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The ancient evidence is divided on the question who introduced the third 
tragic actor. There are also discrepancies in the case of the first actor. Finally, 
there is still no agreement on how the word biTrKpLrir came to mean "actor." 
This essay suggests a solution. The poet, who according to our notion was the 
first actor, was always called rpao'yybs. The second person on the stage, and 
the third, were dubbed kroKpipral. Both were introduced by Aeschylus. After 
the poet, in the person of Sophocles, quit the stage the term bfrOKpLrTs was gen- 
eralized; but the old terminology was revived in the fourth century for the pro- 
duction of old plays. 

Aristotle says in the Poetics ' that Aeschylus first increased the 
number of actors, vbroKpLral, from one to two, and Sophocles to 
three.2 The statement that Sophocles introduced the third actor 
is also made by the anonymous Life of Sophocles,3 and by Diogenes 
Laertius and Suidas.4 On the other hand the Life of Aeschylus 
claims the honor for him, but adds that Dicaearchus awarded it 

I 4.1449a16. 
2 In TAPhA 70 (1939) 139-157, I argued against the authenticity of the passage 

from Trpes 6i to &arEvavbvOi7 (1449a21), which includes the remark on Sophocles, 
and showed that in any case it has to be taken as a parenthesis. But in itself there is 
nothing un-Aristotelian in the ascription of the third u7roKpLris to Sophocles. 

3 (4) Hap' AlorbX^Xi 7 r7)v Tpa/yCblav /,LaOe, KaL ,roXXd eKacvobpyjloev rv TroZs &y&wor. 

7rpwroYv jiY, KCaraXb6aS r71)p Tr6ptLtcv roU 7rOLrTOV bad roY 711av LjUKpofcovlav ((r&Xar yap 
Kal 6 rotrTri/s {ireKpivero ar76s), 7ros b8 Xopevras lrorljaas avrl B3' ie', Kal 76rv rp170 

UwroKpLrLv kteVpev. (5) 4aatcr 65 &rI, Kac, KrX. (Punctuation mine; see note 30). The Life 
is most easily accessible in Pearson's OCT edition of the plays (Oxford, 1924). 

4Diog. Laert. 3.56: Tbo raXat6pv v r-1 rpayq6i5t prporepov Atip /16vos 6 Xopbs 6&epa- 
Ia.rTevY, virTpov 6i Oeiocrs gva iroKpp&r7v keppev orkp rov bavarwabeaOa T rv Xop6v, KaL 
6evTepov ALoxbXos, 6ro 6S rpirov 2OqO0KXjS, Kal avverXipwae r7v Tpaytrp la. Suidas s.v. 

Zo4oKX^s : o07ros rpwros rpwlv iXpOcraro 6rroKpr7Tals iKal 7r KaXovuevpy 7rprTraTywLFp. 



to Sophocles.5 Finally, Themistius says that according to Aristotle 
"Aeschylus invented actors" 6 - a statement which if strictly inter- 
preted might be argued to mean that he introduced all the actors, 
especially as Themistius' next words (ra 6i 7rXeco rorovfv) seem to 

imply that Sophocles' contributions were in a different field. 
There remains a heavy preponderance of authority for Sophocles, 

namely Aristotle in the Poetics, Dicaearchus, the Life of Sophocles, 
Diogenes Laertius, and Suidas. Our tangible first-class sources are 
two, Aristotle and Dicaearchus.7 It would be foolish to ask for 
better. But the contradiction between Aristotle in the Poetics 
and Aristotle apud Themistium remains; or at least it cannot be 
said that the two passages confirm each other. Modern scholars 
have on the whole ignored the passage from Themistius, or emended 
it, and accepted the majority testimony.8 They then have to 
assume that Sophocles introduced the third actor very early in his 
dramatic career, when by his own account 9 he was deeply under 
the influence of Aeschylus, and that Aeschylus copied the innova- 
tion from his young rival 10 - a pattern of events which is by no 

6 (15) 'EXp*oaro 56 v'roKpLtr irpc&rcp #iV KXetvSpcY , 7reLra Kac r6Pv 6ebrEpov abr3T 

