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PREFACE

WHEN Dr J. D. Denniston died in 1949 he left among his papers
lecture-notes on Aristophanes’ Frogs which, I was told, he had
intended one day to turn into a commentary. Sir Denys Page gave this
material to me, since I was at that time contemplating the production
of a new Oxford Classical Text of Aristophanes and a commentary on
at least one play. Other commitments supervened (particularly the
preparation of lectures on Thucydides VI and VII), and by the time I
was ready to turn to Frogs I learned that Professor W. B. Stanford, who
had another copy of Denniston’s notes, was preparing an edition and
commentary himself (it appeared in 1958). I therefore did Clouds
instead, but began again to pay intermittent attention to Frogs in 1970,
and since 1983 have devoted an increasing proportion of my working
time to it. It did not take me long to realize that a new edition and a
new commentary were needed. Coulon had not investigated the
manuscript tradition adequately, and his apparatus contains many
oversights and omissions, some of them inherited from von Velsen
and van Leeuwen. Some problems of interpretation had been
neglected, and there were others on which I have found it profitable to
put out of my mind what generations of commentators have said and
try to imagine that Frogs was a newly discovered text.

It is possible to produce a ‘definitive’ edition of a classical text only
in the sense that one may present all the evidence which has up to a
given time seemed relevant to the establishment of the text. There are
not many editorial choices which can expect to command the
universal and enduring agreement of classical scholars, and even some
of those which look as if they might achieve that high status may be
suddenly demoted by a new datum or a new consideration. And plainly
there cannot be such a thing as a ‘definitive’ commentary, short of a
vast catena which would faithfully reproduce what all previous
commentators and authors of books and articles have said. I have
observed that other people cannot be trusted to state my own argu-
ments correctly and adequately, and I have to infer that I cannot be
trusted to state theirs. One reason for that is obvious: two people’s
solutions of a problem may differ not because one of them is better
acquainted than the other with the relevant data, but because they
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do not agree on the relative weight to be given to different con-
siderations.

I have been sparing of references to my predecessors, particularly
when I am saying what everyone has said before me and there is
nothing to be gained in naming the person (most commonly,
Fritzsche) who said it first. Here and there I have corrected an error to
prevent it from gaining ground; and I give credit explicitly to those
who thought of something which I accept but had not thought of
myself. I have also thought it right to report Denniston’s opinions on
many passages, whether or not I arrived at the same opinions
independently (I had deliberately postponed a proper scrutiny of his
notes until the draft of my own commentary was complete), iva uy é¢
dvfpdmwy 7@ xpove é€ityAa yévnrar.

When [ wrote my commentary on Clouds 1 assumed a fairly
advanced knowledge of Greek grammar and vocabulary on the
reader’s part. Now I have changed my policy, and have given the
reader much more help in translating. This is in response to pleas
from British teachers, and because the student is concerned not only
to understand the play but at the same time to facilitate hrs' reading of
other plays by improving hrs knowledge of the Greek language, and
some of my brief excursions into semantics may do more for that
process than constant reference to the lexicon. I am also greatly influ-
enced by my experience with the graduate students I have had the
pleasure of teaching at Stanford: highly intelligent, strongly motivated
and very hard-working, not in the least intimidated by corpora of frag-
ments and articles in out-of-the-way periodicals, but often—because
of their late start in linguistic work—with an uncertain hold on Greek
grammar and a limited Greek vocabulary. The enthusiasm and intel-
lectual enterprise of such students encourages me to believe that the
future of classical studies may perhaps be brighter in the United
States than in Europe.

I owe a lot to students and colleagues who have raised questions
and offered suggestions in seminars at St Andrews, Stanford, and else-
where. I am also indebted to Dr L. P. E. Edwards, who sent me a copy
of her analyses of the lyrics in the play (she will, I fear, find some of my
final decisions wayward); to Dr C. F. Austin, who alerted me to the

! The sequence of letters ‘hrs’ should be pronounced ‘his’, ‘her(s)’, or ‘his or her(s)’,
according to the requirements of the context or the predilections of the reader. So too
with ‘hrm’. The long-established convention that ‘the masculine pronoun must be
taken as including the feminine’ has now become quite unrealistic.
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presence of unpublished marginalia in early printed editions; to Miss
N. V. Dunbar, who gave me much information on those marginalia
(and also compelled me to face the question, “To what does a
testimonium testify?’); to Professor Thomas Gelzer, for a timely
reminder about the functions of the paragraphos in early texts; to Pro-
fessors W. G. Arnott and A. H. Sommerstein, for letting me see the
drafts of their articles on the politics of the play at a stage when I was
still dithering over the interpretation of the parabasis; to Mr N. G.
Wilson, for information on some passages of manuscripts; to Mr S. F.
Weiskittel, who confirmed from his own knowledge of rowing my
interpretation of ¢ é7- 67; and above all to the copy-editor Mr].K.
Cordy) and the proof-reader (Dr Leofranc Holford-Strevens).

KENNETH DovER
University of St. Andrews
November 1991
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INTRODUCTION

I. ARISTOPHANES

THE career of Aristophanes as a writer of comedies lasted forty years.
At least forty plays were attributed to him in antiquity,' eleven of which
survived into the Middle Ages and thus to our own day; we know the
titles of the lost plays, and we have nearly a thousand ‘fragments’ of
them, including some substantial pieces of papyrus, some extensive
citations, and many words and phrases recorded by ancient scholars.

The essential facts of his literary career are these (lost plays are
asterisked, and those of uncertain date are omitted):

427 (Second prize) Banqueters* (dairaleis), produced by Kalli-
stratos.?

426 (City Dionysia) Babylonians*, produced by Kallistratos.

425 (Lenaia, first prize) Acharnians (‘Ach.’), produced by Kalli-
stratos.

424 (Lenaia, first prize) Knights (‘Eq.’), produced by Aristophanes
himself.

423 (City Dionysia, ranked low)? first version* of Clouds (‘Nu.)).

! It is never possible to be precise in stating the number of plays written by an
Athenian comic poet, since (z) the same poet sometimes wrote two plays bearing the
same title, and the second play could be either a completely different play or a revised
version of the first; (b) the same play was sometimes known by two different titles; (¢)
when two poets had written plays with the same title and only one of the two survived,
its authorship could be disputed.

? A collaboration in which a poet put on a play 8.4 someone else (as ‘director’ or
‘producer’) was by no means uncommon; cf. F. Perusino, Corolla Londinensis 2 (1982) 138
nn. 3f, and Dalla Commedia Antica alla Commedia di Mezzo (Urbino, n.d.) 42 f,, F.S.
Halliwell, GRBS 30 (1989) 515-28. Aristophanes’ own career shows that such a col-
laboration was not confined to inexperienced poets, since Frogs itself was put on 8.a
Dl wvidov. Its bearing on the interpretation of Eg. 512—46 and V. 1015-50 as evidence
for Aristophanes’ early career is controversial: cf. G. Mastromarco, QS 10 (1979) 153-96,
F. S. Halliwell, CQ Ns 30 (1980) 33—45, D. M. MacDowell, CQ ns 32 (1982) 21-6,
Perusino, locc. citt., N. Slater, GRBS 30 (1989) 67-82.

* The number of comedies competing on each occasion was five before the
Peloponnesian War; whether a reduction to three was effected at the start of the war or
some years after the start is disputed. Cf. W. Luppe, Philologus 116 (1972) 37-78,
G. Mastromarco, Belfagor 30 (1975) 469—73.

* The play we have is a revised version; cf. Dover (1968) pp. lxxx—xcviii.
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422 (Lenaia, second prize) Wasps (‘V), produced by Philonides.

421 (City Dionysia, second prize) Peace (‘Pax’).’

414 (Lenaia) Amphiaraos, produced by Philonides.

414 (City Dionysia, second prize) Birds (‘Av."), produced by Kalli-
stratos.

411 Lysistrata (‘Lys.), produced by Kallistratos, and Women at the
Thesmophoria ( Thesmophoriazusae, ‘Th.’). Th. is datable in rela-
tion to datable plays of Euripides and by political references; it
is probable that Lys. was produced at the Lenaia and T%. at the
City Dionysia.®

408 Wealth* (Plutus), not the play of that name which has survived
(see below).

405 (Lenaia, first prize) Frogs (‘Ra.’), produced by Philonides.

392 Women in Assembly (Ecclesiazusae, ‘Ec’). The date, which
depends on a partially corrupt scholion and on historical refer-
ences in the play, may be a year out.

388 (probably first prize)” Wealth (Plutus, ‘Pl’).}

After 388: Aiolosikon®* and Kokalos®, put on by Aristophanes’ son
Araros.’

According to the Vita (p. 1. 1, al.) Aristophanes was the son of one
Philippos and belonged to the deme Kydathenaion, in the phyle
Pandionis. It appears from what he says in Nu. 528-32 that he regarded
himself as young and inexperienced when he wrote Bangqueters, but it is
unwise to draw firm inferences from that to his date of birth or to
Athenian legislation governing the dramatic festivals.'

5 Aristophanes wrote another play of the same name.

¢ Cf. AC 169-72.

7 This is an inference from the order in which the competing plays are listed in Hyp.
iv Pl

8 redevraiav 8iddfas Ty kwpwdiav Tavmy émi ¢ (Siw évépar (Hyp. IV). That does
not preclude production 8:d mwos (Z Ach. 378 says that Aristophanes é8:8ate Babylon-
ians, which was produced 8. KaAAworpdrov).

® Hyp. IV PL 8.’ éxeivov (sc. Apapdros) kabijke may mean no more than that; if he
wished it to be believed that Araros had actually written those two plays, his intention
was not realized, for they are cited by Hellenistic writers as his own.

10 Cf. n. 2. The belief (which dies hard in works of reference) that Aristophanes was
born in 444 rests on two items of evidence the initial plausibility of which dwindles upon
scrutiny: (a) ZVE Ra. 501 says that he was ueipakioxos when he wrote Banqueters, but
that is simply an inference from MNu. 528 ff.; (§) if a date of birth underlies yeyovars év
Tois dydor kara v P8 'OlvumdSa (= 444/3) in the biographical notice given in the
MS M (Proleg. Com. XXX*)—Aristophanes did not compete év Tois dydo: until 427—it
may well have been reached either by adding 17 (one year less than the age of Sox:-
paocia) to the date of Bangueters or by taking the fall of Athens in 404/3 as the dxpu1j of
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In Ach. 6424 the words of the chorus show that ‘this poet’ must
have lived at least part of the time on Aigina. Statements to the effect
that his father was Aeginetan (Vita, PCG iii. 2 T1 23 f) or that after
Athens expelled the Aeginetans in 431 (Thuc. ii. 27. 1) Aristophanes’
family was settled there should be treated with reserve—especially the
former, which would mean that the poet could not have been an
Athenian citizen and member of a deme. Ach. 642—4 seem to have been
the only evidence available to ancient scholars.

Dikaiopolis, the ‘hero’ of Acharnians, says (377-82, cf. 502-8) that
‘because of last year’s comedy . . . Kleon dragged me into the council-
chamber ..., and X ad loc. (cf. Vita, PCG iii.2 T1 19-21) explains
this reference by saying that Kleon prosecuted Aristophanes for
‘wronging the city’!! because Babylonians had ridiculed Athenian
magistrates ‘in the presence of foreigners’ (the audience was cos-
mopolitan at the City Dionysia). No great harm came to the poet from
this, and the year after Acharnians he wrote and produced, in Knights,
a virulent and dramatically effective'? attack on Kleon. Kleon pro-
secuted him on a second occasion, to which allusion is made in V.
1284-91; the charge, according to X Ach. 378 (cf. Vita, PCG iii.2 T1
21—g), was that Aristophanes was not of citizen parentage, but that may
be no more than an inference from Ach. 642—4; the adage that there is
no smoke without fire is not applicable to ancient biography or to the
Athenian lawcourts."

Although we know much about Aristophanes as a poet, we know
little about him as a person, apart from the trivial fact that his hair was
sparse (Pax 767-74). We do not know how wealthy he was.!* An

Aristophanes and (in accordance with a convention of Hellenistic literary historians)
placing birth forty years before drusj (cf. Kaibel, RE ii. g71 f).

' Any action could be so regarded, whether explicitly forbidden by law or not.
Socrates was prosecuted under that rubric (Xen. M.1i. 1. 1) and so were the generals after
Arginusai (Xen. HG i. 7. g).

12 But not politically influential; having given first prize to Knights, the Athenians
proceeded to elect Kleon to a generalship (cf. Nu. 581 ff.).

13 C. Bailey in Greek Poetry and Life (Oxford, 1936) 237 f. points out that 8iucatémoAcs is
an epithet of Aigina in Pi. P. 8. 22 (cf. peyiorémoAis ibid. 2, peyaddmodis P. 2. 1, 7. 1,
épbsmoAis O. 2. 7) and suggests that the character’s name was intended to identify him
with Aristophanes. E. L. Bowie, 7HS 108 (1988) 183-5, however, raises the possibility
that the allusion is to Eupolis, and that it was Eupolis, not Aristophanes, who was
attacked by Kleon in 426. This does not seem to me so far from my suggestion (Dover
(1987) 296) that Dikaiopolis personifies the characteristic ‘hero’ of comedy.

4 Plato in the Symposium represents him as a guest in Agathon’s house on the
occasion of Agathon’s theatrical victory in 416, but opinions may differ on the



4 INTRODUCTION

inscription of about 400 (/G ii? 2343) records the names of members
of a religious association in his deme, including Philonides (the
producer of Wasps and Frogs) and some other names which feature in
his extant plays.’S As he survived two oligarchic revolutions and two
democratic restorations without incurring disenfranchisement, seek-
ing safety in exile, or suffering public rejection as a poet, it is reason-
able to think that his commitment in practical politics was not
conspicuous. The political implications of his work in general
amount to moralizing about behaviour and style within the frame-
work of the long-established democracy rather than advocacy of
constitutional reform which would restrict the exercise of power to
the propertied classes.!® There is, however, some advocacy in
comedy, distinguishable from fantasy, satire, and ridicule; and it is
not just a subjective judgement on the part of modern readers that
identifies the parabasis of Frogs as a case in point, for that parabasis
earned the poet on honorific decree from the assembly (cf. p. 73).
Whatever political predilection we may discern in Aristophanes, we
can be confident that it was shared by a significant element in the
citizen-body; cf. p. 72.

Aristophanes does not directly express or reflect the spirit and
culture of Periclean Athens, for he did not begin to write until after the
death of Perikles. His Athens is the Athens which fell from wealth,
power, and confidence to starvation and humiliation, and rose again,
before his death, to a stability and prosperity in which the least curable
weakness was nostalgia. At the same time, it is important that modern
students of Aristophanes should not credit him with foreknowledge of
historical events with which we are familiar. When he wrote Birds, for
example, there was a perfectly reasonable expectation that Athens
would defeat Syracuse and conquer Sicily; and while many Athenians

biographical relevance of this. I suspect that by presenting the story of Agathon’s party
as a story told by Apollodoros at second hand long after the event Plato is warning us
that he wants us to judge it by its quality and utility (as we would judge a myth), not by
its relation to reality.

15 The significance of the names was first observed by S. Dow, A74 73 (1969) 234 f.;
see further SEG xxxiii. 161. The most recent discussion, by H. Lind, MH 42 (1985) 249—
61, plausibly suggests parochial rather than national-political reasons for enmity
between Aristophanes and Kleon. The names on the inscription include ‘Amphitheos’,
the name of the half-divine character in Acharnians. Cf. also D. Welsh, CQ Ns 33 (1983)
51-5.

16 De Ste. Croix, 355—76, treats Aristophanes’ attitude to the poor as essentially
‘paternalistic’, and stresses his hostility to those politicians whose influence was
founded on their championship of the poor. Cf. also p. 71 n. 8 below.
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may have doubted whether the Sicilian Expedition would achieve
anything of permanent significance, very few can have contemplated
the possibility that it would meet with complete disaster. Again, when
he wrote Frogs, Athens could well have believed that it had the upper
hand at sea and that the Peloponnesians could be induced to open
negotiations for peace (negotiations which Athens had earlier
rejected). The Athenians must have realized that a decisive naval
defeat which would end the war in the Peloponnesians’ favour was a
possibility, but they had no positive grounds for fearing that this defeat
was imminent.

In the arts, Athenian architecture, sculpture, and painting were—in
the eyes of most of us, though probably not in Athenian eyes—past
their prime in Aristophanes’ day. The greater part of the prose
literature which was to make the name of Athens immortal in later
generations was not yet written.

Aristophanes is the only poet of the Old Comedy whose work we
can assess through reading of complete plays; therefore we cannot
help treating him as its representative. He represents, however, the
last stage of the genre. Comedies had been officially recognized!” as
part of the City Dionysia for sixty years before he wrote his first play;
his last two extant plays, Ecclesiazusae and Wealth, show striking
departures from the earlier pattern, and Aiolosikon and Kokalos, which
he wrote after Wealth, apparently took these changes further.

The writing of plays was one of the crafts which tended to be
perpetuated in families, and three of the fourth-century comic poets,
in addition to Araros, are described as sons of Aristophanes: Philippos
(and his name makes this plausible, since sons were often named after
their paternal grandfathers), Philetairos, and Nikostratos.'s

'7 That s to say, ‘given a chorus’ by the archon; comic performances of dramatic type
may have formed part of the x@pot in honour of Dionysos for a very long time before
that.

'® There were disagreements about the identity of Nikostratos; cf. PCG iii. 2 T1 55-7,
T2 8f., T3 14-17, T7, T8.
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II. COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE OF THE PLAY

Euripides died in Macedonia in the winter of 407/6.! In Frogs,
produced at the beginning of 405, we see Dionysos, the god in whose
honour the dramatic festivals were held, obsessed with desire for
Euripides and setting off on a journey to the underworld to bring him
back. Dionysos is disguised as Herakles, presumably in the hope of
intimidating whatever opposition he might encounter on the journey,?
and accompanied by his human slave Xanthias. The first half of the
play (1-673) contains dialogue between Dionysos and the real
Herakles; the chorus of frogs which accompanies his crossing of the
lake at the frontier of the underworld; comic incidents on arrival; the
entry of the chorus of initiates, who live close to the palace of Pluto,
god of the underworld; and then a succession of comic scenes of a kind
which in other plays (Ach., Pax, Av., Ec., Pl) come in the second part of
the play and follow from the achievement of the purpose which the
earlier part has set in motion. The first, indispensable stage of
Dionysos’ project, admission to the palace of Pluto, is accomplished at
673. Thereafter we have the parabasis, addressed by the chorus to the
audience (674-737), and it is followed by a conversation between
slaves, such as in Eg., V., and Pax serves to explain the initial situation
to the audience. But the situation revealed by the two slaves in Frogs
constitutes a fresh start, something of which no hint has been given up
to that point: Euripides has claimed the throne of poetry in the under-
world, long occupied by Aeschylus (who died fifty years earlier), and
Pluto has asked Dionysos to adjudicate. The rest of the play is the
contest between the two poets. This is reconciled to the original
theme, Dionysos’ determination to bring back Euripides, when Pluto
rules (1415 f.) that if (and only if) Dionysos decides between the rival
claimant to the throne of poetry he may take back with him whichever
of the two he wishes. Then Dionysos, his original desire for Euripides

! Orestes was produced in 408 (Z Or. 371), and we have no evidence that points to
the production of any Euripidean play in 407 or 406; after his death his son produced
Bacchae, Iphigenia at Aulis, and Alcmaeon (Z Ra. 67). More precise dating depends on
the statement in Vita Eur. p. 3 11-14 Schwartz that news of his death in Macedonia (to
which he had been invited by King Archelaos) reached Athens not long before a
dramatic festival and Sophocles at the proagon brought on chorus and actors in
mourning.

2 So Hyp. I; though that is not a reason which Dionysos gives to Herakles (cf. 109—
111 n.).
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undermined by what he has now seen and heard of the two poets in
competition, chooses Aeschylus.’

The contest itself has some surprising features. It begins with a
full-scale, formally-structured agon (to which MNu. 889-r104 and
1321-1450 offer the closest analogies), but this agon, so far from
culminating in the victory of one contestant, is rounded off by a joke
(1089-98) diverting us from the issues which the contestants have
treated so passionately. The chorus declares, rather lamely, yaAemov
odv épyov Siarpeiv (1100), and we are led on to a sequence of tests,
exceeding the agon in their total length, no one of which suffices to
produce a decision. Moreover, these tests do not, for the most part,
conform to what we have been promised. 799—80o1 make much not
only of the weighing of verses, which we shall see, but also of their
technically elaborate measurement, which we shall not;> whether
Euripides’ declared intention to scrutinize ra vedpa ™js Tpaywdias
(872, v. n.) is realized or not is admittedly uncertain, since there is
insufficient agreement on what is meant by 7da veipa. The short
choral song 1251-60, preceding Euripides’ parody of Aeschylean
lyrics, repeats itself clumsily and is weighted in favour of Aeschylus
to a degree which does not characterize the other utterances of the
chorus.® Dionysos’ question in 1435 f. receives two different and
disconnected answers and Dionysos only reacts to the first after the
second has been disposed of.

The modern reader coming fresh to the play is likely to ask, in
bewilderment, the question which is asked both by Herakles (75 f.)
and later by Xanthias (786 f.), ‘What about Sophocles?’, and we are
unlikely to be entirely satisfied with the answers given there. The
historical facts help to explain our dissatisfaction and have been
widely regarded as explaining also the unusual features in the
structure of the play. It is to be presumed that Aristophanes started to
compose .Frogs early in 406, after Euripides had died and while
Sophocles was still alive. He probably hoped that Sophocles would
not die just yet, although, given Sophocles’ advanced age, he could
hardly have felt confident. When Sophocles did die in the course of

3 Cf. Fraenkel 187, Dérrie 298, 300.

4 Cf. Gelzer 27, Russo (1961) 71-84, (1966) 8, Long 291. The agon in Knights is in a
sense indecisive in so far as the contest goes on after it, but unusual in that the chorus
sides vehemently with one contestant throughout.

$ Cf. Fraenkel 173, 178 f., Russo (1961) 57-67, (1966) 6-8.

¢ Cf. Russo (1961) 87 f., (1966) 10.
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406, Aristophanes’ work may have been very far advanced, perhaps
even in rehearsal, and he had to make some changes to take account of
the situation. Two passages of dialogue, 71-107 (which turns upon
‘there are no good poets left!”) and 785-94, together with 1515-19 in
Aeschylus’ valediction, are the minimal adjustments required.®
However, the unusual features in the structure of the play have
generated the hypothesis that what we have before us is an imperfect
combination of two different themes. On that hypothesis, the play as
originally conceived was to be about the contest for the throne of
poetry in the underworld, and the new theme was the journey of
Dionysos to the underworld in search of a poet; as the contest in the
original conception could not involve Sophocles, it was necessary in
the revision to represent Dionysos as an enthusiast for Euripides.’

If we did not feel the awkwardness of the first two of the three
passages in which explicit allusion is made to Sophocles, and if we
were not aware of the likelihood that the play was far advanced when
Sophocles died, it may be doubted whether we would spend time
wondering whether the play as a whole was radically revised. The
problems of 799-801, 872, and 1251-60 would certainly give us pause,
but would hardly lead us so far; and the serious questions raised by
the text of 1435-66 have quite a different bearing (pp. 74 f.). Just
consider the incoherence, illogicalities, and unfulfilled promises of
Lysistrata; they are more remarkable than those which the most deter-
mined critic can find in Frogs,'° but they have not been regarded as
demonstrating that Aristophanes significantly changed his intentions
in the course of composing Lysistrata. As for the development of the
plot in Frogs, there are indeed features which differentiate it from
earlier plays, but although observation of structural ingredients which
recur in two or more plays is always desirable for its illustrative and
suggestive value, such ingredients should not be treated as evidence

7 Cf. n. 1. An anecdote about his burial (Vita Soph. 15) must be of late date, since it
erroneously envisages Lysander as commanding the Peloponnesian garrison at
Dekeleia at the time.

8 For a detailed analysis cf. Russo (1961) 11-24, 27-51, (1966) 3—7.

® Cf. Schmid iv. 333 n. 5, 358, Radermacher 355—7, Gelzer 26—31, Russo (1961) 62-6,
71-84, 87 £., 97 f., Fraenkel 184 n. 1, Sicking 16178, Russo (1966) 7 f., 10, with references
to earlier literature in all those sources.

19 The women are fed up with the war because their husbands are never at home. So,
in order to force the husbands to make peace, they decide to arouse and frustrate them
continuously, a procedure which implies that the men are at home. It is planned that
while the young women play this teasing game, the old women will occupy the
Acropolis. Thereafter we find that the young women too have locked themselves into
the Acropolis.
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for procedural ‘rules’, particularly in a genre which so manifestly
accommodates diversity as Old Comedy. What is really remarkable
about Aristophanes’ plays is not the rigidity with which he adheres to
formal structures but precisely the opposite, his readiness to exploit,
abbreviate, discard, or displace them, giving them whatever point and
function accord with his dramatic purpose.!! In Frogs as we have it it
seems to me'? that he has skilfully designed and controlled a plot
which, within the framework of ‘My heart was struck by a longing for
Euripides . .. I need a good poet’ at the start (66, 72) and “Take either
of the two’ (1415 f.) . . . ‘T'll choose the one my soul wishes . . . Aeschylus!’
(1468-71) at the end, presents us with a new and dramatically effective
turn of events halfway through. It is hard on a dramatist if his most
striking and successful innovation in plot-structure is to be treated by
posterity, because his other plots are not so good, as the unhappy
consequence of hasty revision.

We should not refrain from asking whether Aristophanes would
have conceived and composed a play different in any significant
respect if Sophocles had died at the same time as Euripides. It is not
easy to see—and the general silence about Sophocles in Old Comedy
does little to encourage the effort—how good comedy could have been
made out of a contest between Aeschylus and Sophocles (cf.
pp- 22 f.). Between Aeschylus and Euripides, on the other hand, the
contrasts were obvious and admitted of absorption into the familiar
Aristophanic contrast between the imagined virtues of a generation
which had few survivors in 405 and the alleged depravity of its
successors (cf. pp. 69 f, 75). Given the treatment of Euripides in
earlier plays (notably Thesmophoriazusae, but also Acharnians, and
incidentally Clouds), an enthusiasm for Euripides instantly establishes
Dionysos as a target of humour (cf. pp. 38-41); an enthusiasm for
Sophocles would not have had that effect.

' Rightly emphasized by H.-J. Newiger, Dioniso 57 (1987) 16-20 (on the agon), 20-30
(on the parabasis). The fact that in Birds the agon-form is used (460-626) by the same
character throughout, expounding two stages of his argument (Gelzer 22—4) is a power-
ful warning against rigidity in interpretation. Cf. also Fraenkel 180.

1> Subjective judgements by one person on what is alleged by another to be illogical,
meaningless, or puzzling cannot be kept out of the discussion. I agree in all essentials
with W. Kranz, Hermes 52 (1917) 584—91, Fraenkel 163-88, and D. Del Corno in Studi
salernitani in memoria di Raffaele Cantarella (Salerno, 1981) 231-41.
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IIT. THE CONTEST OF AESCHYLUS AND EURIPIDES

1. The Issues

We might have expected Dionysos to contemplate a journey to the
underworld for a good poet and then decide that Euripides is the one
who will fill the bill. In fact, it is the other way round, as he explains it
to Herakles: his reading of Andromeda aroused in him a desire at all
costs to bring Euripides back, and the need for a 8efios mommis is
offered as a justification. This distinction between the actual sequence
and a hypothetical alternative sequence may seem at first sight
pedantic, and the choice of de¢:6s in preference to other compliment-
ary terms which are used of poets may not seem important; but both
considerations have a bearing on the structure of the play and on the
term in which the contest is presented.

Herakles, on being told (72) that none of the poets remaining in
Athens is any good, is surprised. Isn’t Iophon, alive and well, good
enough (73)? Well, he might be, but perhaps the good in his plays has
all been the work of his father, Sophocles (73-5, 78 £.). Then why not, if
a dead poet is to be resurrected, bring back Sophocles himself (76 f.)?
Dionysos can only say that it would be impracticable to try to extract
from the underworld a man likely to be content with his fate, wherever
he is (80-2). Agathon? No longer in Athens (83-5). Xenokles,
Pythangelos? Not worth considering (86 f.). But if it is Euripides’ style
that Dionysos wants, doesn’t Euripides have plenty of imitators (89—
o1)? Ah, but they can’t produce the real expression (97 gjua yevvaiov),
the bold image, the provocative idea neatly expressed in one striking
line (g6-102). Herakles is scornful, even incredulous (104); but, of
course, Herakles in comedy is a robust glutton, slow-witted, pre-
ferring violence to reasoning, not a discriminating patron of the arts
(5565, 105—7; cf. above all Av. 1565-1693). The audience is not
expected necessarily to take sides with Aim in the assessment of poets.
Nor is it expected to go all the way with Dionysos, because the first
fifty lines of the play have made it quite clear that this is the Dionysos
familiar to audiences of comedy as an object of humour (cf. pp. 38-
41), and his halting, verbose paraphrase of E. Hp. 612 in obtrusively
comic rhythm (101 f.) does not enhance his reputation as a connois-
seur. The most significant aspect of the dialogue in 52-107 is that
Dionysos values a poet for the technical skill which generates pleasure
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and excitement in the audience. He is the kind of spectator deplored
by Plato (Grg. 502 BC, Lg. 657 c—661 D; note 657 C 8 of mAeioror) but
taken for granted by Aristotle, although for Aristotle stylistic skill is
only one item in an aesthetic theory going far beyond anything
envisaged in Frogs.

After 107, throughout the first half of the play, no allusion whatever
is made to the purpose of Dionysos’ journey. The conversation
between the two slaves in 756-813 presents Dionysos’ arbitration
between Aeschylus and Euripides as a fortunate consequence of his
arrival in the underworld, not as a means to the achievement of his
purpose. The first explicit reminder of that purpose comes from Pluto
in 1414, and Pluto gives the plot what is formally a new turn by saying,
‘Whichever of the two you judge the winner, you can take one back
with you’. The point is: ‘If you won’t do as I ask and judge the contest,
I won’t do as you ask and release anyone from my domain.’ Formally a
new turn, but we may have seen it coming since Pluto’s slave
explained to Xanthias that in the underworld it is the criminals who
champion Euripides, while Aeschylus has few supporters, because
virtue is scarce there, as it is on earth (771-83). Having been told so
plainly and emphatically that bad people like Euripides and good
people like Aeschylus,! members of the audience are not likely to
think that Euripides will win the throne of poetry, and they may well
wonder whether Dionysos in the end will wish to resurrect him.2 We
may recall also that Dionysos said he needed to bring back a §efiés
poet because there was no one left who was worthy of that term. Yet
when he responds to Pluto’s ultimatum, he says ‘I came down here for
apoet. .. that Athens might be preserved to hold its festivals’ (1418 f.).
owfeioa, uttered in the perilous circumstances of 405, is a con-
sideration to which Dionysos’ original conversation with Herakles
had made no direct reference;’ only the characterization of Euripides
as mavovpyos (80) foreshadows 6 rév mavovpywv (sc. 8juos) in 781,

! Cf. Erbse (1975) 52. ‘Aeschylus didn’t get on well with the Athenians’ (807 f.) intro-
duces an ingredient common in Old Comedy and exemplified starkly in 2746, vilifica-
tion of the audience. That element, however, is usually brief, a momentary breach of
dramatic illusion, and the development of the topic ‘Villains for Euripides’ by Pluto’s
slave is on a more extensive scale.

? On the outcome of the agon cf. K.-D. Koch 106; but an audience of Clouds which
expected Right to triumph would have had a surprise at the end of the first agon
there.

* The importance of the introduction of this motifis stressed by Wilamowitz iv. 491 f.
and Erbse (1975) 56 f. It is picked up by 0@8e in 1501.
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and in 8o it counts for nothing when weighed against the glories of
Euripidean style.*

defidms and vovbeoia are two things which, Aeschylus and
Euripides agree (1008-10), constitute the grounds for admiring a
poet. A third is added: ‘and because they make people better in the
(sc. Greek) world (év ais méAeawv)’; but this can hardly be separated
from vovfecia, ‘admonition’, if we include implicit with explicit
admonition (cf. p. 15) as constituting the moral effect of poetry, and
in any case the progress of the contest does not countenance such a
separation.

The contest is dywv sodias (882), a contest dvdpoiv sodoiv (896) to
decide who is v Téxymv coddrepos (780), and in his valediction to
Pluto Aeschylus lays claim to supremacy in codia by saying ‘Give my
throne to Sophocles to look after, for him I judge second (sc. only to
myself) in cogia’ (1516-19). There are passages of drama in which
‘wise’ is an appropriate translation of so¢ds,’ but we rarely predicate
‘wisdom’ of poets and artists; we speak of a good poet, a good painter,
and the like, or, on occasion, of a great poet, though when we need an
abstract noun to refer to their quality we avoid ‘goodness’ and speak
rather of ‘talent’, ‘ability’, sometimes of ‘greatness’ or ‘genius’. co¢ds,
like ypnorés (e.g. Nu.8), kadds (e.g. S. El 393) or any other positive
evaluation, can be used sarcastically (as itis in 1154; cf. 8e&iés in 1121).
It can also be used doubtfully and warily, as in Nu. 1369 f., ‘Recite
something from the modern poets, 477’ éo7i Td coda Tavra’ (We must
remember that at that point Strepsiades is not yet disillusioned and
antagonized, but still trying hard to be proud of his son’s sophistic
education). There is no passage of Old Comedy in which it is neces-
sary or even plausible to see in codés the derogatory connotations of
the English word ‘clever’® In - Nu. 1377-9, when Strepsiades is
outraged by Pheidippides’ recital from Euripides, and Pheidippides
has called Euripides co¢draros, Strepsiades exclaims coddraréy y°
ékeivov, &—i o’ eimw; He is not admitting that Euripides is co¢ds

* Vaio g7 emphasizes the strand of moral judgement adverse to Euripides in what
Herakles says in his discussion with Dionysos; the moral connotation of k68ala (104) is
undeniable, but that of maumévypa (106) is marginal; movnpds in particular can mean ‘of
poor quality’ in respect of whatever function is under discussion, as in P 220 movypovs
.. . ovpudyous, ‘feeble (sc. though no doubt well-intentioned) allies’.

5 Cf. GPM 120f.

¢ InE. Ba. 395 76 coov 8’ o6 Zogia the point is that what normally passes for codds
is not to be confused with Sophia herself; cf. Dodds ad loc., Willink on E. Or. 819,
Breitenbach 238 (the responsibility for personification is mine).
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and implying that cogia is bad, but furiously denying (sarcastically, as
y* here is ‘Oh, yes!’) that Euripides is cogés. Aristophanes himself
hopes to be thought codss (Nu. 520) and claims that Clouds sopdrar’
Exew tav udv kwppddv (ibid. 522; cf. V. 64-6). Clear evidence of
the synonymy of cogos momis (Pax 799, Eupolis fr. 392. 3) and
dyabos mointis (84, cf. 74; and raxoi (72) is the antonym of dyafoi) is
to be found in 763 76v dpioTov SvTa 1@V éavTod cuvtéxvawy ~ 766 TV
Téxvmv ooddTepos, since dpeotos is the superlative of dyabés.” Inter-
pretation of 1413 76v uév ydp 1yoduai coddv, T 8’ jopar and 1434 6
wév codds yap efme krA. must be accommodated to these data, and
accommodation is in fact quite easy. In 1434 codas refers to ‘Do not
rear a lion-cub in a city’ (1431), sagas to ‘I hate a citizen who ...
(1427), for the lion-cub is an aivypa, like the oak-tree of Pi. P. 4.
263 ff,; cf. PL. R. 332 Byjvifaro . . . moupricads, Ale. Mi. 147 B éowv 1e yap
dvger moupTiky) 1 ovumaca alviyuatddns. Since duabis is the
antonym of cogés (e.g. Ec. 201, Pl. Phdr. 239 A, Smp. 202 A, 204 B), 1445
duabéatepov ... kai cadéatepov is perfectly in accord with the
contrast of codds and cadds in 1434; re-casting the abstract ra 8’
8vra maTd kTA. (1444) as Tdv moArdv olow viv moTetouev (1440) is less
codov, ‘less poetic’, and more ocadés, ‘plainer’. Greek regularly
expresses ‘less x’ as ‘more £, e.g. ‘less beautiful’ as ‘uglier’

It seems clear, therefore, that 8efidsmps and vovfeoia are the
complementary ingredients of codia.’ e£i6s as an evaluative term is
on its way out from Attic at the time of Frogs, for it does not occur in
Xenophon, the fourth-century orators, or New Comedy, and it is
rare in Middle Comedy (Alexis fr. 9.2, Antiphanes fr. 227.2) and
in Plato (v. infr.). The conservative author of [Xen.] Ath. uses it as a
highly complimentary term: speaking in assembly should be re-
stricted, he says, to Tovs SefiwTdTous rai dvdpas dpioTous (1. 6; cf. Pl
387), whereas the democracy permits it also to rovs movnpous, and
evvouia can be assured only when of 8efidyraror make the laws and
good men chastise the bad (1. g). ‘Intelligent’ seems to be an appropri-
ate translation there; so too in Hdst. i. 60. 3, where it is contrasted with
evifns, ‘simple(-minded)’. Aristophanes flatters his audience by call-
ing it 8efi6s (Eq. 233 76 yap Oéarpov Seéidv; cf. ibid. 228, Nu. 521, 527).

7 It could be argued that in Pl. Prt. 325 E (on education) mourav dyafav there is a
moral nuance in dyafds, but that can hardly be said of 323 A dyafss adApmis ... #
GAAnY fvTivody Téximy. 8 Cf. HCT iv. 232.

® Our century is littered with the texts of plays whose authors earnestly sought to

inculcate patriotism or piety in the young but did not have what it takes to attract an
audience.
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But to be 8e£.65 is not simply to possess a perceptive intelligence, the
capacity for quick and deep understanding; in many instances it
covers creative intelligence, skill, or expertise, and so overlaps
oodés.'” Poetry is one of 7@y rexviv Soar peyddar kai Sefuai in 762
(immediately before 763 Tov dpiotov . .. 1@V . .. cuvréxvar, 766 ™
Téxvnv goddtepos). In Thuc. iii. 37. 3 Sefiéms is contrasted with
dpabia (v. supr.), and cogds serves as well as defids in flattery of the
audience (Nu. 575, Ra. 700). Phrynichos Com. fr. 31. 2, in a highly
encomiastic passage, calls Sophocles 8efids, and in Strattis fr. 1. 2
Euripides’ Orestes is Spapa Sefivrarov spoilt by a bad actor. The
connotation of artistic skill is evident also in Plato’s only two uses of
the word: Mnx. 235 C oS7ws fjuiv deioi of prjTopés elow, the culmina-
tion of an ironic passage describing the exalted state induced in the
audience by a funeral oration, and Hipparchus 225cC rév coddv
pnudTwy . . . dv of 8eéiol mepl Tas Sikas kaAAemovvTar.

We can see now why codds and codia were excluded from the
conversation between Dionysos and Herakles, and defiés (71) was
preferred; it was gvjua yevvaiov, the product of defiémys, that
Dionysos valued (97). 1009 makes it clear that §e£i6ms and vovfesia
must be combined if poetic codia is to be attained, as it is by
Aeschylus, and 1413 76v pév yap ryoduar coddv, T & 7douar,
uttered when we are approaching the end of the contest, reminds us, if
we need any reminder, that it is not uncommon to recognize the great-
ness of one poet while taking more pleasure in another whose
Sefi6ms is superior to his vovfeoia.

By contrast with didactic and paraenetic poetry, there is very little
direct vovfeoia in tragedy or in narrative poetry. Choral moralizing,
which dresses in striking and splendid imagery sentiments, often
banal, which the audience already took for granted, was an inheritance
from pre-dramatic lyric (e.g. Alkman PMG 1. 36—9), and it is under-
standably ignored by Aristophanes, just as it is by Plato in his censure
of poetry and by Aristotle in his analysis of the function and effects of
tragedy. The moral and political advice given by tragedy and narrative
is implicit. It has to be inferred from the behaviour of a fictitious
character, who serves as a potential model for imitation in real life, or

' In 1114 pavldve: Té Sefid the verb has the sense which it has in 193, 765, and 1169,
and ra 8efid are the words and actions of which an unintelligent spectator might say
what Dionysos says in 1169. On the distinction between 8e£i6ms and oogia cf. van der
Valk, Humanitas 33—4 (1981-2) 109 n. 13.

1 One could say rév wév ydap 7yodpar codév, 7 8’ fjdouar with reference, e.g., to
Mabhler and Strauss (or, of course, Strauss and Mahler).
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created by treating an opinion or sentiment uttered by a characterina
particular context as if it carried the author’s own recommendation.

This implicit vovfeaia is the substance of the formally structured
agon which constitutes the first part of the contest,'? go5—1098; the
second part, 1119—1413, concerns poetic and musical style, and the
third, 1417-66, confronts the poets with questions which could equally
have been put to Athenians who were not poets. In the agon neither
poet adopts the view which we commonly denote by the phrase ‘art for
art’s sake’; they agree without more ado on the importance of
vovfeoia, and each deplores the moral effect of the other’s poetry.
Euripides’ argument is that Aeschylus stupefied his audience by
pretentious, unintelligible language (923—9), while Euripidean tragedy
involved the audience in familiar issues and taught them to think and
argue (g45-61), not to gape at the spectacle of a remote and unfamiliar
world (961-3). Aeschylus in reply claims to have inspired martial
courage (1119—30, 1039—42), using heroic characters whose language
matched their status (1059—61). He charges Euripides with promoting
adultery by the portrayal of adulterous women (1043—56) and with
engendering selfishness among the rich (1062-6), idleness among the
young (1069—71), and indiscipline in the fleet (1071-3).

It would be unreasonable to deny (as some of our unreasonable con-
temporaries do) that the behaviour of a character in fiction and the
behaviour of someone we know in real life have equal validity as
potential models for our own conduct, and also that sentiments and
arguments propounded by my neighbour over the garden fence or by
someone whose utterance is reported to me at second hand or by a
character in a play on television are all equally valid as potential
determinants of my personality. Naturally not all such models are
positive determinants; they may be strongly negative, and whether a
fictitious character has a positive or negative effect does not turn on a
‘happy’ or ‘unhappy’ ending to the story, or on the author’s own inten-
tions and predilections; least of all does it depend on obtrusive moral-
izing by the author.

12 Hindel 54 n. 14 makes the point that everything up to the agon has led us to expect
that it will be concerned with style, not with morality.

" In Evelyn Waugh’s A Handful of Dust Brenda has a young son called John Andrew
and an adulterous lover called John. A friend comes to tell her that the former, whom he
calls ‘John’, has been killed in an accident. For an appalling moment she thinks it is her
lover who has been killed. Then she realizes that it is only her son, and cries, ‘Oh, John
Andrew! Oh, thank God, thank God! No authorial comment is needed to help the
reader to decide whether or not to take Brenda as a model.
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There are, however, in addition to this general consideration, some
distinctive features of the Greek attitude to literature which must be
taken into account. One is that the substantial and widely diffused
corpus of didactic poetry available in the fifth century had long
implanted the conventional idea that the poet is a teacher. Aeschylus
is able to exploit this idea (1030-6) by reciting the names of Orpheus,
Musaios, and Hesiod (cf. P1. Jon 536 B), to whom prescriptive, didactic
poems were attributed, joining with them the name of Homer, who
was, after all, a narrative poet but (as we see from Pl. Jon 540 E~1 B)
could be treated as implicitly didactic in so far as he offered models.
Thus Aeschylus locates himself within a continuous tradition of
teaching. Sufficient justification for calling such a notion ‘conven-
tional’ can be found in the bare fact of Dionysos’ confessed delight in
those ingredients of tragedy which have no didactic significance, to
say nothing of Plato’s view of theatrical audiences and the strong
archaic tradition of ‘delight’ as the aim of the narrative poet.' It may
well be that many, perhaps most, Athenians would have assented to
the general proposition that a tragic poet has a responsibility to ‘make
his fellow-citizens better people’ (as demanded by Plato’s Socrates in
Grg. 501 E), but that is not to say that they actually went to the theatre
in the hope of moral improvement.

To classical scholars the Greeks seem to have been curiously in-
different to the context of a poetic line or phrase. According to Arist.
Rh. 1416°29 2 man engaged in litigation against Euripides attempted to
argue that the author of Hp. 612 1 yAdao’ dudpoy’ 1 8¢ ¢piv dvipo-
ros (exploited in Ra. 1469—73) could not be trusted. Evidently the fact
that Hippolytos, after that outburst, kept his oath was immaterial.
What mattered was that the thought could be entertained, formulated,
and pronounced aloud before an audience to some of whom it might
seem rather a bright idea. We may be shocked when Socrates in Pl
Smp. 174 C says that Homer ‘represented Menelaos as paAfaxss
aixunmis’, because we recall that the phrase (/. xvii 687) is used by
Apollo, disguised as Phainops, in an effort to encourage Hektor."* We
must, however, beware of comparing modern scholars with ancient
non-scholars. If we compare like with like, we may find that our
contemporaries in general are no more scrupulous than the Greeks in

" Cf. Sicking 115-18, H. Maehler, Die Auffassung des Dichterberufs im friihen Griechen-
tum bis zur Zeit Pindars (Gottingen, 1963) 15, 25-31, Harriott (1969) 121-35.

5 Cf. Poll. ix. 102, ‘Eupolis replies ..." meaning ‘Eupolis represents the other
speaker as replying . ..’ (Eup. fr. 269).
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their treatment of the original context and function of a well-known
quotation.!®

We must also reckon with Aristophanes’ readiness to caricature
both sides in a debate. The character of Right in Nu. 889—1104
contains a conspicuous degree of absurdity,'” and it is very doubtful
whether burning sincerity on Aristophanes’ part inspired Aeschylus’
claims that Euripides’ portrayal of ‘kingsin rags’ encouraged avoidance
of liturgies (1065 f) or that deterioration in the character of minor
officials and politicians was attributable to sexual improprieties in
tragedy (1078—-88). But topics which arouse genuine anxiety, above all
sexual anxiety, can be a very powerful weapon in the hands of a critic.
Aeschylus claims never to have portrayed a woman in love (1044)."
The Euripidean Phaidra whom he condemns is presumably the
Phaidra of the earlier Hippolytus, since in the Hippolytus which has
survived the prologue makes it plain that Phaidra is not an auto-
nomous agent but a mere took of Aphrodite’s revenge.” We do not
know how strongly in the earlier play Eros was represented as an
invincible divine power (as in Sophocles’ Phaedra, frr. 680, 684 [= ‘E.
fr. 431’ Nauck]). The conflict between ‘I couldn’t help it’ and ‘Oh yes,
you could’ was a live issue in the fifth century,?’ as we see from the
argument between Hecuba and Helen in E. T70. 914-1032 and from
the vain attempt of Pasiphae in E. Cretans (fr. 82) to make her father
listen. An audience of husbands, feeling threatened by adultery
because they are husbands, takes the side of ‘Oh yes, you could’ except
when self-justification induces them to say they couldn’t help it. The
gravamen of the charge against Euripides is that his models offer
temptation to one part of the community and threaten another, the
dominant part. There is a complementary phenomenon: a fictitious
individual reinforces beliefs about a category, as the plot of Thesmo-
phoriazusae demonstrates. Furipides ‘slanders women’ because

Stheneboia communicates the message that women are licentious and

' e.g. John 11: 50, ‘It is expedient that one man should die for the people’, and John-
son’s ‘Patriotism is the last refuge of a scoundrel’, though it must be admitted that
Johnson did not make it easy for his hearers to grasp his train of thought.

'7 Cf. Dover (1968), pp. Ixiii-lxvi.

'® The modern reader exclaims, ‘What about Klytaimestra?’, but probably the
Athenian audience thought of her primarily as a murderess who had incidentally taken
a lover—a view, supplanting that of Homer, which the Oresteia imposes.

! We do not know the terms in which Stheneboia spoke of Eros.

% Nu.1076-82 present in comic form what is presented seriously in S. fr. 684. Cf.]. de
Romilly in J. M. Bremer et al. (eds.), Miscellanea tragica in honorem J. C. Kamerbeek
(Amsterdam, 1976) 309-21.
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treacherous.?’ Reaction to anxiety is perfectly illustrated by Mu. 1371~
4, where Strepsiades describes how his son recited from Euripides a
passage ‘about this man—my God!—screwing his sister! Well, I wasn’t
going to stand that . .. Strepsiades was not interested in the context
or function of the speech, and still less did he care whether it was good
or bad poetry. It broke a taboo; and it would be unwise, in the study of
any culture, to underrate the power and violence of reactions to the
breaking of taboos.? Just as one careless phrase can wreck the career
of a politician, so one disturbing or horrifying moment in a play, film,
or novel, remembered when the rest of the work is forgotten, remains
available for exploitation by hostile critics.

Since we have been told before the contest began that good people
like Aeschylus and bad people like Euripides (771-83),2 it is reason-
able to infer that enough people had been disturbed by moments in
Euripidean drama often enough for such a moral judgement to be
intelligible. Once having removed genuine suspense by that judge-
ment, Aristophanes is free to play at suspense as much as he likes and
to be confident of our co-operation in that game.? This is achieved by
the characterization of Aeschylus, including the element of caricature
in some of his arguments (v. supr.); by the comments of the chorus;
and by Dionysos’ own unwillingness and inability to reach a final
decision.

The Aeschylus of the agon is a rather nasty old man, of a kind one
would try to avoid meeting in real life: sulky (832), spluttering with
rage (840-59, 917; cf. 993-1003), impatient, menacing, contemptu-
ous, relentlessly abusive. The chorus, performing a role familiar to
us from Clouds, holds the ring with conscientious impartiality (875-84,
895-9o4a, 1099—1119; 1100 is particularly important);”® at one point,

21 What message about men is communicated by most tragedies is a matter on which
the ancient world is silent.

22 1 offer two modern instances. At one point in The Golden Notebook Doris Lessing
alludes to the smell of menstrual blood. At that point my father ceased to read the book,
would never again read anything by Lessing, and did not like to have any book by her in
the house. Ten years ago an experienced London magistrate was puzzled by the
expression ‘oral sex’, and a lawyer had to explain it to him, making it plain that the
phenomenon is widespread among respectable people. The magistrate replied
sombrely, ‘If that is so, I am glad that I do not have much longer to live in this world’.
His reaction to much contemporary fiction may be imagined.

23 Cf. Erbse (1975) 52.

4 Dionysos is by no means unsympathetic to Euripides in the course of the contest
(note 1209, 1228, 1399 f.); Whitman 251 misleadingly translates wovnpds as ‘wicked’ in

852 & wévyp’ Evpumidy, though it is obviously sympathetic and protective, as in Av. 1648.
%5 Cf. Gelzer 62—4, 121-3. An exception to the impartiality of the chorus is the song
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where it addresses Aeschylus as koourjoas Tpaywov Ajpov, it may be
adopting (v. 1005 n.) the jocular, patronizing attitude of comedy to
tragedy. In the second part of the contest the tide runs in favour of
Aeschylus; in the criticism of prologues and the parody of lyrics he
progressively cools down, gets into his stride, enjoys himself, and
mounts a counter-attack which succeeds because it is (to most of us,
anyway; our respect for the archaic is ingrained) funnier than
Euripides’ attack on him; and his victory in the weighing of lines is
indisputable.

For all that, Dionysos declares himselfin 1411-13 unwilling to give a
decision. In uttering 1413 76v uév yap rjjyodpar copdv, 7 8 fdouar
Dionysos could of course indicate by look and gesture which is
which,? and no doubt did so if that is what Aristophanes wished, but
dramatically it would be more effective if Dionysos spread his hands
in a helpless gesture and turned his head from side to side while look-
ing upwards, so that we are not told which he regards as co¢ds in this
dyav oogias.?’ Pressed by Pluto to decide, he puts the question about
Alkibiades, and having heard the answers confesses himself still
unable to give a verdict (1434);%® again, the action could be such that it
is left to us to discern who answered oo¢aws. Finally compelled to a
judgement by Pluto (1467), he declares that he will award victory to the
poet whom his Jvy7 wishes to see victorious. This is in effect one
more admission of inability to decide; the ego of Dionysos puts the
responsibility on to his ‘soul’, committing himself to following its
guidance, not just heightening the suspense which he has created in
us, but himself sharing it. The imposition of distance between self and
soul, rooted in forms of address (common in archaic poetry) to one’s
own heart, soul, or spirit, is parodied in comedy by literalism (Ach.
480-8, V. 757), but parody is not the paramount ingredient here. We
should think rather of passages in which someone speaks of 1 gvx7
8i86var (A. Pe. 841, Epich. CGFP 89. 2, Theocr. 16. 24), mj duxi

1251-60. The textual problem of 1257—60 is serious on other grounds, but the praise of
Aeschylus’ lyrics in 1251-6 is hyperbolic even without 1257-60.

% A. Hurst, Hermes g9 (1971) 227-40, attaches too much importance to the usage of
wév and 8¢, which matters only in a text which was not acted but read.

# Tt is hard to understand how J. L. Marr, COns 20 (1970) 53, can say, given the data
on goéds noted above, ‘Nor can there be any doubt thatin codds efmev Dionysos refers
to Euripides’.

% Euripides’ answer on Alkibiades is not open to criticism on moral or intellectual
grounds (Hindel 323 n. 13); assessment of his recipe for owmpia depends on solution
of a serious textual problem (cf. p. 372).
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xapileafa. (Simon. IEG 8. 13), or v uxijv €5 8pav (E. Cy. 340), and
cf. PL. Hp.Ma. 296 b 6 éBovAero fudv 7 duxy eimeiv. Dionysos follows
what we would call ‘the promptings of his heart’; an arbitrary,?
intuitive judgement, divorced from rational assessment of the poets’
answers to the questions he has just put to them.’® Some sixty lines
from the end of the play, it displays a striking identity of concept,
despite the reversal of direction, with what he said fifty lines from the
start: ‘a desire struck [his] heart’ (53 f) and sent him off to the under-
world.*! Now that he has heard Euripides and Aeschylus together, his
vyt prefers Aeschylus.

