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NOTES ON ARISTOPHANES

Vesp. 42-3
ZQ. €8’ % papa ddAaw’ éxovoa TpuTdvmy
{oTn Bbeov dnudv. EA. oipor Seidaros: 40
Tov 8fjuov Yudv Bodderar Sucrdvar.
ZQ. édéker 8é por Oéwpos adtis mAnaiov

xap.al Kaﬂ‘f]oﬂat 1'1‘)1/ K€¢O.AT‘)V K(;'DG.KOS éxwv

€elr’ *AMiBdadns elme mpds e TpavAiaas,

“0Ads; Oéwlos Ty kepadny kéakos Exet.”’ 45
Commentators offer no satisfactory explanation of why Cleon’s satellite Theorus
should be sitting on the ground. Van Leeuwen suggests ‘ut infra in convivio’, which
seems far-fetched and at best premature, for, though it might suit the character of
Theorus as flatterer, that character is not revealed by Alcibiades’ speech impediment
till 45. It may be that there is nothing to explain, that Theorus is sitting on the ground
because there is nowhere else to sit. But if an explanation is desired, what is wanted
is something that fits the image of the crow. And if a scavenging bird positions itself
on the ground in the vicinity of a monster holding a scafe on which meat is being
weighed out, its object is surely to pick up scraps that fall from the scale. Such
behaviour symbolizes accurately enough the relationship posited between Cleon and
Theorus the man — whereas a more ambitious and independent crow might try to
snatch its food direct from the scale. (The antecedent of adr#s in 42 is probably
$dAAawa, not Tpurdrny, since ¢pdAdawa is the subject of BodAerar in 41. But since
the monster is holding the scale, Theorus, by positioning himself near the monster,
is perforce well placed to seize anything that drops.)

Pax 886
TP. aye 87 ob xardfov mpdTa TV oKEVY Yapual.
BovAv), mpurdves, bpate v Pewpiav.

’ » @ 5 ¢ - k) \ ’ ’
oképaal’ 80’ duiv dyaba mapadwow Pépwv,
@o7’ edBéws dpavTas Duds Tw okélet
TadTNs peTéwpa kaTayayelv dvdppuow. 890
TouTl 8’ 6pat’ SmTdvIoY UiV WS KaAdy.

OI. 8. Tadra kal kexdmvic’ ap’s Evravhoi yap {odv)

A ~ ’ \ ’ ~ ~ k]
mpod 70D moAépov Ta Adcava 17 BovAf) moT’ .

886 Tnv gxevny Meineke: T oxedn).

Put down your implements or take off your clothes? First it must be admitted that
akedm never has the meaning ‘clothes’ elsewhere in Aristophanes. Nor is this meaning
recorded for other authors by LSJ, and it is absent from the list of types of oxeidn
in Pollux 10. 11. Therefore, if ‘clothes’ is to be preferred, emendation with Meineke
to Tv oxeviv seems essential, despite such rough parallels as English *things’,
French ‘affaires’ and German ‘Sachen’. This might seem to be methodologically
conclusive in favour of the manuscript reading and the rendering ‘implements’,
especially since Pollux mentions in his catalogue ra mpos Oewpilav % Bvolas oxedr,
a fact strangely neglected by champions of this interpretation.

But there is still room for doubt. What one is told about Theoria before and after
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886 is less helpful than it might initially appear. At 876 the slave enthuses over her
mpdxTos, while in 879 f. he sketches with his finger a resting-place for his 7éos at the
Isthmian Games. So far there is nothing the slave has to see or do that could not be
seen or done over, through or up under a dress. But at 892, after Theoria has dispensed
with her gxedm or oxeviv, we learn the colour of her pubic hair. At first sight this
suggests that she has now removed her dress, but in fact this need not follow. Trygaeus
might have lifted it sufficiently to permit the slave’s observation, or indeed actions may
have been suited to words at 889 f., so that by 891 Theoria might be lying on her back
with her legs in the air. Hence what might somewhat paradoxically be called a non
liquet.