?rpoarEf MvuvlOKov nTv XaXKtLka. rT6v 8 rplrov bTroKpLTrv abrbd &tfepev, s 8ck Alucaapxos 6 

Mener~vios, Zo4'oKXS7. Cf. Cramer's Anonymus (Anecdota Graeca . . . [Oxford, 1839] 

1.19). 
6 Orat. 26.316d: 'AXXa Kat 7 aes,vi rpaycr6la jLera raalsr 6)S jo T7IS -KevUTr Kal Tro 

Xopov Kat Trv 67roKptrwv 7rapeX\XvOep els r6 GkaTpov; Kal o ' rpoaokXO.sev 'AptLorortXeL rOT 

r6 AiAv 7rpXrov 6 Xopbs Elrtwv 68ev els rovs Oeoobs, Oeairt sL 6i rp6Xoy6v Tr Kal fOjaiv kevpev, 

AloaXbos 68 TplTrovY roKpL7rt Kal OKpl,avyas, Tr 6 r TdrX robitrw ZoQ0KXoEous &areXabcraJeV 

Kal E pt&rl8ou; The reference is probably to the IIcpl HIoLTrri. Tpirov is adverbial, 
and inroKpLr&S should not be tampered with; see Else, op. cit. (see note 2) 141, n. 8. 
Neither should there be any question about the authenticity of the citation. The- 
mistius was a serious and competent Aristotelian, and he quotes from a number of 
other lost works. 

7 The didascalic evidence given by the Life of Sophocles points to either Aristotle 
or Dicaearchus as the ultimate source, perhaps via Ister or Satyrus (who are the 
authorities most frequently quoted elsewhere in the Life). Of course Aristotle's 
researches were the ultimate source of all the serious didascalic tradition for the early 
theatre; but Dicaearchus' work Ilepl AtovvaiaKdv, 'Ay,vowv may have been more acces- 
sible to the compilers. 

8 Thus Usener inserts f' before VWroKpLrTs; Pickard-Cambridge (Dithyramb. Tragedy 
and Comedy [Oxford, 1927] 100) changes ioroKptLr& to VroKpLt7v; and Gudeman reads 

6berepov for rpirov. Anything can be arrived at by such methods. In any case the 
ascription of the third actor to Sophocles is accepted by all the standard modern 
treatises, e.g. Flickinger, The Greek Theater and its Drama4 (Chicago, 1936) 167; 
Schmid, Gesch. d. gr. Lit. 1.2 (Munich, 1934) 58, n. 5. 

9 Plut. De Prof. in Virt. 7: 'cxrep ydp 6 ]o(oKX,s ;Xyee, rbv AtaxoXov brareraa 

X&s (?) 6Oyxov, elra 7 lrtKpbv KrX.; and see Bowra in AJPh 61 (1940) 385-401, esp. 392-3. 
10 Since three actors are required in the Oresteia (458). 
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Pollux and Photius.15 But Pollux says that before Thespis some- 
body used to get up on a table and reply to the chorus; so that by 
his account, whoever was or introduced the first VTroKpLrjs, it was 
not Thespis. And Photius does not mention Thespis at all. Again, 
according to Diogenes Laertius, Thespis invented the actor in order 
to give the chorus a rest. The remark, whatever it means, hardly 
seems to point in the direction of a dialogue between actor and 
chorus.16 Once more, Aristotle makes Thespis introduce a pro- 
logue and a speech, of which the speech may have been, but the 
prologue certainly was not, a reply to the chorus. (Actually we 
have no other evidence of a tragic prologue before the Phoenician 
Women of Phrynichus, in 476.) But quite apart from all this, some 
recent scholars are so convinced that tragedy cannot have grown 
out of a conversation between actor and chorus that they throw out 
the whole etymology and take the vOroKpLrtS to be the spokesman or 
interpreter of the poet (which immediately rules out Thespis), or 
else leave the question hanging."7 