The contest having been decided, the chorus acclaims the victor.
Lines 148299 tell us why Aeschylus has won; first in positive terms,
then in negative. The first stanza congratulates him on ¢iveow
HrpBwpérmy (1483), v poveiv (1485), and attributes his victory to
his being ouvverés (1490). Both poets were credited with fvverds
dpévas (876) in the song with which the chorus heralded dyav
cogias, but the only other occurrence of such a term in the play is
Euripides’ prayer to Svveous (with Aither, the tongue and discriminat-
ing nostrils) in 892 f. The chorus’s verdict is that Euripides was
mistaken; it is Aeschylus who is superior in ovveows. This ‘intel-
ligence’ cannot have (in the narrower sense of the word) a political
connotation, because the poets’ answers to Dionysos’ political
questions were inconclusive and were recognized as such by his mode
of decision. The ovveois of Aeschylus must be his understanding of
what works in the theatre, what gives the audience the profoundest
satisfaction; and that is what the second stanza proceeds to tell us:
xapiev odv i Zwkpdrer mapaxabiuevor Aadeiv. xapies is a word
commonly used by the Greek literary critics; a passage of Demetrios
(Eloc. 137 £ cf. D.H. Comp. 11 (53)) shows, not surprisingly, that it
means ‘having ydps’ (cf. D.H. Comp. 9 (50)). xdp¢s is that attribute of
anything, including literary works, which evokes a response of glad-
ness in the hearer or spectator; Demetr. Eloc. 180 couples it with
#8ovj, D.H. Comp. 11 (53) classifies it as one of the elements which
generate ;j8ovij, and ibid. (48) contrasts Tpaxvrepov . . . kai oty 7769
with yapiéorepov. The expected antonyms of yapieis are dyapts,
dydpiros, dxapioros (applied by Xen. Hi. 1. 24 to bad smells), and

2 ‘Arbitrary’ here does not mean ‘capricious’; the cause of an intuitive preference
may be profound (cf. Erbse (1975) 59 f.).

3% Cf. E. W. Handley, REM g (1956) 214 f., and J. F. Killeen, LCM 3 (1978) 73.

31 Cf. M. Lossau, REM 130 (1987) 229, 232.
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these words do indeed occur in the critics (e.g. Demetr. Eloc. 302), but
the commoner antonym in practice is Yuypés; in Demetr. Eloc. 121
xdpes is contrasted with Yuxpéms. That is familiar to us from Old
Comedy itself (Ach. 138 ff., Th. 170, 848, Eup. fr. 261); at any rate, the
antonym of $uxpds in this figurative sense is certainly not feppds, for
no Greek describes a good poem as ‘hot’. Yuxpéms is what alienates
the hearer and fails of the effect for which the speaker or writer hopes;
itincludes jokes which fall flat and errors of taste (Arist. Rk. 1405°35 ff,,
Theophr. ap. Demetr. Eloc. 114, ibid. 121-3, 247, 304 dxapt xai
Yuxpov).3? So the chorus prepares to tell us what it is in Aeschylus
which captivates the soul of Dionysos.

Yet it tells us what Aeschylus did not do, and thus by implication
what Euripides did wrong: ‘to sit by Socrates and talk (Aaleiv),
discarding poetry (novauwkij) and leaving out what matters most in the
art of tragedy. To spend time idly on theorizing (éni oceuvoiow
Aéyowawv) and nonsensical quibbling (oxapipnopoiot Ajpwv) is loony
(rapagpovoivros dvépés)’. The chorus thus rejects Euripides’ argu-
ment that his tragedies improved the citizens of Athens by teach-
ing people to think about real issues, and it implies that it is just that
insistence on thinking which has deprived tragedy of xdpts. The
justification for translating ceuvoi Adyo: as ‘theorizing’ is in part the
derogatory connotations of ‘theory’ in English,® in part the implica-
tions of Lys. fr. 1. 2, where the speaker confesses that he was deluded
by the oeuvoi Aéyor on moral questions in which the Socratic
Aischines had participated into assuming that Aischines would be a
man of integrity in financial matters.>*

There are key-words in the stanza which relate it to issues raised in
the course of the contest and elsewhere in Aristophanes. The name of
Socrates is the most obvious. Reference to ‘idleness’ occurs twice in
Clouds, once in the description of Socrates’ deities, the Clouds them-
selves, as peydda: feai dvdpdaw dpyois (316), and a second time (334)
where dpyds is an epithet of all the varieties of sodiorai who are
‘nourished’ by the clouds while they ‘do nothing’ (ov8¢év Spovras)—a
contrast with the épydms Aeds, a phrase which in Pax 632 designates

32 Cf. Wankel’s commentary on Dem. xviii 256. G. Stohn, Spuren der voraristotelischen
Poetik in der alten attischen Komodie (Berlin, 1955) 26—44, attributes the term to a much
higher cultural stratum than the evidence warrants.

3 The connotations of ‘philosophizing’ are quite different, because ‘philosophical’ is
mostly used of people who bear misfortune with equanimity.

3 In 1004 Aeschylus is characterized as mupy@oas pripara oeuvd, but the oeuvéms
of a gfjua and the cepvéms of a Aéyos are different things (cf. g7 n.).
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the farmers cheated by the politicians; compare the compliment
od¢pwv kdpydms in Ach. 611. dadeiv, which in the course of the
fourth century became and remained the ordinary word for ‘talk’,
‘converse’ (e.g. Demetr. Eloc. 225), is commonly translated ‘chatter’ or
‘babble’, but that is sometimes too strong; AaAeiv and Aa)id are more
like what we mean by pronouncing the word ‘talk’ in a contemptuous
or impatient way: talking too much, or talking when action would be
more appropriate (e.g. Nu. 505), or talking out of turn when prompt
and silent compliance is needed. In the first scene of the play
Herakles, implying ‘Why bring back Euripides?’, says (89 ff) ‘But
surely there are thousands of young blokes here writing tragedies, who
are miles AaAiorepa than Euripides?’ The characters of Euripides are
contrasted, as of vov Aadovvres (917), with the famous silences of
Aeschylus. Euripides claims (g954) ‘I taught people to Aaleiv’.
Aeschylus accuses him of precisely that (106g), the teaching of AaAid
and orwuvAia, which, says Aeschylus, ‘has emptied the wrestling-
schools and worn down the buttocks of the young men orwuvAdo-
wévwv, and made the crew of the Paralos answer back .... This
sentiment is a very loud echo of the charges brought in Clouds against
the evils of sophistic education. When Wrong says to Right, ‘You’re
not going to teach this young man’, Right replies, ‘I certainly am, if
he’s going to grow up right and not just practise AaA:d’ (930 ). Again,
Right reacts to a clever argument of Wrong’s by saying, ‘That’s the
kind of thing that keeps the bath-house full of the young men
Aadovvrwy all day, all the time, and leaves the wrestling-schools
empty’ (1052—4). And he promises Pheidippides that if he adheres to
old-fashioned education, ‘You'll spend your time in gymnasia, not
orwuvAAwy in the Agora’ (1002 f.). Talk is dangerous, because it takes
young males away from physical exercise, encourages them to
question their fathers’ values, and undermines the discipline which a
city with its back to the wall needs.*

Comparison with Clouds indicates that Aristophanes has assim-
ilated the contrast between Aeschylus and Euripides to the general-
ized contrast between old and new, always a profitable line for popular
comedy to take in respect of the arts,* and profitable in other

* Each generation tends to believe that its children are the first rebels. Xen. M. 1. 2.
46 is a useful corrective: Perikles, trapped in an argument by the young Alkibiades, says,
‘We were clever at that kind of argument when I was young!” Robert Louis Stevenson,
as an Edinburgh student in the 1870s, was a founder-member of a society whose

declared purpose was to reject all the values of the older generation.
3¢ The boundary between the new and the old may be different in different arts; in
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respects also at a time of privation and peril. That generalized contrast
comes to the fore in the parabasis, where the difference between old
and new political leadership is compared to the difference between
the traditional silver coinage of Athens and the newly minted bronze
coinage (718-37; cf. 890 «dupa awév, of Euripides’ deities).
Aeschylus’ generation defeated the Persian invasion and created the
empire. Euripides’ generation had experienced a critical loss of
power, wealth, and population, and had come to a point at which one
decisive naval battle could not only deprive the Athenians of their
remaining empire but endanger the continued existence of Athens
herself.

Looked at from the standpoint of tragedy, Euripides’ generation
took over neatly from Aeschylus’ in 455, the year in which Euripides
first competed, because Aeschylus had died at some time during the
previous two years. Hence it was understandable that by Aristo-
phanes’ time Aeschylus had become a symbol of Athenian power,
wealth, and success, Euripides a symbol of decline. When Pheidip-
pides in Clouds refuses to sing Simonides, Strepsiades grudgingly
offers him the alternative of a recitation from Aeschylus (Nu. 1363-5;
he does not say ‘Sophocles’). Dikaiopolis in Ach. g—11 speaks of sitting
in the theatre expecting Aeschylus (again, he does not say ‘Soph-
ocles’), and of his disappointment when Theognis was put on instead.
That passage of Acharnians explains Ra. 868, ‘My tragedies have not
died with me’, and the two together confirm the statement of Vita
Aesch. 12 that a decree passed after the death of Aeschylus authorized
the continued production of his plays. This fact is of great importance
for Frogs; it means that for the audience the contest is not between a
familiar style and a style known only to the oldest generation and a
small number of people who read texts, but between two styles which
were both put to the test in the contemporary theatre.’’

It is not unlikely that a large part of the audience of Frogs was
induced by the second half of the play to give at least temporary assent
to the vovfesia implicit in its outcome. Since Aeschylus’ career
coincided with the great days of old, an error of logic which people

popular perception nowadays ‘modern art’ goes back a great deal further than ‘modern
music’.

*7 On the revivals of Aeschylus cf. R. Cantarella, WdF 87 (1974) (= RAL 362 (1965)
363-81) 412 f,, and on the Oresteia in particular H.-J. Newiger, Hermes 89 (1961) 427-30.
The data on the considerable extent of Aeschylean reminiscences, allusions, and
parody in Old Comedy are presented by Becker.
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find irresistible at a time of uncertainty and self-criticism could easily
generate a belief that revival of Aeschylus would cause a revival of the
great days of old. That causal sequence is implied by the parting
injunction to Aeschylus (1501) kai o@le m6Aw m™jv sjuerépav. Such
assent, however, does not seem to have lasted long. In the fourth
century it was Euripidean drama, not Aeschylean, which increasingly
enjoyed the prestige of revival.

2. Literary Criticism and Popular Culture

The terms in which the contending poets criticize each other’s work
are derived from nine different sources, and strands from all of these
are interwoven in the second half of the play. They are:

(1) The long-standing treatment of tragedy as a subject of comedy*?

() by parody,

(b) by presenting on stage tragic poets (alive or dead) or
personifications of Poetry or Music.

(2) The tradition of describing language, poetry, and song meta-
phorically,

(a) in serious poetry, long before any extant comedies,

(b) in comedy, with a characteristically comic tendency to
exploit whatever concrete details are suggested by the
metaphor.

(3) The study of language by the sophists.
(4) Interest in the language and techniques of oratory

() as manifested in rhetorical handbooks and teaching,

(b) among people concerned with politics and lawsuits, includ-
ing those concerned only as jurors or members of the
assembly.

(s) The study of poetry by the sophists.

(6) What ordinary people said about the language and technique of
the plays they had seen.

(7) Popular views of the moral and social effects of tragedy.

(8) Anecdotes about Aeschylus and other poets of the older
generation.

(9) The known views of Euripides.

33 W. W. Baker, HS? 15 (1904) 121~240, gives a full survey of the references in comedy
to serious poetry known up to that date.
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(1)(a) Parody of tragedy is a constant feature of Aristophanic comedy.
Sometimes it is extensive, e.g. Ach. 497-556 (~ E. Telephos), Th. 855—
919 (~ E. Helen, a scene in which the technique of parody can be
followed in rewarding detail),® ibid. 1016~1135 (~ E. Andromeda). Th.
101-29, a parody of Agathon, may or may not be aimed at one
particular play of his. More often a motif, a short passage, a line, or a
phrase is taken from tragedy; thanks to the labour and learning of
Hellenistic commentators, we can often identify the source,* but
there remain many cases in which we cannot, and in the majority of
such cases it may well be that Aristophanes is simply composing for
humorous purposes in a style easily recognized by the audience as
tragic—by virtue of its vocabulary, syntax, and paucity of resolved long
syllables—without any specific original in mind. Parody serves more
than one purpose. Comic effect is achieved by implied analogy
between the fate of mythical heroes and the domestic misfortunes of
characters who do not generate profound pity or fear in us. Incon-
gruity of style, the combination of elevated poetry with colloquial
vulgarity, is essentially funny.*! In addition, parody, especially in con-
junction with exaggeration, may carry with it an invitation to the
audience to regard the original itself as an artistic failure; the invented
Aeschylean and Euripidean lyrics in Frogs exemplify this aspect of
parody. The understanding of such implicit criticism, however, calls
for much hard work, and we cannot take it for granted that we have
always identified what exactly was funny to Aristophanes’ audience
and why it was funny. We need help from explicit ancient criticism,
and that is what Frogs, to an exceptional degree, offers us.

() We know that it was by no means the only play in which poetry
was treated as a topic of comedy, and it is highly probable that it was
not even the first in which a contrast was drawn between Aeschylean
and later tragedy. The relevant plays are:

(i) Thesmophoriazusae, produced in 411,* contains not only a parody
of the lyrics of Agathon (101-29) but an introductory proclamation by
his slave (39-57), including a highly figurative passage on the composi-
tion of poetry (52—7, cf. 67—9), and philistine comment from the Old
Man (45-100, 130—75), against which Agathon defends himself.

% Cf. Rau 53-65.
% Rau 185-212 lists all the passages of tragic parody in Aristophanes.
4 Cf. AC 73-6.

2 A. H. Sommerstein, JHS 97 (1977) 113-26, states the arguments for 410 but rightly
gives precedence to the case for 411.
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(ii) Aristophanes’ Gerytades. Fr. 156 shows that a delegation of poets
went to the underworld, but it does not reveal whether their journey
fell within the action of the play or preceded it. If fr. 591, a commentary
on a play of Aristophanes (that it was his is shown by 65 f. kai év rois
"Opviow . .. &eyev), is a commentary on Gerytades, the lemma 85 f.
T]9v Saiuov’ fv dviyayov eis miv [d]yopav dywv iSpiowpar Boi
suggests that its theme was the rescue of Poetry, comparable with the
rescue of Peace by Trygaios.

(iii) A play entitled Poiesis was generally ascribed to Aristophanes,
though there was an alternative ascription to Archippos (PCG iii.2 T1
59). PYale 1625, identifiable as a fragment of Poiesis by its inclusion
(4 f.) of fr. 451 K (assigned to Poiesis by Priscian), points to a situation
in which Poetry herself has withdrawn from the world and has to be
induced to return.®

(iv) Aristophanes fr. 696,* according to Ath. 21 F, gives us Aeschy-
lus speaking of his own choreography (motei T6v AioxvAov Aéyovra
«7A.), and this is followed (xai mdAw) by someone who recalls seeing
the chorus dancing in Phryges and makes a comment like that made by
Dionysos in Ra. 1028 f.

(v) Aristophanes fr. 720 speaks of ‘darkness since the death of
Aeschylus’.

(vi) Pherekrates in Krapataloi fr. 100 represented Aeschylus himself
(so ZV" Pax 749) as saying domis (y’ add. Porson) adrois mapédwra
(Porson: -ke codd.) Téxvnv peydAny é€oikodourjoas.

(vii) Pherekrates ft. 155 (from Cheiron) is a long speech by Mousike,
complaining of her maltreatment by Melanippides, Kinesias (cf. Av.
1373-1409, Ra. 153), Phrynis (cf. Nu. g71), and Timotheos.*

(viii) The Muses of Phrynichos competed with Frogs at the Lenaia of
405. Of the surviving citations, one (fr. 32) is an encomiastic
apostrophe to the dead Sophocles and another (fr. 33) is an instruction
to someone on how to vote for acquittal or condemnation. Were there
(as Meineke was inclined to think) two plays at the same festival

4 Ed. pr. S. A. Stephens, Papyri. . . edited. . . in honour of Eric Gardner Turner (Oxford,
1981) 23 f;; Lloyd-Jones ii. 4-6. For the notion that a deity may forsake mankind in
disgust cf. Aidos and Nemesis in Hesiod’s threat (Op. 197-200) and Dike in Aratos
Phaen. 114-36.

4 ‘558 K’ in Kaibel’s Athenaios ad loc., but actually 677 K.

45 The speech carries a humorous charge throughout, because its musical terms
admit of sexual meanings also; cf. E. K. Borthwick, Hermes 96 (1968) 60—73, and
on other aspects of the passage D. Restani, Rivista Italiana di Musicologia 18 (1983)

139-92.
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portraying a contest between poets, and, if so, was this just a co-
incidence, or prompted by the death of Euripides in conjunction with
signs of rapid physical deterioration in Sophocles, or did one comic
poet learn of the other’s intention and decide on a direct challenge? If
Sophocles did not actually die until late in 406, it would not have been
easy for Phrynichos, starting only then, to pit Sophocles against
Euripides in an underworld contest; and even if he did manage it, it is
remarkable that nothing cited from the play about Sophocles—except
fr. 32, the tenor of which (it is a paxapiguds) is far from indicating the
presence of Sophocles as a character in the play—has come through
into biographical anecdotes or into the scholia on Frogs. We should
not make too much of fr. 33, for which a wide variety of contexts can be
imagined.

(ix) Phrynichos’ Tragoidoi or Apeleutheroi (Su ¢ 763): fr. 56 is airiav
Eyew movnpos elvar v Téxvyv, and fr. 58 mj Siabéoel TV émav.

(x) Plato Com. fr. 138 (from Skeuai) contrasts modern choral
dancing unfavourably with the older style.

(xi) In Plato’s Lakonians or Poets (Su 7 1708) the speaker of fr. 6g is
someone who quarries massive grjuara; the immediate context being
unknown, we must reckon with the possibility that the reference is to
oratory, not poetry. Fr. 70 is spoken by someone who claims to be a
soul returning (dwjxew) from the dead, but it has a humorous tone
somewhat suggestive of Ach. 45-8 and may not be central to the play.

(xii) Plato wrote a comedy called Poietes, but none of the extant
citations from it concerns poetry.

Apart from Thesmophoriazusae and Phrynichos’ Muses, these plays
are not datable. Plato’s Poietes could be later than Frogs; the name
‘Sebinos’, occurring in it (fr. 125), is known to us from Ra. 431 and E.
980. On the other hand, Pherekrates’ work as a whole, including
Krapataloi, is likely to have been earlier than Frogs, because Phere-
krates won his first victory at the Dionysia as early as 438/7 and his
first at the Lenaia before Hermippos, Phrynichos, and Eupolis (PCG
vii. 102 f.). His fr. 64 (from ‘Imvés 4 Ilavwuyis), one of the very few
citations from him to offer any clue as to date, seems to be earlier than
415/14, since it refers to Pulytion’s house as mortgaged, and Pulytion
fled into exile in that year, his property being forfeit to the state.*

* So, rightly, A. H. Sommerstein, CONs 36 (1986) 105 f.; P. Geissler, Chronologie der
altattischen Komédie (2nd edn., Zurich, 1969) 52 f., and MacDowell on Andocides i. 12
draw the opposite conclusion.
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However, we still do not know whether Pherekrates was the first
actually to bring the ghost of Aeschylus on to the comic stage, because
the date of the play from which Ar. fr. 6¢6 is drawn is not known. The
motif of summoning the ghosts of great men of the past was central to
the Demoi of Eupolis, which was certainly earlier than Frogs.¥’ From
the standpoint of religious belief there is a difference between a
véxvia, in which ghosts are called up, and a xardBaats, in which a
living person goes down to the underworld itself to meet them, but so
far as concerns what the ghost does and says on stage the difference is
not important.

The upshot of these data is that the many virtues of Frogs do not
include originality of concept.

(2)(a) The poets of Old Comedy were familiar with a serious tradition
in which a wide range of metaphor was applied to the poet’s task:*
Pindar ‘opens the gates of song’ (O. 6. 27), fires ‘shafts’ (O. 1. 112, 2.
go f,, L 5. 47 £.), journeys in the ‘chariot of the Muses’ (0. 1. 110, P. 10.
65, 1. 8. 61, Paean 7b. 13 f.), makes a city blaze with song like fire (O. 9.
21 f), ‘weaves’ a poem (mAéxew O. 6. 86, cf. N. 4. 94; vdaivew fr. 179, cf.
Bacch. 5. 9, 19. 8), ‘constructs’ it like a carpenter (P. 3. 113 é€ éméwv . . .
réxToves ola godol fjppuooav), and recommends Hieron to ‘forge’ his
own utterances on an anvil (P. 1. 87). Hesiod too uses the expression
pdavres doidijv, an image embedded in the word gayhwdds.

(5) Some of these metaphors reappear in comedy (e.g. Kratinos fr.
70 TéxToves evmaddpwy Suvwr)® and percolate into colourful prose
(e.g. Demokritos B21 “Ounpos ... éméwv «kdouov érexmivato
mavroiwv). Others, not necessarily prominent in serious poetry, are
more fully exploited in comedy. Dithyrambic poets, for example, are
associated with flying: Kinesias in Av. 1372—1409 is the most obvious
case (cf. Ra. 1437 £.), Trygaios in Pax 827-31 speaks of seeing the souls
of dithyrambic poets roaming the sky ‘looking for preludes’, and the
same notion is developed in Nu. 335-8, where douatoxdumra: are

47 Anecdotes about the death of Eupolis at sea (PCG v. 295) offer different dates and
locations, but it seems clear that no plays by him were recorded in the didaskaliai for the
last few years of the war (cf. I. C. Storey, Phoenix 44 (1990) 4—7).

8 For the data cf. Taillardat 280, 438 f., G. Lanata, Poetica pre-platonica (Florence,
1963) 40-103 and Harriott (1969) 57—97.

4 Cf. Ugolini 261—4. D. Miiller, in V. Reinhardt etal. (eds.), Musa Iocosa (Hildesheim/
New York, 1974) 49—41, argues that comic metaphor in speaking of literature is a
deliberate exaggeration of the figurative language used by people with pretensions to
literary acumen; see, however, pp. 32—5 below.
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preoccupied with clouds, birds, and storms. Possibly this is rooted in
the poem of Anakreon (PMG 378) which ‘Kinesias’ quotes in Av. 1372,
dvaméropar 84 mpos "Olvumov, reinforced by the idea that a person
celebrated in poetry ‘flies’ over humankind (Theognis 237—40, Pi. P. 5.
114, 8. 34) and by the analogy between a bee gathering nectar and a
poet putting a poem together from words and ideas (Pi. Paean 6. 59, Ar.
Av. 748-51). Its relevance to Frogs is the way in which it illustrates the
comic propensity to exploit an isolated metaphor taken from serious
poetry.’® At least one other metaphor, the ‘weight’ of a verse or phrase,
on which Ra. 1365-1410 turn, although foreshadowed in Eg. 628
kpnuvods épeidwv, Nu. 1367 kppuvomoiév and the ywviaia pripara of
Plato Com. fr. 69, seems to be a novelty whose roots in the metaphor of
serious poetry are obscure. We need therefore to look outside the
comic tradition for some, at any rate, of the ingredients of Frogs, and to
ask not only whether a critical terminology had already taken shape by
405 but also at what cultural level it was used.

(3) The detailed analysis of language deployed in 1119—g7 affords one
clue. Meaning, definition, and correct diction (3pfoémeia, dpOéms
dvoudtwy, dpBém)s pnudrwr) were a major interest of many fifth-
century intellectuals, notably Kratylos (P1. Cra. 383 A, 430 D), Prodikos
(Chrm. 163 B-D, Cra. 383 B, Euthd. 277, La. 197D, Prt. 337 C, 340 A,
Arist. Top. 112°22, cf. Pl. Prt. 341 B, Meno 75 E) and Protagoras (Cra.
391 BC, Phdr. 2677 ¢, Arist. Rhet. 1407°6, Soph. EL 173°17).%! The discus-
sion of kAvew drovoar and fkw . .. kai katépyouar in Ra. 115176
exemplifies the kind of thing on which these sophists pronounced.
Such material, together with the grammatical ‘rationalization’ of
language, is satirized in Nu. 658-93.52 Definition was (as it still is) the
activity of an intellectual minority (cf. Pl. Chrm. 163 D), and an indica-
tion that it was so regarded at the time of Frogs is provided by
Dionysos’ reaction (1169) to the distinction between sjxw and karép-
xopac: ‘T don’t understand what you’re talking about’.5?

% On this matter, of fundamental importance for the understanding of Old Comedy,
cf. Newiger (1957), and on Ach. 66575, where a scene of cooking and feasting is con-
jured up from the invocation of the ‘blazing’ Muse of the Acharnian charcoal-burners,
Harriott (1969) 74 f.

' Cf. C.J. Classen in WdF 187 (1976) 215-47 (= PACA 2 (1959) 33-49). Among the
titles of works attributed to Demokritos there are four (B18a, 18b, 25b, 26a) concerned
with aspects of language, but we have only the scantiest information (B2s, 142) on their
content. 52 Cf. L. Radermacher, RhM 60 (1914) 89-94.

53 Harriott (1969) 156 f.
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(4)(a) dpboémera had considerable relevance to oratory. Persuasive
speaking was, after all, an essential accomplishment for anyone who
hoped to influence communal decisions even at local level or to obtain
justice and avoid penalty in the courts—and, incidentally, an accom-
plishment sanctioned by tradition as complementary to the skill of the
warrior, as Wrong in Nu. 1056 f. correctly (though disingenuously)
observes. The Aéywv réxvn on which Prodikos prided himself (Pl.
Phdr. 267 B) will have offered guidance to speakers rather than poets.
We could infer the scale of practical interest in oratory from the plot of
Clouds even without the abundant testimony of Plato and Aristotle on
the activities of Teisias, Korax, and the sophists of the late fifth
century.’* One attested application of theoretical dpfoémeia to the
oratory of the courtroom is the distinction between onueiov and
rexpuipiov which Antiphon (unsuccessfully) propounded év mj méxvy
(Ammon. Diff. 127); reference to Antiphon’s réyva. pnropicai is made
also in [Plu.] Vit. X Or. 832 £ and Longinus (Rhet. Gr. Spengel) I 318. o.
Ar. fr. 205 (from Bangqueters, produced in 427)*° is relevant in this
connection: it gives us an argument between father and son, in which
the father attributes certain words of his son’s to ‘Lysistratos’, ‘the
prTopes’ (i.e. prominent political speakers, not ‘rhetoricians’), ‘Alkibi-
ades’, and ‘the ovvijyopo.’ (cf. Ach. 685, 715), apostrophizes Thrasy-
machos (who was indeed a rhetorician, Pl. Phdr. 2714), and
characterizes one of the young man’s utterances as teparteverar, a
word applied also in Egq. 627 to an oratorical blast from Kleon.

(b) Eq. 1375-80 suggest that a fashionable critical language had
taken shape by 424 in the discussion which political and forensic
speeches could provoke: young men év 7¢) uvpw are represented there
as talking (orwuvAeirac; cf. p. 22) about an acquittal of Phaiax, and as
creating six words ending in -wds for the purpose. Plainly this
fashionable language was highbrow enough to be ridiculed by old
Demos, adopting a conventional view of young men who are too inter-
ested in politics and litigation. At the same time, it should be noted
that -.kés was not, as is commonly asserted,*® a morpheme favoured

% The data are in L. Radermacher, Artium Scriptores (= SAWW ccxxvii. 3 (1951)) 11—
52, 66—76, 79-81, 102-20.

55 Discussed by A. C. Cassio, Aristofane, Banchettanti (Pisa, 1977) 43—9, 93 f., and
V. Tammaro, Mus. Crit. 15—-17 (1980—2) 101-6.

% So C. W. Peppler, A7Ph 31 (1910) 430, ‘Philosophy is the peculiar sphere of these
adjectives in -ikés and their adverbs’, and A. N. Ammann, IKOZX bei Platon (Freiburg,
Schw. 1953) 264-6, both founding their view on the flowering of the suffix in Plato (to
whom one should add Archytas and Philolaos).
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by the fifth-century sophists and philosophers, but very p_roductive in
the language of Athenian administration and technology®’ and greatly
exploited by the comic poets from Kratinos onwards, more often
sharing in the fashion and enjoying it than making fun of it, e.g. Ar. V.
1276 yewporexvikwrdTovs, 1280 OupocodioTikdTaTov, 1284 vovfu-

OTIKWS.

(5) Tt would be surprising if a preoccupation with precision of
language in oratory did not extend to criticism of poetry, and Pl. Prs.
339 A indicates that it did. Protagoras is represented there as declaring
naideias péyiarov uépos elvas mepi émayv Sewdv eivar and as defining
this Sewdéms as the ability to understand ra 76 1dv mouyr@v Aeys-
weva . . . @ te 6pfis memoinTar kai & wi and to know how to SeAeiv
(‘define’, ‘distinguish’, ‘classify’) in a way which can be expounded and
defended. Socrates and Protagoras then proceed (339 A-3474) to
discuss passages of Simonides, a discussion which entails distinguish-
ing between eiva: and yevéofa: and between Sewds and yadewds; in
the course of it we encounter the phrase dpfds Siaipeiv (341 C), which
reminds us of Nu. 742, where Strepsiades is urged to think of a way out
of his troubles pfws Siaipdv kai axomdv, perhaps a catch-phrase (cf.
English ‘It depends what you mean by ...) of sophistic teaching.
Independent evidence for Protagoras as a critic of poetry is provided
by Arist. Po. 1456°15, on the fault he found with the imperative
addressed to the Muse in the first line of the Iliad.® Exegesis of
Homer had a long history in the fifth century, as we see from the refer-
ence to Stesimbrotos, Glaukon, and Metrodoros in Pl. Jon 530 ¢, and
Demokritos wrote On Homer (B20—5). The description of Aeschylus’
Seven against Thebes as Spdpa "Apews peorév (Ra. 1021) was taken from
Gorgias—unless he took it from Aristophanes®®—and Gorgias also
made some interesting observations on the ‘deception’ essential to
tragedy (B23) and the effects of poetry on its audience (B11. g); but as
this last passage is only incidental to the theme of its context,’! the

57 Cf. Dover (1987) 39 f.

8 Cf. D. Fehling, RhkM 108 (1965) 212—17 and C. P. Segal, RAM 113 (1970) 158—62.

% Arist. Po. 1461°22 and Soph. El. 1661 cite critical comments on the text of Homer by
Hippias of Thasos. The judgement of Pfeiffer 45 that ‘there is no reason why he should
be assigned to the fifth century’ is too dismissive, since a fifth-century Hippias of
Thasos was killed by the Thirty Tyrants in 404/3 (Lys. xiii. 54, 61). Once again, there are
tantalizing titles among the works ascribed to Demokritos (B15c, 16a, 25a) and very little
information on what he said.

A possibility entertained by Pfeiffer 46.
1 Cf. Sicking 120.
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persuasive power of language, the same may have been true of B23 and
B24. The evidence falls far short of demonstrating that a work on
tragic poetry by Gorgias (or anyone else) underlies the contest in Frogs.
There do not seem to have been any réxvar moinrikai to match the
Téxva pnropucai.®? Sophists and rhetoricians were inclined to regard
poetry as working upon the emotions in comparatively simple ways
which did not merit the respect due to oratory.**

(6) The distance between intellectual and ordinary discourse must
always have varied according to the subject-matter. Scientific specula-
tion on the anatomy of insects or the deep structure of the physical
universe could easily be dismissed as irrelevant to the experience of
the good citizen and therefore ridiculous. But tragedy was part of the
ordinary citizen’s experience, and we cannot imagine that when
people went home from the theatre they communicated their opinions
to one another only in inarticulate grunts of approval and disapproval.
They must have said something; what did they say, and in what terms
did they express it? Because the subject was the same for the most
sophisticated connoisseur and the most insensitive boor, we would
not expect to find any two people at exactly the same point on the scale
between those two poles.** The terminology of criticism, including
metaphors and similes which might have an obvious appeal and catch
on, must have percolated in varying degrees from those who cared a
great deal about poetry, through those who gave it less attention, down
to those who gave it hardly any. For that reason it is unwise to assume,
when we find words used in the appraisal of poetry both by
Aristophanes and by the literary critics of the Hellenistic period, that
they already constituted a technical terminology in 405, let alone that

2 Su ¢ 815 attributes to Sophocles a work On the Chorus, but no one else ever
mentions it, and its authenticity must be suspect.

3 Cf. B. Tsirimbas, Die Stellung der Sophistik zur Poesie im Sten und gten Jahrhundert bis zu
Isokrates (Munich, 1936) 34 f. Plato’s Socrates in Prt. 347 C treats the discussion of poetic
texts as unworthy of intelligent people; cf. Hipp. Mi. 365 cp. Plato’s Protagoras (Prt.
318 E) contrasts education in povoukij (among other réxva:) as inferior to the sophistic
education which confers esBovAia mepi Tav olkeiwy . . . kai mepi Tis méAews.

4 Nowadays those members of an audience who savour an allusion to Stesichoros do
not as a rule wrinkle their noses at jokes about farting and leave it to the ‘groundlings’ to
guffaw. In Rémer’s time they were expected to do so, and perhaps actually did; hence
the sharpness of his distinction (8o f., justly criticized by P. Walcot, GER Ns 18 [1971]
36 £., 46 f.) between different strata in the audience. It is not, however, insignificant that
Aristophanes does not boast of his own physiological humour, but decries it—artfully in
Ra. 1-20, polemically in Nu. 537-42, Pax 741-8—and always with the (less than honest)
suggestion that his rivals fall back on it through lack of wit and imagination.



THE CONTEST OF AESCHYLUS AND EURIPIDES 33

they originated in sophistic treatises. Frogs itself, in conjunction with
those other comedies which used tragic poetry as material for humour,
must be reckoned among the determinants of the language of later
literary criticism.®

Consider the famous anecdote about Sophocles in Ion of Chios
(FGrHist 392 F6). At a dinner-party on Chios the presence of a very
handsome young male slave prompts Sophocles to quote a phrase
from Phrynichos, to which a literal-minded schoolmaster takes excep-
tion, and Sophocles flattens him by citing instances of poetic licence
in the use of colour-terms from Simonides and Pindar. Neither
Sophocles nor, presumably, the schoolmaster was a ‘sophist’, and if
we claim to see ‘sophistic’ influence whenever any fifth-century Greek
expresses a critical opinion about anything we are rendering the
category ‘sophistic’ useless. There is abundant evidence that in pre-
literate cultures the composition of songs is a process in which discus-
sion and criticism, often passionate, play an important part—and
inevitably so, because any aesthetic reaction implies preference, and
preference implies criticism.® Is anyone prepared to say that the con-
versation described in lon fr. 6 was impossible in the Bronze Age? I,
for one, am not.

% Radermacher 257 f., 304 f. draws attention to passages of Dionysius of Halicarnas-
sus, and Taillardat 467 f. lists correspondences which, he says, ‘cannot be due to
coincidence’. Few of them, however, are anything like correspondences; e.g. Aristotle’s
Bapvs (can the reference be to Rhet. 1391°28?) has nothing to do with the Bdpos of Ra.
941. Pohlenz (162) persuaded himself that Gorgias composed a ‘comparison of
Aeschylus and Euripides’ to which Aristophanes was indebted. For detailed criticism of
Radermacher and Pohlenz cf. Sicking 113-35 and D. L. Clayman, WSt~s 11 (1977)
26-34.

J. D. Denniston, CQ 21 (1927) 113~21 argues on similar lines to Radermacher, but
more diffidently, and draws attention particularly to Luc. Rhet. Praec. 23 (sc. 5 yAdrra)
yovipwTrépa yevéolw ~ Ra. gb—9 yovpos mouymis, a term which puzzles Herakles and
requires further explanation by Dionysos. Lucian was very familiar with Aristophanes,
and in a context which proceeds from generalizations about discreditable uses of the
tongue and ends specifically with oral sex it is understandable that he should think of
yévueos. The possibility that yéviuos was a fashionable term at the end of the fifth
century nevertheless remains open. In Pl. Phdr. 234 E dxpiBdss ékaora tdv dvopudrwy
dmoTerépvevrar a contribution of comic metaphor (cf. Th. 52~7, Ra. 819, 881, go1b) to
the language of colourful prose is at least as probable as the hypothesis that Aristo-
phanes and Plato drew independently on a battery of established technical terms.
W. Wimmel, Kallimachos in Rom (= Einzelschr. 16 (Wiesbaden, 1960)) 115, gives an
interesting list of passages of Frogs which are (in varying degrees) similar to passages of
the Aitia prologue, but it is not surprising if two people talking about similar things use
similar words. The classification of words as ‘technical terms’ can easily get out of hand,
as in R. Turasiewicz, Eos 74 (1986) 205-16, where even doreios is so treated.

% Cf. Ruth Finnegan, Oral Poetry (Cambridge, 1977) 82f, 85f. (on collective
composition and mutual criticism), 189 f. (on apprenticeship and testing).
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This does not in the least imply that all Athenians were perceptive
critics of poetry, but only that some were, and that they exchanged
opinions. The median level of culture is not easily assessed. The
frequency with which identifiable passages of tragedy are parodied
tells us little; Aristophanes does not set the audience an examination
of the type ‘Give the context of . . ., but tries to amuse simultaneously
anyone who remembers the original and anyone who does not. Many
members of the audience will have seen the tragedies which he
parodies, and he will naturally have given prominence to passages
which he knew had made the deepest impression and passed into
circulation as catch-phrases or as wise or shocking sayings.’” The fact
that an audience can be alerted to parody by language and rhythm and
probably also by pose, stance, gesture, and style of declamation made
his task much easier. People tend to be pleased by the assumption that
they know a little more than they know in fact, and it is easy enough to
take one’s cue from a neighbour and laugh when he does. Even so, the
choral song 1109-18, immediately before the criticism of opening
lines, encourages the audience, in a strain of rather laboured jocular-
ity, to believe that what is to follow will not be ‘above their heads’;
‘they’re all old soldiers’, says the chorus, ‘and every one of them’s got a
book.” It is, however, above Dionysos’ head at one point (1169, cf.
p. 29), and in that sense, at any rate, ‘Aeschylus, Euripides, Dionysos
and the chorus practise literary criticism; their author, through them,
criticizes criticism’.® Line 1114, which does, after all, say ‘a book’, not
‘a library’, reflects a culture in which possession of a book deserves
remark, and we can imagine that ‘But a friend of mine saw it in a

7 Cf. Rémer 67, Harriott (1962) 5, L. Woodbury, TAPhA 106 (1976) 353-6.

8 Cf. Harriott (1969) 148. &xew and xexmjobfa. overlap (e.g. V. 1440 vovv dv elxes
nAeiova ~ Ec. 747 voiv dAiyov kekmuévos), but they are not synonymous (as Pl. The.
197 B explains with admirable lucidity), and it is fair to say that if we found in a frag-
mentary text ‘everyone in the audience, [...] &wv’, we would expect the missing noun
to denote an object which everyone had with him (or a bodily part, an item of clothing, a
trait of character, an attitude, sentiment, etc.; Dn.). Prima facie, therefore, the possible
connotations of BiBAiov &xwv are (i) ‘having a written copy of this play with him’, (a)
because it was on sale before the performance, or (4) if the words belong to the second
production, because copies of the first version had been on sale; (ii) ‘having an exeget-
ical commentary on the play with him’; (iii) ‘having a treatise on tragic poetry with him’;
and (iv) ‘having with him a book (sc. for reading before the plays began, or between
plays)’, something which marks the man as an intellectual. Of these, (ii) does not sound
much like the late fifth century, while (i) and (iii) would not much help a slow-witted
spectator to pavfdvew ra 8efid unless he had read them, and thought about them, before
the occasion. (iv) is more promising; but in any case we cannot press the distinction

between éxew and xexkmjofa: too hard, in view of the expression oxijnrpa xai fpévovs
éew in S. OC 425, 1354.
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book? might be used in the course of an argument. The disparaging
reference to books (not to any particular books) as material used by
Euripides (g43), together with Ar. fr. 490, ‘corrupted by a book, or by
Prodikos or some gabbler’, indicates that there were people who held
out against ‘book-culture’. However, it is clear that Frogs was
produced at a time when the dissemination of books was increasing
rapidly. Eupolis fr. 327 is our earliest reference to a book-market, P1.
Ap. 26 DE speaks of a book by Anaxagoras as easily purchasable, and at
the same time BiBAomdAys, ‘bookseller’, is attested in comedy (e.g.
Theopompos fr. 77K, Aristomenes fr. g K). Some people who
received secondary education read books (cf. Xen. Smp. 4. 27), and
those who were really interested went on to collect and read more, as
Dionysos himself professes to have read Andromeda (52 f.), but just
how many of the audience of Frogs actually possessed a dramatic,
philosophical, or historical text is a matter on which estimates differ
greatly.s’

The emphasis laid in 799-801 on the measurement of poetry by
builders’ instruments, given the existing tradition of metaphor
(p. 28), is a promise raising the expectation that we shall see high-
brow chat about poetry ridiculed and brought down to earth; the
promise can safely be broken when we have been lured into the area
which Aristophanes prefers to explore. Conversely, the readiness of
Euripides to submit to scrutiny of 7a vevpa mjs Tpaywdias (862)
makes a promise to the more sophisticated which probably (but see n.
ad loc.) is broken in the interests of the less.” Aristophanes took a
calculated risk (as he well knew from his experience with Clouds),
tacking all the time between the subtle and the crude. Frogs gives us a
good idea of the boundaries within which he had to tack.”

(7) One aspect of tragedy which will certainly have figured in what the
audience said about it is the moral aspect. Shocking incidents in a play
make a deep impression, and can sometimes override other reactions
(cf. pp. 17 £); and an audience may also ‘fall in love with’ a character or
be ‘inspired’ by him or her. Plato represents Protagoras (Prt.

* Cf. R6mer 64.

® On Athenian literacy in general cf. E. G. Turner, Athenian Books in the Fifth and
Fourth Centuries (2nd edn., London, 1978), W. B. Sedgwick, C&M g (1947) 1-9,
L. Woodbury, TAPhA 106 (1976) 353-6, W.V. Harris, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge,
Mass., 1989) ch. 4.

' The weighing of verses is a simple-minded business by comparison with the agon,
as Erbse (1975) 54 observes.
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325 E-6 A) as describing how teachers make boys learn poetry contain-
ing ‘much admonition . .. and praise of good men of old, so that the
boy may emulate them and strive to be like them’ (cf. Ra. 1022, 1026,
1041 f.). This is not a sophist’s prescription, but a statement of con-
temporary practice, and when poetry is used educationally in the
service of morality it is to be expected that people would readily judge
a play in the first instance by the good and bad examples it sets and the
uplifting or dangerous thoughts which the characters utter. Judge-
ments of that kind will have been expressed more commonly, and
more vehemently, by the less sophisticated members of the audience,
and it was prudent on Aristophanes’ part to engage attention and
sympathy by dealing with the moral effects of tragedy in the formal
agon before going on to techniques.”

(8) The anonymous Lives of Aeschylus and Sophocles contain anec-
dotes about them, some of which reflect their alleged views on tragic
poetry. It is possible that all those anecdotes are fiction, but that is not
to say that they are fabrications of a later age. Some twenty years
before Frogs Ion of Chios and Stesimbrotos of Thasos put into circula-
tion many anecdotes about eminent Athenians of their own and the
previous generations,”® and we see from Ion frr. 6, 22, and 23 that
Aeschylus and Sophocles were included among the eminent. It is a fair
inference from Ar. V. 1174—96 that narrative involving famous men was
a staple element of conversation,” and a reasonable conclusion that
anecdotes about Aeschylus were in circulation in the second half of
the fifth century and therefore available to Aristophanes if he wished
to use them in constructing an Aeschylus who would conform to
popular perceptions.

(9) Euripides must be presumed, during the forty-odd years before his
departure (not all of which were spent in a cave on Salamis)” to have
conversed with quite a lot of people about tragedy, and about his own

72 Ugolini 259-91, noting an increasing sophistication from 425 to 405 in Aristo-
phanes’ treatment of serious poetry, reminds us that the spectators of Frogs were not
identical with their fathers; cf. K. Holzinger, JAW 116 (1903) 171.

3 Cf. Dover (1988) 8 f., 46 f. " Cf.ibid. 9.

5 On the alleged Svoouidia of Euripides, of which there is no hint in comedy, cf.
P.T. Stevens, JHS 76 (1956) 87-94, where the legend is satisfactorily demolished.
Euripides’ most probable motive in going to Magnesia and then Macedonia in 408/7
was that he judged (correctly) that Athens was going to lose the war, and he preferred to
be elsewhere when that happened (cf. 952 f. n.).
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tragedies in particular. What he said will not only have been familiar
to Aristophanes but will also have been disseminated, sometimes
properly understood, sometimes misunderstood, among people who
were only intermittently concerned with poetry. That is the obvious
source of the criticisms of Aeschylean tragedy expressed in go7 ff., and
of the arguments—not attested in other treatments of tragedy’®—by
which Euripidean tragedy is defended in 948-52 and 959—61. An even
more public source of information on Euripides’ view of Aeschylus is
his parody, in EL 487-546, of A. Cho. 164-234, the recognition of
Orestes by hair, footprint, and cloth.”” His target there is precisely the
naivety, the intellectual contempt for the audience, which he criticizes
in Aeschylus in gog f. and by implication in g71—9.

To sum up: 11191248, introduced by the reassuring stanza 1109—18,
and marked by the phrase mjs dpdmros Tév émdv (1181) and by
Dionysos’ bewilderment when the difference between two near-
synonyms is explained to him (116g), parodies and by implication
ridicules sophistic interest in dpfoémeia. All else is derived from the
comic tradition,” anecdotes about poets, and ordinary discourse in a
community in which the dramatic festivals were a shared and welcome
experience.

IV. DIONYSOS

In the last year or two of his life Euripides composed Bacchae, in which
Dionysos, in the form of a sleek and sinister human endowed with
miraculous powers, wreaks fearful vengeance on the ruling house of
Thebes. The play was not produced until after the poet’s death; how
long after, we do not know. Conceivably, on the same occasion as
Frogs, or two months later, at the City Dionysia; but it should be noted
that nearly five years elapsed between the death of Sophocles and his

' Pohlenz 157 rightly observes the unusual nature of Euripides’ claim (971—g) in
respect of ‘domestic economy’, a claim directly opposed to that of Protagoras in P1. Prt.
318 E (n. 63 above).

7 Cf. Lloyd-Jones i. 335—47 (and 198, on E. Pho. 751 £.). The hypothesis of Bshme and
Fraenkel that Euripides’ Electra contains an interpolated satire on a passage inter-
polated in Choephori rested on unrealistic assumptions about Athenian attitudes to
tragic drama.

™ At the same time, Nu. 65893 had already created a place for satire on dpfoémeia
within the comic tradition.
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grandson’s production of Oedipus at Colonus, and it could well be that
several years passed before the audience of Frogs saw Bacchae. If
Bacchae was produced in 405, Aristophanes and many other people
will have known in advance what it was about; Athens was a society in
which secrecy, seldom sought and even more rarely attained (cf.
750n.), could hardly be expected when actors and chorus were
recruited and rehearsed. If it was not produced until a later year, it is
still possible that a text of it arrived in Athens in the course of 406.!
Comic parody of a text not yet performed is unlikely, given the small
size of the reading public (cf. p. 34), and if the occurrence in Frogs of
certain words and phrases found also in Bacchae is anything other than
coincidence, they must be allusions for connoisseurs rather than
reminders to the audience as a whole.? Both Euripides and Aristo-
phanes were working within the framework of traditional conceptions
of Dionysos which are attested by literary and iconographic evidence.
For us it is a provocative coincidence that the two plays were
conceived so close together,® but the chief importance of the co-
incidence is the stimulus it affords to reflection on the nature of Greek
theology.

The traditional ingredients in Bacchae are strong and numerous;* its
most significant forebear is a trilogy of Aeschylus (the Lykurgeia; cf.
Ar. Th. 135), in which the god inflicts self-destructive insanity on the
Thracian king Lykurgos, who had persecuted him and his wor-
shippers. We hear also of a treatment of the Lykurgos myth by Poly-
phrasmon (7rGF i. 7 T3), and earlier, of the daughters of Proitos, who,
according to Hesiod fr. 131, were driven mad by Dionysos because
they rejected his rites.

The tradition exploited in Frogs is very different. Dionysos in the

! Cf. Hooker 179-81.

2 Alistis given and discussed by R. Cantarella in Heller, 291-310. The most striking
item is Ra. 100 = Ba. 888 ypdvov m68a, but X cites xpdvov mpoviBaive movs from Alex-
andros (E. fr. 42). So too, dvev mévov (Ra. 401 and Ba. 614) occurs in El 81 and HF 89; for
Ra. 477 8taomdoovra: cf. not only Ba. 339 Steomdoavro but also Hec. 1126 diaomdowpar;
and for Ra. 838 &yovr’ dydAwov . .. arépa cf. E. fr. 492. 4 (Mel. Desm.) dxdAw’ éxovor
oréuara, as well as Ba. 386 dyadivwv oropdrwv. Since much of Bacchae is about the
exultation of Dionysiac worshippers, inspired and led by the god, in a miraculously
attractive landscape, and the initiates of Frogs, accompanied by lakchos, also exult in
the landscape of paradise, some community of motifs and vocabulary is inevitable.

3 C. Pascal, Dioniso (Catania, 1911) 48, in treating Frogs as an ‘answer’ to Bacchae, does
not allow for the extent to which tragedies about Dionysos and comedies about him
could just as well be treated (though it would not be a useful exercise) as ‘answering’
one another all through the fifth century.

* Cf. Dodds’s edn., pp. xxv—xxxviii.
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first half of the play exemplifies a type of character well known in the
comedy of many cultures: he is the person to whom things happen,
and we laugh more at him than with him. Boastful but cowardly (279~
308, 479-93), incompetent (198-205), fat and out of condition (200, cf.
236 £.), and sensual (291, 739 f., cf. 113), but highly susceptible to the
charm of the stage (cf. pp. 10 f.), he is none the less resilient enough to
persist in his purpose through a succession of frustrations and embar-
rassments, and our sympathy goes with him in that. In terms of
modern entertainment, he belongs to sitcom, not to soap or drama. He
has something in common with the Old Man of Thesmophoriazusae, a
little also with Strepsiades in Clouds, but more with his traditional
attendants, the satyrs, as they are depicted in satyr-plays, ‘worthless
hedonists’,’ an easy prey to fear, lust, compassion, and the like, and on
balance rather likeable.

In the Dionysalexandros of Kratinos, datable to 430,° Dionysos
disguises himself as Paris in order to deceive the three goddesses and
get his hands on Helen, and then as a ram, to evade the wrath of Paris
when the Greeks come to Troy. In the Taxiarchs of Eupolis it seems
that he undergoes instruction from Phormion as a soldier and as a
sailor;’ accustomed to soft living, he is plainly not a promising recruit
(frr. 268, 269, 272, 274), and the lemmata in 278. 50-5 indicate a rowing
scene like that of Ra. 197-205. A late fifth-century vase-fragment (DFA
fig. 86) shows us two persons labelled Jovvcoc and $op[, and they are
plump, comic figures, in whom it is hard not to see an illustration of
Eupolis’ play.! The Dionysos of Aristophanes’ Babylonians, on the
other hand, seems to have been a figure of greater authority,
pronouncing on Athenian politicians (fr. 75, ap. Ath. 494 D). We do not
know anything about the Dionysos of Magnes, the Dionysoi of Kratinos
(fr. 52), the Dionysos Shipwrecked of Aristophanes, and the Dionysos of
Aristomenes, except that this last was probably later than Frogs.

The god of Bacchae is distinguished by a feminine beauty, suggest-
ing an indoor life and unmanly preening (Ba. 235 f., 453—9), and his

5 I borrow the phrase from Richard Seaford’s edn. of Euripides’ Cyclops (Oxford,
1984) 6.

¢ PCGiv. 140 f. Cf. also W. Luppe, Philologus 110 (1966) 169~93, Schwarze 624, E. W.
Handley, BICS 29 (1982) 102—-17.

7 On Eupolis cf. p. 28 n. 47. Phormion does not appear in history after 429/8; Thuc.
iii. 7. 1 suggests that he was either dead or at least incapacitated in the summer of 428,
and it cannot be securely inferred from Eg. 562 that he was still alive in 424.

¢ Cf. A. M. Wilson, CONs 24 (1974) 250-2. In the caption to AC fig. 7 I expressed
myself too cautiously.
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forerunner in Aeschylus is scornfully called yvwvis (fr. 61). He was
probably, in both plays, beardless. Jovucoc on the Phormion vase,
however, seems to have a beard. A beardless Dionysos appears in the
art of the later fifth century (e.g. LIMC iii.1, figs. 189, 334 f,, 372, and
above all the Pronomos vase (DFA fig. 49)), but there is nothing in
Frogs to suggest that our Dionysos is beardless.” He does indeed wear
the body-length yellow dress called kpoxwés (46), a familiar item of a
woman’s wardrobe (Lys. 44, 51, Th. 941, Ec. 332, 879), but it is also a
long-standing attribute of Dionysos, an aspect of his association with
festivity (A. fr. 59, Kratinos fr. 40, LIMC iii.1, figs. 84, 87, 111). The
chorus of initiaties invokes Iakchos (323-5 al.), a deity who belongs
with Demeter and Kore in the cult of Eleusis. ‘lakchos’ is treated as a
name of Dionysos in S. Ant. 1146-54, E. Ba. 725 £, and, according to
ZRVE 479, in aritual response at the Lenaia (Zeuelsi’ “Iarye);!? but the
initiates do not recognize Dionysos as their lakchos, nor does he say
anything to suggest that he regards them as invoking himself. Any such
recognition would have been impossible to reconcile with the humour
of the scenes in 460—673, and in the construction of a comedy
humorous effect takes precedence. A myth about the descent of
Dionysos to the underworld—to rescue his mother Semele and trans-
fer her to Olympos—existed in Aristophanes’ time;'! but any reference
to that would spoil much of central importance to the comedy, espe-
cially the god’s disguise as Herakles and his complete ignorance of the
underworld.