But no satisfactory answer has ever been offered to the question ‘What might
Theoria’s implements be?” X® speaks of elpivns kai yewpylas aduBold Twa. The
last word may presumably be taken as an admission that he had no clear idea what
he was talking about. More important, agricultural implements are inappropriate to
Theoria, as Van Leeuwen realized. The catalogue of delights that she will bring
(894-906) makes no mention, literal or metaphorical, of farming: the primary
meanings belong entirely to the field of sports. Pollux is therefore of little use, since
his theoric implements, labelled generically xpnoripia, are clearly victims and
instruments of sacrifice. The proper attributes of Aristophanes’ Theoria would
presumably be the ancient equivalents of starting-pistols, silver medals and compli-
mentary tickets for bouleutai. No doubt these could be excogitated, but it is a little
odd to picture Theoria solemnly clutching them ever since 713, while the question
‘Why should she put them down to be displayed?’ seems never to have been asked.
Yet they would hardly interfere with Trygaeus’ purposes, and would indeed prevent
her from using her hands to protect her modesty. A tentative case can therefore be
made for 77y oxeviv and ‘clothes’, and one may regretfully suspect that superstitious
reluctance to believe in naked ladies on the Aristophanic stage has done more than
respect for the paradosis to keep 7a oxedm and ‘implements’ alive.

Lys. 1115-74
AY. 71 8’ od dimAAdynTe; pépe T{ ToduTOSDV;
AA. aués ye Adpes, ai Tis auiv TOykukdov
Aj) 1001’ amodopev. AY. moiov & Tav; AA. Tav ITbdov,
domep mdAar Sedueba xai BApdrToues.
IIP. pa 7ov Iooeld&d TodTo pév y’ od Spdoere. 1165
AY. ader’ dydl’ adrois. IIP. kdra Tiva kwhoouev;
AY. &repév y’ amaireir’ dvri TodToU Ywpiov.
IIP. 76 8eiva Toivuv mapddod’ fuiv Tovrovi
mpwTioTa Tov *Eywoivra kai Tov Mnlid
k6Amov Tov dmialev kai Ta Meyapika axéln. 1170
AA. od o g odxi mdvra ¥’ & Aigodvie.
AY. éare, undev Sradépov mept areroiv.
IIP. #8m yewpyeiv yuvuvds dmodis Podopad.
AA. éyw 8¢ kompaywyelv ya mpw val Tw oud.

Van Daele detects throughout this scene a contrast between the sexual preferences of
the Spartan and those of the Athenian prytanis. He traces it back initially to 1105,
but that is hardly fair to the Spartan in the light of the prytanis’ comment at 1092.
(Cf. K. J. Dover, Greek Homosexuality (London, 1978), pp. 188 f., against any
over-facile assumption of a contrast between Athenian heterosexuality and Spartan
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homosexuality.) However, whether or not there is in 1117 f. the implication that a
Spartan would be less clumsy than an Athenian in handling another man’s penis, even
though such a skill properly belongs to a woman, there is ample evidence for Van
Daele’s view, more indeed than he realized. At 1148 the Spartan can hardly tear
himself away from his contemplation of Diallage’s mpoxros to make a very laconic
response to Lysistrata’s harangue. Neither he nor the prytanis at whom it is aimed
pays any attention at all to Lysistrata’s next diatribe: the Spartan is again concerned
with Diallage’s bottom (1157), while the Athenian in pointed contrast singles out her
kbabos for praise (1158). (Pace Van Daele, 1157 is surely a comment on Diallage, not
on Lysistrata, and the reference of yaiwTépav is physical, not moral. That it was a
suitable word to describe the object of the Spartan’s adoration is shown by its
application to the callipygous Corinthian envoy at 91 f.)

The demand for Pylos (1162—4) again reveals the Spartan’s interest: fAqudrropes
presumably indicates how he has been passing the time during Lysistrata’s orations,
while the gesture implied by oo with éyxvxAov is doubtless more precisely centred.
But the response of the prytanis spoils this potentially amicable division of spheres
of influence. He demands Echinus, the Malian Gulf which lies behind it, and the legs
of Megara (1169 f.). Echinus and the legs present no problems, but, surprisingly, only
Rogers grasped the point of 6miafev and understood that in consequence the Malian
Gulf lies between Diallage’s buttocks, not her breasts. Van Daele assumes that
x6Amov = ‘bosom’ and that the fruits are Diallage’s breasts, but this cannot be right,
since, if it were, the prytanis would not have infringed the Spartan’s prerogative: he
would have claimed the whole of the front of Diallage, but the rear would still be open
to Spartan occupation. But, as Rogers rightly insists, the Spartan accuses the Athenian
of wanting everything (1171): not the whole of the front, which would give no offence
to the Spartan, but the whole of the lower half. Between them émiofev and wavra
are conclusive, and the location of the Malian Gulf is no difficulty: pomological
metaphors are easily enough transferred from one set of rotundities to another.