All these &aroplaL, taken together, are annoying and confusing. 
I believe that most if not all of them can be resolved, and some new 

light shed on the early history of tragedy, if we accept the usual 

etymology of V7roKpLrS = "answerer" but give it a different applica- 
tion. The trouble is, I think, that we have been deluded by the 

English word "actor." Why must we assume that Thespis was 
ever called V1roKpLr's? Grant that he invented and delivered a 

15 Pollux 4.123: 'EXeois 6' v rp&t7rea apXala, &4' ijv 7rpO eart2o iLs eLs TLS vaPas TOIS 

XopeuTaCs &a7rweKpvaro. Photius s.v. broKplveorOaL TO a 7roKpiveorOat oL raXatoi- KaL 6 

vrTOKptr)s evrTeOev, o a&roKPL/pLAvo0s TCr XopO. For discussion see J. B. O'Connor, Chap- 

ters in the History of Actors and Acting in Ancient Greece (Chicago, 1908) 3-5; W. Kranz, 
Stasimon (Berlin, 1933) 14. 

16 Actually, of course, it is impossible to say what Diogenes meant, or whether lie 

meant anything in particular. It seems to me, however, that he (or his source) 
must have been thinking of the actor as somebody who came on between choral songs 
(&--aavraueaoOat); or he may have thought of conversations between actor and cory- 
phaeus, in the manner of fifth-century tragedy, while the chorus stood by resting. In 

any case the passage can hardly be used to support the modern theory of "lyric dia- 

logue." To describe a lyric exchange between actor and full chorus as a rest for the 

chorus is surely too strong. 
17 See references to the "spokesman" theory in Pickard-Cambridge, op. cit. (see 

note 8) 110. He points out that this brings the introduction of the word birOKpLTSs 

down to the time when the poet (Sophocles) quit the stage and leaves it undetermined 

what the actor was called until then. But surely such a lacuna is unthinkable. 

Actors must have been called something, at least by Aeschylus' time, and we know of 

no term except bi'oKpLrTj. Pickard-Cambridge himself suspends judgment; so does 

Schmid, op. cit. (see note 8) 58, n. 3. 
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prologue and a set speech and thereby became, according to our 
lights, the first actor. But why should it have occurred to any- 
body in his day to give him a new and special title for that reason? 
We know that the competing poets at the Dionysia were called 
rpayyooiL in the fifth century, and there is good reason to believe 
that they were so called from the beginning of the contests.l8 
There is no need to postulate any other title for Thespis the 
"actor." 19 When he spoke, it was the rpayq6os speaking; if he 
replied to anybody (though it is not proven that he did), it was the 
rpaoyw6os replying. 

On the other hand there is excellent sense in the use of a new 
term, and particularly viroKpLTris, when the second person - the 
second actor, as we should call him - appeared on the stage. This 
was the moment when tragedy was really born, because debate, 
action, conflict between two characters could now be represented 
in the flesh instead of being merely reported.20 And the second man, 
unlike the rpayca6os, is a wholly new person, having no genetic or 
functional connection with the chorus. He has one clearly defined 
function, namely to converse, debate, or conflict with the rpayw6bs 

in short, to be an "answerer." I suggest that this is the person 
who was first called VTOKpLTrs. And the suggestion can be docu- 
mented. We know the poet who brought the second man on the 
stage; we can make a rough approximation of the date; and, as it 
happens, we can name the actor. The poet was Aeschylus; the 
deed was done before the Suppliants, that is, possibly before 
Marathon and almost certainly before Salamis; 21 and the actor's 
name was Cleander. The information comes from the Life of 
Aeschylus: 22 ixpraaro R vTroKpLr Tp' rw p f tv KXeavpcw. Note that the 

Life uses the specific words broKpLri 7TrpCorc). Whether the compiler 

18 O'Connor, op. cit. (see note 15) 16-17. 
19 In the beginning the poet was author, composer, choreographer, director, 

XopoL&aaOKaXos, Xopy6os, and "actor." Of all his activities, acting was the least. 
Officially, for the archon, the poet did not exist as actor, but only as XopoL6aaTKaXos. 

