
Classical Quarterly 31 (ii) 244-251 (1981) Printed in Great Britain 

NOTES ON ARISTOPHANES 

Vesp. 42-3 
2Q. E' 77 ,jLLapa jaAAaLv' E Xovaa TrpTavrTv 

LaT77] 6OELoV 8rjo6v. EA. oH/OL ElAaLos' 40 
rTv iLOv 

' 
fjoV oVAAeTrac SLLUTadvat. 

zQ. ESKEL SE LOL O9ewpoS avTr 7ITAraiov 

Xafalu Ka0?a(OaL riTv KE(aAX7v KOpaKOs EXWv. 
?T 'AAKLLCa871S ElTE 7rpo TTOi LE pavALoas, 
"6 oas; OwoAos Tr7v Ke0aA7)v KOAaKOs EXEL. 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 scaTe 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 avT7rs in 42 is probably 
4aAAaLva, not TpvTavrlv, since a,dAAalva is the subject of PovAXEaL 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 U1 aov KaTaOov rrpc,ra Tr'v aKEVrv Xaatai. 

/ ovUA7, 7TpvUTveLS, op&TE TTV 9Ewpiav. 

oKEifaao' 0o' 0 vtlv ayaOa 7rapaScoaw 9epwtv, 
(cTu evOECS appavras vp,as Ta ('KEAEL 
TavTrsg p,ETEwpa KaTrayayeiv avdppvaLv. 890 
TOUTL p' a-iT O ITTaVLOV 7l'LLV WS1 KaA6V. TovTl 

' 
opal orravlov a IJ,lV (LS Ka,OV. 

OI. 6iLa TavTa Kal KEKaIrVLK' ap"' ev-avOol yap (ovv) 

Tppo ,ro TOAOEiov Ta Ad aava Tr fovA ior' v. 

886 T7v UKevI7v Meineke: Tar aKevt). 

Put down your implements or take off your clothes? First it must be admitted that 
aKevrq 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 aKevr) 
in Pollux 10. 11. Therefore, if'clothes' is to be preferred, emendation with Meineke 
to -r/v aKEvrUv 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 r& rTrpOs Oecoupav OvCvaaS acKevq, 
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 
7rp)KTos, while in 879 f. he sketches with his finger a resting-place for his rrTos 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 aKEvqn or UKEvurv, 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?' ZR speaks of elpqVlS Kal ywcopylas avI3oXdAa TLva. 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 XpT7arUTpa, 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 r7Rv UaKEV?V 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 ra OJKEv- and 'implements' alive. 

Lys. 1115-74 
AY. Tr 8' oV tr-qAAadyrTE; (EpE Tr To47L7roLw8v; 
AA. atLSEg yE A6LES, ac T7L aLJlv TrWyKVKAOV 

AXr TOiT' adTroo'/Lev. AY. 7TOioV Tr&V; AA. Trv 1vAov, 
&a7rep 7rdaAalt SE/eOa Kat gALtla'rT7OJLes. 

HP. daL TOV HoaeLCUO TOVTO LEV y' Oy V 3pdaaTe. 1165 

AY. aETr' Jy(Iy a vTol. HP. KaTa Trva KL7'vao0LEv; 
AY. Erepov y aTraLTceT' vTr TOVTOV XCwplov. 
HP. TO 8Elva TOlVVv 7rapdooO' 'ltiv Tov7rov 

7TpWTLana Trv 'EXtvovTra Kal rOv M7hAt 
Ko6Arov V T OTTl 0EV Kal Ta MeyaptKa UaKArq. 1170 

AA. ov rco r aL ovix 7Trdvra y' W AtLaadve. 
AY. ELrE, LY718ev 8tLaEpov rTEpl KeAolWv. 

IP. 787q yecupyeiv yvtLvoS arrob7ToS fov'AoLat. 
AA. Eycu e Korrpaywyelv ya rTpr val T7 ULW.. 

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 r7TprKToS 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 
KvaOos for praise (1158). (Pace Van Daele, 1157 is surely a comment on Diallage, not 
on Lysistrata, and the reference of XaiwrTepav 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: ,Al/ACITTOrLE9 

presumably indicates how he has been passing the time during Lysistrata's orations, 
while the gesture implied by roiro with EyKvKAov 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 O7TraOev and understood that in consequence the Malian 
Gulf lies between Diallage's buttocks, not her breasts. Van Daele assumes that 
KoATrov = '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 ortLaOev and Trdvra 

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 yeopyeLv and KorrpaywyELv (1173 f.) has both the prytanis and 
the Spartan safely back on their respective sides of the conculiatory sandwich. 