The underlying point is accurate and bitter. Had negotiations broken down, it would
not have been the first time that the Spartans had come to Athens seeking to regain
Pylos, only to be repelled because Athenian greed ‘reached out for more’ (cf. Thuc.
4. 21. 2, 41.4). But the danger is quickly past, and the antithesis between the
metaphorical senses of yewpyeiv and kompaywyeiv (1173 f.) has both the prytanis and
the Spartan safely back on their respective sides of the conculiatory sandwich.

Thesm. 304
EY. &v7adl’ *Aydbwv 6 kewds olkdw Tuyxdvel
6 Tpaywdomowds. KH. moios odTos ‘Aydfuwv; 30
EY. éorw 7is "Aydbwv— KH. uéw 6 uélas 6 xaprepés;
EY. oi«, 4AX érepds Tis' ody édpaxas mdmoTe;
KH. pév 6 dacuraywy; EY. ody ébpaxas mamore.
KH. pa tov A7 odror y’ wote kai pé v’ eldévar.

Euripides’ remark at 33 is customarily punctuated as a question, as in 32. This is
unlikely. After In-Law’s first mistake it is reasonable for Euripides to say ‘No, a
different one — have you never seen him?’ But when In-Law goes even further astray
it is pointless for Euripides to repeat his question. Rather, he makes a statement: ‘No!
Obviously you’ve never seen him!’, and the line should be punctuated accordingly.
There is no difficulty in taking In-Law’s reply at 34 as the corroboration of a statement
rather than as the answer to a question. In either case the repeated ye and the xail
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combine to highlight In-Law’s bewilderment (cf. 20 f., 27) and to explain and excuse
his ignorance, while for an oath by one speaker in confirmation of a preceding
statement by another, cf. Ach. 137, Nub. 1228, Vesp. 76, 665, 680, 1126, Pax 439, Ran.
559, 914, 1045, 1089, Eccl. 344, Pluz. 106, 889. If R’s ébpaxa is kept in 32 and the
second half of the line given, as a statement, to In-Law (which is possible, with In-Law
first claiming never to have seen any other Agathon, then, in 33, having second
thoughts), the point still stands: the force of Euripides’ rejoinder would be ‘You’re
dead right you’ve never seen him!’.

Thesm. 418-25
MI. kai TadTa pev Evyyvael™ 4 8 v Huiv mpo Tod
adTais Tapedoar kal mpoatpovoars Aafeiv
aAdurov éAatov olvov, odd€ TadT €Tt 420
» ¢ \ » » 4
éeatw. ol yap avdpes )07 kAfdia
adTol gopodat kpumTa kakonbésTara
AakwviK’ &rra, Tpeis éxovra youdiovs.
\ ~ \ s ke 3 3 € -~ \ A
mpd Tob pev odv fv AN vmoiéar Ty Bdpav
mouncapévaiat SakTiAov TpiwPdlov, 425
viv 8 odTos adTovs @réTpup Edpumidns
édidate Opumndeor’ éxew adpayidia
éfapapévous.
419 AafBeiv R Aafeiv Scaliger.

Micca is complaining that women no longer have access to the storeroom. The point
is not that previously women could get away with thefts from the store but that
previously they were left in charge of the keys. This is proved both by rautedoar
in 419 and above all by 422, where the force of adToi has been neglected by
commentators. The men now not only keep the keys: they have fitted new and
improved locks, with keys of fearsome design. But if the men carry these new keys
avTol, themselves, then the old keys must have been in the hands of the women, and
so the activities of 419 f. were, at least in essence, legitimate and above board, though
the women may of course have abused their privilege. Consequently R’s AaBeiv
should probably be retained in 419. (Thus rightly Coulon, though Van Daele misses
the point of adToi. Rogers keeps Aafeiv yet believes in theft; Van Leeuwen believes in
legitimate activity yet adopts Aafeiv!)

The door of 424, keys to which the women did not possess of right but had to have
illicitly, though cheaply made, must therefore be the house door (as Van Daele), not
the storeroom door (as Rogers and Van Leeuwen). This has the virtue of allowing
mpo Tob in 424 to refer to the same period as mpo Tod in 418, whereas if the door of
424 is that of the storeroom, mpd Tod in that line must refer to a later stage in the
degeneration of the situation than does mp6 700 in 418 (as Van Leeuwen saw and was
prepared to accept).