20 Cf. TAPhA 70 (1939) 153. 
21 It has always been recognized that Aeschylus brought the second person on the 

stage; and it has been taken for granted, without discussion, that this second person 
was also the second baroKprt7vs. On the date of the Suppliants, see Schmid, op. cit. 
(see note 8) 194, n. 2. The earlier the date, the more plausible is the use of an Ionic 
word. Ionism was at its peak at Athens in the nineties and waned sharply after 480. 

22 ? 15. The younger Cleander (O'Connor, op. cit. [see note 15], Prosopographia 
Histric tum no. 293, p. 111), who flourished in the last quarter of the fifth century, was 
probably his grandson, rather than his son as O'Connor suggests. 
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knew what they meant is a different question; but there is no reason 
to doubt his testimony. 

The addition of a second VroKplrTjS - the third person on the 
stage - was as decisive in its way as the introduction of the first. 
With him the tragic company reached its canonical size,23 and the 
road to free dramatic development, so far as the Greeks ever knew 
it, was open. This, I believe, is the achievement which Aristotle 
describes in the words rb rcwv VT7OKpLT-WV 7rX0os ei i6v(s es 6vo aray,YE; 24 

he considered that it, together with the rise of the dialogue to pre- 
eminence over the choral odes, marked the culmination of tragedy. 
This interpretation is the only one that will square with the words 
of Themistius,25 AraxOXos 8 rptrov vTrKpLras . . . (sc. fte'pe), r& 6e 
TrXeit rovrTv 2vo0OKMXOVS arTeXaC oaaiev Kal EbporLtov; and it is confirmed 
by the Life of Aeschylus, which again gives us the name of the 
actor. He was Mynniscus of Chalcis, one of the famous lights of 

23 In spite of Rees, The So-called Rule of Three Actors in the Classical Greek Drama 
(Chicago, 1908), it is still generally agreed that except in a few instances the tragedians 
stuck to the "rule." See Flickinger, loc. cit. (see note 8). My remarks in 1939 
(op. cit. [see note 2] 153 and n. 51) about the unimportance of the third actor, as com- 
pared with the second, need some revision. 

24 It should not be necessary to argue that Aristotle, with his didascalic researches, 
was capable of using bUrOKp&Tls in its special old sense, if such existed, when referring to 
the early drama. The fact that he does not do so elsewhere (that is, outside the 
Poetics passage and Themistius) is not a counter-argument. In ordinary contexts he 
had no occasion to use anything but the ordinary sense of the word. 

It has always been tacitly assumed that the phrase et e&v os 6s o, taken together 
with 7rp&ros, meant that Aeschylus inherited one "actor" (from Thespis) and added a 
second. But in fact E &v6s does not necessarily mean any such thing; it can perfectly 
well designate a person introduced by Aeschylus himself. See also next note. 

25 To summarize, it is evident that according to Themistius, Aeschylus introduced 
at least the first &vroKprTjs. It is evident that according to the Poetics he introduced a 
second; and that is also the natural implication of the plural V'rOKpLTr& in Themistius. 
If VTroKptr's is used in the same sense in both passages - as surely we must assume - 

it follows that according to Aristotle he introduced both the first and the second 
vUTOKpLrTs. The apparent contradiction, or rather obliquity, between the Poetics and 
Themistius springs from the fact that they are focussed differently. In the latter, 
Aristotle (or Themistius paraphrasing Aristotle) gives a rapid summary of the whole 
development of tragedy from beginning to end, by stages (rT I(v 7rpwTro . ., Of rTIS 
be . . ., A.arXv\Xos 5 rptrov .. ., ra b TrXelw rovrwvc), and therefore takes in the whole 
span of Aeschylus' work, though only certain aspects are mentioned. In the Poetics, 
on the other hand, he leaps directly from the early dithyramb to the final culmination, 
with no more than a wave of the hand at the intervening stages: Kal roXX\\as g/eraT/oXas 