This kind of selectivity is characteristic of comedy. In Lysistrata, for
example, the purposes of the plot require us to ignore the possibility of
any outlet for the sexual activity of an adult male citizen other than his
legitimate wife; the play takes one slice of reality and develops within
it in disregard of other slices, equally representative of reality, which
could have been taken. So in Frogs the comic Dionysos is treated in

® In LIMC s.v., no. 583 (s. IV*in.) we see a bearded Dionysos with a beardless young
Herakles.

10 Cf. also p. 61. The identification was not universal; cf. O. Kern, RE vii. 2, 619-2r1
and xxxii. 2, 1228-30.

' Whitman 233 f. The earliest evidence is lophon TrGF 22 F3 ap. 2V Ra. 330 (without
verbatim citation); after that, D.S. iv. 25. 4, Apollod. iii. 5. 3. 3, Paus. ii. 37. 5. Pausanias,
reporting an Argive myth that Dionysos descended by the Alkyonian Lake (near Lerna),
is the only one who explicitly refers to a descent; the others (using dvayayeiv) leave
open the possibility that Dionysos negotiated with the gods of the underworld at a safe
distance. It is interesting that Pi. P. 3. g9 calls Semele ‘Thyone’ (so too the Paean of
Philodamos, CA p. 166. 7), because according to Diodoros and Apollodoros the name
was given to her by Dionysos after her return from the underworld.
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isolation from the multifarious legends, cults, and functions of which a
divine person, called in all cases ‘Dionysos’, was the nucleus. Adher-
ents of monotheistic religions which treat God as omnipotent and
omnipresent have difficulty in coming to terms with the handling of
gods in the Greek theatre, and particularly with the readiness of a
comic poet to ridicule the god of the dramatic festivals even to the
extent of portraying him as defecating in fear (479-89). Three con-
siderations may help us here. First, Dionysos is the god of the comic
poet (cf. Nu. 519) and the comic actor, whose function at the festival is
to make people laugh as much as possible, and it honours the god if
the actor plays him to perfection as a divine buffoon. Secondly, any
community needs certain privileged occasions on which ridicule of
the powerful, whether human or divine, can emerge from the shadows
of private grumbles into the daylight of public expression.!? And
thirdly, when a god performs a variety of functions (as Greek gods do),
and when cults, each attached to a different function, matter far more
than theology (as they do) to the ordinary worshipper,'® it is easy to
treat each function in isolation from the rest. This is illustrated by the
fact that in a list of gods invoked as witnesses to an oath we sometimes
find ‘the same’ god named more than once, with different ‘titles’.!* At a
more sophisticated level, we find Pausanias in P1. Smp. 180 p portrayed
as taking it for granted that there are two goddesses called ‘Aphrodite’,
one the daughter of Uranos and the other the daughter of Zeus, from
which, he says, ‘it follows necessarily’ that there are two gods called
‘Eros’. The comic Dionysos is a collection of functions shaped by
comedy itself.!s

In the second half of the play we see Dionysos, presumably now free
of the need for the accoutrements of Herakles, fulfilling a role as
arbiter which has no specifically Dionysiac associations. Power in the
underworld rests with Pluto; under that power, Dionysos is the judge
and manager of the contest, and in that capacity he must cajole,

12 Cf. AC 31-41. To recognize this important ingredient of comedy is not to identify
it as the ‘essence’ of comedy and underrate or explain away other ingredients.

'* Protestants who do not take kindly to ‘Our Lady of X’ and ‘Our Lady of Y’ tend to
experience particular difficulty in coming to terms with Greek religion.

' In the oath taken by the ephebes of Dreros in the Hellenistic period (DGE 193. 16—
24) the gods listed include Zeus Agoraios, Zeus Tallaios, Apollo Delphinios, and
Apollo Poitios, but no simple ‘Zeus’ or ‘Apollo’.

15 V. Brelich, ACDebr 5 (1969) 21-30, seeks a key-concept which would unify the
Dionysos of the first half of the play with the Dionysos of the second half and both of
them with other functions of Dionysos, but it is questionable whether the terms of his
inquiry would have been meaningful to Aristophanes.
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command, and reprove (830-94, 1410). Eventually he must decide,
which he does in a manner from which incisive authority is absent (cf.
P- 19), and once he and Aeschylus have been entertained by Pluto as a
prelude to their return to the world above he has no more to say, and
not a word more is said to him or about him; theatrically it is not easy
to fit him into the final scene with Pluto, Aeschylus, and the chorus.!¢
During the formal agon Dionysos’ management is only intermittent
(926 f., 1012, 1020); most of the time he plays the part of the BwuoAdyos
who comments facetiously (934, 968-70, 10368, 1067 f, 1074-6),
naively (916-20, 921, 930, 1023 f., 1028 f.), or maliciously (952 f., 1047 f.)
on what the disputants say.!” The pnigos which ends each disputant’s
presentation of his argument is divided in each case between the
disputant himself and Dionysos in such a way that Dionysos brings
passionate generalization down to humorous particulars (971-91,
1077-98). His ‘idiocy and inanity’’® are in abeyance during the
weighing-scene, and his questions about politics are serious enough,
but his reactions to the answers he receives are not on the same level
as the questions.

If Dionysos were a real person and Frogs a faithful record of actual
events, we could legitimately speak (indeed, we would have no option)
of the ‘development’ of his ‘character’ from Schwdrmerei at the begin-
ning to discriminating, right-minded patriotism at the end. But that is
not necessarily how Aristophanes looked at him; to all appearances,
Aristophanes exploited the comic Dionysos quite differently, and if we
go behind the appearances (which is not obligatory) and speak of Di-
onysos as ‘searching for himself’! or ‘re-establishing his identity’?
we must realize that we are translating an ancient comedy into modern
categories, perhaps in the faith that a classic author must somehow
always be profound even when it looks as if he is frivolous. If we
discard the modern dramatist’s preoccupation with individual charac-
ter?! and see in Dionysos an embodiment of Athenian culture and

6 Cf. Kunst 52 f.

'7 On the BwuoAdyos cf. Gelzer 124 f. The term, derived from Arist. EN 1108°23-5 but
much earlier in use (cf. Ra. 358), was introduced into the analysis of Greek comedy by
Zielinski and popularized by Siiss (especially RM 63 (1908) 12—38); though Wilamowitz
(iv 489 n. 1) disapproved of it, it has caught on. The utterances of Euelpides during the
exposition of Peisetairos in Av. 463-626 are a clear example of Bwuodoyia.

18 Cf. Harriott (1962) 6, ‘Dionysos is sometimes acting the fool, and always foolish’.

1 Cf. Whitman 232.

2 Cf. Segal 212.

2 Cf. M. Heath, Unity in Greek Poetics (Oxford, 1989) ch. 1, on the ‘centripetal
aesthetic’ which leads many modern critics to assume, without adequate consideration
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taste,?2 edifyingly converted when a choice between old and new styles
is squarely put before him, we may be nearer the mark; there remains a
significant difference between the development of a theme? and the
development of a ‘character’.

V. XANTHIAS

In the plays before Frogs slaves have two main functions (apart from
bringing on and taking off stage-properties): one is to explain the
situation to the audience in the opening scene (Knights, Wasps, Peace),
and the other is to elicit laughter by being hurt, threatened, or
frightened.! The two slaves of Knights groan from the pain of the beat-
ings which have been inflicted on them ever since the new Paphlagon-
ian slave became the master’s favourite and tyrannized over his
fellow-slaves. They contemplate desertion, but fearfully, because they
will ‘lose their skin’ if they are caught (21—g). Strepsiades in Clouds
curses the war because he can no longer punish his slaves (5-7; he
fears that they might desert), and threatens to strike the slave holding
the lamp when the oil in it runs out (56—9). In Wasps one of the two
slaves in the opening scene has dozed off, and the other warns him
that he risks a beating (1-3). The following year, in the parabasis of
Peace, Aristophanes denies that he indulges in crude, laboured
humour about the beating of slaves; and he cites, as an example of
what he does not do, a dialogue in which one slave uses the metaphor
of invasion and ravaging with reference to the laceration of another
slave’s back by the whip (742-7). Yet in Wasps the outrageous old man
Philokleon, when he has thrown himself with zest into the spirit of
party-going, not only assaults and insults free citizens but whacks one
of the household slaves (for fun, it seems), and the slave comes on
groaning and congratulating tortoises on having a thick shell that
saves them from feeling blows (1292-6)—a simple-minded joke
already used in Wasps 429. One needs always to treat sceptically
Aristophanes’ claims that his humour is more subtle and refined than
that of his rivals,? and, sure enough, in Birds, seven years after Peace,

of alternative aesthetics, that ‘disunity, being unworthy of great writers, must always be
only apparent’.

2 Cf. K. D. Koch 44 n. 71, 48 n. 80, Whitman 233. 3 Cf. Vaio 93.

! Cf. Stefanis 126 f.
Z In Nu. 543 f. Aristophanes disclaims violence and noise, but he gave the play an
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we have a scene (1313-36) in which the slave of Peisetairos is
abused, threatened, and beaten (and probably also pecked in the
bottom by the birds’ beaks) because he is slow and clumsy. Three
years later, Lys. 1216-24 is a nauseating scene in which extreme
maltreatment of slaves (a threat to set fire to their hair) is combined
with a self-conscious admission (1218-20) that this is a concession to
popular taste.’ Earlier in the play we twice find the conventional
abuse of a slave as inattentive (184 f,, 426 f.); cf. Theocr. 2. 19f,, 15.
27-32, 53 f.

When Frogs begins we seem to see in Xanthias a typical slave groan-
ing under the luggage he is carrying, and thick-witted as well, because
Dionysos easily bamboozles him about the relation between him, the
burden on his shoulder, and the donkey that is carrying both. Aristo-
phanes exploits this situation in two ways: on the one hand, the suffer-
ing slave as a conventional target; on the other, criticism of the low
level of popular taste (1 f.) to which other comic poets pander (12—-18).
Yet as the dialogue between Dionysos and Herakles progresses, some-
thing unusual happens: Xanthias communicates with us, the
audience, in asides. That is clear in 86, where, after Herakles’ ques-
tion, ‘And what about Pythangelos?’, we read ‘And not a word about
me, when my shoulder’s worn right down!” No one takes any notice.
Dionysos presumably makes a gesture of revulsion at the name of
Pythangelos, Xanthias utters his complaint for us to hear, and
Herakles continues about contemporary poets. Xanthias grumbles
aside in the same terms twice more, 107 and 115. The reader of the play
may at this point wonder—but the spectator would have known, one
way or the other—whether 86 is really Xanthias’ first aside. Who says
‘And then I woke up’ in 517 Herakles, Dionysos, or Xanthias? Each of
the three was favoured by one or more ancient commentators; we can
only say that it would make a very effective aside for Xanthias. Earlier,
in 41, Dionysos calls Xanthias to witness how he has, as he thinks,
frightened Herakles. Xanthias says ‘Yes, (sc. afraid) that you might be
alunatic.’ If Dionysos hears that, he ignores it;* is he meant to hear it?

exceptionally noisy and violent scene when he revised it; cf. T. K. Hubbard, Classical
Antiquity 5 (1986) 182—97.

* Cf. Henderson ad loc.

4 The slaves in the opening scene of Peace tell us that their master is crazy (54, 65),
and one of them tells him so to his face (¢o, 95), but there is a difference between their
fear and despair at a fantastic situation and a disloyal aside which aims at enlisting our
sympathy for a slave against his master’s presence. Karion’s prologue in Wealth (1-17),
uttered to the audience, is in the tradition of Eg. 37-70, V. 54-135, Pax 50-77. On the
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Earlier still, in 33 f., when Dionysos has said ‘Since you say the
donkey’s no use to you, it’s your turn to pick him up and carry him’,
Xanthias replies ‘Oh, why didn’t I fight in the sea-battle (sc. at
Arginusai)? I'd be telling you to go to hell (sc. because I would have
been freed).” Dionysos orders him to dismount (kardBa, mavospye)—
because they have arrived (as he says) at their destination; is mavospye
prompted by Xanthias’ open insolence, or is it the automatic abuse of
slave by master, uttered after Xanthias_has spoken 33 f. aside while
Dionysos is approaching the door? One further sequence of putative
asides comes in 308-11. Dionysos exclaims ‘How pale I went at the
sight of her!” Xanthias points to Dionysos’ rear and says ‘And this (sc.
TpwKTés OF kpokwTés?) turned muppds on your behalf.’ Dionysos asks
rhetorically what god is to blame for his misfortune, and the next line,
aifépa Awss dwudriov 4 Xpdvov méda, repeated from 1oo (where
Dionysos expressed his admiration for the phrases), is left to Dionysos
by many manuscripts but given to Xanthias by R V M2 Md1. It must
be emphasized that treatment of 33 £, 41, 51, 308, and 311 as asides is
highly speculative, because it is common in Old Comedy for a charac-
ter to say something to which another character present does not show
the angry reaction which would be shown in real life,’ but there can be
no doubt about 86, 107, and 115, and that, combined with the way
Xanthias’ role develops, justifies the speculation.

Xanthias does more than laugh at his master; he dominates him, as
the braver and more resilient of the two, makes a fool of him, and
splendidly gets the better of him in the scene (6o5—73) where both are
beaten by the Doorkeeper. By that time Dionysos has become abjectly
dependent on Xanthias, reduced to coaxing and wheedling in terms
extraordinary between master and slave (579—88). After the parabasis
Xanthias meets a slave of Pluto, and their fraternization ‘downstairs’ is
prompt. Pluto’s slave is astonished at the leniency of Dionysos in the
aftermath of the beating scene. Xanthias says dismissively that
Dionysos doesn’t understand anything except drink and sex, and,
boastfully, that he, Xanthias, would have made him regret it if any
punishment had been attempted. The two slaves joke ecstatically
about ways in which they get their own back on their masters. A poor
sort of revenge, to curse your master behind his back when your own
back is raw, but they speak as if it means a lot to them. There is
frankness with which slaves sometimes address their masters cf. E. Lévy, Annales litté-
raires de I'Université de Besangon 163 (1974) 42.

5 D. Bain, Actors and Audience (Oxford 1977) 88 f.
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more irony in the scene than most spectators are likely to have
perceived.

The slave of Pluto calls Dionysos yevvd8as dvip (738) because he
did not punish Xanthias. This word has a curiously limited distribu-
tion: several times in Aristophanes, twice in Plato, once in Aristotle,
and never in the orators, historians, or tragedy. On etymological
grounds® we might have expected it to mean ‘noble’, but that does not
fit its usage, any more than it fits most of the instances of yevvaios.
Dionysos is yevvd8as because he is magnanimous. & yevvd8a is used
by the chorus to Aeschylus (g97) in an attempt to calm his temper,
rather as we might address a brutal tyrant as ‘O most merciful king!’
Socrates says & yewvdda to Kritias in Pl. Chrm. 155 D in describing,
apologetically and in some fear of being embarrassing and boring, how
deeply affected he was by a peek at Charmides’ beautiful body;
‘forgive me’ would be equally appropriate, as we see from (e.g.) Smp.
218 B, Euthd. 286 £. In Pl. Phdr. 243 C yevvddas is coupled with mpdos
(which in turn is coupled with edxodos in Hp.Mi. 364 D), and in Arist.
EN 1100°32 the man who is yewvd8as and peyaddpvyos is enabled by
his character to endure misfortune ed«xéAws.” Now, Xanthias himself
twice earns the epithet yevvddas: once from Dionysos (179), when he
offers to carry the luggage to the underworld, and again, in his disguise
as Herakles, from the Doorkeeper (640), because of of his willingness
to undergo pain in the interests of fair play.

None of this means that Aristophanes had become a convert to
emancipation. A very conventional Attic citizen might see nothing in
the dialogue of the two slaves but confirmation of the incorrigible
impudence and disloyalty of slaves as a class. Anyone more sensitive
might be troubled by a feeling that it is slaves rather than masters who
are worldly-wise and resilient, the real survivors. The conventional
citizen could laugh at the dominance of Xanthias over Dionysos, as he
would laugh at the women of Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae, because a
world turned upside-down is always an amusing fantasy; the fact that
Xanthias’ master is not a respectable citizen but a divine buffoon
would insulate the audience against the implications of the relation-

¢ Itis boldly labelled ‘Doric’ in LSJ, but it is not yet attested in any non-Attic text. On
its history and hypothetical prehistory cf. Bjorck 51—4.

7 In Eq. 240 & yevvdda is addressed to the Sausage-seller in an effort to stop him
running away in panic, and in Ach. 1230 to Dikaiopolis, congratulating him on his
resolute achievement of victory. The long-dead general Myronides is called ¢ yevvddas
in Ec. 304; we do not know for what virtues, other than military élan, he was remembered
in Attic tradition.
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ship. They might find it particularly amusing that a slave, normally
regarded as motivated only by fear and greed, should be called yev-
vddas.

These considerations do not alter the fact that, so far as our extant
evidence goes, Xanthias plays a new kind of slave-role. In Wealth,
seventeen years later, we encounter another remarkable slave, Karion.
As a person, Karion is not another Xanthias, for he has all the charac-
teristics traditionally associated with slaves,® and even his best friends
(if he had any) would be more likely to call him 7avoipyos than yev-
vddas, but his dramatic role is very important; whenever we recall the
play, it is he rather than his master who comes into our minds.’ His
words and behaviour in 823-958, where he converses on equal terms
with the Good Citizen and collaborates with him in stripping the Bad
Citizen, have given rise to a problem in the textual transmission of the
play. In that scene, the manuscripts other than R and V assign to
Chremylos most of the lines which in R and V are spoken by Karion.
Yet there can be no room for doubt that Karion is the only speaker
from the household throughout. He is threatened by the Bad Citizen
with torture (874—6). He is present when the Good Citizen arrives,
because (821 f.) he cannot stand the smoke in the kitchen, where
Chremylos is preparing a feast. There is no way of bringing Chremy-
los out to greet the Good Citizen except (a desperate expedient
seriously considered by an ancient commentator) by making Karion
re-enter the house immediately after saying that he has had to leave it,
and putting in a choral interlude, although we have just had one
between 802 and 803. Moreover, the symmetrical economy of the
scenes which follow from the installation of Wealth is clear: 823-938,
Karion and the Good and Bad Citizens (Bad Citizen enters at 850);
959-1096, Chremylos, Old Woman, and Young Man (Young Man
enters at 1042); 1097—1170, Karion and Hermes; 1171-end, Chremylos
and Priest of Zeus. The cause of all the trouble is revealed by XVb3€
823: ‘it is improper that a good citizen should converse with a slave.” A
Hellenistic commentator could not stomach the familiar terms on
which Karion and the Good Citizen talk to one another; but evidently
Aristophanes could.

8 Cf. S. D. Olson, TAPA 119 (1989) 193—9 (though I cannot entirely agree with his al-
location of lines (197 n. 5); a slave can use violence against a citizen with the encourage-
ment and authority of his master, e.g. Pax 1120-4 (Stefanis 125), and the Good Citizen
functions, so to speak, in locodomini). On the importance of Karion cf. Russo (1984) 354-8.

® On the affinities between Xanthias and Karion cf. K. Komornicka, Eos 58 (1969/
70) 189.
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It is not known whether any comedy earlier than Frogs contained a
major role for a slave comparable with Xanthias or Karion.!® From the
fourth century we hear of titles which suggest a slave-protagonist,'!
and resourceful, dominant slaves are frequent in New Comedy. It is
appropriate to ask whether any change of social attitude contributed
to the creation of Xanthias. Unfortunately, the categories of evidence
available for the fifth century (comedies, tragedies, but no speeches
until near the end of the century, and nothing like Xenophon or Plato)
and for the fourth (no tragedies, abundant speeches and dialogues, no
complete comedies between 388 and 317) make it hard to compare like
with like. It is possible, however, to follow certain strands of sentiment
and attitude through from the late fifth century into the fourth.

One strand is the hard line: slaves are ‘by nature utterly hostile to
their masters’ (Lys. vii. 35), and ‘the citizens of a nation act as an
unpaid bodyguard for one another against the slaves’ (Xen. Hi. 4. 3, cf.
10. 4, ‘many a master has been killed by his slaves’). There are those,
says the speaker in P1. Lg. 777 A, who put their trust solely in manage-
ment by the goad and the whip, treating slaves as animals. But (ibid.)
‘there are those who do the opposite’, and the speaker has admitted
(776 p), ‘Many slaves before now have proved much better men in
every way than brothers and sons and have saved their masters and
their masters’ whole estates.” The obstinate fact that some slaves are
better people than some masters is given open expression in E. Jon
8646 and fr. 831 and echoed in Men. fr. 722; not surprisingly, a slave is
the speaker in the first and third of those passages, and probably also
in the second. Since generosity and gratitude for loyalty were highly
valued, masters who freed their slaves wanted everyone to know about
it (Aeschines iii. 41), and a speaker in court considered that he would
make a favourable impression on the jury if he professed to have
rewarded loyalty and long service (e.g. Dem. xlvii. 55f). Lys. v. 5
assumes that slaves may hope to earn their freedom in that way, and it
is a recurrent theme in New Comedy. The absence of the theme from
Old Comedy may point to a significant difference between fifth- and
fourth-century sentiment and practice.!? The promise of freedom is,
of course, a powerful instrument of control, if sometimes kept; if never
kept, it is useless.

10 The dovAo8i8dorados of Pherekrates (Stefanis 183) probably means ¢ SovAovs
88dakwvr. I do not count in this category plays in which a slave character is a trans-
parent disguise for an individual of citizen status, e.g. Knights and Marikas (Eup. fr.
102. 149). ' Cf. Stefanis 188 f.

12 Cf. F. Bourriot in Mélanges d histoire ancienne offerts a W. Seston (Paris, 1974) 35-47.
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There is unlikely to have been any change in attitude towards slaves
who were regarded by their masters as lazy or hostile, and there is a
very great difference between rewarding individual slaves and
questioning slavery as an institution; even approval of edifying
sentiments uttered in plays is likely to have been short-lived when the
audience returned to the practical management of house, farm, work-
shop, or mine. We know less than we would like to know about such
Greek intellectuals as argued that slavery was contrary to nature;
Aristotle argues against them in Pol. 1253°1-5°40, but does not identify
them. Alkidamas fr. 3 (Avezzu), ‘the god let all go free; nature has
made no one a slave’, cited by Z Arist. Rhet. 1373°18, is of doubtful
relevance, because it comes from a speech about Messene and prob-
ably therefore refers not to the enslavement of individuals but to the
enslavement of one Greek nation by another.!®

There is, however, one singular historical event which may have
some bearing on the creation of Xanthias. In the summer of 406 the
Athenians manned a fleet with slaves as well as free men (Xen. HG i. 6.
24), and according to Hellanikos FGrHist 323a F25 the slaves in that
fleet who took part in the battle of Arginusai, an Athenian victory,
were given their freedom. It is to this that Aristophanes refers in Ra.
33 f., 190—2, and (the principal reference) 693—9. The extent to which
Athens had used slave-rowers previously is controversial,'* but there
is no hint in any comedy, speech, or historical narrative that they had
rewarded naval service with enfranchisement, and it is a reasonable
inference from the parabasis that they had not. Confrontation, even if
belated, of the fact that slaves were as good as free men when it came
to winning a sea-battle must have given Athenian assumptions a
severe jolt, and Aristophanes created Xanthias precisely at the
moment of its impact. Xanthias’ master is clumsy and helpless when
seated at an oar (197-205), and no doubt many prosperous citizens
who embarked for Arginusai along with slaves (Xen. loc. cit.) were little
better until they got the hang of it (as Dionysos does). The precedent

" Cf. G. Cambiano in M. L. Finley (ed.), Classical Slavery (London, 1987) 24 f.

' B.Jordan, The Athenian Navy in the Classical Period (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1975)
240-68, presents a case for thinking that they had regularly done so. His case entails
rejection of what seem to me to be inescapable inferences from certain Thucydidean
passages, emphasized by K.-W. Welwei, Unfreie im antiken Kriegsdienst (Wiesbaden,
1974) 67-70. Welwei does not, however, confront the implications of all Jordan’s data,
e.g. the vmpeciar of IG ii’. 212. 69—65. On one point which does not directly affect his
argument but is otherwise important, Jordan 262 n. 66 is mistaken: Aristophanes does

not ‘rail against the enfranchizement of slaves’ but explicitly praises it and says (6g6) ‘it’s
the only sensible thing you’ve done’.



50 INTRODUCTION

of Eupolis’ Taxiarchs (cf. p. 39) forbids us to think that Arginusai was
the sole inspiration of the rowing-scene, but the implications of a
contrast between a foolish master who cannot row and a bold slave
who could have won his freedom by rowing cannot have escaped
Aristophanes or his audience.

VI. THE DOORKEEPER OF THE UNDERWORLD

When Dionysos has knocked at the door of the palace of Pluto (464) it
is answered by someone (let us call him ‘A’) who launches into a
furious tirade at the sight of ‘Herakles’ and re-enters the palace at 478
with the threat that he will hasten to fetch the “Tithrasian Gorgons’. At
605 someone (‘B’) comes out. At 738 someone (‘C’) opens a conversa-
tion with Xanthias.

Since B’s first words at 605, uttered to two slaves under his
command, are ‘Arrest that dog-thief?’, it would be perverse to doubt
(cf. 467 f.) that A and B are the same person. Whether AB is the same
person as C is a more open question. C certainly knows what
happened in 605-73, as his first words (738-42) show, but that is hardly
enough to establish the identification, because the question ‘How
could he have known . . .?’ is a question of a kind which it is unprofit-
able to ask in a study of Old Comedy.

C is a slave—that is the whole point of the fraternization with
Xanthias—and so is AB, for in 670 he refers to Pluto as ¢ Seoméms.!
Although 8eoméms can mean ‘lord (of . . .)’ in serious poetry (and gods
and heroes can be invoked as 8éomora), when used with the definite
article in the dialogue of comedy it means ‘my master’ (spoken by a
slave, e.g. 746; Alexis fr. 37. 1 ~ 8 and Men. Epitr. 400, 446 ~ 393, 467
are particularly illuminating), ‘your master’ (spoken to a slave, e.g. Nu.
1488), or ‘his/her master’ (spoken about a slave, e.g. Th. 341); this
principle is not invalidated by the generalizing x« Sovlos . .,. x&
deaméms of Ra. 949 f. Since AB has at least five underlings at his
disposal, two people who are commanded to arrest ‘Herakles’ and
three Scythian policemen who overcome the prisoner’s resistance he

! The significance of this was observed by Fritzsche 203, but overlooked by
Radermacher 211 (he argues that the tragic tone of 464 ff. shows that the speaker is not a
slave). For earlier controversy on ‘Aiakos’ cf. E. von Leutsch, Philologus Supplbd. 1
(1860) 146-52, E. Hiller, Hermes 8 (1874) 453 f., and C. O. Zuretti, RIFC Ns 2 (18g6)
67-70.
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is evidently a slave of managerial status, an overseer or steward,” but a
slave none the less. This would be assumed by the audience from the
fact that he opens the door and from his saying (469) that ‘looking after
the dog’ was part of his job. When a character other than a slave opens
‘a door, it is either someone whom we already know from earlier in the
play (e.g. Socrates at Nu. 1145) or someone identifiable by dress or

insignia (Herakles, and Hermes at Pax 180).

In the manuscripts the sigla mostly designate AB ‘Aiakos’, in some

C has the same designation, thus:

A: 464 Bepdmwy V: oikéms 7 Alaxés Vsi: Alaxés cett.; 465 mais 7 kai
6 Alaxés K: om. V: Aiakés cett.

B: Vs1* had oixéms Aiaxés at 618 (oikéms del. VsiP©) and something
other than Aiaxds at 630, while oixéms at 642 stands uncorrected.
Otherwise the manuscripts have Aiaxés throughout, except that K
omits many sigla in this scene.

C: Here there is less agreement. 738 Aiaxés R A Vb3 Vs1 @: om. V:
oixérys IMovtwvos K Np1 UPE: oixémps Alaxod 4 IThov™ M:
oikéms ow® U. V indicates no changes of speaker until 754, and
after that offers oixéms consistently. After 738 R has only dicola;
uses Aiaxds consistently (except 745 8°Y kai ai*), and so too A in
738—43. Otherwise oixéms prevails, except that Mdr* has an
isolated Alaxés at 741 and changes to fepdmwy after 760.2

Aiakos is absent from the list of dramatis personae in R, where we
have only fepdmwv ITAovTwvos; V has that too, but Aiakos as well
(after mavBokevrpia). M and Vsi have both Aiakos and oixéms
I ovrwros (ITAovTwvos om. M), the other manuscripts only Aiakos.
Disorder and duplication make the dramatis personae unsatisfactory
evidence, but if ‘Aiakos’ is meant to cover character C as well as AB
there is a degree of conflict between the list in a given manuscript and
the sigla of that same manuscript. Some confusion was no doubt
caused by disagreement about the sex of the slave who brings
Persephone’s invitation at 503.

Since the text during the Hellenistic period was devoid of sigla, the
identification of characters not named in the text itself was subject to
discussion (cf. p. 87), and opinions on the Doorkeeper are reflected in
the following scholia. It will be observed that his identification as

? Cf. G. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World (London,
1981) 505 f.
* For an explanation of such changes of designation cf. Dover (1988) 255—62.
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Aiakos goes back to antiquity, and is taken for granted in Z 6358, but is
rejected in X 464 for AB and nowhere entertained for C. In one case
(652) identification seems to be carefully avoided, and this may be true
also of 655.

A: ZVE 464 €is T év Abov Néyer. wes 8¢ Tov Aiarov Aéyovaw dmo-
kpivacfai- 8mep dmifavov.

B: ZR®VE 607 1wes 8¢ paow éx tov ‘elev kai pdxed Tov mapa Tov
I ovTwvos éfeAfvra Aéyew . . . eita 6v mapd Tov [TAovrwros . . .
évior 8¢ daoL mdvra avTov Aéyew Tov IThovTwva.

(Cf. Hyp. I1. 6 Movrwv 8’ i8awv s ‘HparAei mpooéxpovae 8ia tov
KépBepov).

ZRVE 632 (6 add. Diibner) mapa (mepi ZR) o IMAovrwvos 70676
énow.

ZRVE 652 Grodéyerar avTov 6 TimTwY.

ZVE 655 dvvartar 8¢ 16 avTo mpdowmov Aéyew SAov.

ZRVE 658 s Svokpitws éxwy TovTo Aéyer 6 Aiakds.

C: ZE 738 IMhodrwvos oikérys.

The reason why Aiakos was judged ‘implausible’ (X 464) is to be
sought in the perception of Aiakos in Aristophanes’ time. A hero of
exceptional piety, endowed with a sanctuary at Athens (Hdt. v. 8g. 3),
he became after his death a mdpedpos of Pluto and Persephone (Isoc.
ix. 15) and a judge of the dead, together with Minos, Rhadamanthys,
and Triptolemos (Pl. Ap. 41 4, Grg. 524 A, 526 ¢). Several fourth-
century red-figure vases (LIMC s.v.) show him (sometimes named) in
that company, as a venerable old man leaning on a stick; in Latin
literature he is the judge of the dead par excellence (Hor. C.ii. 13. 22, Ov.
Mer. xii. 25, Sen. Apoc. 14. 1—4). In an epitaph of the second century BC
from Smyrna, however, we find a significant divergence from
Isokrates’ mdpedpos, for he is invoked as Aidew mvraovpé (GVI i
1179. 7). Apollodoros iii. 12. 6. 10 says of him rds xAeis To5 Aidov
dvAdrrer, and he is kApdoiyos in a later epitaph from Rome (/G xiv.
1746. 4). In Lucian he is the guardian of the gate: Charon 2 (reAcévys),
Men. 8 (mjv 106 Aiaroi ¢ppovpdv), Luct. 4 (with Kerberos), DMort. 11.
2. He keeps a tally of the dead as they arrive (Catapl. 4), allocates space
to them (Charon 25, Men. 17), turns back the inadmissible (Bis Accus. 12,
Peregr. 45), and prevents escape (DMort. 13. 3). He can have Charon
flogged (DMort. 2. 3), attends Pluto’s court (Philops. 25), and figures in
DMort. 6 and 27 as tourist-guide and spokesman of the underworld.

The decline from tribunal to janitor’s lodge is explicable in terms of
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the overlapping connotations of kAndoiyos, mvAwpds, and Bvpwpds.
The xAndovyos of a deity is a priest or priestess (A. Su. 291, E. Hyps. 1.
iv. 28) or functionary in charge of a sanctuary (e.g. IG ii? 974. 23 5. II*),
not just a janitor. A deity may be «xApdovxos, as in Ar. Th. 1142 (sc.
Athena) xApdovxds Te kaldeirar, E. Hp. 541 "Epwra ... 76v Tds
A¢podiras didrdrwr Barduwy kAndoixov; cf. Pi. P.8. 4, Ar. Th. g76.
On the Table of Kolotes at Olympia (Paus. v. 20. 3) Pluto himself holds
a key. By contrast, fupwpds, the man who answers the knock and the
cry of mai mai (e.g. Pl. Prt. 314 ¢, Phd. 59 C), is lowly.* mudwpds is a
grander term; in Kallim. fr. 202. 29 Poseidon is mvAwpds of the
Isthmus; Ajax calls Teukros mvAwpds in entrusting Eurysakes to him
(S. Aj. 562), and the mvAwpoi at Athens in Roman times were a
magistracy (e.g. IG ii? 2299). At a ritual in the Argolid (Plu. . et Os.
364 F) Dionysos was invoked as 7vAadyos of the underworld. There is,
however, an overlap, as we see from Hdt. i. 120. 2 Sopvddpovs xai
Bupwpods kai dyyelinddpous (the typical retinue of a king) ~ iii. 118.
2 6 mvdwpds kai dyyelinddpos (in Cambyses’ palace) and A. Ch. 565 f.
Bupwpdv otimis dv . . . 8é€arro ~ E. Hel. 435 Tis dv mvdwpds éx déuwv
poloy; In the other direction, there is an overlap between mvAwpds
and «Apdovyos, for Iphigeneia is 7vAwpds of the temple of Artemis in
E. IT 1152 and «Apdovyos of Artemis, ibid. 131 (cf. 1463, Brauron). It
may not be wholly wide of the mark to suggest that a slow change in
the common perception of Aiakos was a reflex of metaphor; compare
the long tradition of jokes about St Peter, derived ultimately from
Matt. 16: 19.

It begins to look as if the identification of character AB as Aiakos
was an unjustified inference, of Roman or late Hellenistic date, and
that this is true a fortiori of C. The propensity of scholars in antiquity
to attach names to characters who are not named in the text is well
known (cf. p. 88); one of the most striking is the attachment of the
name ‘Mnesilochos’ to the Old Man in Thesmophoriazusae, who in PSI
1194 (s. II?) is still only ‘Kinsman of Euripides’. Identifications of this
kind can include demotion to servile status. In Ach. 393—403 the slave
of Euripides who opens the door (note 401 8ovAos) is designated
‘Kephisophon’ by the sigla in the manuscripts; but Kephisophon was

* S. fr. 775 modns dvaé Oupwpé is pretty certainly a joke from a satyr-play (cf.
Kannicht on E. Hel. 1039 f.).

5 A certain fluidity of roles is suggested by GV 943. 1 (Demetrias, s. III*) eis
paxdpwy vijoous pe kamjyayev dyxsd Mivws; it is normally Hermes who «xardye: the

souls of the dead (Od. xxiv. 100, GVI 1294. 5), whereas Minos is a judge. Possibly, how-
ever, kamjyaye there denotes lodging and hospitable reception.
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a man of whom we hear nothing until twenty years later, as a poetic
collaborator with Euripides (Ra. 944, 1408, 1452 f.), and the terms in
which he is apostrophized in Ar. fr. 596 (including ovvélns és ra m6AX’
Evpumidy) are hardly reconcilable with servile status.®

The case for sweeping ‘Aiakos’ out of the play seems so far to be
straightforward, but there is one consideration which greatly com-
plicates the issue. That is the tragedy Peirithoos, variously attributed to
Euripides or to Kritias (7rGF i. 43 F1-14). The subject of the play was
Herakles’ rescue of Peirithoos and Theseus from the underworld;
Peirithoos had been detained and punished for his presumption in
courting Persephone, Theseus was there because he would not desert
his comrade, and Herakles because Eurystheus had imposed on him
the task of bringing Kerberos up to the world. Johannes Logothetes
(ed. H. Rabe, RAM 64 (1908) 144) gives us a portion of dialogue
between Aiakos and Herakles, in which Aiakos exclaims in astonish-
ment at seeing a bold stranger approach and Herakles declares who
he is and why he has come. It appears from F2 that the chorus
represented people who had been initiated at Eleusis.” It is unlikely
that Aiakos’ speech is actually the opening of the play,® but whether it
is or not, why is Aiakos the person to see Herakles approaching?
Where exactly is he in relation to Pluto’s palace, and what is he doing
there? Had popular belief already located him at the janitor’s lodge? If
Peirithoos was produced before Frogs, we could not reasonably resist
the hypothesis that in the Doorkeeper Aristophanes means us to see
the tragic Aiakos, even though the dialogue between Aiakos and
Herakles in Peirithoos is courteous. And if no allusion is made in Frogs
to the name of Aiakos, that could be because the allusion to the
tragedy was so obvious that the name was not needed. This raises a

¢ The name is not impossible for a slave (pace Ugolini 271), for in IG ii: 1951. 180 we
find Kndioo[ in a list of fepdmovres (117) in company with Mawijs and the like. Our
Kephisophon is called peiparioros oixoyewis in Satyros Vita Eur. col. XII, and is said
there to have seduced Euripides’ wife, an allegation repeated in Vita Eur. 6; cf. Ra.
1046 n. This was probably an inference drawn by combining Ra. 1046 with fr. 596.

7 F2 iva mAquoydas 7608’ eis x06viov xdop' eddijuws mpoyéwpuev uses a word denot-
ing the libations offered on the last day of the Eleusinian Mysteries (Ath. 496 A), but that
does not mean (as suggested by Wilamowitz iv. 534) that part of the play was located on
earth and part in the underworld; the chorus, like the chorus of Frogs (cf. pp. 61 f),
will have re-enacted in the underworld rituals which they had enacted on earth (D. L.
Page, Greek Literary Papyri i (Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1942) 121 f).

% Snell ad loc. suggests that it was, but &a- 7 xpsjua; is a strange opening for a
tragedy; we would expect an expository prologue, ending with the appearance of a new
character (E. Md. 46, Hcld. 48—51, al.), even perhaps broken off abruptly (cf. E. Cy. 37

(satyr-play)).
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further problem. Peirithoos was by no means an unknown play—we
have part of it in POxy 2078 (s. II*), and it is cited by Plutarch,
Athenaios, Clement, and Stobaios—but it appears from the scholia on
Ra. 465-78 that the ancient commentators on Frogs ignored it and
sought parallels for the wording of the Doorkeeper’s speech from
Euripides’ Theseus, which was not about the underworld.’ This fact,
coupled with the absence from the text of any prodding to make us see
the joke of demoting an august judge of the dead to the role of an angry
slave-doorkeeper,? affords some support to an alternative hypothesis:
that the tetralogy of which Peirithoos was an ingredient was either not
produced at all, but circulated as a literary text, or produced at the
Lenaia of 403,!! when the Thirty Tyrants were in power and a prudent
archon would not lightly have refused a chorus to their most formid-
able member. This hypothesis has the advantage of explaining every-
thing, and we can get rid of Aiakos after all. The idea of a chorus of
initiates might have been borrowed by Kritias from Frogs,"? if it
needed to be borrowed from anywhere; initiates are a fairly obvious
category to choose for an underworld chorus.

VII. THE CHORUSES

A pair of opposed half-choruses was occasionally used in Old
Comedy; Lysistrata is the most familiar example, but the surviving
fragments of a commentary on the Marikas of Eupolis (fr. 192) reveal
another (29, 121, 139, 186). Frogs is unique in using two completely
independent choruses, of which the first is out of the way, never to be
mentioned again, before the entry of the second.

® Cf. Rau 115-17. Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea (Berlin, 1875) 172, argues that the
phrases attributed in the scholia to Theseus were actually from Peirithoos.

"0 Given the representation of Aiakos in vase-painting as an old man, it does not seem
likely that the aggressive and vigorous doorkeeper could easily be identified as Aiakos
by the audience on the basis of his costume. Or could it be that Dionysos and Xanthias
are beaten with the long knobbly stick which Aiakos carries on the vases?

' Not 405 or 404, since Kritias was in exile from a date earlier than the summer of 406
(Xen. HG ii. 3. 15, 36) and will not have returned until the exiles were recalled under the
terms of the peace-treaty with Sparta. (Wilamowitz i. 449 f. insisted that Peirithoos must
have been performed before the exile of Kritias.) If the Peirithoos tetralogy was never
performed, it will have been easier for booksellers to attribute it to Euripides, and
especially desirable in view of the execration of the memory of Kritias in the fourth
century.

'2 There is no reason why tragic poets should not have borrowed ideas from comedy.
The strong echo of Av. 213 f.in E. Hel. 1111 f., two years later, is commonly explained by
deriving both from an unknown antecedent (so Rau 195), but Fraenkel believed that
Euripides there borrowed from Aristophanes.
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And Frogs is no more about frogs (indeed, a little less) than The Old
Curiosity Shop is about an old curiosity shop. In that respect it differs
from Acharnians, Clouds, Wasps (metaphorical wasps), Birds, Thesmo-
phoriazusae, and Ecclesiazusae. The title! of the play will have been
determined in part by the fact that the frog-chorus is the first of the
two choruses to appear, in part by the strong tradition of animal-
choruses in Old Comedy.?

It seems strange at first sight that Aristophanes should have written
a play for two choruses at a time when the strain imposed by the war
on the capital of wealthy individuals had led to the introduction of
joint choregiai for the Dionysia (Arist. fr. 630 Rose ap. ZVE 404) and
perhaps also for the Lenaia, as 2 suggests. It may have been for that
reason that the ancient commentators believed (ZVE 209) that the frog-
chorus was not seen, but only heard singing off-stage, so that no
costumes were required for it. A strong case can be made for that
view,? for Charon says to Dionysos only ‘You’ll hear wonderful songs’,
not ‘and you’ll see them jumping all round you’. Charon’s words are
realistic; and yet theatrical fantasy will allow us to see what Dionysos

! Some comedies, like some Aeschylean tragedies (77GF iii. 58 f.) and some Platonic
dialogues, had alternative titles, but that was probably a situation which developed in
the book-trade; the official records used for the compilation of the 8:8aokalia: can
hardly have used alternatives.

2 The known examples are listed in Sifakis 76. At least two plays called Frogs were
earlier than Aristophanes’: one by Magnes and one by Kallias. J. Defradas, REA 71
(1969) 23-37 (cf. Wills 316 f. and Verde Castro 67 f.), argues that the frogs’ chorus is
parodic, designed to ridicule the ‘new music’ from an austere standpoint (cf. P1. R. 397 A
and Lg. 669 c on poets who imitate ‘animal cries’). N. Demand, CPk 65 (1970) 83-7,
notes that Pratinas TrGF 4 F3.10 f,, vilifying the sound of the aulos, reveals an adverse
assessment of the noise made by toads (ppivar); ¢pivy can = Bdrpayos in later Greek,
and Phrynichos was a rival competitor of Aristophanes on the occasion of Frogs; hence
the victory of Dionysos over the frogs would represent the victory of the god’s true
champion, Aristophanes, over his rival with the amphibian name. The argument is
conceived as a defence of Aristophanes against a charge of irrelevance for bringing frogs
into a play about literature; on questions of ‘relevance’ and ‘unity’ cf. p. 42 n. 21. If
Defradas’s view is right, lyrics which have long seemed to so many readers brilliant and
attractive were actually intended by their author to be laughable. Such a thing can
happen in the history of literary criticism, but the evidence for thinking that it has
happened in this case is not adequate. How are we to interpret the imitations of bird-
song in Av. 227f., 237, 243, 260-2 (cf. Zimmermann i. 81)? The integration of their
sounds and rhythms into the hoopoe’s song hardly leaves room for a polemical point;
and a culture which could think of the maddening noise of cicadas as the perpetual
‘singing’ of creatures dear to the Muses (Pl. Phdr. 259 Bc) could take in its stride and
enjoy lyrics founded upon the cries of Rana ridibunda. Cf. D. A. Campbell, JHS 104
(1984) 163-5.

3 Most effectively by R. H. Allison, G&R 30 (1983) 8—20 and Zimmermann i. 164-6.
W. B. Stanford, Ha 8q (1956) 68, regards 227 o038év ydp éor’ dAX’ 7 kod{ as an argument
for the invisibility of the frogs.
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only hears.* There are, moreover, two arguments of substance against
the invisibility of the frog-chorus. One is the practical difficulty of
hearing what is sung off-stage, as audiences who have attended
modern open-air productions of Clouds can testify.* The other is that
the main chorus of the initiates is dressed in ragged clothing (cf.
pp. 62 f.), so that its costuming would have cost the choregos virtually
nothing. Deprived of the spectacle of dancers dressed as frogs, we
might well feel that we were being given short measure. The god in
whose honour the festival was held would feel the same, and the
beginning of 405 was not a time at which the Athenians would want to
offend a god by parsimonyj; after all, the purpose of joint choregia was
not so much to be nice to the rich as to keep up standards. Com-
mentators must take decisions, and mine® is in favour of a chorus of
dancers costumed in brown and green, with frog-masks, leaping and
squatting around the orchestra on both sides of Charon’s boat.

The principal chorus, which enters at 316—22 and stays with us for
the rest of the play, represents people who were initiated while they
were alive on earth and now exist as happy souls close to the palace of
Pluto, as described by Herakles in 154—63. The notion that good
people will be rewarded in the afterlife and bad people punished was
well-established and widespread in Aristophanes’ time (cf. 145—53 n.).
So also was the notion that initiation at Eleusis ensures preferential
treatment in the underworld (on the relation between these two
notions, cf. 454—9 n.); that is the plain promise of 4.Cer. 481-3, echoed
in S. fr. 837, Pi. fr. 137, Isoc. iv. 28.

As soon as Dionysos and Xanthias hear the first cry of "laxy’ &
“Taxye, Xanthias exclaims (318-20) of pepvnuévor / évravfd mov
nailovow (‘are enjoying themselves’) .../ ¢8ovar yoiv rov Taxyov

¢ Cf. Sifakis 94.

5 Cf. D. M. MacDowell, CR~s 22 (1972) 4. People with more experience than I have
of operatic production tell me that an off-stage chorus is ‘usually a disaster’. In Act I
Scene 12 of La Clemenza di Tito Mozart prudently gave the off-stage chorus nothing to
say except ‘Ah!’, many times. Elsewhere the problem may be tackled by making the
chorus a backing for soloists singing the same words (Idomeneo), or giving them a song
we have already heard on stage (Carmen), or bringing them on at the earliest possible
moment after the beginning of the song (Patience). In the last scene of Rheingold we
recognize the motif and we can guess the sentiments of the Rhine Maidens anyway. It
will not do to cite the parodos of Clouds as a counter-example, because the play was a
flop (Nu. 524 f), and in any case it can be produced in such a way that we can see
(though Strepsiades does not) the chorus from the start. The success or failure of the
hoopoe singing in the bush in Av. 202—62 will have depended on what represented the
bush and where it was.

¢ In agreement with A. Kérte, DLZ 1924. 192.
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«7A., and the notion of mai{ew constantly recurs in the chorus’s own
songs:’ 333 ¢ihomaiypova, 375 mailwv, 388 maioar, 392 maicavra,
407b mailew, 411 ovumaotpias, 415 mailwv, 452 mailovres. Of
course, every comic chorus maile.—it has fun, it makes us laugh—and
the antistrophe 389-93 xai moAdd uév yéloiud u’ eimeiv, moddd 8¢
omovdaia, kal Mjs oijs éopmijs dfiws / maicavra kai oxdavra viki-
gavra Tawiodobas is an appropriate utterance for such a chorus what-
ever it may represent within the action of the play; the victory desired
is victory in the festival (cf. Av. 445—7). The comic chorus does indeed
say many things which are yéloia (passim) and many which are omov-
8aia (note 686 f. 7ov iepov yopov Sixaidv éore xpmord T méAer
évumapaweiv «k7A.); the exclusion of omovdaia from the end of the
stanza, in favour of maicavra kai okdpavra, accords well with the
ratio of funny to serious in the play as a whole. mailew and 7a.8:d are
regularly contrasted with omovdd{ew, omovdij, and omovdaios (e.g. Pl.
Grg. 481 BC, Phlb. 30 E, Plt. 288 ¢, Smp. 192 c), but a contrast between
omovdij or amovdaios and yélowos occurs also (e.g. Pl. Lg. 816,
838 c).

However, the stanza is part of a prayer to Demeter, a deity appro-
priate to the role which the chorus of initiates is enacting within the
play, and we find mailew and its cognates used on occasion of festivity
which does not include comic performance. Stesichoros PMG 232
says ‘Apollo loves matyuocvva: and song, whereas sorrows and groans
are the province of Hades’. In Men. Epitr. 478 ov]vémailev (Capps;
-{ov MS) refers to participation in the festival Tauropolia (cf. Ar. Lys.
700 GhjkdTy moovoa maryviav). It seems, therefore, that our chorus
simultaneously 7aile: in its function as a comic chorus and enacts a
company of initiates wai{ov7es in the underworld. This ambivalence
is familiar elsewhere in Aristophanes, and the balance between
theatrical function and dramatic enactment shifts from one passage to
another. At the end of Thesmophoriazusae the chorus-leader says
(1227 f) dAdd wémaotar perpiws nHuiv, dol dpa 84 ‘ot Badilew
oixad’ éxdory, where the purpose of the formula is to ‘bring down the
curtain’ (as in Nu. 1510 keydpevTar yap perpiws 76 ye Tijpepov Huiv)
but the feminine pronoun, immediately followed by a prayer to
Demeter and Kore, locates the mailew within the action of the play—
yet the ydpis demanded from the goddesses is most naturally taken as
a reference to the prize. Earlier in Thesmophoriazusae the chorus-

7 Cf. Silk 113.
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leader summons the chorus to dance and invoke deities (948 f.) by the
words dye vov fiueis maiowpev Gmep vépos évldde Taiol yvaifiv, / drav
8pyia ceuvd . . . dvéxwpev, and the chorus echoes her words in 983 f.
naiowuev & yvvaixes oiamep vépos. This is emphatically within the
dramatic action, and among the deities invoked it is said of Hera (975)
that she wdot rois yopoiow éumaile.® Pax 815-18 is not so simple: the
chorus invokes the Muse to ‘thrust wars aside and dance with me your
friend’ and ends with the words uer’ éuod odumacle mjv éopmijv; the
festival which the farmers are celebrating with the reinstatement of
Peace, or the dramatic festival, or both? There is a touch of a compar-
able blend of role and function in E. Or. 132f. ai8’ a¥ wdpeiat Tois
éuois Opnvipacw / idar Evvwdoi.

In so far as it is possible to allocate the mailew of the initiates
between the alternatives, it could be said that 411 ovumaiorpias
belongs to role rather than function (since the members of the chorus
are male), and that takes with it 415 per’ avis mailwv; 392 maioavra is
function rather than role, because of the reference to victory. 4075 is
perfectly ambivalent, as we shall see. 375 mailwv, 388 waioat, and 452
mailovres are weighted in favour of role by their context. 333 mjv dxé-
AacTov ¢rlomaiyuova Tywijv is a daring expression in which role and
function are perfectly blended. It is the only classical passage in which
dkoAacia, the regular antonym of cwépoovry (e.g. Pl. Grg. 493 B,
507¢C, Lg. 696 B, Lys. 216 B) is even advocated, let alone commanded
(Dn). 2RV explains dxéAaorov as ‘faultless’, ‘not deserving pun-
ishment’, but that is hard to believe, even given Hesiod fr. 248. 1 movy-
pétatov kai dpiotov (cf. Herakles) and A. Ag. 471 débovos 6ABos in
the unique sense ‘wealth which does not incur resentment’. In Mnesi-
machos fr. 4. 19 dkolacTaivel vous pewpariwv figures in the descrip-
tion of a really good party, and our chorus’s phrase covers both the
freedom of restraint enjoyed by the blessed and the licensed impertin-
ence of a comic chorus (cwdpoaivy, after all, is not much fun). We
might compare also (Dn) E. Ba. 113 vipbnkas vBpiords and Ar. Th.
961 f. yévos . .. fedv . . . yépaipe pwvij xopopavei Tpémw.

The first strophe and antistrophe of the chorus emphasize torches
(340) and call Iakchos ‘light-bearing star of rites at night’ (343), so that
itis not surprising that the last line of the anapaests (371) speaks of the
‘all-night festivals’ which the chorus is to celebrate (cf. 446/7, the

8 Cf. also E. Ba. 160f. Awros Srav evxélados lepds iepa malypara Bpéuy (unlike
‘play’, jouer, and spielen, mailew is not used in the sense ‘elicit musical sound
from...).
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reference to the women'’s all-night celebration). It seems clear enough
that we are meant to think of what we see as happening in the dark,
well lit by torches. But 376 jpiomrac 8 é€aprotvrws conflicts with
this, for dpiorov is the morning meal (cf., among many other passages
in Xenophon, Cyr. vi. 3. 21 adpov 8¢ mpé . . . xp7j dpromjoar), and the
implied exhortation, ‘Come on, you can dance without thinking of
your next meal’, suits the function of the chorus as daytime per-
formers, not the initiates in the underworld.

