai@y mpoyevvyTépwy é€- 1380 3ba
opileTar 008€ péver kardv, -D.-

1381 000€ péver kakdv] kakov ovdé uéAde (uéver Wilamowitz) fere codd.

As things stand (given uéve. for pédded), the period ends with a surprising
anapaestic monometer, and doubt hangs over the colometric interpretation of
peawpévov . . . é€opilerar. See Stinton (123), who questioned the vulgate 2ia | 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 || 8 A8 | 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
éé-lopilerau, cf. 1269-70 moi-IkiAémrepos, Herc. 1068 éé-leyepduevos (no need for
Diggle’s emendation); cf. also Hec. 686-7 . . . é¢ | aAdoTopos dpripnabys véuov, Tro.
275-6 tpuroBa-/povos xepi Sevouéva BaxTpov (in my colometry). A probable 3ba
with overlap recurs at once in 1384-6 i) poi 7 p; wds dmaddd-/éw Prorav éuav |
7008’ avdAynTov mdfovs; (i) poi VCD; i) wol pot BOAE).

1387-8. €ife pe koyuioee Tov chia
Svodaiuov’ Aida puélai- ia cr
va vikTepds T’ dvdyka. 2ia,

1387 kowuioere AV: kowurjoete BO, kowudoete cett.

4 Conomis (Hermes 92 [1964], 23fF.) nos. 24, 27, 29; but this must be pursued elsewhere.
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All editors since Murray read xowdoee (against Weil, Hadley, and others). Cor-
ruption from -pdo- to -uio- by way of -uro- is indeed likely enough in itself. But the
reverse is also possible, as probably at RA. 669. It could well be that xowuloete,
kowproete, and kowpndoee were all current readings here in antiquity. According to
Sch. 1. 16.524 (cited by Ellendt, Lex.Soph.), kowujoar for -{oar is Aeolic. Barrett
should not, without investigation, have declared -pao- and -uio- to be ‘equally
acceptable’ for the metre. ch ia (restored at 67 and 70 above) occurs elsewhere in
Euripides at A/c. 88/100, Hcld. 910/919, Su. 72/80?, Ion 506, Ba. 109/124, Rh. 361/371,
to which may be added lyric trimeters beginning/ending with c# 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 &
« ——-). All these are — . . — . — . —, and there is no contrary instance of ck ia with
long anceps (not Alc. 216, where better colometry gives D : . D i —e | ar; nor Or. 840,
see my commentary). The position is similar in Sophocles (OC 1055/1070 isd-ein a
D/e context). — - - — - . . . is properly the norm, since ¢/ 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 kowud- is the ‘older’ form (Barrett), that does not make it likelier in
Euripides, in whom (not counting Rhesus) xowu{{ew occurs at Hec. 474 (lyr.), 826,
?Tro. 594 (lyr., but the transmitted «xéuioac could be right) and Pho. 184 (lyr.); kowudy
only at Andr. 390 (non-lyric éxoufins Plat).

1452-3. On. & $idTald’, bs yevvaios éxdalvy marpl.
In. & xaipe kai odt xaipe moAAd pot, mdTep.

Recent opinion has rightly turned against Wilamowitz’s line-transposition 1452—
5-4-3 (accepted by Barrett) as insufficiently, if at all, remedial.** But it has not, pace
Diggle, Kovacs, and Halleran, convincingly vindicated & yaipe xai od ... 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 (txal oUt) and mentions Barthold’s & yaipé o ov. I still
prefer my proposal & xal ov (sc. piAraros): yaipe xaipe moAAd pot, mdTep (With an
echo of 64 yaipe yaipe pou 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 ws kai ov and 964 w1 wot ov (not otherwise closely parallel).
For & . . . with part of the predicate to be supplied, cf. Ar. Lys. 857 & mpos fecvw (sc.
éxxdAeoov Muppivyy, 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

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