Thesm. 30-4 
EY. evTrav 'AyaOwv O KAELVOS OLKWV TvyXaveL 

6 TpayUo8orr7TOs. KH. 7r0os OVTOS 'AyaiOwv; 30 
EY. EaTLV TLS 'AydOtwv- KH. xitbv o fiXAas o K6aprepoS; 
EY. OVK, aLAA' TEpOS TLS' OVx EopCaKaS rr TC0OTTE; 
KH. iJov o 8aav7rurywv; EY. ovx EopaKaS TrrWTrOTE. 

KH. ,La TOV J L OU TOL y COTE Kal fLE y7 elSEVaL. 

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 Kal 
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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, Ecci. 344, Plut. 106, 889. If R's E'6paKa 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. Kca' -raiTa ti'v 6vyyv(u'or' 'a' 6' 'v 'tuiV 7rPO' Toi 

avTaLg TacLtLEbuat KaLt 7TpoatpovUcusg Aapt fEv 

a'AquTov E'Aatov odvov, OiM6' TrayT-E-TL 420 
E'EU9TtV. Ot' yap avpIEs M&1q KA'56La 
airo c0opovut Kpu7rTT KaKCO77OEUTatTa 

AaKUWVK a7-Ta., TpEtS EXOVTa ybo/Uf"LOV9. 

7TP Toi pLEV O5v 'Vn a'A A' vTOL4cat -r7'v Ov6pav 

17TotL7u/uiE'vacrtc 8aKTV6At0V TrptWgo6Aou, 425 
Vi3V 8' OiV-Tos au>TO'v 4nK5rpt/ El'pt7drt`-q 
E'SL60aE Opt7T7tEcrT EXELV Ucfpay8t'St 

419 Aafldv R AaOEEv 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 -rtcLtLE1XraL 

in 419 and above all by 422, where the force of ai>iTOi' 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 
ai>To', 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 Aaf3Ezv 
should probably be retained in 419. (Thus rightly Coulon, though Van Daele misses 
the point of ai'iroL' Rogers keeps Aaf3dv yet believes in theft; Van Leeuwen believes in 
legitimate activity yet adopts Aa6Eiv!) 

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 
f7p6 Troi in 424 to refer to the same period as 7rp' TrOi in 418, whereas if the door of 
424 is that of the storeroom, 7'rpo T-oi in that line must refer to a later stage in the 
degeneration of the situation than does 7rp6 Toi3 in 418 (as Van Leeuwen saw and was 
prepared to accept). 

Thesm. 499-501 
KH. 068' EKEV ELPTKE' ITW, 

coj 
7 

qVV7 6ELKVUcra T64 8 pt TOiVYKVK(AOV 

t &r' av6y'at ot6v GTrtV, EyKEKaAt4/LvOVx 500 
TO OtO E56E7TE/J4EV, OU#K ELP77KE' 7TW. 

Despite the corruption, the primary meaning is 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 EyKVKAov 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 EyKEKaAVppU/ vov 

by introducing an amusing contrast between her total or partial nudity and her lover's 
muffled-up condition. (Not that EyKEKa/AvULEVOV 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. 893-4, 758-9 
KP. oVrTOS ravovpycv &eip' av;A6Oev X) eve 893 

ws TrSg yvvatKas 7rT K/olTr rOv XPpvU(ov. 

MI. LOtot TEKVOV. ogS /Ot auCayeiov Mavia, 
I' oVv rT y al/La TOV TEKVOV TOVLV Aadflco. 755 

KH. VTTEX' avO', xapLovLtat yap Ev ye TOVTO i L. 
MI. KaK,s6 aT7r6AoL, cs 000oVEpOS El KLatL va1i'EVrs. 

[TovTrl TO SepGa T7s lepeiag yLyVerTaL. 
ri T7s lE'peIaS yIyverat.; KH. TovrT. Aa3e. 

KP. raAavardrr MLKKa t'is EEKOp77ra ac; 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 (TroVO, then 
Micca, to whom he gives or throws it (Aafe), 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, Tr oSp/ia, intended as an explanation of TOVTl 

in 759 (cf. Blaydes, Van Leeuwen, ad loc.). 
Micca's whole speech (757+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 
Tov7i and Aage' 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. 7rol y)s ar7ToESr7jLEL; Z I. r7TETdCrvov KAeLauevL 
HP. Kavav,Laxgaasa ; AI. Kal KaTeSvaa,aevLV ye vaUs 

TrUv 7TOA,EtzcWV 71 8WE?K' 7 TrpEL Kal OEKa. 50 

HP. auAL; AI. v TO^-v 'A7r6oXA. SA. KaT' SYWY' W rlYyp6o,rlv. 
AI. Kal S7rT' E7rr T7)S VEcS alvaylyvW(KOVTL tLOL 

`rV 'AvSpop,S:av rrpos kCLavrTv T caVlvrlS 7Troos 
T7V KapSoav ETarraee 7Tws OL'EL rq6opa. 