The same interweaving of function and role runs all through the
recitation by the chorus-leader in 354—71. Its content is designed to
vilify unpatriotic conduct and to champion the contribution of
comedy to the life of the city, but its formal framework is modelled on
a proclamation debarring the ‘impure’ from a religious ritual, and the
choice of words and phrases in its opening and closing lines impresses
that model upon us (cf. p. 239).

It is to be presumed that the paradise enjoyed by the initiates is
exempt from toil, fatigue, pain, sickness, sorrow, and fear. Greece is a
rocky country, and in much of it cultivation of the soil is laborious; its
long, hot summer withers the flowers which adorn it in spring. Hence
the chorus’s exultation in meadows (326, 344), flowery meadows
(373-44, 448 f.), flowery groves (441/2), a moist, flowery plain (351/2).
There is no toiling up rocky slopes. Pindar’s paradise too is a land of
meadows, flowers, foliage, fruit, and water (O. 2. 70-s, fr. 129. 3-5).
One of the gold leaves from Thurioi (DK 1 B20 6) speaks of Aeiudvds
€ iepovds rkal dAoea Pepoedoveias (cf. Od. x. 509f.), and the motif
recurs in epitaphs: GVI 1505. 3 f. (Arcadia, s. III/II*) ¥medéfaro Arbns
/ Aeywarw kai cepvos DPepoepdvns Bdrapos, 1572. 3 (Thessaly, s. III*
in.) eboeBéwv Aeyudva karoikioov. The fortunate souls enjoy sunlight,
whereas the rest are enveloped in darkness (454 f;; cf. 155, 273), which
is naturally associated in Greek thought with the world of the dead.
Not too much sunlight, though; the moon, the stars, and the smell of
the air at night would be gravely missed in paradise. Pindar’s paradise
enjoys a perpetual equinox (O. 2. 61 f.), and our chorus celebrates
nocturnal festivities by torchlight (340-4, 350, 446/7). Pindar fr. 129.
6 f. envisages the blessed as spending their time in sport, games, and
music, freed from agricultural labour and seafaring (O. 2. 63-5). We
may surely take sexual activity for granted; the deliberately ‘naughty’
touch in 409—4124 implies that the initiates are not sexless. Good wine
(with no hangover) and agreeable food may also be assumed; cf. P1. R.
363 cp. Interesting work, which most readers of this book would put
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quite high on the list of the ingredients of paradise, does not come
into it.

There were many mystery cults in the Greek world, associated with
many different gods; some were under the management of the state,
while others were entrepreneurial. In an Athenian play, however,
those initiated in the Eleusinian Mysteries would naturally be initiates
par excellence. We should not expect our chorus necessarily to enact the
procession to Eleusis or any part of the actual Eleusinian ritual, for
they are, after all, the souls of people who had been initiated while
alive; but it is understandable that their songs and dances should draw
to some degree on the ritual to which they owe their happy state,
blending such elements with others which are dictated by their comic
function.’ It must be remembered that the Eleusinian Mysteries were
a delicate subject. To divulge what was said and done in the actual
process of initiation was a very grave offence, and ten years before
Frogs a number of distinguished Athenians had had to flee into exile
because they were believed to have made fun of the Mysteries at
parties in private houses. It was therefore advisable for Aristophanes
to make it quite clear from the start that he was not proposing to
offend, and 7aifovow in 319 is an assurance that we are going to
witness the festivities of the initiated, not any kind of parody of the
very serious business of initiation.

The most conspicuous Eleusinian ingredient is the invocation of
Iakchos. He was the god who was carried in procession from his
sanctuary in Athens to Eleusis when the Mysteries were celebrated, !’
and his name is the name of the processional song (Hdt. viii. 65. 1—4,
Plu. Phoc. 28. 2; cf. X' 324). In the play, however, it seems that he dwells
in the underworld (323/4) and is called upon to come and dance with
his worshippers (326-33), brandish his torches (cf. Paus. i. 2. 4) and
lead them to the flowery plain (343, 350-3); then in 395 he is invoked
again and asked to join the procession ‘to the goddess’ (400).!! 451 xaA-
AixopdytaTov is a glancing allusion to the well Kallichoron at Eleusis
(h.Cer. 272),'? but in view of the regular association of meadows with
happiness in the afterlife (v. supr.) there is no reason to think that the
chorus’s frequent reference to meadows is meant to recall any feature

® Cf. Foucart 336, 338, Hindel 38-43, Horn 122, Zimmermann i. 124, 131 f.

' Cf. Deubner 72 f., Judeich 364, Foucart 324—7 (in Foucart 111 Hdt. viii. ‘45’ is a mis-
print for ‘65’), M. P. Nilsson, ARW 32 (1935) 83 f., Mylonas 253 f.

' Cf. L. Deubner, Gn. 12 (1936) 506.

'z Cf. Richardson 310-12.
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either of Eleusis or of Agrai (where the Lesser Mysteries were
celebrated).”®

There is, however, one other striking feature of the chorus which is
taken from the Eleusinian ritual and turned to good comic use (cf.
p. 57). It is clear from 404-12 either that the chorus is dressed in
ragged clothing or, if not, that it represents people who would be so
dressed in real life on a certain type of occasion. The second
alternative is bizarre; it would be rather as if the chorus in Wasps wore
no stings, despite the references to their stings in 405-20, 431 f. A
passage of Wealth implies that very old clothes were worn by initiands
at the Mysteries. There, a Good Citizen arrives (823) and is asked by
Karion (842 f.) why the slave with him is carrying a cloak. He replies
(844) that he has come to dedicate it to Wealth, the god now installed
in the house of Karion’s master. Karion asks (845) u@v odv éuvijfys
897 év avTd 7d peydAa; and the Good Citizen replies, ‘No, I shivered
in it for thirteen years’. What is the joke? If people wore good new
clothes for initiation, Karion’s question could be heavily sarcastic, as
we might say, “That the suit you wore to your wedding?’ If they wore
old clothing, the joke would be of a different kind: ‘What’s this, an
initiation or something?’ Or again, it might be elaborate courtesy on
Karion’s part, an assumption that the Good Citizen’s cloak is thread-
bare not because he can afford nothing better, but for a special
religious reason. According to Melanthios, FGrHist 326 F4, cited by
ZRVE P| 845, initiates dedicated eis feov Twos the clothes in which
they had been initiated; so perhaps we are meant to think that Karion
misunderstands the purpose for which the Good Citizen has come to
the house. Z¥ P/ 845, from Tzetzes’ commentary, adds a datum which
may explain both that passage and our passage of Frogs: ‘those who

B T. G. Tucker, CQ 18 (1904) 416-18, G. T. W. Hooker, JHS 8o (1960) 112-17, and
M. Guarducci, in Studi in onore di Aristide Colonna (Perugia, 1982) 167—72, argue that the
chorus is re-enacting not the procession to Eleusis but the festivities of the Lesser
Mysteries at Agrai (cf. Deubner 70, Judeich 176). Their argument turns on location of
the sanctuary of Dionysos év Aiuvas by the Ilissos (but see Judeich 289—g5) and on the
reference in 215-19 to that sanctuary and the Xvrpoc, part of the festival Anthesteria
celebrated there (Deubner g3, 112 f.). Hooker also argues that the audience would think
of the house of Herakles at the start of the play as the sanctuary of Herakles at
Kynosarges (cf. Judeich 169-71). One difficulty in such attempts to fit the underworld
journey to the topography of Athens is: what corresponds to the monsters (143 f.), mud,
and darkness (145) intervening between the Aiuvy and the initiates? A further objection
is the emphasis on Iakchos as a processional deity who accomplishes woAAsv 686v
(A.Korte, JAW 1911. 298). On the so-called yedupioués of 416—30 cf. p.247.
M. Tierney, PRAI 42 C (1935) 199—218, argues that the ritual ingredients of the chorus’s
performance suit the Lenaia rather than the Greater or Lesser Mysteries.
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had been initiated in the Great Mysteries, like those who went down
into the cave of Trophonios, did not discard the himatia in which they
had been initiated, until they died or until the garments had com-
pletely fallen to pieces.’ One might have suspected that Tzetzes
invented this to explain P/ 845, but for the reference to Trophonios,
which cannot be extracted from Aristophanes; and Tzetzes certainly
had access to material which we do not have."* Now, a frugal
Athenian, whose piety did not always run deep when it conflicted with
convenience, would be strongly tempted to wear old clothes for
initiation, knowing that he was expected to sacrifice them by dedica-
tion, or tempted to put off the dedication until the clothes needed
replacement anyway (cf. the cynical peveroi feoi to which reference is
made in Av. 1618-20)."° Karion’s joke will then be a joke against
Athenian habits (cf. the cynical Neighbour of Ec. 746-832). If the
former interpretation is right, 404—75 show that wearing old clothes at
least for the procession to Eleusis was believed to be sanctioned, even
prescribed, by a god mindful of his worshippers’ interests. The words
éni yédwr kdm’ evredeiq (404 f.) have a triple point: ragged clothing
generates laughter and saucy jokes (409—4125),'® it is economical for
the worshippers of lakchos in real life, and it is no less economical for
the choregos; cf. the joke about ‘saving the sheep for the choregos’
with which the preparations for a sacrifice are cut short in Pax 1020-2.

The relationship of 316—459 to Eleusinian ritual has a certain bear-
ing on another problem presented by the passage. Aristarchos,
according to ZRVE 354 (the beginning of the anapaests, es¢nueiv xp3
kTA.), émi ToUTwWY AéyeL Tov xopov (émi ToiTov TOV Xpdvov Aéyer )
pepepiofar eis pepika (netpica ZV) dvdmaiora, dAAa 8¢ dueiBecbar
v xop6v (eis . . . xopév om. ). ZVE continues kai 7i dpa ovveider 6
Apiorapyos; (ovv-. . . -xos om. Z¥) Svvaral 8¢ kai évovslvyov elvar 16
Aeyduevov, moAdayoi 8¢ pepepiobar kai eis Suyopiav 16 Aowmdv, dore
kai eis 8bdexa kai els (om. ZV) §rdexa Siapenepiofac. At 372, the

1 Cf. Wilson (1983) 194-6.

'* Greek religion was flexible. In 427/6 the Athenians greatly reduced the rate of
interest on money owed to Athena (ML 215) and took her acquiescence for granted. In
410 they decreed (Andok. i. ¢8) that every citizen must take an oath to ‘annul’ (Avw «ai

d¢inue) any oaths which he had previously taken to the detriment of the democratic
constitution.

' Cf. L. Radermacher, SAWW 187. 3 (1918) 94-7, on the association of ragged
clothing with festivity. Van Leeuwen says that clothes would become dirty (true) and
ragged (would they?) in the course of the journey to Eleusis, and Verde Castro 74 that
they would be torn by frenzied dancing (disarrayed, yes, but . . .). Note, however, that
Karion speaks of the actual initiation, not of the journey.
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end of the anapaests, Z®VE says évrevfev Apiorapyos vmevénoey i
8Aov 700 (8Aov T0U: EXatrov ZV) xopoi eival Ta mpdTa. TovTo 8¢ dEi6-
maTov, moAAdkis yap dAAMjAots (-dovs ZR) odirw mapakeredovrar of
mepi (mapa ZV) 76v xopov (oi . .. -pév om. ZR). Aristarchos evidently
believed that the anapaests were sung by one part of the chorus,
ending with an exhortation to another part. ra mpdra refers at least to
the anapaests, and possibly to the preceding strophe and antistrophe
as well; for évrevfev . . . Smevénoev, ‘inferred from this (passage)’ cf.
ZBD Pi. N. 1. 252 évreifev iows mAavnleis (‘misled, perhaps, by this
fact’) 6 Tinaios kA, ZVE 354 moAdaxov . . . Siauepepiofar, which is
plainly post-Aristarchan, envisages as a possibility (8vvara.) half-
choruses in all that folows the anapaests.!?
The sigla show great variety and complexity, thus:

354 (evdnueiv) yopés A K M Npr1: sjuxépiov R E P20 U Vs 6:
mapdfaois Vb3.

372 (xdpet) xopos mpos dAAjAovs M: fjuixépiov R V E NP1 P20 U
Vb3 Vs1 6.

383 (dye vvv) xopés Vb3: uixépiov V™8 E P20 U: juixdprov 7 iepevis
R M Npi: spixépiov 4 iepeis A.

385a (diunrep) fpixdprov R AE M Mdi P20 U Vb3 @: dAdo népos
xopov V.

394 (dy’ ela) fuwxdprov Mdr P20* U 6.

398 ("Taxxe) xopds M: rjuixépiov E Np1 U Vb3 @: uépos xopod
Vs1™8,

403 ("lakyxe) fjuixépov P20 U Vb3 O: pépos xopos A Np1: uédos
xopoiv M.

408 (“Taxxe) xopds Vb3: juxéprov AM Np1P2oU 6.

413 ("laxye) xopds M: fjuiydpov A Vb3 6.

416 (BovAeabe) yopés VA E M Npi1 P20 Vb3 Vs1 @: xopos *++ Mdr1:
Huixdpov U.

434 (undév) xopds codd.

440 (xwpeire) xopés VE K M Mdr Np1 P20 U Vb3 Vs1 ©: dAdos
xopds A.

445 (éyw 8¢) iepevs A Vs1: diévvoos E.

48 (xwpapev) fuxépov VAE M Np1 P2o U Vb3 6.

All this is, so to speak, fall-out. Aristarchos’ suggestion gave the

impetus to speculative divisions, one of which even divides each

'7 Van Leeuwen, Mnemosyne 1896. 336, emends Z 354 extensively and unnecessarily;
on the tradition of half-choruses in dramatic texts, T. Renner, ZPE 41 (1981) 6 f.
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occurrence of the refrain (403, 408, 413) from the verses which precede
it (at what seem to us crucial points, the scholia are silent). But
Aristarchus is not the only cause; the use of paragraphoi to mark off
sections of a long passage goes back to the fourth century Bc—it occurs
in the Timotheos papyrus'®*—and there may well have been such para-
graphoi in pre-Alexandrian texts of our parodos.

The anapaestic tetrameters 354—71 are similar in character to the
epirrhema and antepirrhema of a parabasis, and, like them, are spoken
by the chorus-leader. They end (370) with a command vueis &
dveyeipere poAmijv, to which the chorus responds in 372 xdpet vov. In
383-413 we have two more examples of command (presumably by the
chorus-leader) and response (by the chorus):

@) (a) 383...d%jun7pa . .. kedadeire
(b) 385a Avjuntep . . . ovumapasrdite

(ii) (2) 394 ... maparadeire . . . T6v fvvéumopov
(8) 398 "Taxye . . . cuvarodovle

Such command and response are rooted in ritual formulae, such as
that cited by ZRVE 479 (PMG 879 [1]), on the Lenaia: ‘the torchbearer
says “Call the god!” and his hearers cry, “Iakchos, son of Semele, giver
of wealth!”” The originator of 2V 440 (v. infr.) accepted the possibility
that such passages are mutual exhortation by the whole chorus and not
duotBaia, but that is to ignore passages of drama in which the
command is issued by an individual speaker at the end of a passage of
dialogue, e.g. 874 vpeis 8¢ Tais Modoars 7 pédos vmdoate. Xo. & Aids
éwéa mapBévor kTA.; 1525—7 mpoméumete . . . ToUTOV . . . KEAadovvTes.
Xo. mpiTa pév edodiav xtA.; cf. Pax 581 f, and some instances in
tragedy, e.g. S. Trach. 202—5."° The analogy strongly suggests that 383 f.
and 394—7 are spoken by the chorus-leader.

Nothing else in 32352 or 372—413 prompts us to divide the chorus.
The first serious problem comes in 416 Bovlecfe Sjra rowry
okdpwpev krA. This reminds us of Lys. 1042, uttered by the old men at
the end of the dialogue between the half-choruses which culminates in
reconciliation, dAAa kowyj ovetadévres Toi pélovs dpédueba. From
then on the old men and old women sing and dance as a united chorus.
If kows has the same point in Ra. 416, the chorus must have been

8 Cf. Lloyd-Jones ii. 206 f.

19 Cf. Kaimio 218. In Th. 101-29 we have an entirely lyric sequence of command and
response; this is a parody—Agathon is composing and singing the whole sequence him-
self—and for that reason should be assumed to exemplify a choral form which Agathon
had used.
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divided earlier, and since Herakles told Dionysos that he would
encounter fiaco: ‘of men and women’ (156 f.), a half-chorus repres-
enting males and one representing females may seem likely. But it has
not proved possible to identify any such divisions satisfactorily.” The
passage 398—413 (414a—-15 are interposed by Dionysos and Xanthias)
consists not of two responding stanzas, but of three; the third (409-13),
the joke about glimpsing a girl’s breast, suits males, but there is
nothing in either of the other two to associate them with females. It
should be noted that masculine singular participles referring to the
singers occur in four out of the seven stanzas between 371 and 4144,
and feminine participles nowhere (contrast Th. 9g54—68). Despite Lys.
1042, it is preferable to abandon the notion of half-choruses and take
Bovlesle S7iTa wowrj in 416 as an invitation to Dionysos and
Xanthias.?! Dionysos has broken silence in 414ab with a declaration
that he would like to join the festive dancing, and the chorus’s reaction
is not ‘Oh my God, who’s this spying on us?’, but a genial ‘Come on
in? (cf. the hospitable reception of a visiting «k@pos, as described in
Ach. ¢82). 87ra does not mean ‘Well, now . ..’, embarking on a new
topic or activity, but is essentially consequential (GP 269-77), a
reaction to the previous speaker’s words; cf. Av. 1025 f. BovAel b7jra
... p1) mpdypar Exew, 1689 Bovdeole 8797’ éyw . .. émrd, Pl. Phlb.
62 c, Plt. 272 B, Sph. 218 D).

The last and most serious problem arises in 445, where it appears—
if we take the text at face value—that the chorus-leader goes off, taking
with him that part of the chorus which represents women and girls,
while the men respond to his command ywpeire by singing ywpapev
«tA. ZV remarks on 440: 8vvavra. mdvres of kaTd ToV Yopov dAjAots
mapakeleveafar kai uy els dpoBaia Siatpeicfai. dAAd TovTO €ls
098¢y daivoiro dv oikovouovuevos. The commentator no doubt had in
mind the readiness of a chorus to address itself in second person
imperatives or first person subjunctives (and even both in the same
sentence, e.g. E. Or. 1258).22 There are three possible interpretations
of the passage:

2 Radermacher 184, Zimmermann i. 135 f.; the elaborate divisions suggested by A.
Couat, Mélanges Henri Weil (Paris, 1895) 39~66 lack cogent argumentation.

21 So too Dn. J. M. Stahl, RhkM 64 (1909) 46, takes xowsj to mean ‘openly’, ‘publicly’,
citing Xen. M. ii. 6. 38 and Dem. xxi. 148 as parallels; but cf. MacDowell’s edition of
Dem. xxi on the latter passage. On the speaker of éy 8’ «7A. v. n. ad loc.

22 Second person singular imperatives are also commonly used by choruses as a
stylized representation of mutual exhortation, e.g. Th.953, 969, Lys. 302; cf. Kaimio r21-
43, where singular and plural imperatives are treated together.
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(1) The chorus is abnormally large, and
(a) the chorus-leader now leaves with part of it, or
(b) there is a second chorus-leader, who leaves with part

of it.

(2) There is only one chorus-leader, the chorus is of normal size, it
divides temporarily into two parts, and we have to imagine that
one part leaves in its role as female initiates while in its function
as part of a comic chorus it stays with us.

(1)(a) is the solution adopted by van Leeuwen. It entails the belief that
the epirrhema and antepirrhema of the parabasis are sung by the
whole chorus—or alternatively, recited by a deputy leader. This hypo-
thesis is not attractive, but it seems at first sight to derive some support
from the fact that gos f., the karaxedevouds addressed to the two
contestants at the beginning of the agon, are attributed by virtually all
the manuscripts? not to the chorus (i.e. the chorus-leader), as Aristo-
phanes’ practice elsewhere would have led us to expect, but to
Dionysos. The cause of the attribution may well be the fact that it is
addressed to both the contestants. We may compare the situation in
Nu. 457-75, where a mistaken view of the lyric dialogue between the
chorus and Strepsiades generated an attribution of the chorus’s lines
to Socrates in all manuscripts. 2V there, however, points out that both
the xataxelevouds and the preceding verses belong to the chorus,
elwlfe yap pera 16 doar émdyew Siomiyov. When we reach the
dvrikataxelevouds in the agon of Frogs (1004), there is no attribution
to Dionysos, but several manuscripts (V E K Np1 Vsi1) have the note
éru 6 xopds (cf. the Medicean Aeschylus at Pe. 155, where the chorus-
leader addresses Atossa), and one does not say ‘it is still the chorus’
unless there is a danger that someone may think it is not. No support is
to be found in this quarter for the hypothesis that the chorus-leader
actually departs one-third of the way through the play.

(1)(#) The hypothesis that there is a second solo singer may be
ancient; at least that is the prima-facie implication of iepevs as an
alternative to sjuiydpiov in R A M Npr1 at 383 and iepevs (without
alternative) in A Vsi at 445. The latter certainly implies that someone
took éyw 8¢ . .. el literally. A modern tendency to emphasize the
element of Eleusinian ritual led van Leeuwen to designate the chorus-
leader xopvdaios 7 iepoddvrs throughout and Radermacher (and

2 The exception is P20, but the verses are dislocated there.
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Dn) to attribute 440-7 to a 8g¢dodvyos.?* The hypothesis still leaves us
either with an outsize chorus before 440~7 or with a depleted chorus
thereafter.

(2) The chorus has been acting the part of the blessed initiates in
procession from one meadow (326, 344) to more meadows (373). We
have to imagine these meadows. When the chorus-leader tells the
chorus to go to a flowery grove (440-2), an exhortation to which they
respond in ywpduev x7A., while e will go with the women and girls,
he is making a sexy joke; we all know—don’t we?—what opportunities
a female all-night festival affords to an enterprising male.”’ Here
comedy takes precedence over ritual. If we really took 4407 literally,
the orchestra would shortly be emptied of all its dancers, for the men
would depart in one direction while the women departed in another. It
is simpler to suppose that no one departs.?® The dance can briefly
suggest a departure in two directions, but everything from 448
onwards can be sung in unison, replacing the ‘flowery groves’ of 441/2
with the by now tediously familiar ‘flowery meadows’ (448 f.) which
await men and women alike. That raises a further question: are any of
the choreutai (addressed as &vdpes in 5984) dressed as women? I
suspect not; the words remind us that both men and women can enjoy
the afterlife of the blessed, but the chorus we see is a sample which
happens to be all men, and the all-night festival of the women and girls
is left to our imagination (Dn).

There is a good theatrical reason for their behaving as if they were
all leaving us: this section is their last utterance as initiates, and from
now they are simply the chorus necessary to an Old Comedy, divested
of any distinctive character. Their doctrinal utterance (and implicit
moral exhortation) is their valediction in the role they have played up
to this point. The only subsequent hint at their role as initiated souls is
their reference to themselves as 76v (epov yopdv in 686; a comic chorus
is indeed iepds in so far as a festival is an offering to the gods (Dn; cf.
Dem. xxi. 51 Tovs yopovs Vueis dmavras TovTous kai Tals Suvovs 7

24 On this official cf. Fourcart 1g1-201, Mylonas 232, and K. Clinton, TAPAS 64. 3
(1974) 67 1.

25 Cf. Radermacher 207. Menander’s Pamphile fell victim at the Tauropolia (Epitr.
471-9; note 474 mavwwyi{ovaas) and so did Plangon at the Adonia (Sam. 38—49; note 46
émawixlov éoxeSaouévar). Given the enthusiasm aroused in Dionysos and Xanthias
(414a-5) for the girl with the torn dress, we can hardly doubt the nature of the joke, any
more than we can doubt it in Av. 1097-1101 xetpdl{w 8’ év koidois dvrpois viudars
ovpeiais fupmailwr, illuminated by Anakreon 358. 4 and Asklepiades (HE) 4. 1.

% Cf. Zimmermann i. 23 f.
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fe moueire). It happens not to be called so elsewhere in comedy, but
in Av. 1719 the chorus is told, in preparation for Peisetairos’ wedding,
dAXa xp7) Beds / Movoms dvoiyew iepov elnuov otépa, and earlier in
the same play the chorus says of its own bird-song (745) ITavi vépovs
iepods dvagaivw, while the nightingale is exhorted (210) Adoov 8¢
vépovs iepav vuvwv. It seems to me therefore unlikely that yopav
lepwv and lepov xopdv in the parabasis of Frogs are a deliberate
reminder of the chorus’s role as initiates, and more likely that the
words serve to reinforce the seriousness of the message which the
parabasis is designed to convey. In the closing lines of the play, where
the chorus escorts Aeschylus with torches, the first person mavoaiuet’
dv (1531) identifies it with living Athenian citizens. In the same way
the chorus in Nu. 601 steps out of its role in calling Athena fjuerépa
fess.

VIII. POLITICS

The recurrent political theme of the play is a familiar one: old ways
good, new ways bad (cf. pp. 22 f.). The heroic ideals of Aeschylean
tragedy will preserve the city, the unsettling realism of Euripidean
tragedy will subvert it. The antepirrhema of the parabasis (718-37)
urges the citizen-body to reject the leadership of those whom it now
follows, upstarts of foreign parentage (730~2), and turn back to men of
known integrity who were brought up in the style of noble and wealthy
families. The ode of the parabasis (674-85) focuses more closely on
Kleophon, the most influential §nuaywyds! of the time. He too is
vilified as a foreigner (680—2); and the treatment of him at the end of
the play (1504, 1532) is malicious.

Kleophon, in fact, is treated in much the same way as Kleon twenty
years earlier, the ‘Paphlagonian’, the ‘hide-seller’, in Knights (cf. Nu.
549, V. 1030—7, Pax 752—60). Aristophanes was not alone in his

7 K.-D. Koch 51 and Hooker 177 see the exodos as a reaffirmation of the role of the
chorus as initiates; but Hooker 173-5 recognizes the combination of role and function
in the chorus, and cf. G. A. H. Chapman, A7Ph 104 (1983) 3 n. 13, 5 n. 21, on the fluctuat-
ing identity of a comic chorus.

! The English ‘demagogue’ is derogatory, but that is not true of 8yuaywyds; cf. Lys.
xxvii. 10 dyafadv dnuaywydv. In Eq. 191-3 dnuaywyia is neutral, as it is described as
‘not now’ or ‘no longer’ (ov . . . &) exercised by good and well-educated men, and it
should be noted that Lys. xxv. g designates the oligarchic conspirators Phrynichos and
Peisandros dnuaywyor, i.e. men of exceptional influence in the assembly.
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onslaught on the 8yuaywyor; after the death of Kleon Hyperbolos
was the target of the comic poets in Pax 679-92, the Marikas of
Eupolis, the Hyperbolos of Plato (fr. 183 ridicules him for his mis-
pronunciations) and plays by Hermippos and others (cf. Nu. 555-9).
Kleophon was the title of the play put on by Plato in competition with
Frogs. The comic poets’ view of these prominent dnuaywyoi seems to
have been very close indeed to the view taken by Thucydides (Kleon,
iii. 36. 6, iv. 28. 5; Hyperbolos, viii. 73. 3). Just as Kleon was a ‘tanner’
and a ‘hide-seller’, Hyperbolos was a ‘lamp-maker’ (Pax 681-92), ‘the
man from the lamp-market’ (Nu. 1065). Andokides i. 146 sneers at
Kleophon as a ‘lyre-maker’, and much political vilification in fourth-
century oratory is close in tone and content to that of Old Comedy.
Aischines ii. 93 calls Demosthenes ‘son of a uayatpomoids’ (Demos-
thenes’ father was in fact the owner of a very large workshop) and a
Scythian on his mother’s side (ii. 78, 180, iii. 172). It had never been the
practice of Old Comedy to spare the politically prominent (or to
identify individuals who might be more acceptable). So far as the
evidence available to us goes, Perikles was not attacked on the same
grounds as the post-Periclean dnuaywyoi.® Perikles, son of a man
who had been a general in the Persian War and of a woman of aristo-
cratic lineage, was a thoughtful, far-sighted, ambitious, ruthless
imperialist, profoundly concerned with his own image: aloof, disinter-
ested, of ostentatious probity. His successors were hardly ‘upstarts’;
one of them—Kleophon, in fact—was the son of a general,* and it is
unlikely that Kleon and Hyperbolos got their hands dirty.

Their political style, however, may have been a novelty after the
Periclean years. They discovered that, although Perikles had enjoyed
extraordinary success in causing the assembly to take the decisions he
wanted it to take, there were other means to that end, noisier and more
dramatic, deliberately populist, exploiting the great power of indigna-
tion® and explicitly championing the weak against the strong.® None of
this would have helped them if the character of the assembly itself had
not changed. The Periclean spell was broken by the plague and the

2 Cf. GPM 30-2.

3 Schwarze 169—72 seems to me to underrate the difference.

* CLML 41 f.

5 For which there were sometimes good grounds; according to Thuc. iv. 28. 5 of
adgpoves rév dvBpdmwv would have been happy to see the Athenian military effort on
Sphakteria fail if that had resulted in the disgrace of Kleon. Cf. also HCT iv. 426.

¢ Cf. W. R. Connor, The New Politicians of Fifth-Century Athens (Princeton, 1971) 95 f.,

151-63, 171-5, 178.
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ravaging of Attica (Thuc. ii. 59, 65. 1-3), and people became much less
inclined to ask ‘And who might you be?” when someone without
experience of high command behind him gave a cogent voice to their
discontents. Thucydides and others like him thought the assembly
unstable and irresponsible. Yet the gruesome irresponsibility which
led to the trial of the generals after Arginusai was only one side of the
coin; the other side was the increasing assumption of responsibility by
the assembly, a development by no means at odds with the Periclean
idéal (Thuc. ii. 37. 1, 40. 1-3, 44. 3). The comic poets fastened upon
what was distinctive in the Periclean and post-Periclean styles: the
monarchical character of the former and the populist character of the
latter. Praise of the old and deprecation of the new were a strong tradi-
tion in Greek literature, the poet (or orator) being accorded the
privilege of castigating his audience;’ in comedy, criticism of men who
possessed authority and influence was also traditional. Every literary
genre has a certain degree of autonomy, and some of the things said in
comedy were said because they were the kind of thing that was
expected in comedy. The choice of targets, within a large field, was up
to the individual poet. For example, in an undatable play of Eupolis
(fr. 384, probably from a parabasis) the generals, and therefore the
management of the war, are the target: in the old days generals were
‘gods’, but now they are ‘scum’ (vafdppara, ‘scapegoats’, cf. the
dappaxoi of Ra. 733).3

The comic poets should not be thought of as all ‘members’ of an
‘opposition party’ with a consistent policy. Criticism of current
political style and behaviour does not amount to a policy or
programme until it is reinforced with positive proposals. The nature
and direction of the political criticism expressed in comedy tell us
something about the audience, which evidently welcomed, on the
privileged occasion of the dramatic festivals, ridicule of the choices
which it had made in its political capacity.’ They may also justify some
inferences about the nexus of friendships and patronage in which

7 Cf. GPM 29f.

& Cf. de Ste. Croix 355—71 on what he regards as the snobbish and ‘paternalistic’
attitude of Aristophanes to the poor. So far as concerns who is ridiculed, and for what
reasons, his case is very powerful, but it concentrates too much on Aristophanes as an
individual; the problem is one which affects Old Comedy as a genre—citations from
other poets suffice to show that—and, moreover, a genre whose function was to enter-
tain the mass audience which was the target of the poets’ snobbery.

% Cf. Jeffrey Henderson, in J. . Winkler and Froma Zeitlin (eds.), Nothing to Do with
Dionysus? (Princeton, 1990) 271-313, on comedy as a privileged extension of political
debate.
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comic poets were involved, often, perhaps, on the initiative of people
whose primary concerns were not literary or theatrical.'

Down to Frogs, the issue of supreme importance in assessing the
political standpoint adopted in Aristophanic comedy is the issue of
war and peace. Acharnians (425), Peace (421), and Lysistrata (411) have
been labelled ‘peace plays’ and even the word ‘pacifist’ has intruded
into discussion of Aristophanes. He was certainly not a pacifist in the
modern sense of the word, someone who believes that the deliberate
taking of human life is wrong in all circumstances; like any other
Athenian, he would have killed any number of people in defence of
Attica against invasion. Peace was written at a time when the decision
to negotiate seriously for peace had already been taken, and its
production was in effect a celebration of the successful outcome. The
problem lies in Acharnians and Lysistrata; in the former we are told that
the war was unjustified in the first place, that Sparta’s reaction to the
Megarian Decree was understandable, and that peace would be ad-
vantageous, and in the latter, that negotiation for peace would be to
everyone’s advantage. The difficulty is created by the fact that Dikaio-
polis’ argument in Acharnians is put into a framework of paratragedy, as
ifridiculing the case for peace, and Lysistrata’s reconciliation of the bel-
ligerents in Lysistrata is interwoven with sexual jokes, as if in dismissal.
And yet the positive argument in each case must represent a significant
strand of Athenian opinion. The people who said in 432 that the Megar-
ian Decree was not worth a war (Thuc. i. 139. 4) cannot all have been
converted, dead, in exile, or otherwise silenced by 425, and itmustnotbe
forgotten thatin 430, under the impact of the circumstances which led to
the temporary rejection of Perikles, the assembly actually initiated
fruitless negotiations (Thuc. ii. 59. 2). As for 411, the awakened interest
of the Persians in the outcome of the war must have raised some
anxieties and generated some debate at Athens (cf. Lys. 1133 f.) on the
possible advantages of a negotiated peace.

It seems unlikely that students of Aristophanes will ever agree on
the measure of ‘seriousness’ to be discerned in the ‘peace plays’. Frogs
is not as a rule given that label, for although Kleophon was an uncom-
promising opponent of any peace which fell short of victory,'! and the

19 The notion that Anytos and Meletos bribed Aristophanes to write Clouds (SA IV.
ii. 372) is bizarre, but its implications are less so; the answer to the question ‘Why did
Aristophanes pick on Socrates?” may be ‘Because some of his friends were enemies of
some of Alkibiades’ friends.” The implications of V. 1025 f. are also relevant.

' There is some doubt about the number of occasions before 405 on which
Kleophon opposed negotiation; cf. Rhodes. 424.
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closing lines of the play convey a strong hint that the cwmpia of
Athens lies in seeking an end to the war on less intransigent terms
(1532 f.), the advice given by Aeschylus in 14635 is a recipe for victory.
The same could be said at least of the surface meaning of 735-7,
though the words used there are general enough to be open to many
interpretations. In one respect, however, Frogs -offers a serious
message which in its concreteness differs strikingly from generalized
criticism of political style or wishful thinking about advantageous
peace terms. The epirrhema of the parabasis (687—-99) develops a
recommendation to restore citizen-rights to those who had lost them
through participation in the oligarchic revolution of 411. That
participation is described as ouudopd;'? they ‘went wrong’/‘did
wrong’ (fjnapre (689) covers both) because they were ‘thrown by
Phrynichos’ tricks’ (lit., “. .. wrestlings’).!® Phrynichos was a prime
mover of the oligarchic revolution (Thuc. viii. 68. 3). He was murdered
later in 411 (ibid. g2. 2); his murderers were honoured in 409 (/G i3 102
= ML 85; Lys. xiii. 70-2) and his bones were thrown out of Attica
(Lykurgos, Leocr. 112—14). Aristophanes’ way of referring to the dis-
enfranchised is designed to present them, disingenuously, as innocent
victims, like the demos itself. His proposal was one which could be
put into effect by a single act of the assembly, and was indeed effected
by the decree of Patrokleides (Andokides i. 77—9) after the fleet had
been lost at Aigospotamoi.

According to Vita Ar. (PCG ii. 2 T1 35-9) Aristophanes was com-
mended and awarded an olive wreath because of the advice he gave in
the parabasis. The author of Hyp. I° says ‘the play was so admired
because of its parabasis'* that it was produced again (dve8:8dx6y),"
according to Dikaiarchos’ (fr. 84 Wehrli). The data offer no justifica-
tion for supposing that the repeat performance was on any occasion
other than a subsequent dramatic festival, from the City Dionysia of
405 onwards. On what occasion, will have been known to Dikaiarchos,
who wrote wepi v diovuoiakdv dydvwv (fr. 75), and there are other

'2 One’s own misdeeds and those of one’s friends are cuuopar; other people’s are
crimes. Cf. MacDowell on Andok. i. 86; and in E. Hp. 1407 Hippolytos paves the way for
his absolution of Theseus by lamenting Theseus’ cvudopd.

" In a similar way a speaker in court who wishes to criticize the verdict of a previous
jury is careful to speak of the jury as ‘misled’; cf. GPM 24.

' Coulon adopts Weil’s lamentable emendation xardfaow, founded on the assump-
tion that the grounds for commending the play must have been aesthetic.

' Hyp. I Ar. Nu. provides a clear example of dva8i8dakew = ‘put on again’: dvadi-
8déat. . . mpofuunbévros, ovér 8¢. . . moLjoavTos.
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citations from him (frr. 76-83), on the titles and authorship of plays,
which suggest that he composed a kind of commentary on the
didaskaliai, listing known plays and in some cases composing hypo-
theses. The commendation and wreath point to a decree of a familiar
kind, ‘commend So-and-so and crown him with a wreath of olive,
because he ...’; examples are: (with wreath) /G i3 145 (405/4, giving
extensive reasons), ii? 29 (387/6), (without wreath) i3 110 (408/7), ii? 20
(394/3).°

When the decree of Patrokleides had been passed, the supporters of
the decree commending Aristophanes could say, and no doubt did
say, that the city had taken his advice. At the time he gave the advice,
there must have been enough sentiment in its favour to save him from
vilification as a traitor. It is not easy to decide from the wording of the
parabasis how far he wanted to go; o1 £, ‘everyone . . . who fights at
sea together with us’, implicitly exclude exiles, and the decree of
Patrokleides certainly offered nothing to the outright traitors who had
fled abroad.

It is important to remember that irremediable disaster intervened
between Frogs and the decree of Patrokleides. It is unlikely that any-
thing short of that would have induced the assembly, at a time when
Kleophon’s authority was considerable, to restore rights to men of
questionable loyalty.!” That they did so after Aigospotamoi reflects a
mood of disillusionment with political leaders who had manipulated
the assembly at the trial of the generals (cf. Xen. HG i. 7. 35 on the
revulsion against the manipulators), uttered threats which treated with
contempt democratic procedure and the process of law (ibid. 7. 12-15,
Lykurg. Leocr. 114, Aischines ii. 76), and encouraged intransigence at a
time when—or so people could readily persuade themselves, now that
everything had gone wrong—disaster might have been avoided by
negotiation. The beginning of 404, when dealings with Sparta had
begun and it proved practicable to get rid of Kleophon on a capital
charge (Lys. xiii. 8, xxx. 10f), is the right time for a decree which
awarded an olive-wreath to the poet and instructed the eponymous
archon to grant a chorus to anyone who wished to present the play
again at the Lenaia or City Dionysia of 404.!® Aristophanes had made

16 Cf. A. H. Sommerstein, forthcoming.

7 Cf. W. G. Arnott, GER 38 (1991) 18-22.

18 A. Korte, DLZ 1924. 191, denies the possibility of a production in 404, but it is
doubtful whether suffering and anxiety would have seemed to the Athenians an
adequate reason for suppressing the dramatic festival. Cf. also p. 56.
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his contribution to the rehabilitation of some of his friends, and they,
influential in the changed climate of opinion, showed their gratitude.

Seeing an Aristophanic comedy at a second production is a differ-
ent experience from seeing it at its first. When the chorus in the
parabasis exhorts the city to do something which has now been done,
no problem; but when Aeschylus in 1463—5 revives Perikles’ advice
on naval strategy,'® the emotional strain on an audience which has
lost its navy is severe. Those lines alone would justify us in asking
whether anything was rewritten for the second production, and the
chaos in the text of the scene 1435-66 very strongly suggests that what
we have before us is a conflation of two versions.” Dionysos asks two
poets each to give him one opinion, but he receives three in all;?! and
his reaction to the first is separated from it by the second opinion and
his reaction to that (1442—50). That second opinion is essentially a re-
statement of the advice given by the chorus in 718-37; the third, as we
have seen, is meaningless after the loss of the fleet; and the first
(1437-41), although it presupposes naval warfare, is a wild and comic
fantasy on which no action could be taken, fleet or no fleet, and
which for that reason might have passed muster in 404. The second
answer could be taken differently by different members of the
audience; anti-democratic sentiment could identify ‘those whom we
now trust’ as people who, in its view, are still too influential, and
democratic sentiment could identify them as people who have now
become dangerously influential.?2

Further details concerning the assignation of these passages to
speakers will be considered on pp. 373-5. They constitute the second
stage of the problem, and do not affect the fact that the hypothesis of
conflation of a 405 version with a 404 version offers a complete solution
to the first stage.

Some other provocative details concerning the political tendency

1% Perikles had attacks on the Peloponnese in mind; in 405, former subjects in
rebellion and enemy-held territory in Asia Minor would be what Aeschylus means; cf.
Sommerstein, CONs 24 (164) 24. T. G. Tucker, CR 11 (1897) 302 f., recognized that the
advice appropriate before the summer of 405 would be different from what was appro-
priate after.

% On the problems of this scene in general cf. Sicking 171-8; the solutions proposed
by Dorrie, MacDowell, Newiger, and Sommerstein will be discussed in detail ad loc.

2 R. E. Wycherley, CR 54 (1945) 32~8, argues that the passage could be produced in
such a way that the audience would accept its incoherence; so it could, I think, but there
is no ancient parallel.

2 The slogan ‘Clear the bums out?, popular in the Congressional elections of 1990,
had different referents in different areas.
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of the play remain. We may find it surprising that Aeschylus’ advice on
Alkibiades implies ‘recall him and make use of him’ (1432), and this
advice is not rejected by Dionysos. Alkibiades’ cousin Adeimantos,
one of the generals of 406/5, is damned in 1512; affer Aigospotamoi he
was widely regarded as a traitor and responsible for the disaster (Lys.
xiv. 38, Xen. HG ii. 1. 32), but in early 405 was his opposition to the
barbarous decree which prescribed mutilation of captured Pelo-
ponnesian sailors (Xen. ibid.) enough to merit treatment as an enemy?
An insertion of 1512 for performance in 404 is by no means out of the
question.

The references to Theramenes are snide (540 f., 967-70), and in
conjunction with what is said of him by Xenophon’s Kritias (HG ii. 3.
27-33, above all 31 ~ Ra. 536 f.) may represent what some of his future
colleagues among the Thirty said about him, but they were not neces-
sarily unwelcome to him; he was probably rather pleased with himself.

Revision and conflation have often been invoked to explain the
presence of lines in the play which editors find puzzling or not to their
taste.® This is, however, a dangerous game: to adduce political
reasons for such cases is to risk over-simplifying what was probably a
complex and fluid set of relationships between individuals and
groups. It may also be thought to beg the question of Aristophanes’
political seriousness; so it would, if the play had been performed at
any other period, but a comedy whose author was honoured by the
assembly for his political advice, a comedy presented afresh (in
consequence of a decision by the assembly) at a time of external and
internal menace and apparently altered in at least one significant
respect, is a phenomenon for the full understanding of which we need,
but do not have, analogies.

[X. HISTORY OF THE TEXT
1. Ancient and Medieval Manuscripts

We have some scraps of two manuscripts of late antiquity (fifth and
sixth centuries Ap): POxy 1372, covering 44-50, 8591, 840-61, and
879~-9o2, and PBerol 13231 (= Berliner Klassikertexte 231), covering 234—
63, 272-300, 404-10, and 607-11. In most of these lines only a fraction

2 e.g. E. Graf, Philologus 55 (1890) 311-17, G. Pasquali, SIFCNs 3 (1923) 71—4, and
Marzullo 386.
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of the line is preserved, but since both papyri have survived by chance
they serve as a good random sample reassuring us of the close rela-
tionship between the text we can reconstruct from the earliest manu-
scripts and the text as it was in the last period of the ancient world.
The identity of the lyric colometry of the oldest medieval manuscript
with that of PBerol in 234-63, 273—300 and, 404—10 and with POxy in
87984, 895—902 is noteworthy (cf. p. 000).

The whole or the greater part of the text of the play is contained in
86 manuscripts written between the tenth and seventeenth centuries
ap.! In the list which follows, their description, given in full (with
bibliography) by Eberline 2—48, is reduced to the barest minimum; the
bracketed figure at the end of each item is the page-reference to
Eberline.

A Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2712.
¢.1300; parchment (2).

Br1 Brussels, Bibliotheque Royale, 4280-83. Early 15th cen-
tury; copyist Georgios (2).

C Paris, B.N., Ancien fonds grec 2717. 16th cent. (23).

Cr Cremona, Biblioteca Governativa 171. 14th cent. (but

replacement leaves 15th); replacement copyist Lianoros ¢
Bovwwievs (6).

Ctr Cambridge, University Library, Nn 3.15.1. Early 14th cent.
().

Ct2 bound with Ct1. End of the 15th cent. (4).

Cto Cambridge, Trinity College, R.1.42. 15th cent.; copyist
Michael 6 o6 Avyyevs. Lines 1370-end missing (4).

E Modena, Biblioteca Estense, a.U.5.10. Late 14th cent. or
possibly 15th (17).

E2 ibid., a . W.9.14. 15th cent. On the hand, cf. P6. (18).

Es1 El Escorial, Real Biblioteca, @.II1.6. 15th cent.; parch-

ment. Lines 1006—end missing (7).

! My list excludes: Elblag, Biblioteka Miejska O.2, now lost and known only from a
collation made in 1788 (Eberline 7); Vaticanus graecus 920, which has 1-510 and 558-
606, severely damaged and largely illegible (Eberline 31); Vaticani graeci 39 and 100
(Eberline 29 f.), each of which contains only the last few lines of the play; Vaticanus
Palatinus graecus 319, containing only 713-1195 (Eberline 39); Florence, Riccardianus
48, derived from printed editions (Eberline 12, 137); four manuscripts containing only
scholia (Cambridge, University Library, Dd.11.70; Modena, Biblioteca Estense,
a.U.9.22; Montpellier, Bibliothéque de la Faculté de Médecine, H.337; Vaticanus
graecus 1823; Eberline 46 f.); and Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, B.V. 34, which contained
only scholia and was destroyed by fire in 1904 (Eberline 47 f.).



78
Es2

Es3

Fl.

Fr2

Mg

INTRODUCTION

El Escorial, Real Biblioteca, W.III.16. Mid 15th cent.; hand
possibly that of Stephanos iepoudvayos (cf. U2) (7).

ibid., 2.IV.7. Mid 15th cent. for Frogs (previous portion is
later); 1264—end missing (7).

Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, 80.26; 15th
cent. (10).

ibid., 91 sup. 7. 1485; copyist loannes Rhosos (cf. Np4);
parchment (10).

ibid., Plut. 31.4. 15th cent.; replacement sheets in Clouds
and Knights in the hand of Camillus Venetus (8).
Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, 36. 15th cent.; parch-
ment (12).

Ferrara, Biblioteca Comunale Ariostea, 247. 15th cent.;
owned by Lianoros (cf. Cr) (8).

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, gr. 475. 15th cent.; parch-
ment; hand of Georgios Alexandrou (42).

Copenhagen, Royal Library, Gamle Kongelig Samling
1980. 15th cent. (5).

(‘M4 in Eberline and elsewhere) Milan, Biblioteca
Ambrosiana, C 222 inf. About 1300. Hand changes at the
top of fo. 92%, at Ra. 797; fo. 100, which should have
contained Ra. 1198-1250, is left blank (16).

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Holkham gr. 88. Early 15th
cent.; hand of Marcianus gr. 622 of Hesychios (21).

ibid., 89. c.1500; probably hand of Andreas Donos in first
part of PL (cf. Ln3), the rest in one of the hands of Oxford,
Barocci 66 (21).

London, British Library, Harley 5664. End of 15th cent,;
copyist probably Andreas Donos (12).

ibid., 6307. 15th cent. (13).

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, L. 39 sup. Early 14th cent.;
hand of Vaticanus fr. 7, which is subscribed 1310; filigrane
¢.1326;2 prayer for Demetrios Anemoukas on fo. 19™ (15).
ibid., A g7 sup. End of 15th cent. (14).

=K)

ibid., D 64 sup. About 1500; copyist Bartholemaios Kom-
parinos (14).

ibid., L. 41 sup. 15th cent. (16).

% There are other filigranes, but it seems (SA L. ii p. vii n. 1) that there is only one to
which a reasonably precise date can be given.
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ibid., F 40 sup. About 1500; several hands (15).

Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional, 4683. Dating of old portion
(PL 1-528, Nu., Ra. 1~959) controversial;® possibly as early
as 12th cent. Replacements up to fo. 75" by Constantine
Lascaris in 1490, and thereafter 16th cent. (13).

Mosow, State Historical Museum, 462. 17th cent. (18).
Mount Sinai, St Catherine’s Monastery, Greek MS 1206.
15th cent. 823—end missing (29).

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, gr. 137. 15th cent.
(18).

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, IL.LF.22. End of 14th cent.
(19).

ibid., IL.F.23. End of 15th cent. (19).

ibid., IL.F.24. 1485; copyist loannes Rhosos (cf. F3) (20).
ibid., IL.F.25. 15th cent. Hands of Michael Apostoles and
others, including Michael Lygizos (cf. Ct6), but date ‘1460’
in note on fo. 153" not in identifiable hand (20).

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 127. About 1400; parch-
ment; scholia in hand of Andreas Donos (20).

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2716.
About 1600; one hand is that of E2 (22).

ibid., 2821. 14th cent. (24).

ibid., 2822. 15th cent. (25).

ibid., 2824. 15th cent.; hand of Georgios Tribazias (25).
ibid., Suppl. gr. 135. 14th cent. (26).

ibid., Suppl. gr. 463. Beginning of 14th cent.; corrections
and scholia in hand of Demetrios Triklinios (26).

ibid. 2820. 14th and 15th cent.; three hands (24).

Perugia, Biblioteca Augusta del Comune di Perugia, H 56.
15th cent. (27).

ibid., I 106. 1473; subscribed by Antonios Presbyterios (27).
Ravenna, Biblioteca Classense, 429. Mid 10th cent.; parch-
ment (27).

Salamanca, Biblioteca Universitaria, M 71. About 1500
(28).

ibid., M 284. End of 15th cent. (28).

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Urbinas gr. 141.
14th cent. (40).

3 Cf. Dover (1988) 225 (where, incidentally, ‘gog’ for ‘959’ is an unfortunate resurrec-
tion of a long-standing error).
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Uz Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Urbinas gr. 143.
15th cent.; copyist Stephanos {epoudvayos (40).

\Y Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, gr. 474. 11th or 12th cent.;*
parchment; two hands in Frogs® (41).

V2 ibid., gr. 472. 14th cent. (41).

V6 ibid., gr. IX.26. 14th cent., many portions of text missing
(43)-

Vb2 Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Barberinianus gr.
46. 15th cent. 1361-end missing (35).

Vb3 ibid., Barberinianus gr. 126. 14th cent. (35).

Vbg1 ibid., Borgianus gr. 12. 15th cent. 1306—end missing (36).

Ver ibid., Chisianus gr. 20. About 1500; copyist Gedes (36).

Ve Verona, Biblioteca Capitolare, CXXXI(120). 15th cent.
(43)-

Voz Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Ottobonianus gr.
161. About 1600; parchment (37).

Vp1 ibid., Palatinus gr. 116. 14th cent.; copyist Alexios (38).

Vp2 ibid., Palatinus gr. 67. 15th cent.; copyist Nikolaos ¢

vrapudpos (subscription to Acharnians) (37).
Vpb ibid., Palatinus gr. 293. 15th cent.; parchment (39).
Vpro ibid., Palatinus gr. 223. 1495 (38).

Vs1 ibid., Reginensis gr. 147. Early 14th cent. (39).

Vv2 ibid., gr. 57. 14th cent.; two hands in Frogs (29).

Vv3 ibid., gr. 61. 14th cent. (30).

Vv4 ibid., gr. 918. 1362; copyist probably the Georgios named
on fo. 17 (31).

Vvs ibid., gr. 1294. 14th cent. for the Aristophanes portion, later
for the rest (32).

Vv8 ibid., gr. 917. End of 15th cent. (30).

Vvg ibid., gr. 919. 15th cent. (31).

Vvio ibid., gr. 921. 15th cent. (32).
Vvi2 ibid., gr. 1378. 15th and 16th cents.; several hands, includ-

4 T. W. Allen, in his introduction to the facsimile of V (London and Boston, 1902),
decided (g) in favour of the eleventh century. Koster, Mnemosyne 1963. 141, argued for
the twelfth, in the belief (about which I am in two minds) that V’s 7judv in PL 162 was an
emendation by Tzetzes (cf. ZX ad loc.) and not simply a variant which Tzetzes found
and preferred. H. Erbse in H. Hunger et al. (eds.), Geschichte der Textiiberlieferung i
(Zurich, 1961) 279 says simply ‘twelfth century’.

5 The writing of the text and scholia was divided between at least two, and pos-
sibly three, people; both or all are represented in different parts of Frogs (Allen
10-12).
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ing Demetrios Rhaoul Kabakes for the Aristophanes
portion (33).

Vviz-14 ibid,, gr. 38. 1322 (29).

Vviy ibid., gr. 2181. End of 14th cent. (34).

Vvi8 ibid., gr. 2293. 15th cent. (34).

W Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, philos.-
philol. gr. 163. 14th cent. (44).

Wy ibid., philol. gr. suppl. 71. Second half of 14th cent. (45).

Y ibid., philol. suppl. gr. 210. 1440 (44).

Z ibid., philol. suppl. gr. 227. First half of 15th cent.; hand
probably of Stephanos {epopévayos (cf. U2) (45).