Thesm. 499-501
KH. 008’ éxelv’ eipnié Tw,
ws 1) yuvy detkviga Tavdpl TolykukAov
tom’ adyast olév éoTw, éyxexalvuuévov 500
TOV pouxov éémeuwbev, odx elpnré mw.

Despite the corruption, the primary meaningis clear and understood by commentators:
the wife holds her garment to the light to display it for her husband’s admiration, and
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while his attention is thus distracted her lover sneaks out, swathed to the eyebrows
in his cloak. But given the use of éyxuxdov in Lys. 1162, it seems possible that there
is a double meaning, allowing the wife a means of distracting her husband’s attention,
by flaunting her bare behind in the morning sun, which would be both more interesting
for him and more ironical. This would also give an added point to éyxexalvupévov
by introducing an amusing contrast between her total or partial nudity and her lover’s
muffled-up condition. (Not that éyxexadvuuévov needs defence: Van Leeuwen
objected that it would be otiose if the lover were not seen and futile if he were caught;
but it would obviously be extremely useful if he were seen but not caught.)

Thesm. 8934, 758-9
KP. obtos mavovpyaw Sebp’ avijAlev & Eéve 893
s Tas yvvaikas émi kAomj) Tod xpuaiov.

MI. oipor Téxvov. 86s por opayeiov Mavia,

v s g IR ~ ’ > ~ ’

' odv 76 ¥’ alpa T0d Téxkvov Todpod AdPw. 755
KH. dmex’ ad7é, xapodpar yap év ye Tod7é oot
MI. kakds amérol’, irs dlovepos €l kai Svoueviys.

[rouri 76 8éppa Tijs lepeias ylyverar.]

’ ~ € ’ 7’ ’ ’

Ti Tis tepeias yiyveray;, KH. Touti. Aafé.

KP. tadavrary Mikka 7is éfexépnaé oe; 760

758 del. Bakhuyzen, Blaydes.

In 893 f. Critylla accuses In-Law of having come to steal the women’s gold ornaments.
Rogers calls this unfair, since she knows perfectly well the true nature of his mission.
This is not so. Critylla left the scene at 457 and returned only at 759 or 760. It was
during her absence that In-Law made his big speech beginning at 466, Euripides’ plot
was revealed by Cleisthenes at 584, and In-Law was unmasked as its agent at 635.
(Coulon is clearly right in reducing the number of women who speak to two. The
marketwoman concerned at the growth of atheism in 450-8 is plainly the same as the
uneducated woman who is outraged at the insult to the altar in 888.)

The problem of Critylla’s return is complex. In-Law slashes open the wineskin
probably at 753. As her ‘child’ begins to ‘bleed’ Micca calls for a vessel to catch the
precious liquid, and at 756 In-Law appears to grant her the right to do so. One might
expect an Athenian woman in comedy to be grateful for a cup of wine, yet Micca’s
response at 757 is angry and resentful. This suggests that In-Law has contrived, despite
his generous words at 756, to pour far more wine on the ground and over Micca’s
person than into the cup. The next two lines present serious difficulties. If 758 is to
be retained, In-Law must be mocking Micca while pretending to placate her:  Never
mind about the wine — have this nice empty skin for your trouble!” The beginning of
759 would then have to be spoken by Critylla, not Micca, since Micca has just been
told in 758 what the priestess’s reward is and so does not need to ask the question.
One would have to suppose that Critylla, entering, half-heard In-Law’s statement and
asked for further elucidation.

There are two objections. First, this reading of 758 is so elliptical as to be very
strained, yet there seems to be no easier interpretation. Secondly, giving the first part
of 759 to Critylla produces a very involved result, since it means that in the second
half of the line In-Law has to address first Critylla, showing her the skin (rov?), then
Micca, to whom he gives or throws it (Aafé), for the skin must clearly end up in the
hands of Micca: it is her ‘baby’ and it was she who served as priestess. It is therefore
better to delete 758 (Bakhuyzen, Blaydes) and give the first half of 759 to Micca. The
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origin of 758 is presumably a gloss, 76 8épua, intended as an explanation of Touri
in 759 (cf. Blaydes, Van Leeuwen, ad loc.).

Micca’s whole speech (7574 first half of 759) would thus, given the preceding
business, mean ‘Damn you! How mean and unfriendly you are! (sc. because you said
I could have the ‘blood’ but in fact you’ve poured it all over me and the floor —so
seeing that I haven’t got what you promised me) What does the priestess get?” Both
Touti and Aafé are then addressed to her by way of answer, and Critylla enters at
760 to the tableau of Micca clutching her disembowelled ‘infant’ in her arms, which
is dramatically far more effective.