j,eraflaXovaa: , rpa-yqita krabraaro. This involves passing over Aeschylus' early 
period (Thespis is not even mentioned). Of all the actors, Aristotle is interested here 
in that one who brings the tragic company to completion, full strength. He is think- 
ing of Aeschylus' last period, represented for us by the Oresteia. The treatment in 
the Poetics is more selective than that in Themistius, but it does not contradict it. 
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the Greek stage, who later won the actors' contest (in 445, possibly 
in 427, and again in 422) and had the honor to be ridiculed by Plato 
the comic poet.26 He did not replace Cleander: the Life says 
explicitly that he was "added" to him, and added as the second 
VTbrKpLTrs: eiretra KaL rov e66repov araT Trpoor-e MvvvpiKov r6v XaXKLUaa. 

From the evidence of the Life it appears that Aeschylus had a 
standing company which produced his plays from year to year; 
and indeed, when the poet himself still trod the boards and there 
was no actors' contest, there was no need to shuffle the actors 
every year and assign them to the poets by lot in order to equalize 
their chances of winning.27 Aeschylus' acting company, then, con- 
sisted originally of himself; then of himself and Cleander; and 
finally of himself, Cleander, and Mynniscus. These are the three 
who played the Oresteia. It is interesting to speculate which of 
them played Clytemnestra, or Cassandra; and whether it was the 
young Mynniscus who created the role of Orestes. He must have 
been young then, to have been still flourishing in 422. As for the 
date of his admission to the company, it must have been between 
the Seven Against Thebes and the Oresteia, that is, between 467 and 
458.28 

It can be taken for granted that Sophocles and the other poets 
quickly followed Aeschylus' lead and used a second VroKpLTrj, as 
their predecessors had presumably used the first. And no more 
changes were made in the tragic company - except that when 
Sophocles quit the stage the loss had to be made good by the 
addition of a third VroKpLrrs.29 We do not happen to know his 
name, but the sequence of events is still discernible in the words 

26 O'Connor, op. cit. (see note 15) 117, no. 351. Mynniscus is also mentioned in 
the Poetics, 26.1461b34. 

27 Even under the system of assigning actors by lot, only the protagonists were 
assigned, and they brought their troupes with them. See Haigh, The Attic Theatre 3 

(Oxford, 1907) 58. 
28 The fact that Mynniscus was still hale and flourishing as late as 422 may indicate 

the later rather than the earlier part of the period. The hesitancy with which 
Aeschylus seems to handle his three actors in the Oresteia might seem to point in the 
same direction, were it not that the other poets still betray the same awkwardness; 
see Flickinger, op. cit. (see note 8) 170. 

29 This solution of the problem of the third actor was suggested by Friedrich 
Schoell, De locis nonnullis ad Aeschyli vitam et ad historiam tragoediae Graecae per- 
tinentibus epistula (Jena, 1876) 48-9: namely, that Aeschylus had only two profes- 
sional actors and the third was added by Sophocles after he quit the stage. But 
Schoell's remark seems to have been ignored, and in any case he did not relate it either 
to the use of the word viroKpLr?s or to the historical context generally. 

7 Vol. lxxvi] 



8 Gerald F. Else [1945 

of the Life of Sophocles.30 Again we cannot give a precise date, 
but we can surmise that it was not too long before the institution 
of the actors' contest in 450/49; for once the viroKpLrai had the stage 
to themselves the demand that they too have a contest cannot have 
been long in coming. 

Under this interpretation the introduction of the third viroKpTiTs7 

was a mere substitution: so far as the form of tragedy was concerned 
the crucial deed had been done by Aeschylus. Yet the institution 
of all-professional casts had a great effect. In particular, it estab- 
lished a new, generalized sense of ViroKpLr's, in which for the first 
time it was equivalent to the English word "actor." From this 
point on through the fifth century there prevails the classical situa- 
tion with which we are all familiar - so familiar, in fact, that we 
have unconsciously assumed it always prevailed. (Later antiquity 
fell into the same error.) 31 The poet, still called rpaywcbos, produced 