4 Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, 31.16. 15th

cent.; hand of Ioannes Skoutariotes (but for later portion
(Acharnians onwards) probably Demetrios Sgouropoulos)
(9)-

(] ibid., Conventi Soppressi 140. 14th cent.; two hands, but
Frogs all in one hand (11).

@ ibid., Conventi Soppressi 66. 14th cent. (11).

X ibid., 31.13. 15th and 16th cent.; hands of Georgios Alex-
androu (in the portion including Frogs; cf. G) and Camillus
Venetus (in the later portion; cf. F7) (g).

o ibid., 31.35. 15th or 16th cent.; several hands (10).

The task of investigating the interrelation of these manuscripts is
greatly helped in the initial stages by our good fortune in possessing in
P20 the ‘working copy’ of Triklinios, in which he noted variants, made
emendations, imported a corpus of scholia which he attributed expli-
citly to Thomas Magister, and added scholia of his own, particularly
on the metrical analysis of lyric passages; he seems to have been the
first medieval scholar to understand the principle of lyric responsion.
His hand is distinctive and identifiable, since he put his name twice to
Marcianus gr. 464 (Hesiod and commentaries thereon), of which he
copied the first part in 1316 and the latter part in 1319, and once to
Oxford, New College, 258 (of Aphthonios and Hermogenes), which he
subscribed and dated August 1308. A general comment in P20 (2 Nu.
638b) and a note on a point of prosody (X Nu. 1178b), both written in
Triklinios” hand, recur in Ct1 with the marginal sign Tp.**. That he
consulted a number of manuscripts for Frogs, as for other plays, is
clear from his insertion of parepigraphai, adlei mis &vdov after 312
(avlei s évdofev R VE M Mdi* al.) and 8cavdiov mpocavlei after
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1264 (so too R VE K M U al.),® and from his occasional noting of
variants, e.g. 683 yp. kedapvler (R Md1*: kedadei P20 cett.). Some of
his corrections must be simply the adoption of variants, e.g. 465
kdvaioyvvre xal ToAunpé ov (R V al), where the xai Todunpé
kdvaioyvvre ot of P20 is metrically and linguistically unobjection-
able. Several manuscripts seem to have been derived from P20 at
different stages of Triklinios’ work on it, one of them (Vvi3-14) as late
as 1322 (Eberline 29, 9g4—9). His note on Nu. 638 indicates that he
thought it right to emend (8.0pfoiv) corrupt readings (xpéve
mapadBapévra) on metrical grounds, and he proceeded to do so in a
‘second edition’ of which the best representatives are Vvs (PL, Nu.,
Ra., Eq.) and L (eight plays).” Many of the corrections he made in P20
survive in L Vvg (e.g. 772 Batavripréuors and 1448 owbdpev), but in
some cases he reverted to P20* (e.g. 320 d8ovow odv instead of gdovor
youv). The products of his further reflection were in some cases very
bold, e.g. the deletion of 7wvdoowv in 340 (é€eBAij0n v’ éuod, he says),
and sometimes regrettable, e.g. 356 ide wd (sic) (eldev recte R: ede P20
al.; i8¢ EK M i8ev Npr1) and 437 a¥ ye mai 7d orpdpata (& mai recte
V: & mai 7a otpdpara cett.).

Apart from P20P° L. Vvs, those manuscripts which in varying degrees
show the influence of Triklinios in their text are: Br1 C Ct1 Ct6 E2 Es2
Es3 F1 F7 Fr2 H L2 Ln6 M5 Mg Md1 (later portion) Moz Ms Mur
Np3 Np4 Nps P6 P11 Pex Pe2 Saz U2 V6 Vp2 Vpio Vv3 Vv8 Vvg Vvio
Vviz Vviz-14 Vvi7 Vvi8 WY X Q. Of the other manuscripts, three
are ‘pre-Triklinian’ in the strict sense that they were written before his
work began: R and V, which are far earlier, and (necessarily) P20*. |
also treat A, K, and Mdr as too early to be affected by him. The rest
are pre-Triklinian in the sense that, although they belong to his time
or a later period, whatever Triklinian corrections they contain were
clearly put in by hands other than the hands of their original copyists;
O belongs in that category, and there are many Triklinian corrections
added by a late hand in the old part of Md1. The distinction between
Triklinian and pre-Triklinian texts is complicated by the composite
origin of so many manuscripts; Es2, for example, shares many peculiar
errors with the pre-Triklinian Np1 but for some stretches follows the

¢ Cf. his insertions of (copudriov) xopov in Wealth; Dover (1988) 224.

” The heading of Knights in L attributes the metrical scholia to Triklinios (N. G.
Wilson, CONs 12 (1962) 33).

8 On the question of emendation by Triklinios Eberline 73f. is perhaps too
sceptical.
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second Triklinian edition, its affinity with Np1 being virtually sub-
merged in those stretches (Eberline 143 f.). A less tractable problem is
presented by isolated readings in which a predominantly pre-
Triklinian manuscript agrees with Triklinios. Some such cases are
easily accounted for by the fact that Triklinios often adopted variants
which had been available for some time, and others by the undoubted
ability of some scholars in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries to
perceive abnormalities in stichic metres and adjust them, e.g. by
changing -oits to -owot, thus anticipating Triklinian corrections.
Emendation of that kind is a different matter from the deletion of
mwdoowv in 340, which would not have entered the head of any
medieval scholar before Triklinios. Moreover, some indisputably pre-
Triklinian manuscripts contain readings, recognizable as emend-
ations because they betray inadequate understanding of metre or
language, which do not appear to have been entertained by Triklinios
at any stage and were probably not known to him.

All the manuscripts we possess have been corrected, and it is a
reasonable inference that all the lost manuscripts were also corrected.
To judge from those papyrus fragments which contain extensive
passages (of any author), the same inference should be drawn for
antiquity. In Frogs even R embodies two emendations which must be
presumed an inheritance from the ancient world: 33 éywy’ ovx
évavudyovv, where the emender spoiled the metre by knowing that
hiatus was illicit but not understanding synizesis, and 1089 v3 v dia
y’ ot 847, where scriptio plena was the cause of the trouble and some-
one obtusely preferred y° to elision of dia. At 1066 dAX’ év paxiots
(aAAa paxiows R) first appears in V, an emendation proceeding from
ignorance of the prosody of initial p in Old Comedy. If correctors were
invariably right, it would not be so difficult to construct a genealogical
stemma, founded exclusively on the distribution of shared errors.
However, real life is not like that. It is evident that systematic and
thoughtless alteration of one text to bring it into line with another was
very common. For example, E has been altered throughout from a
source closely related to U, but many of these ‘corrections’ are
changes for the worse, e.g. 414¢ mws om. U Vb3: del. EP<; 818
immodépwv] vhidédwv U EPC (Sihy- Vb3 Vsi); 1510 éydd om. A P20 U
©: del. EPc M, Even more striking is the fate of 1526 f.in ®. A G P20
Sar 4 X omit 1527, and P8 remodels 1526 and 1527 to make a single
anapaestic dimeter raiow TovTov TovTOV HoAmais, thus depriving the
sequence of its final paroemiac; the text of P8 appears as a variantin X
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and in the margin of 4, and in @ a later hand has crossed out half the
original text and corrected the rest to conform with P8. We must
assume that this kind of thing happened in all the lost manuscripts
(from the fourth century Bc onwards), not just in those which the trawl
of fate has served up to us. A process which disseminated error must
also have helped to consolidate it, for once an error had spread far
enough it could well acquire, in the eyes of an individual scholar, the
spurious authority of ‘most manuscripts’. The universality of correc-
tion, the propensity to introduce error, the common use of two
exemplars to make a copy (either switching from one to another or
keeping both in play throughout) and a different two or more as
sources of correction, the frequent need to replace lost or damaged
sheets from whatever source was available, and the readiness of
scholars of all periods to make minor conjectural emendations, all
combine to rule out the possibility of constructing a stemma for the
pre-Triklinian manuscripts of Frogs.

Of the two oldest manuscripts, R and V, R sometimes stands alone,
especially in the last third of the play, in giving us an acceptable read-
ing, whereas in the first two-thirds (and never in the last third) it is
more often V which has this honour, e.g. 730 mpovoedovuer R:
npoooe- P20P°: mpoae- cett.; 1428 daveirar R: médue cett.; 369 avdd
V: dmavda cett.; 596a ‘orac Dawes: ‘or V: om. cett. (rs Tri). There
are also occasions on which R and V stand together in offering the
right reading against the rest, e.g. 348 ypoviovs ... madawédv R V:
xpovous (vel xpoviwv vel ypévwr) . .. madaiovs cett., and others again
in which they stand alone in error, e.g. 971 y& $poveiv cett.: cwdpo-
veiv RV (there are no examples of the latter category in the last third of
the play). These data by themselves would justify the hypothesis that
after about line 1000 V and the other manuscripts had an ancestor
which was not an ancestor of R. They do not help us to reconstruct
what happened before that point, and a further complication is intro-
duced by passages in which R and V together or singly are joined in a
good reading by just one or two others, e.g. 274 mov R M Vsr1: om. cett.;
329 mepi kpati RV Md1: dudi kpari cett.; 5394 ueracrpédectas VM
Tri: -¢peatd’ dei vel -gew cett.; 936 moi” dvr° V P20* Vb3 O: moid 3’

® Where all alternative hypotheses are exempt from control through independently
known data, any relationship whatsoever can be postulated by sufficient introduction of
complexities. This statement is not meant as a criticism of the stemmata offered by
editors of plays found in a comparatively small number of manuscripts, where a simple
and cogent hypothesis can often be formulated.
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cett.; 1423 eimarov recte om. R P20; 1517 8iao@lew RV Vsi: 6plew
cett. There are also a significant number of errors peculiar to R Md1
and not matched by any comparable list of errors peculiar to R V Md1
or V Mdi1, e.g. 271 mod] 7 mod R Mdr; 412 mapappayévros] Siap-
payévros R Md1.

Apart from trivial adjustments on metrical or orthographical
grounds and passages of dialogue with very frequent change of
speaker, where good luck sometimes emerges from chaos, there are
barely a dozen passages in which just one or two pre-Triklinian manu-
scripts other than R and V give us the right answer, a plausible answer,
or a possible pointer to it. One of these—238 éxwvpas P20 exi[
PBerol: éy- cett.—may be a happy accident.'” Two others—1052 roi7ov
U: rotovrov cett., and 1515 Odaxov Bentley: 8cxov U (cf. 1522 Odrov
codd.): 8pévov cett.—both of which eluded Triklinios, and both in
anapaests, suggest scholarly intervention which could possibly have
occurred in the medieval period. That could hardly be said of 239 f.,
where Reisig’s insertion of Xo. and 4.. is anticipated by Vs1 and half
(240 4:.) by K, and it would perhaps be an unsound explanation of 505
feés " M Tri: feés cett. and 743 dpwée M: duwle Np1: oipwle
cett. Tri.

There are, moreover, two cases where a good reading preserved in
one or two manuscripts can be contrasted with what looks like a
facile but unpersuasive emendation in others. In 1307 rav7" is found
in @ and was brought by Triklinios into P2o; R has y’ &7 and V al.
rav7’ €07, which gives one long syllable too many. In K U Vsi we
find 7d8° éor’, which scans, and in Np1 7d y’ &7, which also scans
but is ungrammatical. In 1474 the correct mpooBAémew u’ elpyacué-
vos is only in Mr¢ @; all other manuscripts have the verb and
participle (with or without x’) in the reverse order, which is un-
metrical, but the metre is restored by épyacduevos in K (adopted by
Triklinios) and (corrupted to elpyacd-) Np1. 748’ and épyacduevos
have a flavour of Tzetzes about them. He understood the iambic
trimeter; the scholia in K and U constitute his commentary, and in
Nu. 696, where most manuscripts have the unmetrical évras6’, the
text of K and the lemma of the scholion in U have évfa8°."" There
is no direct evidence that the pre-Triklinian scholars who com-
mented on Aristophanes (cf. p.g4) edited the text in the sense

10 ¢yk- and éxx- not uncommonly appear as variants. In P20 éxxvias is corrected to
éyxvyas by the copyist, not by Triklinios.
' Cf. Dover (1988) 236.
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that Triklinios edited it,!* but what they said about the sense,
grammar, orthography, or metre of individual passages must none
the less have had some effect on subsequent texts.

Whatever the answer to that question, we can see that in P/ 834 ®
has a respectable iambic trimeter which must have been composed (its
conjectural character is attested by an inappropriate particle) to patch
up a lacuna caused by the accidental omission of some words,!* and
the analogy of Av. 13435 justifies the belief that the emendation was
Hellenistic.!* The isolated surfacing in the fourteenth century of pu-
tative ancient readings is not easily explained. If they were all derived
from an early medieval ‘archetype’ crammed with variants,”® why do
they appear in so few manuscripts? ‘Gresham’s Law’, applied to the
dissemination of error, may be a partial answer, but it is also probable
that a greater variety of texts than we are apt to imagine survived from
late antiquity into the ninth century—some no doubt damaged, even
fragmentary—and variants and corrections from them, adopted by
Byzantine scholars in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, filtered
through to the Paleologan era.'® The fact that a few major errors
appear in all manuscripts does not in itself constitute an argument for
the existence of an early medieval archetype, for of the three that are
most obvious—the lack of responsion between 324 and 340 (with the
unsatisfactory sense of 340), 1028 7jkovoa mepi where v —2= —2 is
required, and the separation of Dionysos’ comment (1451—3) from
Euripides’ answer (1437-41) by a different answer and comment
(1442—50)—at least the second and third were already in the text in
Hellenistic times, as the scholia show.

This last fact does not militate against the existence of an early
medieval archetype, but it suggests a rather surprising inference about
the earlier history of the text: that the circulation of texts of Old
Comedy was on a very small scale in the fourth century Bc; that one,
and only one, copy of Frogs (containing major errors) was available to

!2 Despite the inadequacy of the positive evidence for an edition by Thomas
Magister, it remains a possibility; cf. Eberline 87 f. I accept Eberline’s argument (99—
102) that Ct1 is derived from P20 and is not a Thoman manuscript, and his view (146,
172 f.) that it is unlikely that Moschopoulos edited any plays of Aristophanes; but I
would still not discount the possibility (cf. Dover (1988) 226) that Planudes had some
influence on the text of A.

13 Cf. Dover (1988) 237.

" Cf. Dover (1977) 145-7.

!5 On the concept ‘archetype’ cf. M. D. Reeve, Sileno 11 (1985) 193-201.

!¢ Compare the stemma constructed for Thucydides by O. Luschnat, Geschichte des
Thukydidestextes im Mittelalter (Berlin, 1965) 168.
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the first generation of scholars at Alexandria; and that all subsequent
copies of the play whatsoever were exclusively derived from that copy.
That texts of Aristophanes should have been very rare in the fourth
century, even at Athens (let alone elsewhere) is understandable, given
that changes in popular taste were forcing fundamental changes in the
structure of comedy upon playwrights. We might compare the striking
neglect of Aeschylus in the fourth century, as manifested by his
absence (so far) from the records of revivals and by his marginal treat-
ment in Aristotle’s Poetics. Aeschylus and Aristophanes alike were
rescued by devoted scholars in the following century. It appears from
Z V. 1283e that Heliodoros cannot have known of any text of Wasps
which did not contain an illegible passage between 1283 and 1284, and
a commentator on an unidentified play of Aristophanes (fr. 590) was
reduced to guessing (10-15) at the sense of a mutilated line.

In addition to the words of the text, manuscripts may show affinities
in their scholia, in the dislocation of verses in stichic passages (i.e. lack
of coincidence between verse-end and line-end), in the colometry of
lyric passages, and in the sigla which indicate who is speaking.

Scholia may or may not be drawn by a copyist from the same source
as the text; there is no general rule, and the distribution of Tzetzes’
scholia provides a clear example of the absence of a match between
affinity of text and affinity of scholia. Stemmatic investigation of
scholia has to be pursued independently of investigation of the text. It
is nice when they yield compatible answers, but that is a matter for
hope, not expectation. Some of the frustrations of working on the text
are absent from work on the scholia, but the converse is also true (cf.
p. 100).

Sigla seem to have accumulated gradually from the first century Bc
to the twelfth ap. Fragments of Hellenistic texts of comedy show that
change of speaker was originally indicated by a dicolon or para-
graphos, without identifying the speaker,!” and it was recognized by
ancient scholars that the attribution of words to speakers was a matter
for discussion and argument (cf. pp.51f), in the absence of any
authentic tradition going back to the author’s time. In consequence
there was room for disagreement on the identity of a character and
therefore on the number of different characters in a play.'”® As we

17 On the putative ‘alphabetic’ sigla of the Hellenistic comic text PHibeh 180 cf.
E.J.Jory, BICS 10 (1963) 65—78, and E. G. Turner, AC 32 (1963) 126.

'® The most notorious problem of this kind is raised by the identification of the male
character who enters at Ec. 1130; cf. S. D. Olson, GRBS 28 (1987) 161-6.
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would expect from its early date, R omits nearly a third of the required
indications of change of speaker at the beginning of a line, and when
the change occurs within the line it uses a dicolon as often as a siglum.
These phenomena occur in blocks (e.g. 1443—67), sometimes extens-
ive; in 738-813 only a minority of the changes of speaker is marked in
any way by R. Omission of sigla in V is comparatively rare, but con-
spicuous in 738-813. Sigla were inserted, deleted, and changed as
readily as the words of the text, but we have no examples of the
deletion of a whole block, and for that reason the situation in 738-813
points to an affinity between the source of sigla for R and the source
for V in that part of the play. There are sometimes indications that a
manuscript is derived from a forebear in which a missing siglum was
imported from a source which designated a character differently.
Thus at 195, 273, and 275 M, which otherwise calls Xanthias £a, has
fepa’ instead, and Npr1 has e for £a at 308; it is interesting to note
that at 195 K omitted the siglum and K< inserted 8ou* instead of the
£a we would have expected. There are two specific attributions which
briefly and inappropriately introduce a new character: a priest at 298
(A E Md1 U Vb3) and 300 (E Md1 U Vb3)—in response to Dionysos’
appeal in 297—and Poseidon at 1427 (E?9),"” presumably because
Dionysos exclaims €0 y* & ITéoeidov in 1430. In U the slave of Pluto is
designated oi*" 0w°" at 738 and 741, where ow®” is pretty certainly a
corruption of ow®, derived from V. 136 & Eavbia kai Zwoia, kabev-
dere; Such curious inventions are more likely to be ancient than
medieval; mistaken identifications of the slave of Euripides at Ack.
395—403 as Kephisophon and of the old man in Thesmophoriazusae as
Mnesilochos are already in R (cf. p. 53).

Dislocation offers a different approach, because although it is often
corrected it is never deliberately introduced as misguided ‘correction’.
One group of manuscripts, Cr L3 Ln3 O3 P26 V2 Vv18, is defined by
the large number of shared identical dislocations (by ‘identical’ I mean
not just in the same line, but at exactly the same point in the line).
Many errors are also peculiar to these manuscripts, e.g. 525 mdAw
oioews for oioers mdAw, or shared with P20*, Vp1, Vv4 and (after 630)
Y. In a few readings they agree with R, e.g. 1411 ¢ido. (so too P2077).
They contain scholia ascribed by Triklinios to Thomas Magister,

¥ It is not always easy to distinguish E* from EP (the corrector erased very care-
fully), but I am pretty sure that the siglum wo°® is superimposed on an erasure, and
since EP° is so close to U it looks as if ‘Sosias’ and ‘Poseidon’ may be from the same
stable.
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without the Triklinian additions.” The old portion of Md is extens-
ively dislocated throughout, and so is Vb3 except in 1000-1300. Their
agreement in identical dislocation far exceeds statistical expectation:*'
fifteen instances in 1-207, plus five ‘near misses’, i.e. dislocations
differing by only one syllable. The same pattern is observable in
Clouds; their stretches of identical dislocation there are associated
with many textual errors peculiar to them, but that is not so in Frogs,
where the text of Mdi is closer to R than to Vb3. K and M are badly
affected by dislocation: K in the second half of the play (where its
arrangement of the text in staggered columns sometimes leaves room
for doubt about the significance of minimal spaces between verses)
and M quite badly in 354—71 and then grossly and chaotically from 761
to the end. Identical dislocation in K and M, however, falls somewhat
below statistical expectation,’? though there is a striking number
(twenty) of near misses. It may be that both manuscripts had an
ancestor in which (as in P19, for example) the poetic text had degener-
ated into the appearance of prose, and that more correction inter-
vened between that ancestor and K than between the ancestor and M.
It should be noted that in 786 f. M has incorporated into the text a line
and a half from a scholion on 783, causing a dislocation, and in K the
dislocation remains although the intrusive scholion has gone. There
are no noticeable affinities between the texts of K and M in Frogs;?
again, a contrast with Clouds, where the textual affinity of E, K, M, and
Npr1 is conspicuous in the last third of the play. Further scrutiny of
dislocations may produce trustworthy answers to some still un-
resolved questions about the interrelation of the manuscripts of Frogs,
but it will not help us with R, V, A, E, Np1, U, Vsi, and 0, in which
there are either no dislocations (contrast Vin Clouds) or virtually none,
except for one bad patch (180-313) in Vsr.

The scholia in several manuscripts (including V) of Acharnians,
Knights, Peace, and parts of Clouds contain metrical analyses of the

% The distinctive features of this Thoman group are given in Eberline 78—91. As he
seems (understandably) a little suspicious (8q) of my statement ((1968) p. xcviii) that
characteristic Thoman dislocations are shared by P20 in Clouds, | should say that P2o*
has precisely the dislocations of P25 and V2 in eight of the lines Nu. 266—74 and in
fifteen of 353—404. It should be mentioned also that in Nu. 519-38 the Triklinian manu-
script W has all but one of the twenty dislocations of P25 V2 and in 820-36 all but one of
the twelve which they share there with O3.

21 Cf. Dover (1988) 245. 22 Cf. ibid. 244.

3 Note however that in 726 K has ypduuar instead of kéupar and three lines later
M has ypagévras instead of papévras, an unusual pair of errors which are likely both
to have originated in the mind of the same person.
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lyric passages, dividing each passage into ‘cola’ and describing each
colon in metrical terminology. The analyses agree closely with the
layout of the relevant passages in surviving papyri of those plays, and
must be presumed to represent the standard colometry of Heliodoros
(first century Ap), who is named in that capacity by the subscription of
V and Np1 to Clouds.*® Triklinios devised a fresh analysis, which is
reflected in varying degrees in the colometry of manuscripts derived
from his edition. There are no metrical analyses in the scholia of pre-
Triklinian manuscripts of Frogs® The close agreement of the
colometry of R with that of the papyri in 234-63, 404—10, and 897-904
offers us some encouragement to believe that R gives us what Helio-
doros intended, but unfortunately all the pre-Triklinian manuscripts,
including R, quite often divide strophe and antistrophe differently,
which Heliodoros did not do except on the rare occasions when
serious textual corruption made it inevitable. We therefore have to
treat strophe and antistrophe independently in classifying manu-
scripts according to their colometry. Classification is indeed possible
within certain limits. M, Md1, and Vb3 must be left out of account,
because there are so many points at which each of them has a colon-
ending which is not shared by any other manuscript and makes no
sense metrically: M from 372 onwards, Md1 throughout, and Vb3
everywhere except go1—1364. The manuscripts which can usefully be
compared with R fall into two classes: one consists of VE K Np1, and
the other of A U Vp1 Vs1 @ @. There is no place at which all ten agree
precisely in differing from R, but nine of them do so at 675 (xai /éX6":
/ kai &€\0’ R) and 716 (neBvwy / dvev: peBiwv d/vev R); in both those
places—but not noticeably elsewhere—Vp1 goes with R.

Table 1 shows the extent and distribution of the differences from R
in colometry. For the purposes of the table, ‘difference’ means a differ-
ence of at least two syllables. The first pair of columns shows how
often manuscripts differ from R in ‘overrunning’, i.e. in having no
colon-end where R has one, and the second pair shows how often they
‘split’, i.e. have a colon-end where R has none. Within each pair, the
left-hand column shows the number of cases peculiar to the manu-
scripts named, and the right-hand column shows the number in which
they share what they have with at least two manuscripts of the other

# For the data cf. D. Holwerda, Mnemosyne 1964. 113-39 and 1967. 247-72.

25 Strictly speaking X® 814 should be allowed as an exception to this generalization,
but the passage is a very simple one. A source of ZV*' seems to have tried his hand at
metrical analysis (e.g. some bits of 323-52), but the labels he attaches are inadequate
and often wrong.
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TABLE 1

Overrun Split

(a) (b) (a) (b)

Class 1
V E K Npi 2 3 3 7
V E K I
\ K Npr I 1
E K Npr 1
E K 2
E Np1 1
K Np1 I I
Class II
A U Vp1t Vsi & O 7 1 1
A U Vpt Vst 6 I
A U Vpr e ¢ 6
AU Vs1i @& @ 19 3
AU Vs1 () 1
A U 0] 11
A U C] I
A U 1 I
A Vpr Vs O I
A Vpr Vs (] I
A Vp1 (] 7 2
A Vp1 2 1
A Vsi 6 @ 1
A Vs1 6 8 I 1
A 0 @ 1 1
A () 37 I 1 3
A ' I
U Vpr Vsi o I
U Vpr P I 2
U Vpr I
U Vsi & @ 3 1
U Vs1 [0 7 6
U (] 2 1
Vpr Vsi 3 1
Vp1 e 1

Vp1 () 1 1
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class. Naturally, every instance qualifying for the right-hand column is
counted twice, once in each class. Since one would expect a split to
follow very soon after an overrun, and vice versa, it might be thought
that counting both separately distorts the picture; I have, however,
counted both, because some cola, in R as well as in other manuscripts,
are extremely short.

It will be seen that Class II has a strong tendency to combine two
cola into one; this is especially prominentin A @, and it continues in A
and @ individually, a fact which suggests that a copyist accustomed to
long cola in his exemplar would tend to combine many of the surviving
shorter cola. If this practice was a feature of a common ancestor of AU
Vp1 Vs1 ® &, much of it must have been undone by correction from
other sources before Vpr and before U Vs1 @. There is only one point
at which a pair straddles the class-boundary: 1309 faAdoons kvuact
Np1 O: -ans / k- cett. Of the manuscripts which cross over singly to
join a pair or group of the other class, the most conpicuous are K (455,
534, 814, 816, 819, 826, 879) and Npr1 (592, 1285, 1287, 1319, 1377). V
once aligns itself with U @, 393 v/kijoavra recte VU @: ikijoavra
cett. K goes its own way 26 times between 875 and the end of the play,
which accords with its increasing tendency to dislocation in stichic
passages. An interesting feature of Npr1 is that it has very prominent
inset and outset of some lines in 1331-64, and in one of these cases,
13580, the inset of v oixiav is of remarkable depth; those two words
constitute a colon also in V and K, and in V it is the only colon in the
whole passage which is inset.

If classification by colometry (and, where applicable, dislocation)
were treated as fundamental evidence for genealogical relationships,
and shared textual error relegated to the category of confirmatory
evidence, the following steps in the direction of a stemma could be
taken:

(1) V and E have strong affinities in the text throughout Knights,*
which is both immediately follows Frogs. Their texts of Frogs, though
rarely allied in the first two-thirds of the play, show increasing affinity
in the last third, e.g. 1385 76 om. V E; 1387 damep] 6mews V E Np1
Vb3; 1397 {yreire] Lrjrew 7 recte V E* K M; 1418 IT). recte om. V Ef
K'; 1461 00] ovxi V E K M Npr; 1474 &pyov] u’ épyov V E*. This
suggests a change in the ancestry of the text of E at a late point in the
play, the new source continuing for Knights. At the same time, affinity

% Cf. D. Mervyn Jones, CONs 2 (1952) 171-3.
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of V and E in colometry, as members of the class V E K Npr, is
consistent throughout.

(2) A and 0, so close in colometry, show strong textual affinity in
the last part of Clouds (in one stretch, with Vp1 also), and a sig-
nificant degree of affinity continues through Frogs, sometimes
extending to Vb3, e.g. 304 avbis av] dpriws A MY Vb3 O; 544
ovTos 8] kal uiv ovros A O 579 Eavliav € uy dAd] € pidd i
Eavliav A O; 831 ¢nui TovTov] TovTou dyui A O; 944 povwdiais]
kwuwdiars A Vb3: pov in ras. OF; 1188 ov 817" 0d uév ovv] ov uév
ovv ob 847 A Vb3 0.

(3) The affinity between U, Vsi, and @ indicated by their
colometry is supported by the number of textual errors which they
share, and in that respect they figure as members of a larger group
which contains also Uz, Voz, Vp6, Wg, and Z (Eberline 152—5).

On the relationships of manuscripts not already discussed I have
nothing to add to Eberline.?

It will be obvious from all that has been said that an ‘uncon-
taminated’ text of a work as widely read, copied, and studied as Frogs is
not to be expected, and also that we cannot expect any pairing or
grouping which is valid for one part of the play to be valid for the
whole play. For the apparatus criticus of a modern edition, if it is not
to take up more of the page than the text itself and drown the reader in
details of which only a small fraction can contribute anything to
answering the question that matters, “What did the author probably
write?’, R and V are indispensable, but then a few manuscripts must be
selected as representative of the rest.?’ In my opinion, the four which
on chronological grounds have the first claim to be considered are A,
K, Mdi, and P2o*. Md1, however, gives us only three-fifths of the
play, and the original text of P20 is often obliterated by Triklinios’
corrections. I have therefore reported only A and K fully; and since
there are so few passages (302, 553, 621, and 692) in which they share an
error peculiar to themselves and only one (426) in which they agree

7 [ presume that many of the errors shared by A and @ are found also in the manu-
scripts derived from © (Eberline 150 f.).

% Whether or not G is a copy of V in Clouds, Eberline 157 f. has shown that it is not so
in Frogs. In the light of what is said by M. D. Reeve in J. N. Grant (ed.), Editing Greek and
Latin Texts (New York, 1989) 1—36, I am more cautious than I was ((1968) p. cvii) in
assigning manuscripts to the scrap-heap of descripti, but that does not imply that I have
2{;}; ;)i(f)isei;ive reasons for disputing Eberline’s judgement on the manuscripts which he so

» Thirty years ago Eduard Fraenkel told me, ‘In editing Aristophanes you don’t want
more manuscripts (sc. than Coulon) in the apparatus, you want fewer’.
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against the rest in a right reading, they have the advantage of repres-
enting strikingly different branches of the textual tradition in the
Paleologan era. Coulon chose A, M, and U, and another editor might
prefer E and ® or M and 6, but it seems to me that for this play the
combination of A and K offers the most comprehensive representa-
tion.%

2. Ancient Commentators

Reference has already been made to the scholia of Tzetzes in the
twelfth century, Thomas Magister at the end of the thirteenth, and
Triklinios early in the fourteenth (pp. 81, 85). Tzetzes’ contemporary
Eustathios seems to have composed a commentary on some plays of
Aristophanes, because he refers to it (év Tois 700 kwpirkov ) in his Iliad
commentary (756. 10, 1359. 37). No copy of that commentary has
survived, and it may have been a casualty of the sack of Byzantium in
1204. However, scholia in Vcr on Nu. 409 and Ra. 316 and one in Vv2 on
Pl 66 bear an ascription to him (as ¢ @esoalovikys), and elsewhere
comparison with matter in his Homer commentaries strongly suggests
his authorship. There is evidence that at the end of the thirteenth
century both Manuel Moschopoulos and Maximus Planudes made
some comments on passages of Wealth, and Planudes also on Clouds,
but there is no reason as yet to associate either of them with Frogs.3!
There was nothing to stop any reader putting notes into the margin of a
text, and the last stratum of medieval commentary is a miscellany of
scholia which can only be brought under the rubric ‘post-Triklinian’.*2

We have, however, a very substantial body of scholia which are a
direct inheritance from the ancient world, recording and discussing
the opinions of scholars of the Hellenistic and Roman periods and
quoting from authors whose works did not survive to the medieval

30 T have collated R from the published facsimile,with selective inspection of the
original; V from the facsimile; E, K, M, and @ from the originals, plus photographs (E)
and microfilm (K M @); A, Md1, Np1, U, Vb3, and Vsi1 from microfilm, and the follow-
ing selectively from microfilm: Ct1 L P8 Pg P1g P20 P25 V2 Vcr Vp1 Vvi Vv2 Vvg Vvs Z
4 @ X Q. Some data given in Blaydes’s apparatus have been checked (and often found
to be wrong); other data have been taken from Eberline.

31 The evidence is given by W. J. W. Koster and D. Holwerda, Mnemosyne 1954. 136—
56, 1955. 196—206; and for Eustathios, see also M. van der Valk in Westendorp Boerma
143 f. and his edition of Eustathios’ lliad commentary, i pp. Ixxxv f.

32 P8 is of interest in this connection; cf. Eberline 113~23 and Koster in Heller 320-7.
Diibner’s insouciance over the provenance of some of the scholia which he prints
within square brackets has caused much waste of scholars’ time in (sometimes unsuc-
cessful) attempts to track them down.
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period. These scholia are to be found not only in R and V but alsoin E,
M (with some bare patches, especially in the last third of the play),
Md1 (very few after 330), Vb3 (as far as 1330), and ©. Np1, so rich in
scholia on Clouds, fails us in Frogs. Many entries in the Suda are
simply ancient scholia. Such material was, of course, available to the
medieval composers of scholia—indeed, some things of value, no
longer surviving in the fourteenth century, were available to Tzetzes in
the twelfth—but they did not incorporate more than a portion of what
they might have done, because they often judged that Hellenistic
scholars’ interpretations, references to little-known ancient authors,
and information about details of Athenian history were of insufficient
interest or utility.

In antiquity a commentary on a comedy was an independent book.
The best known example so far is POxy 2741 (s. IIP), a commentary on
the Marikas of Eupolis (Eupolis fr. 192); and we have three on un-
identified lost plays of Aristophanes, POxy 212 (s. I/1I?, = Ar. fr. 591),
POxy 2737 (s. II°, = Ar. fr. 590), and PST 112 (s. II/IIIP, = Ar. fr. 592).
Whether any such commentary survived to the ninth century is un-
certain. At the end of Clouds V, Np1, and Vp1 have the subscription
kekdAorar éx Tv ‘HMlwoddpov (cf. p.9o), mapayéypanrar 8¢ éx
T Paeivov kai Zvppdyov rai dAAwv 7w (this appears also in P2o,
where it has been transmitted mechanically and is untrue, since there
were virtually no scholia in P20 until Triklinios imported those of
Thomas). S too V at the end of Peace has ... mapayéypantar éx
Daeivov kai Zvppdyov, and at the end of Birdsmapayéypanmrar éxc Tépv
Zvupdyov kai dAAwv ayodiwv. Similar subscriptions are found in
some eleventh-century manuscripts of Euripides’ Medea and Orestes:
(Md.) < . ) diovvoiov 6Aooxepés kai Twva Tév Aidvpov, (Or.) mapayé-
ypamrar ék 10ob Awovvaiov Vmoumjuatos xai dAAwv wwrdv. The
prima-facie meaning of such a statement is that someone at some time
(in the case of Euripides) transferred an entire commentary to the
margins and augmented it from one or more other sources, or (in the
case of Aristophanes) excerpted from two or more commentaries.*?
But when? The position of the statement may be of some significance.
In the Paleologan period it was normal to refer to the source of the
scholia, if such reference was made at all, at the beginning of a work;

33 On the interpretation of the Euripides subscriptions see Zuntz (1965) 272-5. In the
Clouds subscription it is uncertain what noun should be understood with r&v: vmouvn-
wdrwy or (on the analogy of Birds) axodiwv? Perhaps neither; cf. Arist. Po. 14512 7
‘Hpo86rov and such items as mpoBAijuara éx rév Aquokpirov in Diogenes Laertios’ list
(v. 21) of the works of Aristotle.
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so for Tzetzes in K and U and for Thomas in P20?°, L, and Vvs, and
that is what we would expect in a codex. But readers of papyrus rolls in
antiquity were not all such nice people as to roll a book back to the
beginning, ready for the next reader, when they had finished with it;
for that reason the title was put at the end, and that is where any refer-
ence to the sources of the marginal material would be appropriate. It
should therefore be assumed that the form of the mapayéypanrac
subscription goes back to the era of the roll;* but it does not follow
that its meaning was always the same.

Given the practical difficulty of using a text written on a roll in
conjunction with a commentary written on another roll, it is not
surprising that it became common for a learned reader to create an
annotated text by putting into the margin notes drawn from one or
more of the commentaries available to him. POxy 1371 (s.v?) of Nu.
1-11 and 38-52 and POxon Bodl. MS Gr. cl. f. 72(P) (s. iv/vP) of Eg.
37-46 and 86-9s illustrate this practice, which in the case of more
difficult texts is attested earlier: PLouvre E3320 of Alkman fr. 1 and
POxy 2387 of id. fr. 3 go back to the beginning of the Imperial period.
Some texts were produced with so much space above, below, and
beside each column that the copyist seems to have thought it probable
that users would wish to insert scholia; an early example of this kind is
POxy 841 of Pindar’s Paeans (s. ii?), and POxy 2258 (s. vi/viiP) is a
codex of Kallimachos similarly designed.*® What is of the greatest
importance is that the scholia on Nu. 1-11 in POxy 1371 coincide with
those of R and V not just in content but in their wording.** When the
first medieval codices of Aristophanes were made in the tenth century,
the texts surviving from late antiquity were already furnished with a
variety of scholia, which had only to be transcribed. It may well be that
no scholar of the early medieval period ever set eyes on a commentary
by Symmachos, Phaeinos, or anyone else; but he would certainly have
set eyes on subscriptions which said ‘Marginal comment from
Symmachos .. ., and when he did, he transcribed that.*’

3 And it took a long time to die; Ct1 ascribes its scholia to Thomas in a subscription.

35 Cf. Wilson (1967) 247-9. Zuntz (1965) 274 makes the important point that the Kalli-

machos codex, unlike the early examples of big margins used for notes, has the scholia
written in the hand of the copyist himself.

3 Cf. Zuntz (1975) 47-55-

3 Note also the possibility that if the name of (e.g.) Symmachos occurred several
times in the marginal notes put in by a reader, anyone copying that book might be
tempted to add at the end mapayéypanrar éx (riv) Svupdyov, especially if the name
was that of a famous scholar; so five plays in the Triklinian manuscript L bear the
unjustified superscription oxéAia madaid ApioToddvovs ypappuaricod.
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‘It may well be’ falls short of ‘it was the case’, but there is one
consideration which strongly supports the hypothesis that ancient
scholia, not an ancient commentary, were the immediate source of the
scholia in medieval manuscripts of Aristophanes. An alternative
explanation of a passage is sometimes introduced by dA\Aws (e.g. Z®
1227). Yet this same word may also introduce not an alternative but a
re-statement of what has already been said, in virtually the same
words, e.g. ZVE 1465 v [TepicAéovs yvdunv Aéyer, el v pwév Arruciy
ws moleuiav édgovor Téuveahar T4 xai ov Tepovat v 8¢ Aakwvikny
mepimAevoovow:—dAAws: émi myv IlepucAéovs éperar yvduny, 6s
ovveBovlevae mepimAeiv v modepiav, i pdyecbar 8¢ reuvouévns Tis
Arrucijs. On the assumption that no commentator repeated himself so
grossly, this type of scholion cannot be taken as a whole from a com-
mentary, but must be the product of combining two scholia, from dif-
ferent exemplars, which were originally both excerpted from one and
the same item in a commentary.’® Moreover, a comment introduced
by dAAws may on occasion be neither an alternative nor a repetition,
but an addition (e.g. Z® 57) which must have been mistaken for an
alternative; and here again the heading dAAws can hardly have stood
in a commentary.*’

The process of accretion, sometimes entailing mere repetition, is
quite obvious in the medieval period when someone has added a fresh
stratum of scholia in a hand clearly distinguishable from that of the
original copyist; this has happened, for example, in Vb3.*’ Something of
the same kind must have happened in the exemplar, or a forebear, of V
in Clouds. In that play the V-scholia form a numbered series through-
out, the numbers going from 1 to 109 and then starting again at 1; but
on fo. 30" some very substantial scholia, interposed between the
numbered scholia 101 and 102, are linked to the relevant words of the
text by non-numerical symbols, and this happens again on fos. 36Y, 38",
and 40v, while on 3¢* a brief scholion with a symbol is squashed
between the text and the column of numbered scholia (not, therefore,
inherited by the copyist from his exemplar, but added later). This is

3 On the history of dAAws (and of aliter in Latin commentators) cf. Wilson (1967)
249-52. Zuntz (1975) 117-20 emphasizes the relevance of this phenomenon to the ques-
tion of the origin of the medieval scholia, but ((1965) 275) does not rule out the pos-
sibility that a commentary on Aristophanes survived from antiquity.

¥ In such a case Ao would be appropriate, but the difference cannot be pressed; in
multiple epitaphs dAAws seems to replace dAdo from the fourth century ap (Wilson
(1967) 251).

I am surprised that Koster, SA IV. 1, p. Ixxi f. has reservations about this.
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not easily detected when symbols are used throughout instead of
numbers (in Frogs V abandons numbers for symbols after line 254) or
when lemmata are used without symbols or numbers. If, however, we
observe that in V (e.g.) 2 Ra. 405 repeats exactly what is said in the
second part of X 404, and that in E some interlinear scholia repeat
what is to be found in the main column of scholia (e.g. 243, 685, 1278,
1353), or two scholia, one in the column and the other at the bottom of
the page, have the same lemma (e.g. 1437), it is plain that when a copy-
ist drew in scholia from more than one source he did not always notice
that the same ground was being covered twice. This could have
happened also in late antiquity.

In a long scholion it sometimes happens that the same ingredients
appear in different orders in different manuscripts. This is well illus-
trated by the scholia on «epoBdras and kadauédfoyya in Ra. 230. In
R E MK Vb3 @ the two are clearly separated (Md1 has nothing on
kepofdras), but in the numbered series in V they are run together,
numbered ¢, in such a way that comment on xepofBdras is split in two
by comment on kaAauépboyya. In all, ten ingredients are discernible.
Table 2 shows in its first line how they are disposed in V (1-3 and 9-10
concern kepofdras, 4-8 kalapédfoyya), and the rest shows the
order in which the elements recognizable in V appear in the other
manuscripts.!

Some ingredients show significant differences in wording: (3), for
example, appears in V as ¢ Baivwv émi T1dv kepdTwy, képaTta 8¢ dact
1d depwmipia, butin E Vb3 O as (6) eis 7d képata tddv dpav Baivwy,
and in (4) V says oi dpxaiot kaddpw dvri kepatiov (éxpdvro) on the
first occasion, but kdAapos mdAar dvri képas (sic) dmeriflero i Avpa
on the second. The others are identical or nearly so wherever they
occur. This suggests that in some cases the explanation given by an
ancient commentator was excerpted one way in the margin of one
ancient text and another way in another, and thus generated two dif-
ferent descendants in the medieval manuscripts.

As Frogs has no subscription, there is no ancient name with which
we can associate its scholia, but they have one or two distinctive
features. They mention Aristarchos more often than the scholia on all

41 In Diibner’s edition the ingredients are (1) line 8 éme:87 . . . line 10 Aéyovow; (2) 10
7 ofov kepoBdrs; (3) 10 dAAws .. . 12 -pia; (4) 18 €€ 0¥ . . . 19 éxpddvro and 24 7 67 . .
26 76 képas; (5) 19 7 fjdeoav pév . .. 22 foav; (6) 22 dAws . .. 23 éx kadduwy; (7) 24
1xddn 8¢ . .. dveméumero; (8) 26 iis ZodokAtjs . . . 28 Avpas; () 12 Aidupos 8¢. .. 14
kepofdmys; (10) 15 dAAws . . . 17 alyimovs.
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TABLE 2

\' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 4 8 1 9 10

R (kepo-) I 2
(kada-) 2 3 1

E (xepo-) 2 I 3
(kara-) 1 3 2

M (xepo-) I
(kada-) 2 1

Mdi  (kada-) 1 2

Vb3 (xepo-) 2 1 3
(xada-) 2 4 1 3

o: as for Vb3.

other plays put together, and refer ten times to Timachidas (including
the ‘Timotheos’ of ZVE 1453 (Twpayidas cj. Dobree) and a hitherto
unnoticed scholion*? on 1521 in E, Twayxidas Bwpoddyos domep
{mmoAéyos). He is not mentioned anywhere in the scholia on other
plays; conversely, Symmachos, whose name occurs twenty-one times
in the scholia on Birds, rates only two mentions in those on Frogs. The
Frogs scholia lack metrical analyses of lyric passages (cf. p. go);* they
are particularly fond of the words yaparxmpilew, xapaxmpioTicds
(804, 819, 892, 907, 928, 1300, 1427);* and pedantic criticisms are some-
times dismissed with ok éyrxAyréov (1021) Or 06 cukodavmmréov (53,
1092). Such features suggest that the scholia on different plays may
differ in their ancestry.

We have to consider whether the gathering-in of marginal scholia
from ancient texts available in the late ninth and early tenth centuries
constituted, at any point in time and place, a corpus which could be
regarded as the archetype of all the scholia we have. There are indeed
certain errors which they all share,* e.g. 184 adroi of (cj. Dobree)

2 The hand is the same as in the other scholia, but I think a different pen was used.

# From the fact that Phaeinos is mentioned only in the scholia on Knights and in the
subscriptions to Clouds and Peace Koster, Mnemosyne 1973. 225—9, draws the bold and
interesting deduction that it was Phaeinos, and not Symmachos, to whom we owe the
preservation of such Heliodoran metrical analyses as we have.

4 Otherwise only Nu. 1163d, PL 385, and three instances in V. gb4—70.

4 In what follows I have made only one reference to Md; its scholia are sparse after
330, those which exist are often obscured by damage, repair, and binding, and their
order is so chaotic (often several pages out of step) that it is hard to be sure one has not
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odrvpou (cj. Bentley): atroi sampoi R V E: ad campos Vb3: [M O];
357 Apiorapyov Su 7 169: Apiorétevov codd.; 874 mpodoare (cj.
Valckenaer cl. EM s.v. vmdoarte): mpoooicare codd.; 1302 mapoivia (cj.
Gelenius cl. Su ¢ 643): mapoimjia codd. The prospect of constructing
a stemma for the scholia founded on the sharing of errors is
brightened by the fact that since the scholia mattered so much less
than the text changes made by correctors, whether intelligent or mis-
guided, are rare; exceptions are mostly in ZE (56 £., 756, 1028, 1491), but
note also XV®3 681, where rvpomoids is corrected, ludicrously, to
Tupavvomoiés.*® For the same reason, however, scrupulous observance
of the word-order of the exemplar is not to be expected of a copyist of
scholia (I have not yet found any instance of correction of word-order
in a scholion) and, what is more important, abbreviation by simple
omission is frequent. Z®, for example, usually gives us much less than
ZVE; on 814 it even spoils the point (the grandiloquence of Aeschylean
language) by stopping the quotation of A. Pr. 1—6 in the middle of the
second line.¥” Differentiation between accidental and deliberate
omission is often hard.

Despite its deficiencies, Z® is often better value, as in: 121 fpdvouvs
kai Opavdria R: Opdvovs kai favdimia VE M Vb3 O; 544 6 8¢ Zavbias
yvois R: yvovs om. V E Vb3 @ [M]; 569 76 8¢ mpdyuara (‘the action
of the play’) R: 76 8¢ 8pduara VE Vb3 @ [M]; 651 mepi o9 kai ‘Piavés
¢naot R: Puavés om. VE M Vb3 O; 679 6Aov Spdpa déperar IAdrw-
vos R: 8dov om. V E Vb3 @ [M]; 694 (Hellanikos) Sieéiov ra émi
Avriyévous oo mpé Kaddiov R: om. VE [M Vb3 @]; 840 Aayavomd-
Ados vios v Kderrois R: KAerrovs om. VE M @ [Vb3]; 932 yévos o
Hepowcov dvreddfois (drre- recte cj. Dindorf) Supowov R: yévos
AdBois Iepawov adrg Suowov V (-r6) E Vb3 (-Bys) [M]; 1038
(citation of I1.iii. 336 f.) immovpw, Sewov 8¢ Aédos R: inmovpw om. VE
Vb3 0@ [M]; 1043 (on Paidpas) ia mov InméAvrov 8pdua Evpimidov
R: 8paua Edpunidov V E: ®Paidpa Spdpa Evpimidov Vb3 @ [M]; 1066
(enlarging on the gloss cvatpadeis) 76 ovoTpédew R: 76 ouvéxew VE
0: 76 guvexés Vb3 [M]; 1196 (list of generals) Avoias (cj. Dindorf cl.

missed anything. I have not spent the time on it that | would need to spend if I were
producing an edition of the scholia on Frogs.

46 30 has TUpAVVOTTOLOS with yp. Tupo-; Tvpomoids is also the reading of IVE_an
amusing error, as Taylor saw, for Avpomoids, since the reference is to Kleophon (cf.
p- 70).

47 In XEMV®3® Jine 1 is cited, then éws (which makes all the difference) and
line 6.



HISTORY OF THE TEXT 101

X. HG i. 7. 2): Xvois R: om. VE M Vb3 0; 1513 (citation of Eup. fr.
224) 706 ITopBdovos R: om. VE @ [M Vbs].

Such passages imply a relationship R / (V cett.), and that could be
extended to R // V / cett. by such instances as the following: 100
Evpuridov éx Medavimmms R V: éx Melavinmms ZodokAéovs E Vb3 O:
eis Ty Melavimmy Zodordijs M; 184 éx 03 Aifwvos R V:om. E Vb3
[M @]; 216 (Kallimachos) év ‘ExdAy R: év ‘Exdfy V: om. E Vb3 @
[M]; 320 &5 kai Zwkpdms R: domep Zwrpdms V:om. EM Mdr Vb3
0; 354 Apiorapyos émi TovTwY Aéyer 1oV Xopov uepepicbar R Vi émi
ToUTOV TV Xpbvov Aéyer Apiotapyos uepepicfar E M Vb3 ;1344 éx
1@v Bavrpidv R Vi ék rav Zavipiov E @ [M Vb3). Where R has
nothing to offer, V is sometimes right against the rest, e.g. 151
(Morsimos’ son) Aorvdduavra V: Audiddpavra EM O [Vb3]; 570
Tégoapes émi oknriis Staréyovrar V(1): cadds émi oxnpijs Siadéyovrar
V(2) E M (-yerai) Vb3 O; 913 dmoxporoivra V: dmoxpartoivra M Vb3
O: dmpaxrovvra E. And of course V can be right where R and the
other manuscripts have made independent errors or omissions, e.g. 15
mrdow Soruciiy V: Soruciiv R: om. E M [Vb3 @].

Line 1043, cited above, suggests a division of ‘cett.” into E / (M Vb3
©), and that could be supported by: 51 80 ori{ovat RV E: 850 om. M
Vb3 O; 1305 wés dyopaior R V E: rwés eloayopaiwv Vb3 6 [M].
After that, however, come complications of a familiar kind, for EM
Vb3 O are sometimes divided in their relationship with R and V: 78
(Iophon) $vxpds kai padaxés M Vb3 O: uxpds kai paxpés VE [R];
86 (Xenokles) d€eoros . . . kaidAAyyopikés VE Vb3 @: kai dAAnyop.-
kés om. R M; 134 émrdv R E: §mov V: of moprai M @ [Vb3]; 269
mapafBadod §¢ M: mapaBdAdovat R: -Bdrovat V: -Baloio: O [E Vb3];
427 00 T6v . . . mepawduevov R E: ovros . .. mepawipevos V Vb3 O
[M]; 501 éx KobBwri8av (cj. Dindorf): éx KoBdvwy 0: éx KoAddvwy V
E Vb3 [R M]; 544 mpérepos R: mpirTov @: om. VE M Vb3; 569 xab’
Aibov viv E (sc. éom): xad’ Adov jv RV Vb3 @ [M]; 694 76 8¢
xpivar Kaddiorparés dnow ov ocvvadidiv eivar M: 16 8¢ xprivar om.
V E Vb3 O [R]; 704 6 Iledomovvyoiaxés méleuos R Vb3® @: ¢
Aiovvoiaxss médepos VE M Vb3i; 717 Tois 8¢ viv aTpat)yois kakois
ovot xpdpefa R M Vb3 O: 1ois . . . ovyxpwpeba V E; 775 (citation of
Il.xi. 105) 8i8m uéoxoror M Vb3 O: 8:8vudayoiar V E [R]; 798 dmedé-
8070 Vb3 @: dmedédoxro RV E [M]; 889 kawa Saiudvia émracer RE:
kai viv émdacev V M Vb3 ©; 1038 (citation of Il. iii. 337) xaBvmepfev
&veve Vb3 ©:om. RV E [M]: 1219 ZfeveBoias 1j dpx7 V Vb3 @:om. R
E [M]; 1532 oot TovTew Spotoi elor Eévor R @: évor om. V E [M Vb3].
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These data show that the scholia in one or more of E M Vb3 ® must
have inherited corrections imported from sources related to those of R
and V (86, 134, 427, 544,704, 717, 889, 1532) or (as happened with the
text of the play) superior sources (78, 269, 501, 569, 694, 775, 798, 1038).
The latter category can be reduced by the hypothesis that an ancestor
of the scholia in M Vb3 @ checked citations from Homer (775, 1038)—
but is that likely?—and the former category by recognizing that trans-
mitters of scholia were capable of correcting pure nonsense (704). Not
all the instances, however, can be explained away.

The value of scholia for the modern editor of the poetic text lies
mainly in the information they give about ancient variant readings and
occasionally in the inferences which can be drawn (cf. p. 86) from their
silence. The opinions of Hellenistic scholars on the division of
dialogue between speakers are also of value, in so far as they had read
and studied far more of Old Comedy than is available to us and had
observed characteristic features of its composition (cf. p. 67). Never-
theless, in exegesis they were inclined to present the merest conjecture
as if it were known fact (e.g. p. 217), and they often failed to pursue
questions which are of interest to us. We should be grateful for the
material which their learning and devotion have bequeathed to us, but
not too deferential to their interpretation of it.