HP. 7r00so; 7TrrOos TLS; AI. fLLKpOS 7;AlKOs M6Awv. 55 

HP. yvvaLKO6; AI. oV QVrT'. HP. aAXa rraLSos; AI. ovaiaCos. 
HP. aAA' av8p6o; Jl. aarairai. HP. evvEyEVov Tp KXELaOevel; 

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 
E7TrefTrevov KXELaOeveL is recognized, as it generally is by commentators, the sexual 

implication of KavavtLaX'aas is obvious enough. (For the obscene sense of vavLaXELv 
cf. 434, where Bothe's KVa6UO should be read: to the best of my knowledge no editor 
who prints KvaOov has ventured to explain or even construe it. If further clarification 
be needed, cf. TOv e'floAov 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 uof 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 
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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: KaTIESvUcatLEV must refer to 
Dionysus and Cleisthenes, therefore so must a4b;? 

Ran. 338-9 
EA. (i.)9 71%Sl /LOL )TpOUETTVEVUE XOLPELwv KPEOV. 338 
AL O V"KOVV a3'TpEttk 

1 
'Eyfftg, IqV Tt Ka Xo asX~11s 

Radermacher suspected an allusion to the obscene sense of XoEpos in XoLpElwV KPIv. 
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 xopS7j to equal 'penis' and -L 

XopS8g Aap43&vEw 'be buggered'. Though no such double meaning appears to be 
securely attested elsewhere, it may be noted that the equation of Xop&" with 'penis' 
at Ach. 119-21 would allow some phallic by-play, while at Hipponax 84. 17 W another 
word for 'sausage', aAA&ci!, seems to mean 'penis' (cf. J. Henderson, The Maculate 
Muse, New Haven-London, 1975, p. 144). Such a sense for $AAagi would produce an 
acceptable double meaning at Eq. 208. These instances should outweigh the somewhat 
bizarre fact that at Pax 717 yet another sausage, X6Ate, appears in a reference to 
cunnilinguism (cf. Henderson, loc. cit.); such a reference might also be possible at Eq. 
1179. 

Ecci. 587 
BA. 7rEpt% LEV 7'rOVV TOt) KaLVOTo01IELv /V17 &EalU?s roiho y&p iZv 586 

Spav a'VT' aWAg apXig E'aTLV, TewV S' apXapwv &tiEiaaL. 

Rogers, Van Leeuwen and Ussher agree in seeing a play on apX'r = '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 a'pXy4 as 'principe', without any play 
on words. 

Ecci. 601 -10 
XP. rrws6 oi5v O&rOsC /41t KEIK7p-aL )/qv -qfLpwV, apyt)PLOV aE 

'ZI ̀ apE Vs O wf#avij 7TAoWrov; HP. Toir' E'g TO' /LECOV KaTra0t (EL. 
BA. Ka' L) i4KaTaOE:; HP. 0fEV$OpK'aEL. BA. KaKTrqUCa/To yap .3 

HP. aAA' oME&V TOt XPluLP-OV UTaaL 7TUVTWS aKta. X. atcL 

HP. ovSeti ov'84 TE'v vla Spa'arEL raYVTa yap EeOvUaL a'7TaVT!E9, 605 
apTovgS Te/iaX77 CiaSa g Aat'vas olvov UTE(a'vovs EpEflwG8ovg, 

WutrE TL KEP&S0 /41 KaraOEEava; (Tv yap E6EvpW'v aL1T6SEteOv. 
BA. oV#KOtV Kaa vfv obTroL 1taAAov KAE'ITrovua og -rabi-a 7rappEarrv; 
XP. 7rpo'-rpov y' JraZp' 0ThE TOLUr v6'tLotsL &EXpW/LEtOa TOEs ITpo0Epo'aLLV 

viv S' IUTUaL ya&p Wliosg tK KOL'VOV, i r T K,4p&s- Pi' KaraGEivaL; 610 

603 Bentley; uerba Kai IU' Ka-raOE'ig bEV'oPK'a-qEL 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 Kal 
' 

KaTraOEL' 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 craip' 
and perhaps 8LtXPc&tLEOa 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. TO 6E t/Lia TL aoL XP'ratlxov acrrat; iP. TOVS KpaTrppas KaTaOqraw 

Kal TaS VOpLaS, KaL pwa OeLv EcUTaraCL TOiL rTaLoapLoLaLv 

TOvS aVopELovS EV TE ) 7rToAEL(a, KEL TLS SELAOS yEyEVrTal, 

LVa /tL SELiTVtja' aLaUXVVO6LEvoL. XP. v?1 rTO 'Aror6AA XapLEv ye. 680 

BA. Ta' 8E KA'rptwTrr'pa 7TOl TpEbELS; 

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 

I 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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