Ran. 45-57
HP. moi yis amedipes; AI. émeBarevov Klewobéve
HP. xavavpayiyoas; 41. kai katedboapév ye vais
TGV Todepiwy 1) bwdek’ 1) Tpeis kal Séxa. 50
HP. o¢d; AI. vi) v "Améddw. EA. kdr’ éywy’ éénypduny.
Al kai 897 émi Tis vews dvayiyvdakovTi pot
v "Avbpopuédav mpos éuavtov éfaidvns méhos
v Kapdiav émdrate mhs oiew opddpa.
HP. mé0os; méoos 7S Al. pkpos HAikos MéAwv. 55
HP. ywvawés; A1. ob 81)7 HP. éd\a maidés; AI. oddauds.
HP. aAX avdpos; Al émamai. HP. Evveyévov 70 Khergbéve;

Heracles’ question in 48 must mean ‘ Where had you been got up like that?’ It would
therefore be pleasing if Dionysus’ strange attire of woman’s dress, lionskin, buskins
and club were somehow appropriate to his service on board the Cleisthenes. (Rogers
is surely right that the name comes para prosdokian instead of that of a ship.) This
may indeed be the case. The attributes of Heracles suggest masculinity, so that their
combination with the woman’s dress produces an ambiguity that would make
Dionysus a fit companion for Cleisthenes, whose pathic nature might be attracted to
the butch element in Dionysus’ get-up, particularly perhaps his large club. Whether
buskins could in context suggest sexual, as we know they could political, ambivalence
may be left open.

Heracles’ reply to the news of Dionysus’ encounter with Cleisthenes has not been
fully understood. His question is both literal and sexual. Once the double meaning of
émefarevov KAeraBéve: is recognized, as it generally is by commentators, the sexual
implication of kdvavpayfoas is obvious enough. (For the obscene sense of vavuayeiv
cf. 434, where Bothe’s k00w should be read: to the best of my knowledge no editor
who prints xdoflov has ventured to explain or even construe it. If further clarification
be needed, cf. 76v éuBolov at fr. 317. 3.) But the literal aspect of the question has been
missed. It contains yet another gibe at Cleisthenes’ much pilloried cowardice in battle:
Heracles incredulously asks ‘And you took part in the naval battle — on board the
Cleisthenes?” — not a ship that might have been expected to turn up for a fight! It is
this aspect of the question that Dionysus takes up, leaving the sexual side of it
unanswered, so that Heracles is justified in bringing the subject up again in clear at
57, though his question in 57 is not a repetition of that in 49: it refers to a point after
the battle, when Dionysus was smitten by his sudden desire. Heracles then asks if he
worked it off on Cleisthenes.

These considerations reinforce the view held by most commentators that o¢c in
51 refers to Dionysus and Cleisthenes (not Xanthias): not because we know from 33
that Xanthias was not at Arginusae, since, as has been remarked, Dionysus was not



250 ROBIN SEAGER

really there either, but because (a) this gives more point to Heracles’ question: ‘ What?
You two fairies and one of you the biggest coward in Athens?’ and (b) neither Heracles
nor Dionysus is thinking about Xanthias at this point: xareddcapev must refer to
Dionysus and Cleisthenes, therefore so must odd.

Ran. 338-9
FA. ws 180 pot mpogémvevoe xoipelwy kpedv. 338
Al. obdkovv arpéy’ é€eis, v 1L kal xopdhis AdBys;

Radermacher suspected an allusion to the obscene sense of xoipos in yoipeilwv kpedw.
This would be feeble unless a comparable double meaning were present in Dionysus’
reply, so that his remark capped that of Xanthias on the sexual as well as on the
gastronomic level. It would not be implausible for xopd7 to equal ‘penis’ and T
xopdis AapBdvew ‘be buggered’. Though no such double meaning appears to be
securely attested elsewhere, it may be noted that the equation of xopd# with ‘penis’
at Ach. 1119-21 would allow some phallic by-play, while at Hipponax 84. 17 W another
word for ‘sausage’, dAAds, seems to mean ‘penis’ (cf. J. Henderson, The Maculate
Muse, New Haven—London, 1975, p. 144). Such a sense for ¢AAds would produce an
acceptable double meaning at Eq. 208. These instances should outweigh the somewhat
bizarre fact that at Pax 717 yet another sausage, xéA§, appears in a reference to
cunnilinguism (cf. Henderson, loc. cit.); such a reference might also be possible at Eq.
1179.