3. Indirect Tradition

The earliest known quotation from Frogs is of 454—9, on an inscription
of the first century Bc from Rhodes. Those concerned with the trans-
mission of the play have so far recognized approximately a thousand
quotations, ‘testimonia’, in the Roman and medieval periods. More
than a quarter of these are in the Suda, and the majority of the rest are
to be found in lexica and works whose concern is primarily linguistic;
they most commonly quote only a single word or phrase. As a rule they
do not specify the play, and often the poet is not named either. In such
cases there is often room for doubt about the admissibility of a
putative testimonium. For example, Hsch. a 4673 dvddopov- 76 rdv
épyarav Edov could just as well refer to two other passages of
Aristophanes as to Ra. 8; y 352 yevvddas: dvdpeios need not even refer
to Aristophanes, let alone to Ra. 179, 640, or 738, and if it does refer to
Frogs, to which of those three passages does it ‘testify’? « 4785
kwdwviow: Soxpdow, following separate entries on xkwdwvioa:r and
kwdwvisas, can be referred with more confidence to Ra. 79 because of
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its tense and person. In the case of very rare words, it would perhaps
be unreasonable to insist on that criterion; when Phrynichos, Praep.
Soph. 83. 6, lists karademrodoyeiv it is quite likely that he has Ra. 828
katalemrrodoyijoe: in mind.

There are further complications. When a Byzantine author uses a
phrase such as yeAid6vwv povaoeia (Ra. 92) it should not be assumed
that he knew where it came from, Jet alone that he looked up the
relevant passage of Aristophanes before using the phrase. The modern
use of Biblical, Shakespearian, and other tags assures us of that; an
editor of Coleridge would not regard every occurrence of ‘Water,
water everywhere’ in newspapers as relevant to the text of The Ancient
Mariner. Secondly, a phrase or line quoted by a later author was often
adapted grammatically to its new context, e.g. [Luc.] Philop. 25 o
Sayiévior avdpdrv, un peydda Aiav Aéyere (cf. Ra. 835). A lexico-
grapher might also extract a discontinuous expression from its con-
text, e.g. Phrynichos, Praep. Soph. 4.6 dveBénoev odpdviov Soov (cf. Ra.
779-81); or the original words might be changed to make a different
point, e.g. Apostolios III. 16 dvev {vAov uj BdS.le (cf. Ra. 716); or they
might be made more intelligible by partial paraphrase. In the Suda,
where explanations of Aristophanic phrases and words are normally
taken from the scholia available at the time of compilation, quotation
is constantly mixed with paraphrase and augmented by glosses, e.g. 33
... évavpdyovv 7§ mpoTépa érw (sic) Su ot 10I.

There are occasions—in other texts—on which a testimonium is
invaluable (S. Ant. 1167 is a famous example), but out of a thousand
testimonia for Frogs only one offers us a significant good reading not
already to be found in the extant medieval manuscripts: 146 deivwv
(dei vav vel deivaov codd.)—to which, for good measure, we might
add 134 8vo (8vw codd.) and 149 5§Aé- (HAei- codd.). Not an
impressive score. In a dozen passages a grammatically and metrically
unobjectionable variant not found in the direct tradition is provided
by a testimonium, but all of these are stylistically or dramatically
inferior. One such is 797 kpihijcerar (for aTaﬂ;LﬁoeTaL); it is a variant
in Pollux and the Suda and the only reading offered by Photios, the
Etymologicum Magnum, and the Anecdota Bachmanni, but never attested
in the direct tradition. Lexicographers fed on lexica without the
benefit of occasional refreshment from the texts of the authors cited.

It has become de rigueur for editors of Aristophanes to cite every-
thing that anybody has ever regarded as a testimonium, but a serious
case could be made for the proposition that this procedure has got out
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of hand and needs to be severely restrained. However much we may
learn from testimonia about Byzantine culture (especially lexico-
graphy), we learn very little indeed that helps us to decide what Aristo-
phanes probably wrote and what he probably meant by it.*® In the
present edition I have omitted many testimonia: all those consisting of
a single word, unless they might be thought by a rational being to be
relevant to the form of the word; some of the vaguer reminiscences;
and a few more for which the references hitherto given seem to be
wrong and an attempt to find the right references seems to me labour
ill spent. An obelisk marks those testimonia whose obvious errors,
omissions, and interpolations are not all reported in my apparatus; the
student of Aristophanes does not need to know that in citing 1211
veBpdv Sopais kabamrés some manuscripts of Su « 33 spell veB as vev
or write vexpav, or that one manuscript of Su ¢ 34 turns {orémova (or
{oTéTova) into {eréypova. The sign ~ means that the testimonium so
marked is no doubt a reflex of a passage in the play but cannot be
regarded as a conscientious quotation.

X. PRODUCTION

On the choruses, see p. 62; and on the last part of the play, p. 295.

In reading a Greek play one should always try to visualize the
positions of the characters at any given moment, their movements and
gestures, and hear their tone of voice in the mind’s ear. For this
purpose it is a good thing to know one’s way around Denniston’s Greek
Particles and also to know the main constraints under which Greek
drama operated: action out of doors, in daylight, and the concealment
of facial expression by masks. To visualize the skene and orchestra as
they were at the time of Frogs is a good deal more difficult, because
there is still much room for disagreement on points of fundamental
importance for theatrical production.! Was there only one door in the
skene, or more than one? Was the area immediately in front of the
skene higher than the orchestra, or on the same level?

It cannot be shown that there must have been more than one door,

8 These observations must not be taken as a manifestation of ingratitude to those
who collected the testimonia. The job had to be done; but an editor who is presented
with a complete stock of potentially useful material has the right to select from it those
items which are actually useful.

! Cf.]. R. Green, Lustrum 31 (1989) 19—21.
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TABLE 3
Actor A Actor B Actor C Actor D
I I
37
Dionysos Xanthias Herakles
165
170
Corpse
177
180
Charon
270
464
Doorkeeper
478
503
<«—1— Slave
525
549 549
Innkeeper Plathane
578 578
605
Doorkeeper
673 673 673
738 738
Xanthias <«——1— Slave
813 813
830 830 830 830
Dionysos Aeschylus Euripides Pluto
1478
1480 1480 1480
1500 1500 1500
Dionysos Aeschylus Pluto




106 INTRODUCTION

because all that drama needs is actors with hands, legs, and voices, and
an audience which readily accepts conventions.? My own view is that
there are scenes in Greek drama (notably Ec. 877-1111, and indeed the
first half of Peace) which are not likely to have been conceived in the
form they have if the dramatist had only one door at his disposal, but
Frogs can easily manage with only one, which serves as the house of
Herakles in the first scene and as the palace of Pluto from 431 onwards
(the innkeepers probably enter from an eisodos; cf. p. 263). Nothing in
the play throws any light on the ‘acting area’ in front of the skene. On
Charon’s boat see p. 213.

Like a number of other scenes in Aristophanes, the last seven
hundred lines of the play have speaking parts for four actors, even
though Pluto does not speak until 1414; the scene with the innkeepers
also requires four, and at two other points (166—70 and 178-80) not
enough time is allowed for a change of role if only three actors are
employed at that stage. The allocation of roles to four actors presents
no problems and leaves very few practicable alternatives open

(Table 3).

2 Recognition of what can be done does not in itself commit us to any opinion on
what the Greeks actually did. This principle applies whether we insist on reducing
Greek drama to the austerity of a charade or, going the other way, regard the ekkyklema
as ‘indispensable’ at Ra. 830 (W. Schmid, Philologus 76 (1920) 222) or indulge in specula-
tion about a décor mobile (J. Carriére, Dioniso 41 (1967) 139).
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1. In abstract description of a metre:

(1) position occupied by a long syllable
(2) last position of verse

position occupied by a short syllable

position which may be occupied by either a long or a short syllable
position which may be occupied by v —, — v, or ——

last position in verse

point at which word-end always occurs

point at which word-end usually occurs

two successive positions are occupied by syllables of the same word

2. In scanning a given sequence of words:

v

X

long syllable
short syllable

syllable which may be scanned as long or short
open syllable containing long vowel or diphthong, scanned short
because the following word begins with a vowel

syllable which would be short if the next syllable belonged to the
same verse

(1) (in responding verses) point at which word-end occurs in both
strophe and antistrophe

(2) (in non-responding verses) point at which word-end occurs and
the fact that it does is, or might be, of metrical interest

point at which hiatus or M occurs (note that since the unit of
trochaic rhythm is — w — x it is impossible to prove | by means of N
in trochaics

(between consonants) the preceding vowel is short, but the syllable
containing it is scanned long

(1) (beneath consonants) the preceding vowel is short and the
syllable containing it is scanned short

(2) (beneath vowels) the two vowels together are scanned as one
syllable
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I (1) end of strophe, antistrophe, mesode, epode, or any other sung
passage
(2) change of singer or (in stichic metres) change of speaker

/  (in stichic metres) end of verse

When a verse is plainly divisible into smaller units, a space equivalent to one
long is left between units.

Note that neither the point between a prepositive and the following word
nor the point between a postpositive and the preceding word is treated as
word-end; but this question must sometimes be left open in the case of a disyl-
labic prepositive followed by a mobile word or in the case of any prepositive
combined with one or more postpositives (e.g. e/ 8¢ ms).The following
abbreviations are used:

anacr(eontic) VUu—X—u——

an(apaestic unit) W W e

ba(cchiac) v——

cho(riambus) —vu—

cho(riambic) dim(eter) see Itsumi (1982) 72-4

cr(etic) —v—

D —_—Y -V Y-

Dd —vuUu—uvu—uu—

da(ctyl) —w

do(chmiac) Xsm*® (see Conomis 23-50)

e —v- (in dactylo-epitrite contexts)
E —uv—x—u— (in dactylo-epitrite contexts)
gl(yconic) co—vu—u~— (see Itsumi [1984] 66-82)
hyperdo(chmiac) v—u—u— (see Conomis 28-31)
hypodo(chmiac) —vu—u-— (see Conomis 31—4)
ta(mbic) X ——

ibyc(ean) —Vu—uvu—uU—

to(nic) vyu——

i, vu— (in ionic contexts)
ith(yphallic) —v—u——

lek(ythion) —v—x—u—

mo(lossus) -

par(oemiac) B _vu——

ph(erecratean) 00—vu——

reiz(ianum) X—Uu——

sp(ondee) -

tel(esillean) X—Uu—u—

Substitution of w for — does not disqualify a unit for description in these
terms, nor does substitution of w for initial x.
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In lyric passages division between verses is shown in the manuscripts by line-
end, space, or dicolon. In the colometry placed below lyric passages in this
edition—
/  means ‘division where the printed text does not divide’

means no ‘division where the printed text divides’.
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POxy 1372 (s. VP), vv. 44-50, 85-91, 840-61, 879—g02
PBerol 13231 (BKT v. 2. 18), vv. 234-63, 273—300, 404—10, 607-11

codex Ravennas 429 (s. X)

codex Venetus Marcianus 474 (s. XI/XII)
codex Parisinus graecus 2712 (¢.1300 AD)
codex Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (¢.1300 AD)

Aliorum codicum, quorum conspectus supra (pp. 77-81) expositus est, nulla
fit in apparatu mentio nisi quid pretii suppeditant.

mg.

Yp.
(vp-)

S
Sch.
vl
§
§§
®, 8%

consensus codicum RVAK

lectio quam praebet unus alterve e codicibus L P20 Vvs, editio
scilicet Demetrii Triclinii

scholium

colligi potest e scholio vel glossemate

littera erasa

spatium vacuum quod uni litterae sufficit

periit vel non legi potest

ante correctionem

post correctionem

manus ipsius scribae

manus recentior

in linea

supra lineam

in margine

glossema adscriptum

varia lectio vocabulo yp(ddera.) notata
varia lectio vocabulis rwes, 8ix@s vel sim. notata
lemma scholii

Sigla quae ad testimonia tantum pertinent
Suda
scholium apud testem
varia lectio apud testem
fabulam non nominat testis
nec fabulam nec poetam nominat testis
unam alteramve e personis fabulae nominat testis ita ut non
dubitari possit quin Ranas respiciat
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verba fabulae ita transposuit omisit corrupit testis ut nullius pretii
sit omnia memorare

verba quae in Ranis legimus alii fabulae tribuit testis

verba quae in Ranis legimus aptavisse videtur testis ad propriam
orationem
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Lectiones adhibui codicis E, quippe qui scholiorum veterum fons optimus exstet. argu-
mentum Tzetzianum, quod in codice K invenias, omisi.
Argumenta sic in codicibus disposita sunt:

R: 11+ I(5), I(a) + 1(¢)
V: I(a) + 1(0), I1, 1(5)
A: I(a) + 1(c)

E: 11, I(a) + 1(c) + 1(6)

(a) 4i6vvoés éori pera Bepdmovros Eavliov kara Edpimibov méfov eis
Adov kaTidv: Exer 8¢ AeovTiiv kai pémalov mpos 16 Tois évTvyydrov-
ow émAnéw mapéxew. éNav 8¢ s tov Hpardéa mpdrepov, iva
éferdoy T katd Tds 68oUs, 1 kai avtos émi Tov KépBepov dxero, kal
SAlya drra mepi TV Tpayicdv TovTw Sialexbeis, ppud mpos T6 wpo-
keipevov. émel 8¢ mpos T Axepovaia Aiuvy yiverar, 6 uév Eavbias 8ia
76 w7 ovwvevavpaxmkévar My wepi Apywovoas vavuayiav vé Xdpw-
vos ok dvaAndBeis melsi v Aipvny kikAw mopederar, 6 8¢ didvvoos
8vo 6BoAdv mepatovTar, mpoomailwy dua Tois kaTd Tov mépov déovar
Batpdyxois kai yedwTomordv. petd TaiTa Tdv mpayudtwy 18n xetpilo-
pévwy ol Te pioTat yopevovtes év 7o mpodavei kai 7ov "Taryov dSovres
& xopov oxriuatt kabopdvrai, 6 Te Aidvvoos perda Toi fepdmovros eis
TavTov épyerar TovTols. TV 0& mponbuknuévwy vmé ‘HpakAéovs
mpoomAexopévwy 7¢ dioviow Sid Ty ék Tiis oxevis dyvoiay wéxpt pév
Twos obk dyedoiws xeud{ovrar- eira pévrol ye ws Tov I ovTwra kal
mv [lepoéparrar mapaybfévres dAedpas Tvyydvovow, év 8¢ TovTe o
LeV TOV pUoTdY Xopds mepi Tod ™y moAiteiav ééiodoar kai Tods dri-
wovs évripovs movjoar xdtépwy Twdv wpds ™y Tédv Abnvaiwy méAw
diadéyerar. Ta 8¢ dowmd Tov Spduartos povékwla, dAAws 8¢ Tepmvny
kai ¢iAéloyov AauPBdver ovoracw. mapewcdyerar yap Edpiumidns
AloxvAw mepi Mjs Tpayiciis Siadepduevos, To uév éumpoallev Aioxvdov
mapa ¢ “Au8n PBpaPeiov Exovros kai Tov Tpaywdikov Opévov, TéTe 8¢
Eipunidov mjs Tyuijs dvrimomoauévov. ovoriieavtos 8¢ 1o Idovrw-
vos avTois Tov Aidvvoov Siakovew, ékdTepos avToiv Adyous moAAovs
kai mowidovs woieitat. kai Télos, mdvra EAeyxov kal mdoav Bdoavoy

-

o
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ovk dmbdvws ékatépov kata Tis Batépov Tonjoews mpooaydyovtos,
kpivas mapa mpoodoriav 6 Aiévvoos Tov AioyvAov vikdv Exwv adTov
ws To0s {dvras dvépyerar. 70 8¢ Spdua TV €l mdvy kai $tAoAdyws
memoimuévwy.

1 kara] 80AE  -midpv A 2 ddpwAE  rsom.R 3 mapaoyeiv A
4raom.V  g]7V:é’dwvAE 4 émi... @xero] émoinoev émi rov KépBepov
@xero A: émoinoe Ty mopeiav mpos Tov KépBepov Gyero E 5 SAlywv A drra
om. V E: mpaypdrev A atparyyikav A Tovrew om. A E oppdtar A
6 xepovaiat R wév om. R 7 ovwvepaymrévar A mpv] els iy AE
8 Aduvyy om. RV KkUKkAw om. Ei épxerac E 9 Sovs SudBoldov (8ud- E)AE
mepd A E mpomai- R dpa) dpua 8¢ A d8over om. A 10 kai om. A
xwpi- A 13 mpon-] 7- A 14 mv] e Rirov V éc om. A aknvijs A
dyvoias R 'V pev] pév ovv RV 15 ws] mpos A E Tov om. E
16 mepoidecoav A: mepoédpaocsav E maperBovres A: mepiedBovres E -pns A E,
fort. recte év rogovTew 8¢ AE 17 v om. Al ééeddoal E 18 évri-
povs om. RV rovom. E 18-19 SiaAéyerar méAw AE 19 -kwAov AE
8¢] ¢ AE 201 aloyvdos evpumidy A E 21 Tpaywdias A E Sia-
Aeyduevos A E 76] 7ov R 22 76 mpwreiov mapad T 8y 22-3 kai...
-tos 8¢ om. A 22 76v Tpaywdukov Bpdvov Vci: Tov -kov -vov RVE 24 Tov
di6vvoov avrois E: 7ov om. RV Sarovewv] dkpoaTiv E: dkpoaTiv L'praa,u.évov A
-pos 8 A 24-5 moteirar moAdovs (om. kai mowkidlovs) AE 26 mpoodyov-
7os RV 27 6om. AE rovom. AE avTovs R* 28 €V kai diro-
mévws mdvv A E 29 memovnuévwy A

(b) ob dedrjAwTar pév Smov éotiv 1 ok, ebAoydraTov 8’ év OfBass
kai yap 6 Aidvvoos éxeiflev kai mpos tov Hpardéa dukveita
OnBaiov Gvra.

(c) é8:8dxOn émi Kaddiov dpyovros Tov werd Avriyévn 816 Pdwvidov
els Aijvaia. mpdTos fv- Ppivixos B Movoaws, I drwv Tpitos
Kleodavti. olitw 8¢ é0avudaldy 76 Spdpa Sia ™jv év avre) mapdBaocwy
doTe kai dvedibdxln, ds ¢no dwkaiapyos.

1 dpxovros om. RV 700 ... 4 om. A 1-2 émi Apraiw- Pdwrvibov éme-
ypdign E 2 mparos fv] kai évike E B Movoars] Bovaais R

II

pabav wap® Hparxdéovs diévvoos v 86v
mpos ToVs kaToLyouévovs mopeverar Aafawv
76 8épua kai 76 okvTadov, dvayayeiv Bédwy
Edpumidnv- Aiuvny 7€ 8iéBawev kdTtw

Versus sicut prosam exhibent codices.
3 dvayayeiv Vci (cj. Brunck): dvdyew RVE 4 -punmi-V  -veE
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kal v Batpdywy dvéxpayev eddnuos yopds. 5
émeita puatdv éxdoyri- IMovrwy 8 iSaww

ws ‘HpaxAei mpooékpovoe did rov KépBepov.

ws 8" dveddry, Tierar Tpaywdias dydv,

xai 87) orepavoirai (y’) Aioyvdos: rovrov 8 dye
diévvaos és pass, obyi pa A Evpumidny. 10

9 v’ add. ed. Aldina 10 -purmi- V
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10

TA TOY APAMATOZX IIPOXQIIA

EANOIAY

AIONYZ0ZX

HPAKAHZY

NEKPOX

XAPQN

XOPOX BATPAXQN
XOPOZ MYXTSQN
OYPQPOX

OIKETHZX ITAOYTQNOZX
ITANAOKEYTPIA
ETEPA ITANAOKEYTPIA [INAGANH
EYPIITIAHY

AIZXYAOZ

ITAOYTQN

6 BarpaX mapaywpiipara R: Barpdywy mapayopijynua V
auct. Fraenkel: Aiaxds a 9 Oepdmawa Iepoedovys A: om. K

revrpiac (sic) B R 11 om. V: bis nominat A: ITAafdvy om. K et loco priore A

personas sic ordinant codices:

:1,3,456,0,10,11,2,7, 12,13, 14,8

1 1,2,3, 4,5, 6, iepevs, 7,9, 10, 8, 12, 13, 14
$1,4,2,7,6,5,8 10, 11,12,3,13, 11, 14, 9
1 1,2,7 45 8,0, 10, 12, 11, 13, 14, 3

R <m

8 Ovpwpds Dover
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EANOIAZX
elrw T TV €lwbBéTwy, W déomota,
éd’ ols del yeddow o Bedpevor;
4IONYZO0ZX
v Tov A0 87 BovAer ye, mAjv “mélopar’
ToU70 8¢& dvAaar- mdvv ydp éor )87 xoAd.

— s 5 e
Qa. 'U.’?]S €TEPOV AOGTELOV Ti;

4. mjy v’ “dbs BAiBopar” 5
Ea. 7i8ai; 10 mdvv yélowov eimw;
4. vy dia

Bappdv ye- uévov éxeiv’ Smws ui ‘peis—
FHa. T0 Ti;
4. peraBalAduevos Tdvddopov 67 xelnTids.
Za. und’ 6t rogoviTov dxbfos én’ éuavtd dpépwv,

€l uy kabaipijoe Tis, dmomapdijoopmal; 10
A pi) 890, ikeredw, AV Y’ bTav uéddw ‘Eeueiv.
Za. 70677 ébel pe TavTa T4 GkEVY Pépew,

eimep morjow ,u,"qﬁév ({)V’IT€p ¢p6wxos

eiwle moreiv kai Avkis kdpewpias;

okevn pépova’ éxdaToT év kwuwdiq. 15
di. i vov morjays, s éyw Bedpevos,

étav T To¥TWY TdV codiopdTwy Sw,

mheiv 1§ ViavTd mpeaPuTepos dmépyopat.

(k4]

a. & Tpiokakobaipwy dp’ 6 TpaxnAds ovTooi,

1-2 + Greg. Cor. p. 140 1 §§ 2 Dion. Thr. 20. 11 3-4 8 t Vind. ¢ 6
4 (mdvv...)Sumw250 (éor’...) § 1 Phryn. PS127.5 7 (éxeiv’...) + Th.235.7

8 (rd-) Poll. (1) vii. 175 (2) x. 17 §§ Phryn. PS 15. 9 § Vind. o 62 0 (...ms)§
Moschopoulos (76 CI! Ph 27 (1881) 309) 11 Su § t (1) e 1621, § (2) pu 538
12-14 § 1 Su A 808 17-18 § Su 7 1733 18 §§ t Phryn. PS 101

1 Eavfias om. V 3 post ye dic. E* 4 axolij A* 5 4w om. R
6 8¢ K 7 éxeiv’ om. R: & éweiv’ Md1 U 8 dvddopov R* Poll.(1) Phr.
Vind. 9 wi’AK 14 elwbe moieiv] memoinke Su 15 okevn pépova’

R @P)ZV (cow YPZRVE): gievn dopovc’ KPE (-ouw K*): oxevndopova’ V A AZR (-ow
p)ZVE): oxevodopoia’ M P20* (-ow 0PIZRE). of grevogopovo® G (-ow Npi)
18 7Ajv RV Su*t fviavros RV 19 Tptoxakédaov K dp’VAK
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87 OAiBeTar wév, 6 8¢ yélotov ok épei. 20
du. €T oby UBpis TaliT éoTi Kai oA} Tpud),
87 éyw uév dv dévvoos, vios Zrauviov,
av7os Badilw rai movd, TovTov 6’ Sy,
iva un) Tadawmrwpoito und’ dxbos dépor;
Za. oV yap dépw yd;
4. s Pépeis ydp, 8s v’ dxeis 25
Za. ¢épwv ye TavTi.
du. Tiva Tpémov;
Za. Bapéws mdvv.
4du.  odkovv 76 Bdpos 1008’ 6 av dépeis dvos Péper;
Ba. 00 840’6 y’ éxw 'y kai dépw, ud mév AL’ od.
di.  mds yap dépets, 8s y’ adTos VP’ érépov déper;
Fa. ok 08’ 6 8" wuos ovToai mélerar. 30
Ai. o0 8 oy émeld7) Tov Bvov ob dijs o’ ddeeiv,
év T uéper o T6v Bvov dpduevos dépe.
Za. olpol kakodaipwy: i yap éyd ovk évavudyovy;
7 Tdv o€ kwkUew Qv éxélevov parpd.
4di.  katdfa, mavoipye- kai ydp éyyds tis Bvpas 35
76n Badi{wy eiui mHa8’, of mpddTd e
éde rpaméolai. madiov, mai, Hui, mai.
HPAKAHZX
ris ™y Ovpav émdrafev; s kevTavpikds
é&viiAal’, SoTis—eimé pou, TouTi T Yv;
di. 6 mais.

Ha. 7i{ éoTv;

4. ovk évefuuiifns;

Ha. 70 Ti; 40
A dis 6p6dpa u’ Ederoe.

Ha. v dia, pui) paivoid ye.

‘Hp. odtow ua mjv Adjuntpa 8vvapar ui yerdr.

21-4 Su§t (1) o 1043, § 1 (2) v 18 27 § 1 Vind. ¢ 12 (76 ...) § Eust. [Li.
773- 1 33 §t Su o 101 35 (... -ye) Sux 474, Th. 191.6 37 (mai,
#ui) Choer. ii. 25. 3 38-9 (...-Ad6) Su « 1330

21 SBpets Su(2)** 22 vids] 8w *ZE 26 dépw OF° 27 4] Ea.
V*  ovkovv VA ov om. K oivos V Vind. Eust.: od- K: 60- 28 6y’ 88°
A ante pa] dic. K @/ZRVE  ante o8] 4. RV 29 4. om.RV 31 o
om. E M Mdr* Np1 P20* Vb3 33 kaxédawpov Su (-8aipov Mdr) éyw ovk
évav-2ZE t: Eywy’ ovk évav- RV A Su: &ywy’ ov vav- K 36 eque RAK 00 8®
40 alt. Fa.] dic.R 41 4i.om.R  EFe]dic.R  vjdic om.K 42 “Hp.

ad fin. vs. 41 K™® -tpav PK yedov V
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kaitol 8dkvw Y’ éuavTdy, AdAX Spws yeAd.
4. & Sawudvie, mpéoeAle- Séopar ydp T gov.
‘Hp. dAX ovy oids 7" €in’ dmocofijoar Tov yélwv, 45
Opdv Aeovmiv émi kpokwT@d Kewévny.
Tis 6 vovs; 1i k6fopvos kai pématov EvvnABémpy;
moi yiis dmebfueis;

4. émefdrevov KAewohéver.
‘Hp. kdvavudymoas;
4. kal katedvoauéy ye vais
TAV modepiwy 9 8 bex’ 1 Tpeis rai Séxa. 50
Hp. odd;
A vi) 7ov AméAAw.
Ha. Kk@T Eywy’ éénypdunv.

Ai. kai 897 émi Ths vedrs dvayiyvdokovTi pot
v Av8pouédav mpos éuavtov éfaidvns méos
™ kapdiav éndrafe mds ol 0ddpa.

‘Hp. wé0os; méoos Tis;

4. uikpds, fAikos MéAwy. 55
‘Hp. yvvawkés;

4. o 897

‘Hp. dAAd maibds;

4. 008auds.

‘Hp. dAX dv8pds;

Au. dmamal.

‘Hp. Evveyévou 7 Kdewobéver.

43 ~ § 1 Tzetzes, Ep. 42, p.61. 13 45-6 Su § 1 (1) 2460, §§ 1 (2) o g1
45 §§ Choer. i. 254. 12 47 (.. Aov) 8§ t Sup 228  (7...) Vita Isoc. 17-19
(Mathieu); Macar. viii. 28 48 Su §§ (1) € 2021, §§ 1 (2) 7 3070; § t Vind. € 216
(... -pes) + Th. 123. 2 49-51 Su§ t (1) e 1714, §§ 1 (2) K 914 51 (kg7
...)§§ Zon. 778; Th. 145. 5 52 (dva-...)=4 (... ¢€e)§ 1 Vind. = 15 55 §1
Sup 1203 (ue-...) Su pu 1053; §§ Apost. xi. 69 56 (...-865) §  Vind. a 149

43 Sdxvav A 44—50 frustula praebet M1 47 6 om.Su [IT1]  «é-
Bopvov A [IT1] 48 dmodqyueis Su(2)"" [IT1] 49 4..] dic. R [IT1]
50 Tpewo- Meineke: [, J¢ IT1: mpto-a 51 Hp.om.R  opae AKAZE IV 4.
om.RV®JER:dic.E  Za.] ‘Hp. K #P)ZRVE; g, (e SRVE; 4, (vp.) SRVE 52 4
om. (re) JRVE -yiyvd)- Brunck: -ywd- a Vind. 53 é€aidvns mpos éuavrov AK

55 méoos] moios V: ante méfos (om. 1is) Su 4.] dic. R oukpés V K: pakpos t
56 omnia usque ad dv8pds (57) Herculi trib. ®P)ZRVE  pr °Hp ] 4. R pr. 4] dic.
R alt. ‘Hp.] dic. R alt. 4u.] dic. R 57 pr. ‘Hp. om. R 4.] dic. R
dmamai Fritzsche: dmmamar R: -wai V: -mai Y72 drarai Md1: drrarai Ki -rai A
alt. ‘Hp.] dic. R {vve- ut interrogationem explicat ZF Tzetzes 7o Fraenkel
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di. ) okdmTé p’, Wd8EAP™ 00 yap dAX Exw kakds:
TowoUTOS {pepds ue Siadvpaiverar.

‘Hp. moids Tis, @8eAdibiov;

yarn ok éxw ¢pdoa. 60
Suws ye wévror ool 84" alviypudv épd.
787 o7’ émebvunocas éfaidyns érvous;

‘Hp. émvovs; BaBardf, pvpidris y’ év 7@ Biw.

di.  dp’éxbiddokw 16 cadés, 7 Tépa ppdow;

‘Hp. uy 81jTa mepi Emvous ye* mdvv ydp pavldvw. 65
4i.  TowovToai Toivuv e SapddmreL wébos

Espumidov.
‘Hp. kal TadTa ToU TedvnriéTos;

Adi.  kobdeis ye pu’ dv meigeev dvlpdmwy 76 pui odk

é\feiv ém’ éxeivov.
‘Hp. méTepov els ‘Aibov kdTw;
Ai.  kailvi AT €l Ty’ éoTiv ET kaTwTépw. 70
‘Hp. 7i¢ BovAduevos;
4. 8éopar monToU Seiov-

ol pév yap ovkér’ elaiv, oi 8 8vres kaxol.
‘Hp. 7t 8’; ovk Todav {n;
Yarn T0UTO Ydp TOL KAl ubvov

y s s < sy

&7’ éati Aowmov dyaldv, €l kai o007 dpa-

3 ~ s 3 FQ 3 Qo 3 N ~f)> o i3

oV ydp add’0id’ 08’ avo Tol Smws éxer. 75
‘Hp. €ir’ 06 ZodorAéa mpérepov 8vr’ Evpimidov

wéAdews dvayayeiv, eimep éxeilev 8ei o’ dyew;
A ob, mpiv y’ dv lodivr dmodafdv alTév udvov

¥ , e - .

dvev ZodokAéovs 67t moei kwdwviow.

Y i N .
kdAAws 6 uév y’ Edpumidns mavovpyos dv 80
k&v fvvamodpdvar Belp’ émyeprioeé por

58 (o0v...) Su o 768 59-61 1 Et. Gen. X 151 60 (ovk...)—1Su o 894
62 t ZRET Ach. 2452 63 (Ba-...) Th.58. 7 68-9 (... -vov) §§ + Su «
2175 70 § 1 Vind. « 52 71 (8é-...)—2Su ot 94 72 §§ Greg. Cypr.
iv. 58 73 (rov7o ...)—4 § 1 Phryn. PS 6. 11 78-9 § t An. Par.i. 4o1. 10

60 ‘Hp. om. R* 4.] dic. R 63 &rvous] éyaw VP y> om. V A Th.
64 4. om.R  frépa RZY 65 ‘Hp. om.R  pavldvy V 66 4. om.R
ad fin. vs. dic. V 67 ‘Hp. Kuster: ante ros ¥?”ZVE: om. a 68 4. Cre) ZVE;
om. a 69 ‘Hp.] dic. R 70 4i. om. K 73 Tovri V. 7o om. V
76 ov Bentley: odyia  8vr’ secl. Elmsley: dvr’ Palmer 77 dvayayeiv] dvdyew
RV eimep y° G Np1 78 ¥ om. R lodav y* R* 8 y om. V

81 «dv Dobree: kaia émyeipioes éuol R: -priceev dv A
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6 8’ elikodos uev évBdd’, elikoAos 8’ éxel.

‘Hp. AydOwy 8¢ mod ‘arw;

4. dmoAimdyv u’ dmoixeTat,
dyafss monmis kai mobewos Tois didots.

‘Hp. moi y1is 6 TAfuwv;

4. €is pakdpwy edwyiav. 85
‘Hp. 6 8¢ HEevoxAéns;

4. é€éMouro viy dia.

‘Hp. ITvBdyyedos 8¢;

Ea. mepi éuov 8’ ovdels Adyos

3 2 Ry s 3 . z
émrpiBouévov ToV wuov ovTwoi ohédpa.
‘Hp. oikovv érep’ €07’ évraiifa petpakivdda
Tpaywdias moovvTa mA€iv 7 pupia, 90
Edpunidov mheiv 1) oTadiw AadioTepa;
A émduAdides TaiT éoTi kal oTwpvAnara,
X€AdSvwy povoeia, AwpByral Téxvys,
o " . P s
& ¢povda Bdarrov, fjv uévov yopov AdBy,
dma mpocovpijoavta T Tpaywdig. 95
y6vyuov 8¢ mommiv Gv oy elpois €T
{n1dv dv, Somis pripa yevvaiov Adko.
‘Hp. mds yéviyuov;
4. @81 ydvyuov, Sotis pOéyferar
TotouTOVi TL TApakexiOUVEULéVOY,
€€ 302 N 2z I o (¢ s s »
aifépa Ai6s Swudtiov”’ 7 “ypdvov m6da 100
n <« 2 Py t] 3 z 3 s > e -
7 “dpéva pév odk é6élovoar dudoar kal’ iepdiv,

82 (pr. es- ...) Th. 107. 18 83,85 §§ Su o 124 88 ~ §§ Demetrios
Kydonias, Ep. 46, p. 79. 21 89 (érep’...)—91§1Sum 1732 89 X' Nu.1370
91 t Zon. 497; § T Eust. 1l iv. 467. 15 (meiv . . .) § Aristides iii (Lenz—Behr) 65;
Choer. (1) i. 172. 32, (2) i. 358. 6; §§ + EM 262. 14; § + Vind. = 125 92-3 § + Max.
Tyr. 25. 3; § + Tat. ad Gr. 1. 3; §§ Apost. vii. 66 92 §§ + Dion. Hal. vi, p. 373.4; Su§
(1) € 2758, 8 (2) o 1154 93 (...-oeia) §§ Hsch. x 327; Su x 187; Eust. (1) Od. 1914.
35, § (2) Ep. x p. 321. 5; Tz. Chil. iii. 784 96 § t Su =7 356 97 (p%-. .. -ov)
~ §§ Phryn. PS 57. 6 98 (8o-...)-102 § t+ Su = 356 99 + ZVE 819
100 (xpd-. ..) §§ Eust. Super Dicto 2, p. 46. 29 ror 2 Heph. §§ (1) 282. 7, §§ (2)

312.3; §§ T Prol. de Com. X e a 3; ~ Z E. Hp. 612

83 oiyerar RV Su 84 dyabos] 8efios Ve Tois $idots Tois aépois
AZE (cf. explic. ZV) 85-91 frustula praebet M1 85 mj Su“: [IT1]
86 -xAjs A K [[T1] 89 ‘Hp.] 4i. Kr* [II1] ovkovr R: odkovv V X Nu.
91 4 gradiov E* Mdr* Npr' U' Vb3 Z® Choer.(1): oradiov EM Vind. Choer.(2)
[ITx] 96 in. 4. K*: ‘Hp. Kre [[T1] odk dv Su 97 AdBou R*
98 ‘Hp.]4. K  4.]sp.K 99 TotovTov €l T X 819: v om. V 101 4] kai

Z Heph.(1): om. Z Heph.(2)
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yAdTrav 8’ émoprijoacav idig Tis dpevés.”’
‘Hp. o¢ 8¢ Tavr’ dpéokey;
A 1dAAd mA€iv 4 paivouad.
‘Hp. 7 unv xéBald y’ éotiv, dis kai ooi Sokei.
A 1y Tov éudv oiker voiv: Exeis ydp oixiav. 105
‘Hp. kaiunv drexvds ye maumévypa daiveral.
di.  Sevmveiv pe 8idaoke.
Ea. mepl éuod 8’ 0vdeis Adyos.
du.  dAX dvmep éverca mijvde ™iv axeviv Exwy
HABov kaTd v piunow iva pot Tovs Eévous
ToVs oovs dpdaeas, el Seoiuny, olot o 110
éxpd 160 jvix’ fAbes émi vov KépBepov,
ToUTOUS Pppdoov poi, Ayuévas, dpToTdiAia,
mopvei’, dvamavlas, ékTpomds, kpijvas, 680Us,
méAes, Suaitas, ﬂaVSoxeva[ag, émov
képeis SAlyioToL.
Ea. mepi éuod 6° ovdels Adyos. 115
‘Hp. o axérAie, Todwijoeis ydp iévar kai ov ye;
di.  undév Eén mpos TaiT, dAAG dpdle Tdv 68w
by Taxor ddiédual’ s Aibov kdTw,
kal uite Bepuiy uit’ dyav Ypuxpav dpdoys.
‘Hp. ¢épe 84, Tiv’ adrdv coi dppdow mpirmyy, Tiva; 120
pia pév ydp éotw dmo kdAw kai Bpaviov,
KpepdoavTL gavTov.
parn made, mynpav Aéyes.
‘Hp. dAX éotiv dTpamds abvTouos TeTpyuspmémy,
7 8ia Oveias.

4. apa kdvewov Aéyes;

103 § ZLS. El 147; § Z*E. Or.210; Su § (1) a 3827, §§ (2) o 187 104 §§ ZMAE.
Hec. 131 (6~ . ..) ibid. 105 §§ Su p 1000 107 (... -x€) § Su & 358
114 (8mov...)-15 (... -ror) §§ Choer. 1. 199. 26; EM 530. 3 121 Poll. x. 48; Su t
(1) 6 453, 1 (2) « 259, § T (3) = 1832 (dmé . ..) § Zon. 1054

102 yAdogav V i8ig] dvev R Su 103 ‘Hp. om. K 4u.] ‘Hp. K
uéAra CIVE Su(2): péAda V: wdda R Su(1): xal wdda A K 104 ‘Hp.] 4.
Kpe 1] xai X Eur. (cj. Cobet) ante os] ‘Hp. K 106 ‘Hp. in ras. K
107 4. om. R K 108 domep V dépwyv P20 Vsi 109 ojv om. K
112 TovTots V 113 kpijvas] kppuvovs " ZE  §8ovs kamAidas V 115 «Gpies
CChoer. (cf. Su « 2081) 116 ‘Hp. om. R*: 4. RP® évar'V kai ov ye] kdTw
V (xai av ye V¥P) 117 4c. om. R ¢pdlac V 118 8mov Vi §mp VPe
(6mws ZV) dpicoued’ Ri: -¢6- R® A: doiéoped’ ve-2Y 120 ‘Hp. ad fin. vs. R

dépe 87)] dép’ idw VP ante mpw-] du. A* ante Tiva sp. M @ 121 in. ‘Hp. A
yap om. Su(1)(2)(3) ante dmé] dic.R 124 Bvias R: Ovvias V[K]  «kdwviov R[K]
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‘Hp. pdAword ye.
yarn Yuxpdv ye kai Svoyeipepor: 125
€U00s yap dmomijyvvar TAvTikuLa.
‘Hp. BovAel Tayeiav kai katdvm oot dpdow;
A vy 1ov AL, s 8vros ye piy BadioTikod.
‘Hp. kalépmrvodv vuv eis Kepapeikdv.
Au. eita Ti;
‘Hp. dvafds émi Tov mipyov Tov vynAdv—
Au. 7{ Opad; 130
‘Hp. ddiepévny mijv Aaumdd’ évreilev Oew,
kdmewr’ émedav pdow oi Beddpevor
“eivar”’, 760’ elvar kai o cavTiv.
A oy
‘Hp. KdTw"
A dAX dmodecaiu’ dv éykeddlov Bpiw 8vo.
ok dv Badicayut Ty 686v Tavmyv.

‘Hp. Ti dai; 135
di.  tjvmep oV T67€ KaThAbes.
‘Hp. dAX 6 mAovs moAUs-

€000s yap émi Aipvny peydAny fées mdvv

dBvooov.
Au. eita wds mepatwbicopar;
‘Hp. év mAowapiw TuvwouTei o’ dvjp yépwy

vavmys Sudfet 6U° 6BoAw uialov AaBdv. 140
A dev- 141a

ws wéya Svvaclhov mavrayod 7@ 83’ 6BoAd. 141b

127-34 §8 1 Et. Mill. p. 202 127 (ppdow...)-8§ 2'S. Tr. 304 128 (ds

...) § Su B 20; ~ §§ Phryn. PS ¢6. 1 131 t Th. 177. 4 133 §§ Su
€ 157 (..-16v) § An. Ox.iv. 197.17  (766°. .. kai) § T Z Batr. 152 134 §1
Su 6 489 (dmo-...) § Ath. 66 B (éy-) ~ Eust. I ii. 735. 21 137-8 (...
-gov) Su a 104 139-410 §§ 1 Su ¢ 235 139-40 (... -fet) § 1 Sur 1171

141ab § 1 Su o 8; EM 613.6

127 ‘Hp. om. R*  kardvry xai raxeiav V 128 4. om. RK  76v om. Af
svrws Et.Gen. 129 ‘Hp. om. R et fort. K* -uwcov RV 4] dic.R kdra
VAK 130 ‘Hp. om.R  4.] dic.R 131 ‘Hp. om.R 132 ad fin.
vs. —einre VME 133 pr. elvai] efvar RV (el-77"ZVE) An.Ox.: efnre ¥*-ZVE Su”?: om.
EtMill: “efvra.”’ Radermacher  alt. efvai] eflvac RV An.Ox.  4.] dic. R ‘Hp.]
dic. R 134 4..] ‘Hp. V -pdAwt V fpia A Svo Ath. Su*": 8vw a
135 ‘Hp.]dic.R  7:8¢V 136 4. om.R ‘Hp.] dic.R 137 émi) els V

138 4i.] dic. R 7dsyeme- RA
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mws §AOémy kdreioe;
‘Hp. Onoevs fyayer.
netd o007 ddeis kai Onpi’ e pvpia
Sewdrara.
4. wij p’ EkmAnTre undé Setudrov:
00 ydp u’ dmoTpéipes.
‘Hp. eita BépBopov moAvv 145
Kkal okdp deivwy, év 8¢ ToUTw Keluévous
€i mov £évov Tis §Oiknoe TdTOTE,
7 maida kwdv Tdpylpiov véeileTo,
7 umTép’ fAdnoev, 7§ matpos yvdlov
éndralev, 7 ‘mioprov Spkov duoaev, 150
1 Mopaipov 1is priow é€eypdibaro.
di. v} Tovs Beovs éypijv ye mpds TovToLoL Kel
v muppixnv 1is éuale v Kwnoiov.
‘Hp. évredlev avAdv is o€ mepieiaw mvor,
Sihel Te s kdAAiaTov, domep évfdde, 155
kai pvppwavas kai fidoous eddaipovas
Aav8pdv yuvaikdy kai kp6ToV XELPDHY TOAY.
di. ovToL 8¢ 87 Tives eloiv;
‘Hp. ol pepvnuévor—
Za. v 1ov A0’ éyd yovv dvos dyw pvoripea.
aTdp o¥ kabéfw TadiTa T6v TAElw xpSvov. 160
‘Hp. oi oot ¢pdoovo’ dmadmarvd’ dv dv §éy.
ov¥7oL ydp éyydTata map’ almiv mjv 686v
émi raio o0 IIAovTwvos oikovaw Bvpads.

1456 (... -vwv) 1 Et Gen. p. 268 145 (efra ...)=6 (... -vwv) Su o 691
146 (...-vwv) § Zon. 1656  (deivwv) Phot. a 413; § Eust. Od. 1625.55  (év...) Su
K 1474 149 § t Ammon. Diff a 25 (... -oev) Suy 255 151 §§ Suy 358;
§§ Apost. viii. 57 152 (kel...)=3§ T Diomedes i. 475. 24 153 8§t Sun

3225 159 (8-...) §§ T Hsch. o 915; §§ Phot. ii. 18; Su §§ (1) 0 382, §§ (2) 0 383; §§
t Apost. xii. 755 § Eust. I/ ii. 303. 17 163 § + Vind. € 121

142 ‘Hp.] dic. R -y¢ VAK 143 Tavm A Ki 7000’ V Odp.’ R*
144 éxmAnkre V 145 -oTpé- V ‘Hp.] dic. R 146 deivwv Phot. Su
Et.Gen.: dei vav R A K Zon.: deivaov V Eust. 147 -knke V 148 xowov
Ure- 149 7#A6- Su Ammon.: fAoi- RV KP®: 54Adoi- A et fort. K* 1523 sig-
mate et antisigmate not. Aristophanes Byz. sec. ZVE, unde 152 del. "’ ZVE 152 4.
om. R TovTos R A% ral €/ R Diom.: éxei A* 153 pr. jv om. Su: 4 ¥P)EV
(cf. ad 152-3) -fev R 154 ‘Hp. om. RV e VAK 155 8¢ V
157 moAvy xetpddv kpdTov A 158 4.] Ea. RA 159 dywv A K *ZE Phot.
Su Eust.: dye: Hsch. Apostol. 160 in. 4u. E* 161 ‘Hp.] par.R ol oot]
odrot K'  ¢pdlove’V  -fdmav V 163 oixovol K Vind.
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kai xaipe m6AN wBeAdé.

4. v dia kai o0 ye
(3 ’ ~ S ~ ’ 3 s z
Vylawe. ov 8¢ Ta oTpdpat avbs Adufave. 165
Ha. mpiv kal katabéobai;
4. kal Taxéws wévroL mdvv.
Ha. w1y 8490, ikeredw o', dAAd piocbwoai Tva

TV ékdepouévwy, SoTis émi TovT EpxeTat.
Ai.  éav 8¢ unlpw;

Ha. 76T €U’ dyew.
A KaAds Aéyes.
kail ydp Twves ¢pépovar TouTovi vEKPOV. 170

od7os, 0é Aéyw pévroi, aé Tov rebymudra.
dvBpwme, BovAel axevdpl’ eis Aidov dépew;
NEKPOZX

s
w60’ arra;

A TavTi.

Ne. 8vo Spaxuds uiobov redeis;

Ai.  pa A0, dAX EdaTTov.

Ne. Smdyel’ Sueis Tis 6600,

A dvduewov, & dayudvt’, éav EvuBd Ti oo 175

Ne. €l uy xarabijoes 8o Spaxuds, uy Sradéyou.
A AdB’ évvé€ 6BoAovs.
Ne. davafidny vov mdAw.
Ea. s oeuvds 6 kardpatos. obk oipdéerar;
éya Badiodpar.

4. XpnoTos € kal yevvddas.
Xxwpduev émi 76 mAoiov.
XAPQN
@ 87 mapafalrod.

174 (5-...) Th. 369. 4 175 § t Vind. a 126 177 (dva-...) § 1 An. Ox.
il. 353. 11 (dve-) § Phot. a 1408 180 (d-...)Suw 132 (wém) Ael. Dion.
w I0

164 in. 4. K: ‘Hp. M 4u] ‘Hp. K 165 in. 4. K 167 Za. om. R
169 4. om. R i Exw YP-ZRE Fa.] dic. R 767" &u’ Kriiger: 7ére p’a  4d.]
dic. R 170 Twes] T’ (et éx-) Elmsley éxpépovor EP° U Vb3 171 in.
4. A 173 méc’lmés R duom.V  Ne] dic. R:om. V 174 Ne.] dic.
R 175 éav] wa RCEVE: fva év V  7iood] riow Vind. 177 -Broinv Cobet
178 Ea] 4. V. ante ovk] du. AP -ferar V 179 in Ea. VA 4.} Ne.V

180 in. 4. V: Za. Np1 U Vs1 xwpdpevV & émR:d ém A: & 6% K: dvém ZVAZE
Ael. Su.
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di.  TouTi Ti éoty;

Za. T0U7T0; Aipvn vi) dia
atm) ‘orw fv édpale, kai mAoidy y’ dpd.

di.  vi) 1ov ITooeldd, kot y’ 6 Xdpwv ovToot.
xaip’ & Xdpwv, xaip’ & Xdpwy, xaip’ o Xdpwv.

Xa. 7is els dvamavldas ék kakdv kai TpayudTwy; 185
7is €is 70 A1jfns mediov, 4 s 'Ovovmikas,
7% s KepBepiovs, 7 °s képakas, 4 ‘mi Taivapov;

4. &y

Xa. Taxéws éuBawe.

A moU axrjoew Sokeis;

Xa. és képaxas.

A SvTws;

Xa. vai ua dia 6o y’ odveka.
eiaBawve 61.

4. mai, devpo.

Xa. SodAov ok dyw, 190
€l wi) vevavudynke ™y mepl TOV KpEDV.

Za. pa tov A0’ oV ydp, dAX Eruyov ddfatuiv.

Xa. olkovv mepilpéfer Sijra Ty Aipvy Tpéxwy;

Ea. mov 877 dvauevd;

Xa. mapa T6v Adaivov Aifov,

1856 Su §§ (1) a 1998, §§ 1 (2) = 655 186 (els...) §Paus.Att.e21 (7O-..
~ Hsch. o 926; §§ Phot. ii. 19; §§ Zenob. v. 38; App. Prov. 2. 29; Eust. § (1) Il.ii. 40. z,§(2)

Od. 1788. 23 187 (... -piovs) 1 EM s513. 47 188 (mov . . .) §§ Su 7 2149
190 (8ov-...)-1 T ZRVE 420; §§ t [Plu.] Prov. ii. 7 191 §§ 1 Su k2362  (mjv)
§§ Phot. i. 350 192 (dAX’...) Th.267. 16 194 Su (§§) 1 (1) a 1998, §§ 1 (2)

7 655; Eust. § (1) L iii. 313. 22, § (2) Od. 1559. 45

181 du. @ P)IVE; @e, A4u. Np1: Ea. VAK:om. R Ea. @ CEVE: 5q. Ai. Npr1#©: 4.
V A K: dic. R 182 in. Ba. V A K: 4i. 6: Be. 4i. Np1 ante «ai] Ea. t
183 4. om. R A: Ea. K 184 in. 4. EU Vst ©©  ante alt. yaip’] Za. ¥ ZRVE
ante tert. xaip] Ne. (P)ZRVE 185 Xa. om. K 186 in. Xa. K *Ovov-
méxas Radermacher: dvov wékas a: dvov moxds CHsch.: évov mérovs Zenob.: *Oxvov
mAokds Bergk 187 xéparos V 188 pr.4.] Xa.R  Xa.om.RA alt.
4i.om. R moi EP20U 189 Xa.]4. R:om.AK 4. om.RAK eiveka
RK: évexa V 190 in. 4. RV éuBawe E M Md1 Np1 U Vb3 Vs1 & A
om.RV  Xa.]dic.R 191 ™y om. ZV420 Su  vexpav A K #P)IRVE Apol-
lonius ap. Z*VE420 Ixion sec. Phot. (ctr. Aristarchus ap. X) [Plu] 192 8:°dAX°
o R* 193 ovkovv RVK Tpéywv] kikAw RV 194 Sa.om.R ol
V  Xa.] dic.R mepi M U Vb3 Avaivov Kock: av-a Su Eust.



BATPAXOI 129

émi Tais dvamavlats.
4. pavldvess;
Ha. wdvv pavldvw- 195
oluot kakodaiuwy, 7 Evvérvyov éfidv;
Xo. kdOl émi kdrmmy. €l Tis € mAeQ, omevdéTw.
ovTos, T ToLels;
4. 87 mouwdd; Ti 8’ dAAo Y’
{w mi kDY, olmep éxélevés pe ov;
Xa. odrovv kabedei 677 évfadi, ydorpwy;
4. i8ov. 200
Xa. olkovv mpoBaldei T yeipe kdxTevels;
4. i8ov.
Xa. ot iy dAvapijoeis Exwy, dAX dvriBas
éAds mpoBvpws.
4o kdra wds Svrjoopat
dmetpos dfaddrrwros doalauivios
v €T’ élavvew;
Xa. pdot’ drovoel yap péln 205
kdAot’, émedav éuBdAns dmaf.
A.. Tivwv;
Xa. Barpdywv kikvwv favpaotd.
parn katakéleve 81j-
Xa. o 878w o 7 .