30 See note 3. Retirement from the stage, increase of the chorus from 12 to 15, 
and introduction of the third i'TOKpLrTs: these three innovations are presented in order, 
and the grammatical structure makes the last appear as a consequence or sequel of the 
others. The usual punctuation of the passage, with a comma after &-yCao, and making 
KacraXbras depend on KaLvop'pyTraev, totally obscures the structure. The statement 
that "Sophocles made many innovations in the contests" is followed by a bill of 
particulars. The first of these is introduced by rpwTroy jv and goes through keopcv; 
the second begins in ? 5, I,aorl 65; and others follow in ? 6. It is impossible to say 
whether the compiler knew the original meaning of TroKpTr's and therefore saw the 
implications of what he was copying. But the value of the testimony does not rest on 
whether he understood it. The words themselves are clear enough. The case of the 
Life of Aeschylus is a little different. After speaking of Cleander and Mynniscus it 
goes on (see note 5) to assert that Aeschylus also invented the third actor, adding that 
Dicaearchus ascribed the invention to Sophocles. There are two ways of interpreting 
the words Trv be rpTrov arVTOS ieVpev. They may be of a piece with the foregoing (as 
at first sight they seem to be) and mean that Aeschylus introduced a third 70TKKpLriOs 
in the same sense in which Cleander was the first and Mynniscus was the second. The 
Life would then be claiming for Aeschylus precisely what we have claimed for Sophocles. 
But Aeschylus also was an actor, and a third &IroKptrjS can only have replaced him; 
otherwise we should have a fourth actor, not a third. The Life shows no awareness of 
this and does not even mention Aeschylus' acting, much less any retirement from 
the stage. Furthermore, if the information were from the same good source as that 
about Cleander and Mynniscus we should expect the actor's name; but none is given. 
It is much more likely that the compiler or some intermediate source, finding only two 
actors mentioned in the original source, knowing that Aeschylus used three, and not 
knowing or forgetting that he himself was one of them, simply staked out a general 
claim. If this interpretation is correct, the author intended to assert no more than 
what I have maintained here, that Aeschylus introduced the third member of the tragic 
company; he did not realize that the third man was already there in the person of 
Mynniscus. 

31 The learning of the well-known scholium on Demosthenes, De Pace 6 (emended 
and explained by E. Capps, AJPh 29 [1908] 206 ff.; cf. O'Connor, op. cit. [see note 15] 
7) reached just this far back and no farther. 
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his plays with a company consisting of a chorus and three vroKpLral. 
It was during this period that 6roKpLTrs became generalized to mean 
"actor," any actor. 

But this generalized usage was not, or did not remain, the only 
usage. Beginning in 387/6 an old tragedy was performed regularly 
every year at the Dionysia.32 For these performances, and in 
general for fourth- and third-century performances of old tragedies, 
the producer, manager, and leading actor was officially called 
rpayco6os and he was assisted by two VrTKptral.33 This terminology 
is usually regarded as an innovation. I would argue that it is a 
reversion to the terminology of Aeschylus' day. These fourth- 
century Tpayc6ol did everything Aeschylus himself had done except 
to write the bare text of the play. Like him they trained the other 
actors and the chorus, supplied the choreography and probably 
the music, and acted the leading role. And for that matter, they, 
if anybody, were responsible for the text; at least there is evidence 
enough to indicate that they sometimes rewrote it.34 

We have to remember that, although the written text of the 
play is perforce the all-important aspect of the poet's work for us, 
it was not by any means so for the Athenian audience or the judges, 
and in fact was not the part of which the state took direct cog- 
nizance in the contests. The poet "received a chorus" as 5L&aaKaXos, 
not as poet; and in this respect the fourth-century rpa'yw6s was on 
exactly the same footing, though he did not compete for a prize. 
Furthermore, it was no uncommon thing even in the fifth century 
for one man's plays to be produced by another, acting as 65&TaaKaXos.35 
In particular, it is recorded that after Aeschylus' death the Athen- 

32 IG2 2.2.2318, line 201. The same was done for comedy in 340/39: ibid., line 316. 
33 For the evidence see O'Connor, op. cit. 5, 10-15. 
34 This was undoubtedly one of the chief reasons for Lycurgus' state edition. 