Eccl. 587
BA. mepi pév Toivuv Tod kawoToueiv 1) Selons: TodTo yap Huiv 586
dpav avt’ dAAns dpxijs éaTw, TdV 8 dpxaiwv duerfjoar.

Rogers, Van Leeuwen and Ussher agree in seeing a play on apy# = ‘empire” here. This
is unlikely. I have shown elsewhere (JHS 87, 1967, 107 n. 110) that the Ecclesiazusae
cannot have been produced before 391 or more probably 390, at a time, that is, when
the revival of imperialism at Athens was at its height. But even if a date of 392 were
possible, the claim that empire was the least of Athens’ interests would still be merely
absurd. Van Daele is therefore right to render apy7 as ‘principe’, without any play
on words.

Eccl. 601-10
- s o \ , A ¢ A 3 , 1
XP. was olv otis pui) kéktyrar yiv fudv, dpyipov 8¢
\ A} b ~ -~ A % \ ’ 4
xai dapeikods adavi) mAodrov; ITP. Toir’ & 70 péoov xarabfoer.
BA. kai pi xatabeis; T1P. pevdoprfoer. BA. kdkrioaro yap 8ia rovro.
IIP. GAX 0d8év Tou xpriotpov éotar mdvTws adrd. XP. xard 8% 7i;
IIP. oddeis ovdev mevia Spdoer mavra yap éfovow dmavres, 605
i 4 ’ /’ ’ * ’ ;) ’
aprovs Tepndyxn palas xAaivas olvov oreddvous épefivlous,
dote T{ képdos un katalbeivai; ov yap éfevpaw améderfov.
BA. obkow kai viv odtor paddov kAémrovs’ ofs Tabra mdpeoTw;
XP. mpérepbv y’ draip’ 8re Tolol vépois Siexpdiueda Tois mporéporary:
~ y ¥ \ ’ b ’ ’ A ’ A -~
viv 8 éotar yap Bios &k kolvov, T{ 16 képdos w1 karabeivay; 610

603 Bentley; uerba xai u1) karafeis Yevdoprrnoe Prax. continuat Ussher 608 Chrem. tribuit
Ussher 609 f. Chrem. tribuit Wilamowitz, Prax. Ussher.

Ussher, who has done great service in carrying on the task begun by Rogers of rescuing
the part of Chremes from oblivion, gives the first half of 603 to Praxagora, the second
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half to Blepyrus, 608 to Chremes, and 609-10 to Praxagora. But in 603 «ai uy
xarafeis is surely an interrogative interjection by one of the men (Blepyrus according
to Bentley, followed by Coulon). The financial cynicism of 603 occurs again at 608:
surely the same speaker. If therefore Blepyrus speaks most of 603 he should also speak
608, which leaves Chremes free to speak 609 f. (thus Wilamowitz). Ussher objects that
the repetition in 610 of Praxagora’s question of 607 proves her the speaker, but &raip’
and perhaps Siexpapefa in 609 are better suited to Chremes, and the repetition is
more effective as a sedulous parroting of Praxagora’s words by her enthusiastic
convert, who has been immediately and completely satisfied by the explanation he
asked for (thus rightly Ussher) in 604.

Eccl. 680
BA. 76 8¢ Bijpa i gou xphorpov éarar; TIP. Tods kparijpas karabfow
kal Tas vdpias, kal papwdeiv éoTar Tois Tardapiotow
ToUs avdpeiovs év T moAépw, kel Tis Sedos yeyévnyrar,
va u1 Sevmva” aloxvvépevor. XP. vi) 1ov "AnéAw xdpiév ye. 680
BA. 1a 8¢ kAppwripia mol Tpéifets;

All editors assign the second half of this line to Blepyrus. It would surely be better
to give this ostentatious exclamation of approval to Praxagora’s chief supporter
Chremes, before Blepyrus comes back with another question in 681. For a similar
phenomenon, cf. 662, as correctly printed by Ussher, following Rogers.!

University of Liverpool ROBIN SEAGER

! T am grateful for advice and comments to Dr A. M. Bowie, Mr E. L. Bowie, and above all
CQ’s anonymous reader, but they are not of course responsible for my errors, nor do they
necessarily agree with my interpretations.
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