197 §§ Macar.iv. g6 (... -myv) § Eust. Od. 1710. 43 199 Hdn. i. 494. 11;
Ioh. Alex. p. 32. 12 200 § t Zon. 1170 203 (kdra...)-58§ Z Dion. Thr.
290. 20 203 (kdra ...)-4 (... -1os) § t Vind. a 97 203 Apoll.
Dysc. i. 229. 24 205 (dkov-...)=6 (... dmaf) § Vind. € 28 207 (kata-
...) § Eust. ILiii. 328. 15 208 Su w 133

195 4di. M Vsie® @: dic. V: sp. A: om. R K Fa.] dic. R ad fin. vs. dic. V
196 in. 4., P ZVE ante 7é] sp. A 197 kdmys M* & mhei Kuster: émi-
el RV K: émmdeiv A 198 6m) 7t A 199 ofmep AK éxédevoas A K
200 Xa. om. R ovkovy R: ovkovv V 201 om. R ovkovv V [R] mpo-
Baleis V[R] 4. super -re- et dic. ante (8o (sic) V [R] 202 Xa.om.R  -oys
A[K] ad fin. vs. par. R: dic. V: 7d pedpara dvriBds VP 203 kdra] elra Vind.
204 -revros Kock 205 ante €/7] Xa.V  Xa.] dic.R:om.V 206 4. om.
R Twav RPe 207 Xa. om. R 4. om. RV karaxéleve E U Vs1 Eust.:
kdtaké- R Vi kdra ké- A K 208 om. R Xa. om. V [R] & &m- 8w (bis)
Dover: & ¢mé+ (sic) ter Vi & &m- 8w & ém dm At &b Smom bis K [R]
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Bpexerene kod€ kodé.
Bpexerenéf kod€ kodé. 210
Avaio kpnvdv Téxva,
Evvavdov Suvwv Boav
dleyédped’ edynpuv éuav doiddy,
koa kodé,
v dudi Nvorjiov 215
s diévvoov év
Alpvaiow layfjoapey,
§vix’ 6 kpatmTadékwuos

Tois (epoiot XvTpois xw- 2194
pei kat éuov Téuevos Aadv 8xAos. 219h
Bpexexeref kod€ kodé. 220

4. éyw 8¢y’ dAyeiv dpxouar
76v 8ppov, & kodf kodf.
Xo. PBpexexexet koaf kodé.
di. Vpiv 8’ lows 008év uéler.
Xo. PBpexexenet koaf kodé. 225
di.  dAX é£6A0wc’ avTd KOdE"
008év ydp éor’ dAX 1) kodé.
Xo. eikéTws y’, & moAAd mpdTTwy.
éué yap éotepav edAvpor Te Movoar

kai kepofdras Ilav 6 kadauddfoyya mailwy, 230
21112 A 21;4 a 215’_;6 VAK 216—17 RA 217 A/
wvar- RV 219 -0t / xw- 8 219ab a 219b 20 A 2212 A

230 -ras /Iav RVK

209 Z Dion. Thr. §§ (1) 310. 33, §§ (2) 478. 22; § Stephanus, CAG xxi. 2. 311. 2; §
Ammonius, CAG iv. 5. 25. 9; §§ Aesop. 298 Halm; § Su 8 530; Zon. (1) 81, (2) 410
211 X7 S. OT 1463

209 Bpexexét (vel -xef) V Su Steph. Ammon.: Bpexéket £ Dion."': Bpexexeet Zon.

rod¢ semel 2 Dion. 210 om. V 211 kpnuvdv A 212 Jpvov Bodv V
213 -foped’V éudv dodav (sic) RV 214 xoafter VA 216 Auwi- Her-
mann: -é- in ras. P2o 217 -vass (et la-) Schroeder 218 kparmadai- R:
kpamadai- Su 2192 Xvrpows Radermacher: yvrpoise R V K:i -1py- A
220 Bpexexéé V 221 8¢ ] 8’ Vi ¢ AK 222 & R éppov CTi-
machidas ap. ZVE (ctr. Hdn. ap. Z®) 223 om.V  Bpexéxet A[V]  Xo.om.R
v] 224 4i. om. R 225 Xo. om. R Bpexexéé V: Bpexéxet A
226 dAA’om.V  koaé kodé RAK 227 om. A’ éon Viom. A dAdoy’H

A kodfkodi¢ RAK 228 ylovy’A 230 kepw-A  wavV  -doyyaV
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mpooemrépmerar 8”6 popuiktas AméAAwv 231/2
évexa d6varos, 6v vmoAvpiov
&udpov év Aipvais Tpédw.

Bpexexenéf kodf kodé. 235
A. &y 8¢ pAvkTaivas v’ Exw,

X mpwkTos iBiel mdAa,

k@71 avTiK’ éxkbipas épei—
Xo. PBpexexexe koaf kodé.

A dAX & PAwdov yévos, 240
mavoache.
Xo. 1éAdov puév ovv
dleytopeal’, el 8% mot’ €v- 2424
nAiows év duépaiow 242b

HAdpecba 8ia kumeipov
kal pAéw, xaipovres @dhs
moAvkoAvuBoiol uéleow, 245
% dios dpevyovres 8uBpov
évudpov &v Buld xopeiav
alélav épleyédueoba
moudolvyomadrdouaay.
Ai.  Bpexexexéé koa kodé. 250
TouTi map’ Sudv Aaufdvw.
Xo. 8ewa Tdpa metodueoba.
233 -kos / 6v V 23:;_:5 A 236'_% A 235'3_(\) A 246_‘1 VAK
241 -0fe/pdA-I12a 24211'_b‘ A 24(')_'7 A

232 (86-...)-3 ~ Ael. Dion. 8 27; ~ § Poll. iv. 62; ~ §§ Hsch. & 2187; ~ §§ Phot. &

709; ~ Eust. Il. iv. 264. 14; ~ Const. Manasses, In Mich. Hag. p. 181 236 Su ¢ 552
237 Did. in Dem. xi. 25 243-5 1 Su ¢ 533 247 (xo-...)-8,250§§ 1 Su a:
244; 8§ T Zon. 81

233 8évaxas V ad fin. vs. dic. et eis /\lipav memoinuévov:— A" 234-45, 249-62 ha-

bet N2 235 PBpexexét VA[II2] 236 in.du. Xo.R[I12]  y’om.M Mdr}
Su¥ [IT2] 238 éxwvipas P20* exk[ I12: éy- a 239 Xo. Vs1 (cj. Reisig):
om.IT2a  Bpexexéé V A [I12] kod¢ semel A [I12] 240 4. K:om. RV A
[112) 242a -£6ued V A K [I12] 242b -parar A: -pais *ZR [I12]
243 fAdpeoba Ald.: fAAduecla t: nAdueba R: jAdueda VAK Su [I12] 244 dlrew
R [IT2] 245 -Bois A K Su [[T2] péreor A Su 248 -pefo K Su Zon.
[IT2]  ad fin. vs. Bpexexét Su: Bpexexeét Zon. 249 -magAdo-] -mAdo- A [I12]
-uar Vi -paot AK 250 4. om. RAK [IT2] Bpexexét V (ctr. ZV) A Su Zon.
[112] 251 in. par. et du. IT2: 4. RA K ad fin. vs. = o0 ye mdvrws:— R

252 Xo.om.K:par. [Tz rdpa) y’ap[ IT2: yap Riy’dpa AK  -uefa R adfin.
vs. €l ovyrjoopar A
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di.  BewdTepa 8’ Eywy’, éXavvawy 253/4
€l Siappayijoopad. 255
Xo. Ppexexexét koaf kodé.
di.  olpudrler oV ydp pot uéleu
Xo. dAda uv kexpafépeatd y’ 2584
oméaov 17§ $dpvé dv fudv 258b
xavddvy 8 fuépas:
Ai.  Bpexexexéf koaf kodé. 260
TOUTQW Yap 0V VIK1OETE.
Xo. 0906¢ uny fjuds v mdvrws.
di.  006¢ uny dueis y’ éué
ovdémoTe- kekpdfopar yap
kdv pe 87 6. fjuépas, é- 265
ws Gv Vpudv émkpamjow T kodf.
Bpererexéé koaé kodé.

- y . oo
éueldov dpa mavoew mol’ Yuds Tod Kodé.
Xa. & mave made, mapaBalod T kwmie.
y s X .
éxBaw’ dmédos Tov vavlov:

&

éxe 87 TwPoAd. 270

avbias. mod Zavlias; % Eavlia.

o
Iy

8
=
=)

ad.
. Bddile bevpo.

a. xaip’ & déomoTa.

Iy

253/4'_§A 25;5311 A 2584 -0bd/y’'a 25821_5 a 258% A
2601 A 26;; A 264 -re / ke- A 2645 A 265 -pas / é-a
2656 a

2586 1 Th. 223. 4 262 §§ + Su 7 244 270 (... -dov) § Suv 59; § t
Constr. Verb. p. 366 271 1 ZREFZ Aok, 243

253/4 4u. om. K: par. IT2 256 Xo.] par. Il2 Bpexexét Vi A [II2]
257 (e’ K péddet AK [I12] 2584 Xo.om.K  -kpalé- V (ctr. *ZV) [IT2]
-uefa K [I12] 2580 $dpvyé A K éméoov post -pvf transp. Bachmann
260 4. om. K Bpexexété V A [I12] 261 in. 4. A K TovTo R [I12]
262 Xo.] par. I12 vpds A* K [I12] av] ye R (o6 R®): 06 ye *ZR Su [I12]
desinit 2 263 yé u’ A 264 obdemdmore A 265 d¢én A: 8ei K
ante éws] 4. K** 266 r¢] 76 RV K} 267 in. Xo. VAK Bpexexéé A
268 in. 4. VA K w0’ duds mavoew A 269 & Dindorf: & a @
kwmiw A K: 7 kwmio Mdr Np1# 270 tév] 76 A CP)ZRVE 4.] dic. V
271 4] 4 A: 4 mov R Zavbia] -tas R A K 272 4. om. R alt. Fa.
om. R
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4. 7iéom Tdvravboi;
Ha. oxéTos kal BépPopos.
di.  kateides ovv mov ToVs TaTpadoias avTée
kai ToUs émbprovus, ols édeyev fuiv;
= NP
Ha. av 8’ ol; 275
di. vy 1ov ITooedd ywye, kai vovi y’ opa.
dye 84, Ti Spduev;
= , .
Ha. mpoiévar BéATioTa vov,
Ws ovTos 6 Témos éativ oV Ta Onpia
NP ss -
Td Oeiv’ €paok’ éxeivos.
A s oludierad.
HAaloveved iva pofnleiny éy, 280
€ldds pe pdywuov dvra, drloTiwoduevos:
NS P "
08¢V yap ofitw yavpdv éal’ ws ‘HpaxAis.
éyw 8¢ v’ ebfaiuny dv évruyeiv T
AaBeiv T dydviop’ 4§y T mis 6800.

Ba. v tov dia- kai uyv alobdvouar Pégov Tvds. 285
A  mo¥ mo¥ ‘ot

Ha. émolev.

A éé6mabé vuv 0.

ford

Ho. dAX éotiv év 79 mpdale.

X

4. mpéabe vov ife.

1]

Ba. «aipnv épd viy 7ov Adia Onpiov péya.
A moidv Ty

1

Ha. Sewdv. mavrodamév yoiv yiyverar:

280-1 Su 7 189 280 § Zon. 988 281 §§ 1 Su p 304 282 Suy 77
283-4 § 1 Su a 336 284 §  An. Par. Cra. iv. go. 23; § + Zon. 33 288-94 T
Su € 1049

273-300 habet M2 273 4u. om. R V A [IT2] Za. om. R: 4. V [[I2]
274 4.EMU 6: Ea. VA:om.RK [[T2] mov om.R[IT2] super -76.] 4. V*: ante
av- sp. M 275 Za.] dic. Riom. [T2V: 4. A §]y'A  adfin.vs. ¢v™ 6 5jp*
A 276 4.] dic.ad fin.vs.275 [T2:om.R:Ea. VA ywyeom.K[IT2] ¢ 8
\% 277 in. par. IT2: Ea. E*M Za.] dic. R: om. V A* [I12] mpoeévar V
[[T2])  vwv IT2: vée Rivoiv V 278 in. par. IT2 (et dic. ad fin. vs. 277): Za. VA
279 4..] dic. R [I12] -ferar V ad fin. vs. dic. et par. R 281 diddTipov
yévos V: ¢idoripovpevor Su(1)"(2)"" [I12] 285 Fa.] par. I12 286 4..]
par. 12 ‘o’ Md1 @: ‘orw R: o[ IT2:om. VAK dmofev AK ééémabev R: *¢6-
V  -8evuv (sic) E Np1 0: -fev viv AK: -fev R: -fev a0 V: Jv IT2 287 om. IT2
Al pr.mpéobe] -ev AK  4.] sp. K [IT2] alt. mpéabe] -Oev V A: mpéow K [IT2]
289 4] par. [z Ea.] dic. R: punct. [Tz ante mav-] dic. R [[12] -Samav V
[I12] yoov] low IT2  yiyverar M: yiverai IT2 a
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ToTé pév ye Bovs, vuvi 8’ dpevs, ToTé 8’ ad yumy) 290
wpaioTdTy TIS.
. L s s
4. 0¥ ‘o1i; $ép’ ém avmiv iw.
Ba. dAX ovkér ad yuvij ‘omwv, dAX 07 kwv.
di.  “Epmovea toivuv éori.
Ha. mvpl yoUv Adumerat

dmav 76 mpéowmov.

4u. kai oxélos xadkovv éxe;
Ba. ) 1ov Iloceldw, kai Bolirwov Bdrepov, 295
e
od¢’ iab.
4. moi 877" dv Tpamoiuny;
_ aSs s
Ha. moi 8’ éydd;

A leped, Siadvraéév u’, V' b ool ovuméTs.

Ha. dmodovuel, dvaé ‘Hpdrles.

Adu. 0V u7n) kadeis p’,
ovlpwd’, ikeTebw, unbdé katepeis Tobvoua.

Ha. Awévvoe Toivur.
4. 1007 €0’ jrTov farépou. 300
Ha. 10’ yjmep épxer. Sevpo Selip’, b déomoTa.
A T 8 éoTi;
EHa. Odppei- mavt’ dyala mempdyauev,
éfeati 0° dyomep ‘Hyéloxos fipiv Aéyew
“ér kopdTwy yap avbis av yadijy dpd.”’
“Humovoa ¢povdn.
4. katépooov.
Ha. ) Tov dia. 305
295 §§ EM 204. 30; An. Bekk.8.69  (Bo-) ~ Ath. 566 E 3034 §§ 1 Suy 36

290 in.par. T2 pr. ror¢] more I12: 767€ R* Vi moré¢ A . alt. Tore] ror[ IT2: 7é7e
RVimore A 8’ad] 8¢ A 291 du]dic.R orvR oV 292 Ha.] par. [T2:
om. R 293 du.om. [T2R rotvwvy’éoriv A[I12]  Ea.] dic. R:om. V [I12]
ad fin. vs. dic. V 294 4..] par. [T2: dic. R: sp. K: om. V 295 Fa. om.RK:
A A:par. [Tz vi] vai Hdn.(1)(2) [IT2]  ante kai] sp. K: 4. CZ?V: Sa. E* [I12]
296 in.par. [T2: 4. A: Ea. EMMdi Np1UVb3 ®  4di.om.RV:&a. A[IT2] pr.

moi] kai moi A 847 8" AK [I12] Ea.] dic. R: 4. V A [I12] 297 du Kre:
par. [T2:om. RV A: Ba. K*  -fou’V [I12] & 'V [I12] 298 Fa.] par. IT2:
dic.ad fin.vs. 297 R: {pA 4] dic. R[[T2]  «kadjs K 300 Fa.om.R:{pE
Mdi1UVb3z[II2] 4.]dic.R[IT2]  7ovr’ &6’ Dindorf: rovré y’ RV K: rov76 y’ €08’
AASE [IT2] desinit N2 301 Sa.om.RK  {06’A adfin.vs. 8a. K
302 Au.] Ea. Bdpper A* Ea. om. R. A* fdppe om. A* K mdvra Tdyafa A
303 in. 4. ViEa. K 6]8VAK  dpiv Su™  Aéye Su*t 304 avbis a’]

adlis R V Su*t: dpriws A yaAijv Np1 Su: yaAiv R V: yatijv” E Vs1: yaddp’ A K
305 in. 8a. V. 4du] dic.R Fa.] dic.R
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4. kadbis katépogor.

o L s

Ha. A

4. Suooov.

Ai.  olpol TdAas, ws dxpiac’ adTiv ibdv.
Fa. 681 8¢ Seioas vmepemvppiacé gov.
4. oiuoi, mé0ev por Td kKakd TavT Tpooémeaey;

Tiv’ aimidoopat fedv p’ dmoArvvay 310
Ha. aifépa di6s Swpdtiov 4 Xpévov méda.
Ea. ov7os.
L Ti éoTIv;
Ha oV kaTijkovoas;
A, Tivos;
= 2y - .
Ea. avrav mvorjs.
Parn ¢ywye, kal 6ddwv yé pe
alpa Tis €l0ETVEVOE HUOTIKWTATY).
AAX Hpepel mriéavtes depoacdpeba. 315
XO0POZ
- s
IaK

& "lakye
aky’ & "Taxye

Ea. 1007 €07’ éxeiv’, & 8éomol’- oi pepvnuévor
évraifd mov mailovow, obs éppale viv.
d@8ovaor yovv Tov "Iakyov Svmep 8¢° dyopds. 320
31617 a
308 § + Su v 267 311 §Suy 535 parepigr. Zr Pl 252 314 § Xree
E. Hec. 447 315 § T An. Boiss. i. 405; Z* 269 320 ~ §§ Hsch. § 975; 8§ Su .

15§ T Vind. a 22

306 om. K pr. 4.. om. R [K] pr. &a.] dic. R [K] alt. 4..] dic. R [K]

alt. Sa.] dic. R [K] 307 4i. om. R 308 Za. om. R V K 681]
¢ R -alev Su gov] mov V: pov A K: om. Su 309 4. om. RK -mege A
K: mpooénraro V: mpooéumeoe VP 311 Za.om.VAK post 311 avlei s
&dobfev R V: avlei mus Evdov X PL 312 pr. 4. om. AK 7] 7is R alt. 4..]
dic. R alt. £a.] dic. R: sp. K: fort. 4. V** 313 di.om.RK  Fa.]dic.R:sp.
K yé pe om. A: ué ye K 314 adpa Md1 Z Eur.: adpa R V K: adpd ye A
é¢émvevoe 2 Eur. 315 4u. om. R V A COr)ZVE jpé* Vi péua M U Vb3
wri- A 316 -xe & I- A 316-17 %’ ’I- K 318 éxeivo 8¢éo- VA K
319 -fovo” A 320 g8ovow odv V: dyover yovv Vsi': dyovow odv Vind.

Gomep Su Swaydpas R V?» A K Aristarchus ap. Z* (ctr. Apollod. Tars. ap. Z'E,
‘Diod. Tars.” ap. Hsch.) Su: 6 8iaydpas Vind.
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4. kdpoi dokovow. fovyiav Tolvuy dyew
, . e e -
BéATioTév éoTw, s dv €ldduev cadds.

Xo. laky’, & modvriunt’ év éBpacs évfdde vaiwv, orp. 323/4
"Taky’ & “laxye. 325
é\0é 16v8’° dva Aeyudva xopedowv
Saiovs els Braowtas,
moAUkapmov uév Tivdoowy
mepi kpati o Bpvovra
atédavov pivprwy, fpacei 8’ éyxartaxpoiwy 330/1

mo8i Tv dkéAaaTov
duromaiyuova Ty,

Xapitrwv mAeioTov éxovaar uépos, dyviv iepav 334/5
ociois pvoTais xopeiav.

Ha. o wémvia moAvtiunTe dijuntpos kdép,
s 18U pot mpooémvevae xolpeiwy Kpe@v.
di.  ofkovv dTpéu’ Efes, v T kal xopdis AdBys;

Xo. é&yep’ & pAoyéas AaumdSas Tév xepoi ydp Tikeis
nwdoowvt dvr. 340/1
"Taxy’ & “laxye,
vukTépov TedeTis pwaddpos doTip.
PAroyi péyyerar 8¢ Aeyudov
y6évv mdAAeTar yepdvTwy: 345
dmooeiovral 8¢ Avmas

325'_6 A 32;5‘3/’; 32&;0/[ A 330/1 -rwv/bpa-a 33;3 A
334/5 -oav/pué- RVK 340/1 -as/Aap-8  djke(s)/Ti-a 340/12 a

326-7 §§tSu b 379 329~-30 (. ..-rwv) § Eust. Od. 1715.62 329 (...00)§
Eust. 11 ii. 538. 12 339 §Eust. [1.i. 307.26 (... éeis) § Eust. JLii. 141. 8

322 &0’ éws V: &0’ ws K gadés A 323/4 -ripnT’ Reisig: -miprjrois a:
-ripors Hermann & om.¢  adfin.(v——)tent. Dover 329 mepi] dudi AK
Eust (Od.): émi Eust. (1) karis du V 330/1 oreddve Eust. fdpoer R:
Ovpow V 332 rav EFFU 333 -maiopova van Herwerden 336 Saiowoe
K  wooraie RVA 339 ovkotv VA  drpéuasA 340/1 &yep’d) Meineke:
&yeipe a8 Aaumddas secl. Radermacher  ydp ... mwdoowvr obelis not. Dover: yap
iikets secl. Hermann yap om. 2V fikee RV (ctr. ZRVE) Twdogwv secl. Tri-
clinius, om. ¢ 342 om. A 344 dOéyyerar, ut vid,, R*: pAéyerar VAK
346 -oeierar Vsi* (et fort. @) ¢
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xpoviovs 8’ érdv madaidv éviavTods 347/8
tepds VTS TS,

o0 0é Aaumdd péyywv 350
mpoBddny Efay’ én’ dvlnpov élerov Sdmedov 351/2

xopomoldy, udkap, jBav.

ebdnueiv xp1n kdéioraclar Tois fjuerépoiol xopoiow,
SoTis dmepos ToLdvde ASywv 7 yvdunv uiy kabapeve, 355
7 yevvaiwv 8pyia Movedv unit elbev uit éxdpevoev,
undé Kparivov 100 Tavpoddyov yAdrms Bakyei’ éreAéobn,
7 Bwpoldéxois émeaw xaipel i v katp@ ToiT0 MOLOTALY,
7 ordow éxOpav uiy xatadvel und’ elikoAés éoti moditats,
aAX dveyeipet kal pumilel kepddv idiwv émbuudv, 360
% Tiis méAews yeywalopévns dpxwv katadwpodokeirtat,
1 mpodidwaow @povpiov 4 vais, f TdméppnT dmoméumes
é¢ Alyivys Owpukiwy dv elkoaToAdyos kakodaipwy,
dokdpata kai Aiva kai wirray Siaméumwy els 'Emidavpoy,
3 xpinata Tais Ty dvnimdAwy vavoiv mapéxew Twva

meiley, 365
7 katatidd Tav ‘Exaraiwv kvkAiotol xopoiow vmddwy,
1) ToUs utabods TGV TOMTAOY PriTwp GV €iT’ dTOTpYEL,
kwpwdnleis év Tais matpiots Tederais Tais Tov diovicov.

351/2 -pov/é&-RVK

347 (érav...)~ Eust.§ (1) ILi.293. 11, §§ (2) ILii. 721. 3, § (3) Od. 1384.62 354—7 81
Plu. Mor. 348 pE; ~ ibid. 349 B 354—6 § 1 Gell. praef. 21 354—5 1 Priscian. xviii.
213;§ 1 Sue 1772 354 1 Priscian. xviii. 175 356-7 §+Su 169 357 ~ §
Phot. 571. 12 358-9 (...-Adet) § 1 Su 583 360 (dve-...-Let) §§ 1 Phot.
a 1784; Phr. PS 157 362-3 (...-yos) §+Subs583  (frd-...-vms) §+2ZBE.
Ph. 1668 364-5 (... xewv) §§ 1 Su 0 444 364 § EM 155. 18; Th. 184. 3
(...mwv)§Zon.323  (...-rav) ZVEad 362 365-7 1 Greg. Cor.p. 146 366 §§
Su « 822

347/8 xpévous A: xpoviwv K malawovs A K 350 av] ovov K déyywy
Voss: ¢pAéywr a 351 -ye mavbnpov ZRVE (ctr. 7P IRVE) 354 in. jux®? R
(cf. Aristarch. ap. ZVE): x° A xp#] 8ei Prisc.  yopoiow om. Plu. 355 yvdunv
M?® Vb3 Prisc.: -un(:) a Su Gell.: yAéooy Plu. -pevec M* U Vb3 Plu. Gell.; -pevy
R* Prisc.: -pevoc R V A K Su 356 €8¢ V: i8¢ K Su": oi8e A: joev Plu.
357 und¢ M Npi1 Vs AZE 2V362 Plu.: pijre a 358 émeow Md1 U: -0t a Su
359 4] kai @ moA R:-mps VA 360 post 361 R éyeiper K 362 -Swow
Dawes: -8wo: a Su ZEur. 363 Oopukiwva (sic) TPV IE: Owpakiwv Su(f 444)"
&v om. R A *ZV: &v Su(6 583) 365 vavoiv U Greg.: -oi a  émgdwv R
366 ‘Exareiwv Blaydes 367 Tav] Tovs A pritwp dv] pyrépwy V
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TovTOLs a8 kavbis dmavdd kavlis 76 TpiTov udX dmravdd
éfioracfal pioTaior yopois: Sueis 8’ dveyeipere pormiv 370
kai mavwvyidas s juerépas ai Tijbe mpémovoy éopTi.

—  xdpeLvov mds dvbpeiws op.
els Tovs ebavleis k6Amous
Aeipdvwv éykpodwy 3744
KATOKADTTWY 374b
kai mailwv kai xYAevd{wv- 375

Hpiomrac 8’ ééaprovvrws.

AAX éufa xdmws dpeis dvr.
v ZdTepav yevvaiws

T Pwvij poAmd{wy,

7 TV Xbpav 38
sdoew ¢ijo’ és Tas dpas,

kdv Owpukiwv uy BovAnrac.

— Gyevuv érépav Suvwy (8éav v kapmoddpov Baoileav,
Aijuntpa Oedv, émroauovvres {abéois pormais kedadeite.

—  dhunrep, dyviv dpyiwy arp. 3854
dvacoa, ovumapacTdTe, 385h
kal ocg)Ce TOV GaUTI)S X0pOV*

kaip’ dodalds mavijuepov
maicai Te Kal yopeloat.

3723 A 3740 b A subs e 375 madwr/xaia 356
376 -rac /8" RV K 3767 RVK 377 -Ba / xé- RVK 3778 A
3801 a 38sab A 3878 A

369-71 § 1 Gell. praef. 21 369 § Su o 2942 370 (... -pois) § t Su
€ 1772

369 avdad] dmavdd R K Su: pév dravdad A dmavdd bis] émavde bis Richards
76 om. VAK 370 xopoiow A Su 371 Tasom.A  rjuerépas] fuépas V:
lepas A mpémova’ éopmj V 372 in. fuix® R V Aristarchus sec. ZRVE cf.
ZRVE 354 xape viv (sic) EPS: ydpew 8 viv a: ywpeiav viv ZV 373 «kéAmovs TV
kab’ “Aldov A 374b kai okdmrov A K 376 -xovvrws R: -kovvros V
377 dpeis CZE (cj. Scaliger): aipeis R K: aiprjoers VAZIR (ai-): aipos A 380 7]
v Mae 381 odoew Cobet: sdoer V: oplewv RAK $da’ (sic) M ad fin.
vs.]..Ridic. V 383 in. fuux® 7 lepevs R: juiy®? Vi uiP fepes A dye vuy om.
Vi eldéav R 384 -pav VA K feav A {afBéors R moA™ R
3854 in. ju R A: dAdo up XPV 386 ad fin. vs. dic. V
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kal moAAd uév yédoud u’ ei-
meiv, moAdd 8¢ amovdaia, kal 390
mijs aijs €éopTis déiws

maiocavrta kai okdipavra vi-
kijoavra Tawovafar.

F I S .
dy’ eud vov

kai Tov dpaiov Oeév maparaldeite Sevpo 395
@8aiot, Tov fvvéumopov THode Tis xopeias. 396/7
— Taxxe moAvTiunTe, pélos éopTijs aTp.

78ioTov €lpdiv, Sevpo cuvakodovlel
mpos v Geov 400
kai Seifov ws dvev mévou
moAA)Y 686V Tepaivess.
*laxye pdoxopevtd, ouumpdmepumé pe.

ad yap kaTeoxiow uév émi yélwt dvr. @’
s s PPN .

kdm’ éireleiq 768€ 16 cavdadiokov 405

kal 76 pdkos,
. o sae

kdénvpes Got’ dinpuiovs 4074
nailew Te kal yopevew. 407b

*laxye Ppiroxopevtd, ouuTpomepTé (e

kal yap mapafAéas T petpaxiokns dvr. B

vov 07 kaTeidov kai udl’ ebmposdTov 410

ovumataTpias

XtTwviov mapappayév- 4124
Tos Tirfiov mpoxvihav: 4126

"lakye piroxopevtd, ouumpomepmé pe.

3 '_‘90 RVA 390 -meiv / moA- RV -8aia / kai R A 39(71 RA
3912 A 392 -ta / n- R A 3945 & 395 -ov / ma- RV K
396/7 -pov/mje- RVK 4001 RVK 401 s/ dvev VK go12 V

AK 40674 a 40721_5 A 41;‘1211 a 4124 -ov/ma-a

404=5b Su § 1 (1) € 3766, § T (2) p 29

390 omov-] kai omov- R 394 in. jue Md1 P20*U @ dy’] dAA” tent. Bent-
ley 398 in. jux E Npr U Vb3 6 403 in. uep® x? VA 404-10 frus-
tula praebet 2 404 kataoxiow uév R [I12]: karaoyoduevos Kock 405 -Ata
V [112] 768¢ 76 Bergk: T6v8e tov a [I12]: 7év te Bentley 407 xdénvpes
Meineke: -ev- a: é¢- R [I12] 408 in. fuX A [I12] 409 yap 78n ma- AK
[I12] 412 Swappayévros R 413 in. jux A
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di.  éyw 8 dei mws didaxdov- 4144
065 eiut kai per’ adris 414b

mail{wv yopevew Bovlouna.
Fa. kdywye Tpds. 415

Xo. BovAeole d7ra Koy
oxdpwpev Apxédnuov,
G5 émTémns Wv ovk épuoe dpdTepas;

vuvi 8¢ dpuaywyei
év Tois dvw vekpoiow, 420
kdoTw T4 TpdTa Tis éxei poxfnpias.

76v KAerobBévous 8’ dkovw
év Tais Tadaiol mpwkTOV
TiAAew éavTod kai omapdrrew Tds yvdfovs:

KdrémTeT éyrexvddis, 425
kdkAae kdkexpdye
2efivov 8oTis éotiv §4va¢/\ﬁaﬂos.

kal KaAAiav yé daow
TovTov 16v Inmofivov
kUolfov Aeovmiv vavuayeiv évmuuévor. 430

di.  &our’ dv odv dpdaar viv
ITAovTwy’ 6mov vBdd’ oikei;
¢évw ydp éopev dpTims ddrypévw.
Xo. undév uakpav dméAldys,

ﬂ4t';b AK _ 4140 - /KaLA K 414b 15 A 415 -pa /K&-'_'RV
41617 A 41718 A 41920 A 4201 A 4223 A 4256 A
4289 RA

418-19 §§ Su € 2872 418 (ém-...)-21§ 1 Su ¢ 692 418 (ém-...)-19
§§ Su & 411 423-4 (... -tov) X Theocr. 5. 43 ¢ 428-30 § + Su ¢ 575
429 (immo-) ~ § Zre= E. Ph. 28 430 ZVE 501 (...-mjv) ~ Eust. § (1) ILi. 171.
10, § (2) 1l ii. 696. 9 434 §Sup 874

4142 4. Dindorf: Za. A: om. R VK CIRVE ad 415 415 Za. Dindorf: 4.. RK
P ZRVE: om, V 416 Xo. om. R K: 7jux U 418 éméms R dpdrepas
Dindorf: -topas a Su 419 vov 8¢ V A: kai vov Su 420 ve-
kpois KAZVE Su 421 kdort KSu  éxeiflev*ZE 422 KiewoBévny P20' U
423 Tagaiow AIR 425 xdxxémrer’ K 426 xaike- RV 427 oéfe-
vov R: oeBivos A Ava- Porson: dva- a 429 Tovrovi 7ov R A K AZVE: 76v Su
430 «voov Eust.(1)"*: kvdfov U 431 Ea. A (4. A™e) 0PI ZR 432 mov-

Twv’ M: -rwv a
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und’ avlis émavépy pe, 435
dAX {00’ én’ admv ™y Bvpav ddryuévos.

di.  aipod’ dv avlis, & madi.

Ha. 7ovti T{ v 70 mpdypa
dAX 4 dios Képuwbos év Tois atpidpacy;

Xo. xwpeité vuv 440
{epov dva rkikAov Beds, dvlogdépov dv’ dAcos 441/2
mailovres ois percvaia Oeodidovs éopmis. 443/4
éya 8¢ odv Taiow képats el kai yvvaiiv, 445
ot mavvuyilovow Oed, déyyos lepov olowv. 446/7

_ xwpduev eis moAvppédouvs oTp.
Aetpdvas dvfeuddes,

TOV uéTepov TpémTOV 450
76V kKaAAyopdyTaToy
mailovres, 6v 8ABuar
Moipa. évvdyovouw.
p1évois yap fuiv fjAios dr.
kal ¢péyyos iepbv éoTw, 455
Soot pepvipued’ ev-
oefi Te bufyouer
TpSmov mepi Tovs Eévous
kal Tovs i8idTas.

di.  dye 84, Tiva Tpémov mjv Bipav kéPw, Tiva; 460
mds ev0dd’ dpa kémTovOWw OVTmXDpLOL;

Ha. o0 wy dwatpithers, dAXd yevoe mjs Bipas,

438_1') A 446_'1/2 AK 441/2 -ds/dv-a 441/;5;/4 A 443/4 -a

/ - a 443/55 A 45 pass / el- 8 _ 446/7 -a / ¢éy- RV K
446/78 a 44950 A 4501 A 4545 a 456 -fa (sic) / es- R
4567 RAK 4578 RA 458 -mov/me- R A 4589 RA

439 2 Pl Euthd. 292 E; Zenob. iii. 21 452 (8v ...)-3 Z* E. Md. 861
454-9 § Titulus Rhodius, s. i a.C., Dioniso 8 (1940) 119 458-9 §§ Su ¢ 121

462 (yev-) t Th. 195. 1

435 émavxérpmye R 437 alpots U Vb3 VsrP© post mai] Ta orpdduara RAK
439 §] 7 2 440 Xo. om. R: adX®° x° A 441/2 ad fin. vs. dic. et par. V
443/4 adfin.vs.dic. EU 445 in. fepevs A1 4. E 446 -fovat AK  feai
VreAK 48 in.jux VA (ctr. 2V 440)  -Avps- V=K 455 (epov] (Aapov

A 458 mepi e Tovs VAK 462 -Yps VAK yevoar VAK
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ka@’ ‘Hpaxléa 76 oxfpa xai 76 Aju’ Exwy;
A maimai.
OYPQRPOZX
7is ovTOS;
4. ‘Hpaxlijs 6 kapTepds.
Ouv. & BdeAvpé kdvaioxvvTe kai ToAunpé ov 465
Kkal wiapé kal maupiope Kail uLapwTaTe,
6s Tov kov Judv éfeddoas Tov KépBepov
damiéas dyxwv kdmodpds @yov AaBdv,
8v éyd ‘dvdarrov. dAAA viv éxel péoos:
Toia ZTvyds o€ pedavokdpdios mérpa 470
Ayxepdovrids Te axémedos alpwaTooTayrs
dpovpovol, Kwkvutod Te mepibpopor kvves,
éxdvd 0’ éxatoykédalos, 1 Ta omAdyxva gov
Siacmapdfe, mAevudvwy 7 dvlderar
Tapmooia pvpawa, T vedppw 8¢ oov 475
abToiow évtépoiow NuaTwuévw
8taomdoovral I'opyéves Telfpdorar,
éd’ ds éyw Bpopaiov Sputiow méda.

Za. ovros, 1i §édparas;

4. éyxéxoda- xdAew ebv.

Za. o katayélaot, olikovy dvaoTiioel Taxy 480
mpiv Twvd o’ iSeiv dAAGTpLoY;

A dAX dpakid.
dAX oice mpos My kapdiav pov omoyyidv.

463 §§ Choer. i. 188. 18 466 (ui-. . .) ~ Eust. § (1) De Em. Vit. Mon. 188, p. 262.
55, § (2) De Thess. Capt. 29, p. 278. 4 470-8 §§ 1 Su T 1124 470 (Zrv-.. )t
Su o 1254 471 § Steph. Byz. 152.7; 1 Su a 4687 474 (mAev-) § 1 Eust. ILi.
764. 21 475 (Tap-. .. -va) §§ t Poll. vi. 63; §§ Phot. ii. 201: ~ Eust. Dion. Perieg.
337 477 (I'ép-...) § Su 579 (Tei-) §§ Hsch. = 882 482 Su o 952

(omoyyidv) ~ §§ 2 Aeschin. ii. 118

464 4. om. R BYPQPOZ Dover auct. Fraenkel: aia* R AK " ZV: f¢p® V: els
76 év Aidov ZV: ITINOYTQN CHyp. 11 465 Ov. om. V: 7(ais) % kai é alax® K
kai ToAunpé kdvaioyvvre M P20* U Vs 468 dmjfas R K: dmjyéas A
470 Toia R 473 -rovraké- *ZE Su (ctr. Sur?) 474 mvev- V A Ks CIR
475 Taprposia CZ® Poll.: -moia a (-rj- R) Phot. Eust. g0t V 476 avToiot
vepTépoiot V 477 Scarapdfer Su* Tei- van Leeuwen: T.- a Hsch. Su (-84-
V) 478 ds8'éya V 479 ante kdAet] Sa. RVCIVE 480 Za.om.R
A% 481 4i.]dic.R 482 -yiav R Vi (ctr. ZRVE)
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Ea. 6o, AaBé. mpoabod.

Au. ToU ‘oTIWY;
= s ap
Ha. @ xpvooi feoi,
s pe 5 ,
&vrav’ éxers v kapdiav;
iR deicaca yap
€ls Ty kdTw pot kotAiav kaleipmvoev. 485

Ea. o 8eidéTate fedv od kdvlpdmwy.
4. éyd;
mds 8€ldés, SoTis omOYYLAY §TNGd O€;
olk Qv étepés y’ alit elpydoat dvijp.
= ) s
Ea. dAAa Ti;
di.  katéxer’ v Sodpawduevos, eimep SetAds v
éyd 8’ dvéomy kal mpogér’ dmenaduny. 490
Fa. dvbpeid y’, & Ilécedor.
Au. oluat vy dia.
P N A
oV 8’ ok €é8etoas Tov Yédov TV pyudTwy
Kkai Tas dmelAds;
Ha. od ua 4’ 098’ édpdvrica.
ED 3 . ~ 3 - s
du. 0oy, émedn Anuatids kdvdpeios €,
ad wév yevod 'ya 16 pémaldov Tovti AafBdv 495
xail ™y AeovTiiv, eimep ddoBéamiayyvos €l
éyw 8’ égopai goL okevoddpos év T uépeu.

[84]
Q

dépe 8 Taxéws adT oV ydp dAAd meoTéov.

kai BAépov eis Tov ‘HpaxAewoéavliav,

€l Sedos €oopar kai katd oé 16 Afju’ Exwv. 500
A pa A GAX dAnbds ok Medimys paoteyias.

dépe vuv, éyd Td aTpdpar alpwpar Tadi.

489 (.. -vos) §§ T Su o 721 494 ~ Choricius xxxii. 77, p. 361. 15 (..
-ni@s) Su ¢ 239; (A=) §§ Su A 4455 §§ Phot. i. 385 498 (0% ...) Su o 76
501 (ovk...) Hsch. € 1517 502 (...-pat) § Vind. a 91

483 Za.om.R  ante mpoo-] dic. R: 4. VA K:recte del. Dobree  mpooflos Din-
dorf: mpéofova  Au. ZRVE:dic.R: Za. VA:om.K  ante ] Ea. EP*Np1: E*incert.

xpvow Bea Vi 484 d.om. R  8eicas R 486 Ea.] dic. ad fin. vs. 485 R
4.] dic. R: sp. K 487 in. 4. K smoyyiav, ut vid, Vi (corr. V*)
488 ovkouv R AK: ov 7dv Elmsley  y” ad7] ravr” A K 489 4.] dic. ad fin.
vs. 488 R elmep] el A 490 mpoccér’ V 491 Ea.] dic. ad fin. vs. 490 R
dvdpeias y' R 4.] dic. R 492 &€8ewcas R 493 Za.] dic. R
494 4u. om. R K o6 V -rias V¥? Hsch. Phot. Su(2)" 495 TovTL A
498 Za. om. R: 8. 4 K, deinde ad fin. vs. £a”® av7or ov R K moréov R
499 tov om. K -xkAeto- 11 -kAeo- & 501 A.om. R dAXom.V  ovk] ék

Hsch. ¢uedirmps Ripedéms V. 502 -par’ alpopar R Vind.: -pab’ alpwpar V- rdde R
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OIKETHZX
& ¢pidTal’ frers ‘Hpdrlews; Sevp’ eioibu.
7 yap Oebs o’ dis émiifeld’ fjxovr', edbéws
émeTTev dpTovus, NiPe kaTepikTdY XUTpas 505
&rvovs 89’ 1) Tpeis, Bodv dmvbpdki{’ 6Aov,
mAakovTas &mTa, koAAdBovs. dAX eicib.

Ha. kdAAoT, émawd.

O.. pna 176v AméAdw od wi o’ éyw
mepiipoudmer0ovr’, émei Tou kal kpéa
dvéBparrev épvilleia, rai Tpayijuara 510
éppuye, kdvov dvexepdvvu yAvkiTaTov.
dAX €iouf’ du’ éuot.

EHa. mavv KaAds.
O. Anpeis éxwr-
0V ydp o’ d¢riow. kai ydp alAnTpis T€ cot
118’ &vdov €0’ dipatotdT) KdpxOTPiBES
érepa 89U 7 Tpeis.
Ha. mds Aéyets; dpxmaTpides; 515

O jBvAlidoar kdpT TapaTeniApévad.
AAX €laif’, ws 6 pdyepos 76m Ta Teudyn
EueAX’ ddarpeiv x1 Tpdmel’ elorjpero.

Za. {0 vvv, dpdoov mpiTiaTa Tais SpxnoTpiow

Tais év8ov oligais avTés 6T eloépyxopad. 520
6 mais, dxodovlfe Sevipo Td oxevn Pépwv.

505—7 — 2T Pac. 1196 505-6 (rpeis) § + EM 387.15;8 + Et. Mill.p. 130, § t 2
Hes. Sc. 287 505 (fipe...) §§ + ZT IL xiii. 441b; + Zon. 869 506 (Bovv...)
§Su a 3171 (karepicrav) ~ §§ Phot. 147. 10 511 (ked-...) Su « 2278; + EM
551.27 512 (Ag-...) §§ ZT Il xxiii. 69b; §§ Su A 468 515 (ép-...)-161Suqy
28; § Zon. 972 516 (1-...) § EM 283.50; § T Et. Gen. p. 92; Eust. § (1) IL.i. 764. 20,
§ (2) Od. 1798. 33 (kdp- ...) Et. Gud. p.375. 11 518 (x4-...) Su e 266
519 (@pd-...)-20% Sua 4519 521 § Vind. o 23

503 OEPAIIQN Vb3 ZV® ZVE ad 512 ZRVE ad 534: om. R: par. V: Bepdmaiva “Aidov
ZR: Gepdmawa Iepaedévys A ZVWE SR ad 512: §0vdn ITepoepdvys YP-ZVD: G Ilep-
aedpdvys K 504 o’ M:om.a 505 -pewcr@v A K ZII. ZHes. Zon. (ctr. Phot.)
506 Bovv 7 V: Bovv & Su't 507 dmra] émerra ZPac. aAX] devp’ R
508 Be.] dic. R: om. V: sp. K, sed ad fin. vs. O¢. 4 du: 4u. A ante od] Be. V
509 -wdm- Porson: -u’dn-V:-pardn-RAK  7or om. K 511 médpuye M: &in
ras. Mdr  kepdvvv EM 512 Ba.] dic. R Be.] dic. R: sp. K, sed ad fin. vs.
0r 80 A A 513 ante kai] Oe. A 7] ye RK 514 % 8’ &dov R: 718’
&dov K: 489 vdov Dobree 515 post 516 A Ea.] dic. R: 4. Npi'  maos ye
Aé- R ante dp- dic. et punct. R: Be. A 516 Be. om. R rdpre Hdn.
517 in. Be. K 518 jueAX VAK 519 Ea.om. R dp-] adAyrpiot AK
520 &dofev K 6n] dis A 521 in. 4. K
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4di.  émioxes, oUTos. 0 Ti OV OTMOVSYY TOEL,
67vj o€ mai{wv ‘HpakAéa veokevaoa;
t] ~ 2 i s - s
oV w1y dAvapijoeis éxwr, o Eavbia,
dAX dpduevos oloeis mdAw Td oTpdpaTa. 525

Ea. {8 éotiv; o T mov pu’ ddpeAéabar Siavoei
déwkas avTds;
Au. oV 1dy’, dAX 87 moid.
katdfov 76 8épua.
Ea TadT éyd paptipopat
kai Tois Beoiow émrpénw.
A moiois Oeois;
76 8¢ mpoadokijoai o’ ovk dvénTOV KAl KEVOV 530
ws 8ovAos dv kai Bvyros AAkutivys écey;
Ha. duédey, kadds- éx’ alt’. {ows ydp Toi moTé
éuod denleins dv, €l Oeds Bédo.
Xo. TavTa uév mpds dvdpds éaTi 5344
voiUv éxovtos kai ppévas 5340
kal moAAa mepimemAevkdTos. 535
petakvAivlew avTov del
mpos TOV €U mpdrTovTa Toixov 5374
ndAdov 7 yeypauuévny 537b
€ix6v’ éoTdvar, Aaf6vl’ év
oxjua: 76 8¢ petaotpédeatar 5394
mpos 76 paAbakdTepov 5394
53421_5 A 5341;_'5 VK 535 kai / moA- V K 535'_6 A
s37ab A 5389a A s39b40 A
522 (omov-...) ~ §§ Phot.ii. 172; ~ §§ An. Par. Ba. 369.6 526 (o0...)-78§ 1
Su o823 533 Z'460 534a-96 (...-pa) §§1Surizy 534a~7a Orion, Flr.
p. 251. 14 5394 (76...)41 Su § (1) & 234, (2) pu 108
522 4du.] Ea. K ot ris mov Viol rimw K mo()eis RAK 523 in. 4. K
Srfoe V(ac V®)  -kAéa veak- Elmsley (et fort. P20*): -kAe éox- R: -kAéa y’éox- VA
K -aka V 524 -ons VAK 525 -pevds y' ol- A 526 ante o?]
dic. R ov 84j mov R A Su 527 avrdoi R 4iu. om.R: fEa. K 528 in.]
4. K Ea.] dic. R 529 4..] punct. R feoi R 530 dvévyrov V
531 AA- Lenting: dA-a -vpsy'A 532 Za. om. R avrév R: ad# K: adrés M
533 7v et B0édn Vi (-doc V*) 535 mapa- Su** 536 -deivy'ad-A  adTov
RV Su 5374-b pdAdov Toixov A 537b -uévov Su'* 5394 -¢eol’

dei R Su: -¢ewv AK 5396 mov R
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deé1ov mpos dvpds éoti 540
kal pvoer Onpauévovs.

Ai. o0 ydap dv yélowov 1y, € 5424
Eavlias pév Sovlos dv év 542b
otpipacw Midnaoios 5434

dvaTeTpaupuévos KUvY op- 5430
xnoTpid’ €lr’ jmmoev duid’, é- 5444
y 8¢ mpos TovTov BAénwy 544

TovpeBivlov Sparréuny, ov- 545
Tos 8’ 47’ v adTés mavovpyos 5464
€id¢, kgt éx Tis yvdbov 5465

€ mardfas povééxoype
ToUs xopovUs Tovs mpoabfiovs.

ITANAOKEYTPIA
ITXaBdvy, ITAaBdvy, 8ebp’ €AG”. 6 mavoipyos ovTooi,
Os €is 70 mavdokeiov eloeAfdv moTe 550
éxxaibex’ dpTovs katéday’ fudv.

IHAA®ANH
v dia,
éxeivos avTos Orra.
Za. KaKkov fjreL Twi.
II\. «kai kpéa ye mpds TovToow dvdBpact’ eikoow
av’ quiwBoliaia.
Ea. ddroel Tis Bikmy.

546_; a 54211'_5 A 542b av/év VA 54217351 VA 543;-5 R
A 543b -vos / kv- R 5431';_:; R 544a -8a (sic) / é- R K
s4ab RAK 544b -rov / BAé- A saahs A 545 -unv /o8- RVK
546a -ros (om. 8°) /d- A 54617b A 5478 a

540—4 ~ Tz. Chil. x. 362—9 s44a (efr'...) 1 An.Ox.Cra.iv. 167.5 553—4 (..
-aia) Poll. ix. 64 553 1 Su a 1814; § t Zon. 187 554 (8b-...) §12™S.
El 472

5424 dvom.AK 5434 -paow VSI: -pao a Anoiois V 543b kwav
A 544a €lr’) e V duidas An.Cra. 545 ToU pe- A -fiov *ZV
545—6a obros 8’ &' dv avrés] avrés 8 dr° dv R: kai piy odros &7 dv adrés A
5464 xavrés Meineke 547 Baordfas V 548 alt. 7ovs] rov V
549 alt. [MAafdvy om. K 4A60’A 550 wéte Vi r67e VP° 551 -dayev R
AK IA.] dic. R (ITA. RY): ér. mavd. ZR 552 ewker R* 553 IIA. K
ye] 7€ Su™"  Tovrois K Su Zon. 554 dv’ju- Md1 Vb3: dvmu- a: -Awpaia K*
AZR s om. Vi T X S.
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Ila. «aitd oképoda Ta moAAd.
A Anpeis, & yovay, 555
koUk oiad’ 6T Aéyers.
Ila. 0¥ wév odv pe mpocedixas,
o1u) koldpvous elxes, dvayvdvai o’ ér.
7i 8ai; T0 MOAV Tdpuixos ol eipnKd Tw.
II\. pa Ai” 098¢ T6v TUpdY ye TV YAwpdvy, TdAav,
6v ovTos adTois Tois Taddpois kamjoliev. 560
Ila. kdmer’ émedn) Tdpydpiov émparréuny,
EBAeev €is pe Spuyud KduvkdTs ye.
Ea. tovTov mdvv ToUpyov: 0¥T0S 6 TpéTOS wavTayoy.
II\. kai 76 Eidos y* éomdro paivesBar Sokdv.
Za. ) Aia, rdAawa.
I1A. va) 6¢ dewadoa yé mov 565
émi ™y kamjAig’ €600s dverndrioauer-
6 8 @yxer’ é€déas ye Tas Yudbovs AaBv.
Za. kai TodTo TOUTOV TOUpYOV.
Ia. dAX éxpiv T Spdv.
{0, 87 kdAegov Tov mpoardTv KAéwvd pot.
IIA. v & éuovy’, édvmep émriyys, YmépBoov, 570
v’ adTov émrpihwpev.
Ia. & peapad ddpvé,
&s 176éws dv oov Aiflw Tovs youdiovs
kémrouyu’ Gv, ols pot katépayes Ta dopTia.
IIN. éyw 6€ y’ €is 76 Bdpabpov éuBdAowui ge.
Ia. éya 8¢ Tov Adpuyy’ dv éxtépowui cov 575
8pémavov AaBoic’, @ Tds xéAikas karéomaoas.
8 (mo-...) Sur 124 562 1 Su € 1063; § Zon. 711 566 § Su « 1047
567 (e-) § de Y1 568 1 Su 7843 575-6 1 Th.223.7
555 G@AAy 7av® M: ITa. V:om. RK 556 kovk] kaww V. Ila.] érépa E Md1
mpooedoknoas A 557 dv yvdéva: Elmsley 558 in. dAAyp mar® R
A: I\ V 7 8¢ R elpyxas V 559 IIA. Porson: ITa. V: om. R A K
560 odros] avrés A Tois om. R A 562 eis éué V Su™t 564 Ila.
RAK y om.V:§ EU Vb3 Vst 565 Za.om.R: I[Ta. V. IIA. EPe: dic. R:
IMa. AK: om. V Seioacal A 7w RAK 567 ras Callistratus sec. ZRVE
CVind. 568 Za.om.R  ITa. "’Z'E:om. a 569 in. [1a. a: ér. mavd. ©:
recte del. Bothe 78] kai V 570 II\.om. RAK 571 ITa. M Np1: dic.
R:sp. AK:om. V: [T\, E Mdr: ér. mavd. U Vb3 ddpuyé RFAK 572 in. [Ta. V
573 -paye V 574 ITa. R A: om. K: 4., (p)ER 575 ITa. om. R K: ITA, AP¢
ddpvy’ V 576 Tdas Schaefer: rovs a Th. x6Awcas Schweighiduser: xéAwas a
Th. énéomacas M: kamjobies Th.
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AAX iy’ émi Tov KAéwv', 8s avTod Tijuepov
éxmnrieital TaiTa Tpookaovuevos.

di.  kdriot’ dmodoiuny, Eavliav €l wi dpidd.

~ Qs 5 kY ~ -~ ~ -~ ’

Za. 08’ o0i8a T6v voUv: mave maie Tov Adyov. 580
obk dv yevoiuny ‘Hpardis dv.

4. undauds,
o Havfidiov.

Za kal s Gv Adkuijvys éya

vids yevoiunv 8ovlos dua xai Ovyros dv;
di. 008’ 0i8” 67 Bupoi, kai Sikaiws avTé Spds:
KAV €l pe TUmTOLS, 0UK GV dvTeimoiui oot. 585
AAX 7y g€ 10U Aoumol mor ddéAwpmar xpdvov,
mpéppilos avTds, 1 yuwj, 1d maidia,
kdkioT’ dmoloiuny, kdpxédnuos 6 yAduwv.

Ba. 8éxomar Tov Spkov, kdmi TovTows AauBdvw.