See Schmid, op. cit. (see note 8) 60, n. 3. D. L. Page, Actors' Interpolations in Greek 
Tragedy (Oxford, 1934), finds histrionic interpolations in Seven Against Thebes and 
Eumenides (line 405) - in both cases following Wilamowitz -, very few in Sophocles, 
and a great many in Euripides. The latter conclusion is natural enough, considering 
how often Euripides was acted in the fourth century. 

35 The case of Aristophanes' early plays is well known. In tragedy it was espe- 
cially common for posthumous plays to be produced by sons or grandsons: so Euphorion 
for Aeschylus (with four victories), Suidas s.v. Eb4opwio; Sophocles minor for his grand- 
father, Arg. Oed. Col.; and the younger Euripides for the older, Schol. Ar. Ran. 67. 
But the custom was old. In 467 Pratinas' son Aristias won second prize with two 
tragedies of his own and his father's satyr-play IIaXkawrai: Arg. Aesch. Sept. 

Whether any of these gentlemen acted in their productions is not recorded (pre- 
sumably Aristias did). If they did, the parallel with the fourth century would be 
complete. 

9 Vol. lxxvi] 
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ians voted to give a chorus to anybody who wanted to produce his 
plays.36 Several of these posthumous performances even won the 
prize.37 The formula for such a competitor, if he won, was still 
6 &6eva (sc. eviKa) &66aaKWov,3 and in his producer's - or reproducer's 
role he can hardly have been called anything but rpaywb6s. Thus 
there was a real continuity of practice between the fifth century 
and the fourth. In fact, the official introduction of an old tragedy 
into the Dionysia in 387/6 can hardly have been anything but a 
regularization of a long-standing and increasingly popular custom.39 

This strange and ambiguous history of the word ViroKpTrSj - 

granted that it did have such a history - was of course overlaid 
and forgotten in the course of time. Later antiquity could see back 
only as far as the palmy days of the Periclean age, and we have 
inherited their view of the matter. Only two men who are tangible 
to us were in a position to know the story: Aristotle and Dicaearchus. 
Their report is decisive for us; and the development as I have re- 
constructed it is the only one which tallies with all their recorded 
statements. If the IIpl InOL7'rTV were preserved, no doubt the whole 
matter would be clear and explicit. As it is, we have the Poetics, 
Themistius, and the precious didascalic evidence embedded in the 
Lives of Aeschylus and Sophocles, evidence which itself must go 
back to Aristotle and Dicaearchus. It all hangs together, if we 
divest ourselves of the terminological prejudice that Thespis was 
the first b7rOKPLTrj and are content to apportion the remaining 
honors: to Sophocles the third V1roKpLrTs, to Aeschylus the third actor. 

CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE 

ca. 534 Thespis as rpatyqs6s; first prologue (?) and speech 
499-6 Aeschylus as rpaycqbs 

ca. 490 Cleander, first VoroKptTvs; dialogue begins 
ca. 460 Mynniscus, second v7roKptrjs; tragic company complete 

455-0 Sophocles gives up acting; third i'rOKpLTsf substituted 
450/49 Actors' contest established 
387/6 Regular production of old tragedies established; rpaycps66 assisted by 

two vlrOKptrai 

36 Vita Aesch. 12. Other references in Schmid, op. cit. (see note 8) 192, n. 4; 
and cf. note 35 above. 

37 According to the Life, Aeschylus won 13 victories; Suidas gives both 13 and 28. 
The discrepancy may be accounted for, at least in part, by posthumous victories. 

38 Haigh, op. cit. (see note 27) 73; Flickinger, op. cit. (see note 8) 326-30. It 
should also be remembered that the Athenians had long been familiar with second 
performances and revivals of old plays at the Country Dionysia and other local 
festivals. 

39 For the whole subject see Haigh, op. cit. (see note 27) 71-77. 
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