Xo. viv oov épyov éoT1’, émeid) 590
v aToAjv €iAndas fjrmep 5914
eixes, é€ dpxns mdAw 591b

dvaved{ew (— v ——) 5924
kai BAémew avlis 16 Sewdy, 592
700 feoV peuvnuévoy 5934
@mep elxdlets ceavTov. 5930
iv 6& mapadnpdv dAds, 7
kdkBdAns T paAbaxdy, 595
avbs aipeclai o’ dvdayxy
‘oTaL mdAw Td oTpdpara.
590 éme/81j V 590'_ia A% sglﬁa A 592b'__—‘;a A 5931'7_:4 A

5056 A 5067 a 597 -Aw/71a R

580,585 §§ + Su o 38 588 (kdp- ...) Su y 277; §§ =T IL xxiv 1g92a

589 Z 549

578 éxmi- OYP: éxmoc- YPI! 579 € $Ad uy Eavbiav A 580 mave Tod

Adyov] maie TovTous Tods Adyovs V 581 in.par.R: 4.V  4..] dic. R: om. V

582 Za. om. R AA- van Herwerden 584 4. om. R Ouper A

585 wel ye V. rumms K Su: momres Su™  &v dv y’ efmoiu’ €n V 586 in.

‘Hpaxdijs V oe om. R: fort. ye V*¢ 588 yrapdv AZV 589 Za. om. R

591a Jvmep] Gv A 592a (oavrév dei) add. £ (ad 76 Ajdua) add. Seidler

592b avbis els 76 A 5936 domep A 594 7v] e RVK  dAgs 4 Rader-
macher: dAdoet RK: dAwon V: dAds A 595 kaiBdAps RAK 597 ‘orat

Dawes: 'or. V: om. R AK: ‘orwv Bentley: st 76 om. V
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Ba. ob kakds, Ovdpes, mapaiveit), 598a
dAAd kadTés Tvyxdvw TavT 59856
dpTi guvvooduevos. 5994
87u pév ovv, fv xpnoToV 1) TI, 599b
Tav7’ ddaipeicbar mdAw mei- 600
pdaoerai u’ € oi8’ 6.
dAX Spws éyw mapéfw 602a
‘navtov dvdpeiov 76 Ajua 602b
kai BAémovt’ dpiyavov: 6034
deiv 8’ éowkev, Ws drovw 603
Tijs Bvpas kal 87 Yédov.
Ou. fuvdeite Tayéws TouToVl TOV KUVOKASTOV, 605
iva 8¢ Siknv- dvieTov.
4. fKeL Tw KaKSY.

Ea. ok és képarxas; uiy mpéarrov.

Ov. €lév, xal pdyey
6 diridas x ZkeBAvas x Iapdékas,
xwpeite devpi kai pdyecle TovTel.

di.  €iT’ oUxi Sewad TavTa, TUTTEW TOUTOVL 610
kAémTovra mpos TAAASTpLa;

Ov. HAAX Vmepdud.
di.  oxétAia pév ovv kai Sewd.
Ea. kal ujv vij dia.

el mirmot’ §Afov Sevp’, é0éAw Tebvrévay,
7% kKAepa 1@V odv A€y T kal TpLXOs.

582 b A 6001 RVA 601 -pd/oerar RV 602a b A 6036 4 &

6024 (ma-...)—3a §1Sul 441 604 (...-xev) § Sud 329 605 §§ EM
291.2; Th. 327. 11 606 (fi-...) § 2™ S. El 472 610 (ov-...) §§Sud 3315
fort. ~ §§ Anaxim. Rhet. 25 614 § Su a 2819; §§ 1 Apost. xiii. s1 € (a-...) 8§
Phryn. PS 14. 4

5985 -pevos ravh’ sp. A 5996 v R V* 600 rovr” R: o7 V
602a-b mapéfou’ avrév Su 6034 «ai] sp.A 604 Yodov A 605 Bv.]

cf. ad 464: Alakés a et ubique usque ad vs. 668 (cf. ZRVE ad 658): 6 mapa Tov [ThovTwros
(é€eABiv) ZRVE (et ad 632), cf. ¢ momrwv ZRV ad 649, 652: [Movrwy C ¥ IRVE ad 6oy
ouv-AK 607—11 habet N2 607 Ov.] sp. K, sed Aiakdss ad fin. vs. [IT2]
608 Survxas R: 8[ IT2 axeflevas R*: -BA-- A [I12] onapdéras V' [I12]
609 devpo R [I12] pdyeafac RIVPe: AdBeabe (et -rovi) 6YF [I12] 610 A4c. om.
e ) TRVE a3d 607 desinit Nz 611 mpos om. K Bv.] Ea. RAK: 4.
PIZRVE ad 607  wdAXNAZV: waAX IV ad 607: pdAX Ri pdX AK 612 A.]ai. RA
K &a]dic.R 614 7] €l Su: ovk (et &-) Apost.  -pav K
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Kkai ool mojow mpdyua yevvaiov wdvv- 615
Baodvile yap 16v maida Tovrovi AaBwv,
K&y moTé u’ €Ans dducovvt, dmérTewdy u’ dywy.

Ouv. kai s Baoavilw;

Ix
p]

mdvTa Tpémov év kAipaxt

Sroas, kpeudoas, VoTpuxidi pasTiydv, Sépwv,
aTpefAdv, ér 8’ els Tds pivas 6fos éyxéwv, 620
mAivfovs émrifeis, mdvra TdAda, mAjY mpdow
U TUTTTE ToUTOV UNdé YNTEiw Véw.
Ou. bixaios 6 Adyos* kdv TL TYpdiow Yé oou

ToV maida TUmTwY, TdpYUpLov cot KeigeTaL.
Ea. wy 697 éuory’, olirw 8¢ Basdni{’ dmayaydv. 625
Ou. avTov uév ovv, iva oot kat’ SpBarpovs Aéyy.

katdfov od Td okely Taxéws, xdTws épeis

évrailfa unbdév Yeidos.
4. dayopevw Twi

éué uy Baoavilew dbdvarov vt €l 8¢ uj,

adT0s CEQUTOV AlTIH.
Ou. Aéyes 8¢ Ti; 630
4i.  dbdvaros eivai dnui, disvvoos Aiés,

TovTOV 8¢ S0UAoV.
Gu. 7007 droveLs;
EZa. driu’ éyd.

kal moAV ye udAASv éott paotiywréos:

eimep Oeds ydp éaTw, odk alobijoerar.
di.  Ti 89T, émedn) kai ad ¢ijs elvau Beds, 635
0V kai o TimTEL Tds laas mAnyds éuoi;

Ba. dikaios 6 Adyos: xawmdérepév y’ dv vy idys
kAavoavra mpéTepov 7 mpoTiuioavTd Tt
616 (Ba-...),618—22§ 1 Su « 1804 619 (vo-...) Suv 692 622 (rum-

. -reiw) §t Suy 262 (undé...) § EM 230.21

616 yap om. K 618 Ov. om. R -viow V  Ea.] dic. R: ad fin. vs. K
619 -x(dwv Su** 620 otAe-A  énd’els] émiTe AK 621 mAyv] mpiv R:
mpyv K* 623 Gv.om.R  «kip V 624 tdp-] dp- M 625 Sa.om.
R:4d. A Euowy’ obtw 8¢] Euory’ obtws dvev Tyuijs V: éuéye TovTov 8¢ A: éuoi rovTov
8¢ K 626 A (i.e. Bv.) M* 6: om. a: 4. U Vb3 Vs1 avtov VA gov VK
-Badpudv O 627 inal. AK  ov7d] avra V  rayéws ra oxevn AK 628 Yev-
8os] oxevos A*  A.] sp. K, sed &:¥ ad fin. vs.: om. A’ 629 -rév y’ Gvr' t
630 éavrov V: gavrov K 8éori A 631 4u. om. R 632 fort. om. R*
637 ante yd-] . ¥P)ZRVE ot om, AK 638 xAavoovra R
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TUTTOpEVOY, €lval TovToV 1fyel un Oedv.
Ov. olk é00’ STws ok €l oV yevvddas dvijp- 640
xwpeis yap eis 6 dikarov. dmodvecle 87j.
Ea. mds ovv Bacavieis v Sikaiws;
Ov. padiws:
TANYY)Y mapd mAnyny ékdrepov.
Ha. kaAds Aéyeus.
i80U. ordmel vov Tjv u’ vmokwijoavt i8ys.
716n mdrafas;
Ov. od ua Ai’
Ha. 098’ éuoi dokeis. 645
Ou. dAX eiu’ émi Tovdi kai mardéw.
A, mvika;
Ouv. «kai 67 mdrata.
Au. kdTa wds obk énTapov;
Ov. obk 0ida- Toudi 8’ avlis dmomerpdoopad.
Ea. olkovv dvioets; laTTaTtal.
Ou. 7i{ TdrTaTai;
pdv bdvviitns;
Ea. o0 ua A, dAX éppdvrica 650
6mé8” ‘HpdkAewa 1dv diopeiois yiyverad.
Ov. dvlpwmos iepds. Sevpo mdAw BabdiaTéor.
di.  io9 iod.

Ov. 7i éaTw;
Adu. imméas opw.
Gu. T 8171'(1 KAaies;
4. kpoupubwy dodpaivouad.
644 (oxo-...)§Suvsi3 647 (kd-...) § Sun 3004 649 (i-...) §§Su
¢ 56 650 (é- ...)-1 § + Su 8 1161 651 An. Ox. Cra. i. 83. §

654 (xpop-...) ~ §§ Su « 2464

641 xwpei V 642 4. Ea. R Ov.] sp.K 643 in AL K 644 in.
At E: 4. Vbg® P)ZRVE ante oko-] sp. A: Ea. E*f w’ dmo- V: pe mapa- K
645 in. A2 VA ‘narafas; Fraenkel: nardas R: mardéa o’ V: ‘mdratd o’ A: mdraas
K 6v.] Ea. VAK Ea.]ALVAK: 4. M ovk (sine siglo personae) Bothe
Soxei vel Soxw Bentley 646 Gv.om.RAK 648 Gv.om.R  70vdi &7
1008’ 6’ Rt Tovi 8° V 649 Ea. om. R A: 4. Vsi* otkoiv R: odkovv V
ante {ar- sp. K tarrarai sp. 7 Tarrarai K: larrarrarrarrarrarrai R (sim. Su): 7¢
rarrarai: atak® 7 Ttarrarai V: latatai 70 laratal A: a®* 70 drratai add. AJ®
650 in. 4. K: Ea. M EZa.] dic. R: 4u. Vs1*© 651 -0toe V. yiverat RVK Su
(-vp-) An.Ox. 652 dv- Dindorf: dv- a 653 pr.du] dic.R:sp. K 6v.]
dic. R:sp. K alt. 4..] dic. R:sp. K 654 Ov.om.RK  4.] dic. R:sp. K



152 APIZTOPANOYZ

Ou. émei mpoTiuds y’ ovév;

A 008év pot pélee. 655

Ov. Badiotéov Tdp’ éativ émi Tovdi mdAw.

Ha. oiuo

Ou. 7 éaTi;

Ha. v dravfav éele.

Ou. 7i 76 mpdyua TouTi; devpo mdAw BadioTéov.

di. Amoddov—IEs mov didov 7 ITvfov’ Exers.

Za. HAynoev- obx tjrovaas;

4. ok éywy’, émel 660
{auBov Tnmdvaktos dveppuvyorduny.

Za. oUdev moeis ydp- dAAd Tds Aaydvas omdder.

Ov. pud Tov AL, dAX 167 mdpexe ™iv yaoTépa.

4i.  Ilécetdov—

EZa. HAynoév Tis.

du.  8s Alyaiov mpwvis 7 yAavkds uédes 665/6
dAds év BévlBeou.

Ou. o Toi pa My AjunTpa Svvapai mw palbeiv
6méTepos Sudv éoti Oeds. dAX eloirov-
6 Seomdms ydp avTos Vuds yvdoerar 670
x7 Peppédatl, d7° dvre kdreivw Bedd.

di.  dpbdirs Aéyers- éBovAduny 8’ dv To76 o€
mpdTepov vorjoal, mpiv éué Tas mAnyds AaBeiv.

Xo. Modoa, xopdv iepdv émifinb kai
EAO’ émi Tépywv doibds éuds, 675
TOV oAUV Sihopévy Aadv 8xAov, o godiar
674 -0./kai R 674'._5 R

673 1 Z* 6os

655 Gv. om. R K érera E M U Vsi 4..] dic. R: sp. K néer 'V
656 ®v.om.RK  7dp’ dp’RK:dp’A:y’dp’t 657 Ea.om.K  @v.]sp.K
Ea.] dic.R:sp.K 658 Ov.om.RK 660 Ea.] Al Vb3*  4i.] Al V:sp.
K 662 Ea.om.K 700§ @  dmobe V 663 Gv.om.RK  ante dAX’
ras. K 664 pr. 4.] Ea. V #P)IR (§ Erepos rdv rumropévwr): om. K & mo-V
Ea.] 4. V @P)ZR: sp. K: Al Vb3 -ynoe VK 665/6 4i.] Ea. V: om. K
mpwvos Scaliger: mpivas a  pedéers V 667 ante s transp. Hermann  aAév
R* 668 Gv. om. K -rpav V A Svvopar V mw] y& Coulon
669 elowre V 670 vuds avrés R 671 Peppédard’ Thiersch: -par’ V:
depaédar’ R: mepoédarr’ A: depoépaca’ K aim V 672 4i.] Ea. 0P)ZE
673 moujoac R A K X' ad 605 uwe VA K Xt ad 6os 674 Xo. om. K
675 dowdds éuas sic R V (cf. ad 213)
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puvpia kdlOnvrae
ddorudrepar KAeoddvros, édp’ o
87 xeideaw dudirdAos
Sewov émPpéuerai (is) 680
Opnkia xeAddv
émi BapPBapov éfopévy méradov-
keradei 8° émikdavTov dnddviov
véuov, s dmodeiTat
Kkdv loal yévwvTat. 685

7oV {€pdv xopov Sikaidy éoTi xpnoTd i) TA€L
Evumapaweiv kai 818dokew. TpdTov oV fjuiv dokel
ééioioar Tovs moAiTas kddedeiv Ta deipara.
kel Tis fipapTe apadels . Ppuviyov madaiopaow,
éyyevéahar dnui xpivar Tois 6Aiaboviaw TéTe 690
altiav éxbfeiol Adoar Tas mpéTepov duapTias.
€l dTydv dnue xprijvar undév’ elv’ év i méAeu.
kal yap aloxpov éoT. Tods wév vavuaxijoavras piav
kal [Maraids €00ds elvar kdvri ovAwy SeamdTas.
K0U8¢ T0UT Eywy’ €xoyu’ v w1 oV kadds pdokew éxew, 695
dAX émawd - uéva ydp alvTd voiv éxovr édpdoare.
mpds 8¢ TovToLs €lkds Yuds, of ped’ budv moAdd 87
Xxol matépes évavudxnoav kai mpookovoL YéveL,
v piav Tavmy Tapeivar cvudopav aitovuévos.
dAAa mijs dpyijs dvévres, w coddTaTol doeL, 700
mdvras dvlpwmous éxdvTes ouyyeveis kodueda

6801 A 6845 A

678-82 + ZMAE. Or. go3 678-81 + ZVE 1532;8§ + Sud 433  (0¥...)-81%
ZRVE 93; 88 1 Su x 187 681 (@py-...)-2§ I A. Ag. 1051 6824 (...
-pov) Su € 2381 683—4 (...-pov) §tZon.811 684 (ds...)-5Suddt (1) 625,
8§ 1@) w217, 2" V.106c 686—7 (... -veiv) t Vit Ar.(PCGiii. 2, p. 3.38) 689 X
Lys.313  (Ppv-...) ~ §§ Hsch. ¢ 936; § 1 Su = 62

679 &% om. ZVE ad 1532 dudidros 2 E. 680 Sedov ZA E.: dnpAov ZME.
émi-] mepi- Su (mis) add. Blass 683 xedapuvler R Su (-fec vl.) Zon. (-pi-):
7pvle Fritzsche 684 dméAowro Su(2) 685 oo IV 686 in. empp”
R: ju? E Vb3 éoriv R: modAa Vita 687 ovu- Vita: tvumepaivew K 74 R
688 kwdedeiv V 689 fuaprev R madaipaow R (ctr. AZRY) 690 éxye-
U Vs -Bovoc K 691 -caiTeTds A mporépas E U Vb3 Vs1 692 €y’
om. A K 694 -raias V: -aiais AFR 695 rov” R K 696 ravra V
697 pdas 6 nudav V 698 Kai] xoi V A -koaw R: -xover K
699 évu-AK ~uévovs V 700 ¢vow V 701 fvy- A
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kdmiripovs kal moditas, doris dv vvvavpaxy.

€l 0¢ a7’ dykwodueaha kdmooeuvvvoiuela,

THY w6Aw kal TadT Exovres kvudTwy év dyxdlads,

baTépw xpovw moT’ atbis €5 dpoveiv o 86€ouev. 705

€l 8’ éyw 6pbos iBeiv Biov dvépos

7 Tpémov §oTis ér’ oipdéeral,

00 moAvv 068’ 6 mibnkos ovTos 6 ViV évoxAdv,

Klevyévys 6 puikpds,

6 movnpdTaros Balaveds éméoot 710
KpaToUoL kuknoiTedpor

Yevdoditpov e kovias

kal Kipwlias yis,

xpovov évdiatpitherr iSawv 8¢ 7dd’ ol
elpnvikds éol’, iva pij mote kd- 715
mobvly pnedswv d-

vev £BAov Badilwv.

moAAd ks Y’ juiv €8ofev 1) méAis memovhévar

TadTov €is T€ TAV MOATAY TOUs kadoUs Te kdyabols

€is Te Tdpxaiov véutopa kai T6 kawdv xpvaiov. 720
olite yap TovTOoLOWw 0VOw oY KektBOnAevuévors,

dAAd kaAlioTows dmdvrwy, ws dokei, voutopndTwy

kal uévois 8pBds komeiol kai kekwdwviowévors

& 1e Tois "EAAnou kai Tois BapBdpoiol mavrayod

xpueld’ 068év, dAAa TovToLs Tols movypois yadxios 725

710 -vevs / 6- A 716_}1 A 714 e / €~ (sic) A 715'_}6 A
716 -0%/pe-A  -wv/d-VK 716 17 VAK

~

704 (ravr’...) Su§§ (1) k 1205, § (2) « 2675 705 X' 686 709-13 Su §§
(1) k 1744, § (2) « 2640 712 1 Poll. vii. 39; Eust. § (1) ILi. 764. 21, § (2) Od. 1714. 62
713 Poll. § 1 (1) vii. g9, § (2) x. 135; ~ § Eust. Dion. Perieg. 530 716 (&-...)-178§
t Su a 2345; ~ §§ Apost. iii. 16 721-6 1 Poll. ix. go 725-6 t Su x 47

702 évvav-RVA 703 o7’ U Vs @ykwodueala R*: dyxwodueaba K*
AZR: dykwoduela A -vipefa A 705 in. dvrwdif A Sorepov V. 16T A
706 in. dvredi V: x° A: fux U Vs © dpbaisR 707 § Tov Tpé- A
710 xdméoor A 711 -tédpor Radermacher: -rédpov a Su 712 -vitpov A
K Su(1),(2)** reom.V 714 post -pee sp. A i8wv Bentley: eiSasa  8¢)
¢ V. 1dde. ovxk R 715 éofa V 718 in. av” empp" R y’om.RVK
719 7€ om. V 720 €is T dp- R 722 Sokeiv VA 723 dpbookomeiot
Poll. alt. kai om. V 724 BapBdpois V inter 724 et 725 sp. unius vs.
vac. A
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x0és Te kal mpdmy komeioL TR KakioTw KoupaTL

1@V moAir@v 0’ 0ls pév lopev evyeveis kal odyppovas

dvdpas dvras rai dikaiovs kai karods te kdyabods

kai Tpadévras év madaioTpais kail xopois Kai LovGLK]
mpovaeloluey, Tois 8¢ xalkois kal évous kal muppiacs 730
kai movypois kdk movnpdv eis dravra xpdueda

vaTdTois ddiyuévoiaw, olow 1 méAis mpd Tov

098¢ dapuakoiow eixy padiws éxprjoar’ dv.

dAAa kai viv, wvénTot, petaBaldvres Tods Tpémovs

xpriafe Tois xpnoToiow avbfis: kai katopbdoaot yap 735
ebAoyov, kdv 1. odaAnT, é€ déiov yoiv Tov EvAov,

7V 7L kal mdoxnTe, mdoxew Tois codois SokrjoeTe.

Oi. vy 16v Adia Tov owmipa, yevwdSas dvip
6 8eomém)s cov.
Ha. mds ydp ovyi yevvddas,
8oTis ye mivew oi8e kai Buweiv pévov; 740
s a8 s . . s ;s
Ol 716 6¢ un mardéar o’ éfedeyxlévr’ dvrikpus,
er - n 3 s s
87L 6ovAos &y édaokes elvar Seamdys.
Ha. @uwée pévriv.
O ToUTO WévToL SovAikoy
€600s memdnkas, Smep éyd xaipw moLdv.
Za. xaipes, iketebw;
, Sy ) . .
0. LAAX émomTele Sokd, 745
étav katapdowpat Adfpa 7¢) Seomémy.
Ha. 7i 8¢ TovBopivlwv, fvix’ dv mAnyds AdSav

727-37 §t Stob. Ecl.iv. 1. 28 731 (pr.mo-...)-3Su§§ 1 (1) 7 2040, § (2) ¢ 104
732 (of-...)-3 2* Eq. 1136c 733 ~ § Aristides iii. 684 (Behr) 736 (kdv
...) §Sua 2815 (kdv. .. yoov) § + Sua 3334 736 (¢€...)-7§ 1 Apost. vii. 54b
736 (é¢...) Aristid. xxix. 38; ~ Eust. Il iv. 104. 9 737 tAn. Bekk.i. 8. 18; X' 718

726 mpugy R AZV (ctr. AZE) koppat] ypdupar Ko 727 61 8V
729 malaiorpg Stob.  povaikais P20% -xois Vb3 730 mpoageovuey V A K:
mpocededovuer *ZR: mpovyedovuev Stob. 731 wdvra Su 733 dapud-
kowow V éxprioarr’ dv: R Stob.: xpdoarr” dv Su 734 -BdAdovres V
735 xpicbac V. -8koa R*: -8doc R, ut vid.: -fwoacac Stob. 736 youvv] yap
Stob. 737 xai om. K -ocera: Apost.: -oet An.Bekk. 738 in. Oikéms E
Mdi1 P20%: oik mAovrs K ZRE: 0ik ataxov % mhov™ M: alaxés R: oik 0w U:om.V, sed
siglum oiké™ ad vs. 754 al. 739 Za. om. V 740 xai Buweiv] kdrrweiv K
741 Oi om. RV K: oik*” ow®" U éfeddexfévr’ R: éfedéytavt K: étedeyxbévrawr
ve(sic) 2V 743 Sa.om. RV  Guwée M: oiuwlec a 0¢.] dic. R: om. V: §°v
kai a® @ 744 ante émep] Ea. A*  moeiv V 745 Za.] par.R:om. V: O:.
A Oi] par. Riom. V: 8a. K: 8° «kai at* @  pdAX A ZB: udX’ V AZRVE; 44da K
747 Ea. EMMdiNprUVb3 ®:om.RVK: 0. A 8ai VAK
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moAAds dmins Bpale;

0. kai T0v8’ fdouad.
Za. 7i8¢& modd mpdrTwy;
L s pa Ai” 098év 0i8’ éyd.
EZa. oudyvie Zev- kai maparxovwy Seomordv 750
a7’ dv Aadwou;
0. udAAa mAeiv 7§ paivouad.
Za. 7 8é 1ois Ovpale TavTa kataladdy;
0. éydd;

wna 4 dAX 8tav 8pd TavTa, Kdkuiaivopad.

Ea. & Doiff’ "AmoAAov, EéuBalé por mjv Sefidv,
kai 865 k¥oal kavTés kUgov. kai uot pdcov 755
mpos Aibs, 6s fjuiv éoTw dpopaoctiyias,
7is oUTos otvdov éori B6pvuPBos kai Bor
X Aotdopnouds;
O.. Alioxvdov kevpimiSov.
Fa. a.

0. mpdyuna, mpdyua uéya kekivytal, uéya

év Tois vexpoiot kai oTdois ToAAT) wdvv. 760
Ha. éx To0;
0O.. véuos Tis évldd’ éoti Keipevos,

dmo TV Texvdv, 6oat peydAar kal defial,

TOV dproTov dvTa TWY éavTol oUVTéXVWY

giTnow avTov év mpuTaveiw AauBdvew

Opsvov e 100 ITdovTwros é€fs—
Fa. pavldvw. 765
Ol éws ddiroiro Ty Téxymy coddiTepos

érepds Tis avToU T6TE 8¢ Tapaywpeiv éder.

758 (Aoe-) §§ Phot. i. 393; §§ Th. s.v.

748 dmjs AK  Oi..om.RV:8a. A 10007 760°AK 749 Ea.om.RV: 0L
A 8 VAK OiomRV:Za. A  dsom K 750 Za.om. RV: Ol A
751 &rr°d@v] §rav’ V. O] dic.R:iom.V: Ea. A pdAda Bentley: pddda R: pdda V
K: kai pdda A 752 Ea.om.RV: 0. A 8aiVA’'K Oiom. RV:Ea. A
753 wkdxpolvvopar V 754 Za.] 0. V A 756 s om. A ad fin. vs.
punct. ZRVE 757 in. Ea. VA  éorw 6 86- E Np1 Vb3 @ «ai] x1 A
758 -piopds Th. 759 Za. om. RK O/ om. RA'K  pr. uéya om. V:
apédpa K alt. uéya)] mavv A 760 toict A «kai] yap A 761 Ea.]
dic.ad fin.vs. 760 R~ 0O¢.] dic. R:om. V 762 é6méoar A 763 évvrexvav
V ZRE (guv-): ouvrexvwrv IV 764 fort. -mw R* 765 -vos dudis ééjs R*
Za.] dic. R:om. V 766 0O:.] dic.ad fin.vs. 765 R Ewsdvd-V 767 s
om.V  avrg K
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Ea. 7i 8j1a Touti TebopivByrev Aioxidov;
Oi. éxeivos eixe Tov Tpay@dukov Bpdvov,
ws WV kpdTLATOS THY TéEXVTV.
Ha. vuvi 8¢ 7is; 770
Oi. 61e 87 kamjAl’ Edpumidns, émedeixvvuTo
T0is AwmodvTacs kai Toiot BaAdavTioTdpots
kai Toiol maTpadoiaiot kal ToLxwpUxoLs,
6mep €07’ év “Aibov mAjlos. oi 8° dkpodpevor
TV drTidoyidv kal Avyioudv kai oTpoddv 775
vmependnoav kdvéuioav soddTaTov:
kdmeir émapleis dvreAdBero Tov Bpévov,
v’ Aloxvlos kabhjoro.
Fa. KoUK e’ﬂd/\/\e'ro;
Ol pa 4i, dAX 6 dfjuos dveBda kpiow moeiv
oméTepos ein Ty Téxyny codTepos. 780
Ha. o TV Tavolpywv;
0. v A, ovpdyidy y’ Soov.
Ha. per’ Aioxvdov 8’ ovk 1joav érepor avupaxot;
Oi.  SAiyov 16 xpnoTév éaTw, domep évldde.
Ha. (670’6 IThovTwy 8pdv mapackevdleral;
{. dydva moweiv avtika pdla kai kpiow 785
kdAeyxov avToiv Tjs Téxvms.
Za. kldmera TdS
oV kai ZodokAéns dvreddBeto o0 Opdvov;
Ol pa Ai oVk éxeivos, AAX éxvae uév Aloyvdov,
81e 87 kamiAle, kdvéBale Ty Sefidv-
kdkeivos Umexdpnaev avTd Tov Bpdvov. 790

vuvi 8’ éueddey, ws édn KAeldnuidns,

779 (dve-...),781((ov-...) §§ Phryn. PS4.6;§ T An. Par.Ba.g4. 17 7914 (...
-eiad’) 1 Su € 3850

768 Za.] dic. (adinit.vs)R  Tov70 V 769 Oi.om.R 770 Ea.]sp.et
dic. R vov A 771 Oi. om.R A 772 7oiol] Tois K Badav- VAK
774 éotw év K 775 Awyvopdv A: doyiopav M* M?* Np1 AZVE: xaumav Y-ZE:
kapmrdy YP-X® 776 coddrepov U Vsi 778 Za.] dic. R: om. V
ekfdArero R 779 O:] dic. ad fin. vs. 778 R 781 Ea. om. RV
mapépywyv K*° 0:.] dic. R: om. V ante ov-] dic. R y* om. Phr. An.Ba.
782 Ea. om. R fvpu- A K 783 om. K' O¢. om. R: ad fin. vs. K™
xpmnotév] xpvodv K 784 Za.om.R 785 O¢. om. R 786 avroiv V
Eq.] dic. R 788 0:.] dic. ad fin. vs. 787 R: om. V ovk] 088’ K exvoev R:

éxvoe K 789 8%] 8¢V -Badde RV 791 8¢ péMew A kdewpidys K
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édedpos xabebeiohar- kdv peév Aioxvlos xpaty,
éfew kata xdpav: el 8¢ uij, mepi mis Téxvys
Siaywwieiol épaoke mpds y’ Evpumiduyy.
Ha. 76 xpiu’dp’ éotay
0. vi) A dAiyov JaTepov. 795
kdvravfa 87 7a Sewd kwnbijoerar.
kail ydp Taddvrew povoiky orafurcerar—
Ba. 7i 8¢ peaywyijcovar My tpaywdiav;
Oi. «ai kavévas éfoioovor kai mijxeis émdv
kai mAaiowa EdumTukTa—
Za. mAwbevoova ydp; 800
Ot kai Siapérpous kai adijvas. 6 yap Evpumidns
kat’ émos Bacavieiv ¢now Tas Tpaywdias.
Za. 17 mov Bapéws olpar Tov Aicxvdov épew.
Oi.  &BAeye yoiv Tavpndov éyxipas kdTw.
Za. kpwei 8¢ 8 7is TavTa;
O.. 7007 7jv 8¥aKolov: 805
coddv yap dv8pdv dmopiav niplokérmy.
otTe yap Abnvaioist ovvéBaw’ Aloyvdos—
Ha. moAdovs iows évéuile Tods Torywpixovs.
Ot Mijpdv Te TdAX 1jyeito To0 yvidvas mép:
dvoeis monTdv €iTa ) 6 SeoméTy 810
émérpepav, STy ™is Téxvns éumepos M.
dAX eloiwpev: s 6tav v’ of SeaméTar
éomovddrwor, kAavual Juiv yiyverar

797 § Poll. ix. 52; § Phot. ii. 198; § Su 7 33; § EM 744. 20; § Vind. 7 46; § T An. Par. Ba.
380. 5 798 (ue-...) §§ Su p 828 800-1 (... -vas) Poll. x. 148; §§ Su =
1716 804 § Sur 157 807 § Su o 1470

792 aloxvAokpari Su 793 mepi] K* incert. 794 y"om. VAK ad
fin. vs. par. R* 795 Za.om. R 7] 7t VA: 776 K 0:.] dic. R: om. V
796 8% 7a] 8%ra: om. A 797 kai yap) xai Vind.: dAX 7} Poll. Phot. Su An.Ba.(4)
orafuijoeral] kpibjoeracr Poll.*" Phot, Su*" An.Ba. EM 798 Sa.om.RK  &¢]
8ai VA pa- R (ctr. CZR) 799 Oi. om. R K éfoioovat] &ovar K
800 ouu- R A Su -mruxa R Poll.: -mukra V Su™': -mpxra A ZF Su™: -picra ZR
Za. Kock: om. a -Bevovar V ydp Kock: 7¢ R V: ye A K Poll. 8or Ot
Bergk: om. a super 6] O V 802 -vilew K 803 Sa.om.RK 804 0.
om.RK  -ife 8’0y R: -pev odv EP° M U Vsr: -ihe yap Su*t 805 fa.om.RK
0Oi]dic.R:om. VK 806 in. 0. V 807 in.Za.V  odre] 0¥ Su -vainot
K: -vaiois 22V: -vaioiow *ZF 808 Ea. om. RVK: O:. M -Aovs yap - V
809 0:.] dic. ad fin. vs. 808 R: om. K 7€ TEAX] 7° add AZV 810 duvpers,
ut vid,, K 812 dcom. V. y om. V 813 -8axwot R Vi -8axdar K

yiverar R
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Xo. 1 mov Sewdv épifBpeuéras xéAov évdolbev éfe,
i’ Gv 6£0AaAév mep I8y Brjyovros 686vTa 815
avriréxvov: T6Te 87 navias ¥mo Sewis
dupata arpoficerat.

éoTar 8’ immodddwv Te Aéywv kopvBaiola veiky

oxwddAapoi Te mapafoviwy opdevpard 7’ Epywy

dwTos duvvopévuy dpevotékTovos drdpos 820
pripal’ inrmoBduova.

dpifas 8’ avToxdpuov Aodids Aaciavyxeva xaitav,

Sewov émarvviov Euvdywy, Bpuxduevos Tjoe

priparta yopudomayi, mvakndov dmoomdy

ynyévew pvofuare. 825

&vlfev 87) oTopatovpyds éndv Bacaviotpia Aiomy
yAd oo’ dveAioaouévy, dhovepods kwodoa xaAwous,
pripata Satouévn katalemroloyijoe

mAevubvwy ToAVY Tévov.

EYPIIIIAHX
ok dv pebeiunv 700 Opévov, uy vovlérer 830
KpeiTTwy yap elvai dnyut TovTov TV TéXYTY.

Ai. Aloxvde, i avyds; aiofdver yap 100 Adyou.

814 -tas/xé-RV 815 -87/64-RV 81;‘16 AK 816 &7 /pa-a
81617 A 81718 K 818 —ywv /ko- RVK 819 -wv /op- RVA
81;20 A 820 -vov/pe-a 8201 AK 822 -Gs/Aa-a 823 wywv/
Bpv-a 82;1. A 824 -y /m-a 824:; A 826 -wov/Ba-RV
827 -povs / ki- a 82‘7'_‘8 A 828 -v/ka- a 828_(') A
829 30()) K

815 (dév- ...) ~ §§ Eust. Ep. 29, p. 338 (644- ...) ~ 8§ [Luc.] Philop. 25
819 (okw-...-wa) § Su o 608 819 (ome-...)—20(...-vov) Poll. vii. 83;§§ Su o
741 819 (out-) §§ Hsch. o 1255 §§ Phot. ii. 168 822 Su a 4499

824 § + Eust. Od. 1713. 29 (m- ...) §§ Su = 1609; §§ Eust. IL ii. 274. 15
826 (Aio-...)—7 (... -oa) §§ Paus. Att. A 20

815 mep i8p] mapidn V: mepxidny A 88évras M* Luc. 819 -8dAapor Dover:
-8addpwv Np1 ZRV ad 824: -8dAudv R: -8aaudv V: -8ddpwy *ZR: -Saluwv A K AZE
Su mapaéoviwv Stanford: -£évia a outredpar’ épywy A: ourevparoepyov Hei-

berg 822 8716°'Viom. K yaimv Su 823 Bpuxs-R  doec R:fjoec V
824 -kndav V 826 87] 8¢ A Awomij Apollonius ap. ZRVE 827 yAdooa
é-K dbopepss O* 828 -uéva M* 829 mvev- AK 830 Euv.] AL

Vi uebepv R 831 kpeiooov V TovTOV Pyui A



160 APIZTO®PANOYZ

Ev. dmooeuvvveitar mpdTov, dmep éxdaTtoTe
év Tais Tpaywdiaiow érepatevero.
di. & Bawév’ dvdpav, ui peydda Aiav Aéye. 835
Ev. éyghba tovTov Kai Siéokeppar mddar,
dvBpwmov dypiomoév avfadsaTouov,
éxovr’ dxdAwov drpatés dfvpwTov aTdua,
dmepiAdAnTov, koumodareloppijuova.
AIZXYAOZX
dAnbes, & mai mjs dpovpaias feov; 840
o0 87 pe TavT, ) OTWUVALOGUANEKTAST
kal mTwyomoté kai pakioovppantddy;
dAX ol T xaipwv adT’ épeis.

4. mad’, Aloxvle,
kai uy) mpds Spynv omAdyyva Bepurjvys kéTw.
Al oY 81jTa, mpiv y’ dv TovTOV dTodiivw cadds 845

7OV xwAomoév oios wv Bpaciverar.
du.  dpv’ dpva pélava, maides, éfevéyare:

Tvdws yap ékBaivew mapackevdlerar.
Ai. & Kpyrikds pév ovAdéywy povedias,

yduovs 8’ dvoagiovs elodépwy eis v Téxymy— 850
du.  émioyes ovTos, & moAvtiunT Aloyvle.

and Tdv xadaldv 8, & wévyp’ Evpumidy,

dvaye ceavTov ékmoddiv, €l cwdpoveis.

iva w1 kedaldaiw T6v kKpéTadéy gov priuaT

Oevarw v’ 8pyijs éxxén Tov THhredov- 855

833-4 1+ Su o 3517 835 ~ §§ [Luc] Philop. 25; §§ Apost. xviii. 57 a
836—9 § 1 Su a 358 836—7 (... -dv) §§ Su € 150; §§ Zon. 611 837-9 §
Gell.i. 15. 19 838 (dfuvp- vel dmvA-) ~ §§ Arethas, Scr. Min. i, p. 57. 26; Su a 7725 §§
An. Par. Ba. 48. 6; § Eust. Il.ii. 619. 7 840-1 §§tSua 1172 840 Hdn. 1. 490.
15; Ioh. Alex. 30. 11; §§ Zon. 131 (dp- ...) ~§§ Hsch. a 7379 843 (mav’
...)—4 §§ Su 6 250 847-8 §§ 1 Su 7 1224 852 §+Suyxs 854-5 §
Su « 1444 855 § + Tz. Chil.ix. 968

833 Eb.om. RK  é8mep V 834 -8¢ars K Su 835 4. om. R: 4. K
péya R 836 Ev. R éyw 8ua Su 838 dfvpwrov] dmvdwrov V (dup-
re-ZVE) A K Gell. Arethas Eust. 839 -xeAdo- K -Aoppij- E U Vb3 Vs1: -Aopij-
a 841-61 habet N1 842 pakkio- R* [IT1] 843 ad7] ravr’ EF°
Md: U Vs [[T1] mavo’ R A K Su [IT1] 844 k6t om. K: kdrw R*: Jw IT1
845 Ai.om.RK [ITi] 847 lwasl. .]¢ IT1, deinde ¢[ : maides pérawav V: pérar-
vav maides A K *ZF Su*' (ctr. ZRVE CSu) 848 rvdads R V (ctr. AZE) [IT1]
851 4i. om. K [IT1] 852 vmo K[IT1] 8’ om.V [IT1] 853 dmaye VAK
aavrév K [IT1] 855 fevav Kuster: Bévwv R V: fetvwv A K Su*': feve [ IT1
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ov 8¢ wiy mpos Spyny, AiaxvX, dAAG mpadvws

EXeyx’, éAéyyov: Aowdopeichar 8’ oV mpémer

dvdpas monTds domep dpTomwAidas:

av 8 e00vs domep mpivos éumpnoabeis Bods.
Ev. éroyuds eip’ Eywye, kovk dvadvopar, 860

Sdrvew, ddkveabar mpéTepos, € TovTw Sokel,

Tdm, Td wédn, Td vedpa s Tpaywdias,

kaivi) dia Tov [Inléa ye kai Tov Alodov

kai 7ov Meréaypov kdt pdda 76v TriAedov.
Ai.  ov 8¢ 8% 7L BovAevel moeiv; Aéy’, Alaxie. 865
Al éBouvAduny uév odk épilew évldde-

odk € ioov ydp éaTwv dyv vgv.
Au. 7i dai;
{. 671 mémous ovxi ovvTébynké pou,

ToUTw 8¢ cuvrébhimkey, dal’ éfet Aéyew-
Spws 8’ émeidrj oo Sokei, dpdv TadTa xp1. 870

di. {0 vuv ABavwTov 8ebpd Tis kai mip 867w,

6mws dv edéwpal mpo TV codropdTwy

dydva kpivai T6v8e povoikdrara:

vueis 8¢ Tais Movoars Tt wédos vmdoarte.

Xo. o dios évvéa mapbévor, dyvai 875
Moioai, AemtoAdyous Euveras dpévas al kablopdTe
dv8pdv yvwpotimwy, 8tav eis épw dfvuepipvors
éNwo atpefroiol madaiouaow dvmidoyoivTes,
éN0er’ émohduevar Svvauwy

SewordTow oToudTow mopicaalar 880

87;6 A 876 -oar/Aem-A “youvs/¢v-RV rac/ppé-K 877 -mwv/

é- a -pw / 6- A 8778 A 878 -0t / ma- RV A -ow / dv- K
879 80 A [K] 880 -row /mo- A [K]

856—9 §§ t Su o 1315 856-8 § Su = 2219 859 § + Z Arat. 1047; § Su n

2290 862 (ra vev- ...) §§ Phryn. PS 111. 9 874 EM 782. 6; 2 830

878 (o7peB-. .. -aw) §§ Su o 1190

856 in. 4. V [ITi] 857 &\dex’ R: éydéyy’ A [I] é\éxov R [IT1]
npémer] Géus E U Vs1 017 859 -mpio- VA K 860 efu’ E Np1 Vb3 @
[IT1] 861 Tovro R desinit M1 862 mjs] ras K 863 ve] ¢ A
K 864 pdAal pdAdov A 865 ov 8¢ 8 1i t: o0 8¢ T RAK: 7¢ 8aiov V
867 dyav Dindorf: dyav a: dywv U Vst 4] sp., deinde 4u. super 'V 7i §ai)
rin V 868 67" % V: éry R 870 ov R 874 éndoare O: mpoodoare

Erc U Vs 897-902 habet M1 880 om.K  -cacfe A [K] [IT1]
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tpiuara kai mapampiopat’ émv.
ViV ydp dyav codias 6 péyas yw- 882/3
pei mpos épyov 767.

di.  ebyeale 87) kai o) T mpiv TdmY Aéyew. 885
i dhiuntep 1 Opépaca ™y éuny dpéva,
elvai pe Tadv odv déov pvamnpiwy.

du.  émifes AiBavwTov kai ov 81 AaBdv.
Ev. Kadds:

érepou ydp elow olow edyouar feois.
di.  i8ioi Twés oov, Kéuua Kawév;
. kai pdAa. 890
di. 10 87 mpooevyov Toiow {SidTars feois.
Eb. aibyp éuov Béoknua kai yAdrms otpédiyé

kal £vveor kal pukTipes dodpavmipiot,

dplds p’ édéyxew v dv drTwuar Adywy.

Xo. «kailpyv rjueis émbupovuer ap. 895
mapd godoiv dvdpoiv drkovoal 8964
Twa ASywv éuuélear. 8965

émre daiav 686v.
yAdooa pév yap jypiwTtal,

Atfjpa 8’ ovk droAuov dudoiv, 8994

088” drivyToL Ppéves. 8995

mpoodokdv oVv €ikds éoTv goo

881 A [K] 882/3 —yas / yw- R V K 882/34 a 862 b a

8966 Aéywv / a 896b 7 a 899ab a 8990 d/ki- K
8994 goo K

888—go (... -vév) §§ Su « 262 890 (xdu- ... -vév) §§ Hsch. « 3460

894 2* 875 897 (8a-...) §§ Phot. 8 8 899a—go4 (§8) 1 Su A 441

881 pijypara Francke: mpéuva re Kock mapa mpio- *IR (ctr. ZRVE AZE)
882/3 68¢ om. K [IT1] 885 ogwt R [IT1] 888 ABavwrov kai ov 8%
AaBdv Fritzsche: kawcvdnpABav [, . Jvdafw[ IT1: kai 00 84 Ai- Aa- Md1* (Ai- kai ov 8%
Aa- Mdr®™): kai 84 ov At- Aa- R: Aa- kai 8% ov A- V** K: AaBav post -rév iterum VP<:
kai ov 89 Aw- (om. AaBdv) Su Ev.] dic. R ad fin. vs. dic. V 889 feoi A
[IT1] 890 Ai. om. R COP)EVE ad 889  rweés ool V: mwés cor A K: Jvecod ITx
ante oot] dv. COPIZVE  Ey. om. IT1: dic. R: super ud Vi mA°* K dic. ad fin. vs. V
891 4c. om. K 89] viv A roiow] 7[.].70t0w ITI 892 yAdoons AK [IT1]
893 fvveors VA K 894 éXAéyyew R dv om. RK dmrouar R K [IT1]
8966 riva Dindorf éuuéleiav secl. Dindorf: (riv’) éupedeias Kock 899 d«ijpa-
7ot ©° [IT1]
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TV uév doTeidy T Aéfew go1a
Kkal kaTeppwnuévor, go1h
Tov 8’ dvaomdvr avTompéuvors
Tois Adyoiow éuméoovta

ovokeddav moAdds dAwdibpas émdv.

Yy sy o v e -
AN &s TdyioTa xpn Aéyew- obTw 8 Smws épeiTov, 905
3 - N s 3 3 ¢ s ) £ n b )

doteia xai uit’ eixévas uiid o’ dv dAAos eimo.

Ev.  kaiuiv éuavtov uév ye, my moinow oids €iut,
&v Toiow VoTdTois ppdow- TovTov 8¢ mpdT éAéyéw,
s jv dAalaw kai pévaf olois Te Tods Beartds
éénmata pwpovs Aafav mapa Ppuvixw Tpadévras. 910
mpdTioTa pév yap éva T’ dv kalblicey éyxaddias,
AxAéa v’ 9 NiéBryv, 16 mpéowmov ovyi Sewkvis,
mpéoxnua mis Tpaywdias, ypvlovras 0vdé TouTi.
di.  pa Tov A7, 00 650
Ey. 6 8¢ xopds y’ijpetdev spuabovs dv
HeAdv édetiis TérTapas Euvexds dv- oi 8’ éoiywv. 915
A éya 8 éaipov T owmy, kai pe ToUT éTepmey
oUx 7TTOV % VUV 0 AadovvTes.

Ey. HAifios yap roba,
od¢’ icb.
4. kdpuavt@ dokd. Ti 8¢ TaiT E8pac’ 6 Seiva;
go12b a go;:'; A

gora—2 ~ §§ Phryn. PS12.1  (do-...) Su§§ 1 (1) @ 4234, (§§) (2) « 981;§ 1 Phot.
2993; § 1 An. Bekk. 453. 33 9oz (ad-...)—4 Su § 1 (1) a 1233, § (2) @ 4516
904 (moA-...) t Su e 1526;§ T Zon. 768 (d-...) ZN?! Nu. 32; Eust. §§ (1) 1.1. 604. 36,
§ (2) ILiii. 172. 6

go1a pev odv do- A [IT1] Aéfar R [IT1] Su(2): eimeiv Su(1) Phot. An.Bekk.

go1b -viopévov O)F desinit Mz 904 dAw- E Np1 U 905 Xo. a.
del. Dindorf 906 wijr’ ola y Gv Vi und olav K &m V go7 Ev.] dic.
ad fin. vs. go6 V wev om. R VK yeom. Vi kai AK 908 éAéyéw R:
++++ K 909 fort. oiovus R 910 in. Adééw K -vixov Az
911 mwav sic Vi 7wéa R A K xaBicev Bekker: kdfioev R A K: éxdbiger V
912 in. par. K dyréa A K 7wa 4 R AK 913 mpdooxnua V
inter 913 et 914 sp. unius vs. vac. A 914 Ed. om. R Vi vy’ Er¢ U Vs1: om. a
915 v om. A K 916 4. om. R 917 Ev.] dic. et sp. R: om. V

918 4u. om.R k@ ++ i R 8ai RAK &pacev RV
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Eb. ¥7 dlaloveias, iv’ 6 feamis mpoodokdv kabijTo,
6m60” ) Ni6Bn 1o pOéyberar- 6 Spdpa 8’ dv dujer. 920
di. o mapmévnpos, ol dp’ édevari{éuny vm’ adTod.
7{ oxopdwvd kai Suodopeis;
Es. 871 adTov éfedéyyw.
kdmelr’ émeldn) TadTa Anpijoeie kal 16 dpdpa
18m pegoin, pripar v Béera 8ddex’ elmev,
d¢pils éxovra kai Aépovs, beiv’ drra popuopwmd, 925
dyvwTa Tois Bewpuévos.
i oluot TdAas.
4. ol Ta.
ES. ocadés 8’ dv elmev 0v6é év—
4. w1 mpie Tovs 6866vras.
Eb. aAX % Zraudvdpovs 4 rddpovs 4 'm’ domidwy émdvras
ypumaiérovs xaAknAdrovs kal piual’ irméxpnuva,
& évpPaldeiv ov pad .
4. ) Tovs Oeovs, éyd yoiv 930
18n moT év pakpd xpéve vukTds Supypiminoa
Tov €ovbov immadexTpudva {nTdv Tis éoTwv Spws.
{. onueiov év Tais vaveiv, duabéorat’, éveyéypamnro.
Ai.  éyd 8¢ tov Dloéévouv vy’ Huny "Epvéw elvar.
EYb. €l év tpaywbias éxpiiv kdAekTptova motjoal; 935
Al oV 8, o Oeoiow éxlpé, moi’ drr’ éotiv dTT° émoiers;
Ev. ody inmalexTtpvévas pa Ai’ 098¢ Tpayedddovs, dmep o,
dv Toiow mapamerdopaciy Tois Mndikois ypddovow:
AAX ds mapélaBov Ty Téxvny mapd gol T6 TpdTOV €UBS
oidovgav ¥mé koumacudrwy kal pyudTwy émaxfdv, 940
{oxvava pév mpdmiotov admiv kai 76 Bdpos ddeirov

924 (g7~ ...) Su B 353; § Zon. 401 925 (nop-) Lex. Rhet. (Naoumides) s.v.
926 (... -vois) T Su o 286 937 (d-...) §§ Su a 3052 940 §§ Su ot 37
941-3 § t Su ¢ 707 941-2 (... -mdrois) § T Zon. 1129

919 Ev. om. R -rist++++mpoo- K kabijro Dobree: -jjr0o E U Vs1: <0170 a

920 ¢pbéyéarro A K 921 4i.. om. R 922 -dug K Ev.] sp. Ridic. V
-eAdey- R 924 dddexa Béeta R* 925 -pvs RV popupov- R A: poppv-
V Lex.Rbhet. 926 dyvira VK LR: dyvwara Vs1 Al super poc V. 4u. super
ma V 927 8’ dv om. K elrev 008&v V: ovk elmev Ki (088¢ & add. K*)
928 Ev. om. R A 929 -meai- R 930 ob pgdiov Jv K 931 xpévw
pakpp EPF U 932 xolokrpvova AZRV ve-ZRVE (Lpee- ZE p.c) odpns V
933 duabéor’ R éue yé- 'V 935 év Tais Tpa- K kodok- R: xddex- K':
kdAex- K* 936 moi’ 4] moid y' RAK 938 d&v] dv RV Tolow A
-uaoct RVK 939 domep EAafovV  mapd cov miv réxyypv R 76 om. RAK

apdTov om. R 940 kopmoo- V 941 ioxava *Z* Su Zon.
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émvAdiows kal mepumrdrous kai TEVTA{oLaL Aevkois,
XvASv 8i80vs sTwpvApdrwy dwé BifAiwy dmylav.
€lr’ dvérpedov povwdiais Kndiooddvra peryvis.
€lr’ 0vk EXjpouv 871 TUyou’ 008’ éumecv édupov, 945
AN ovéiav mpdTioTa pév ot TO yévos eim’ dv ebfis
700 8pduaros.
A kpeiTTov yap By gow vy A’ 4 10 cavTod.
Ev. &mear amo Tav mpdTwy émdv ov8éva mapiik’ dv dpydv,
dAX Eeyev 1) yurij Te pou xdb SodAos 0Udév HrTOV,
x& deamémys xi mapbévos x1j ypavs dv.
At eita 6fTa 950
oUk dmobfaveiv ge TalT éxpiv ToAudYTA;
Ey. pna 7ov AméAAw-
dnuorparikév yap adr’ E8pwv.
4. ToTO uév Eacov, & TAV.
09 goi ydp éaT mepimaTos kdAAiaTa mepi ye TovTOL.
Eb. émerra Tovrovai Aaldeiv é6idafa—
AL dnui kdyd-
s mpiv 8i8dfar v’ ddedes uéoos Sappayivar. 955
Eb. Aentawv 1e kavévwv eloBolds émdv Te ywviaopos,
voeiv, 6pdv, fvviévar, atpédew, Tépdv, Texvdlew,
kdy’ vmotomeioBal, mepwoeiv dmavra—

AL dnui kdyd.
Ed. oixeia mpdyuar’ elodywv, ols xpduel, ois Evveouev,
&€ dv v’ av éénAeyxdunv- Evveldétes yap odTor 960

fAeyyov v pov Ty Téxymy: GAX ovk éxoumordkovy

942 (rev-...) Th.348.6 943 (dmo-...) § EM 422.38 944 §Sup 1242
949-50 ~ § Orig. adv. Cels. vii. 36 952 (rov-...)—-3§ Su w 260 954, 956 §
tSuy 412; §§ T Zon. 461 956 Harp.s1.12 958 (... -0fa:) §§ Phot. ii. 250

gbo (o¥-...)—1§ Su o 866

942 émvAdiotar K ante alt. «ai] Ai Marzullo Aevkois] uikpois A Th.

043 dmmbav Vb3 EM: dmijbwv V: dn’ 46év R A K CIZRVE 944 in. E¥. Marzullo
pov-] kwp- A ante K»-] Ai Marzullo peyvvs Coulon: puyvis a Su
945 in. Ev. Marzullo 046 pou] oor Vsi*: roc @ elm’ dv] elmev A K
947 Ai] sp.R: 4. M yap++ijv K 948 Ev. om.RK 949 EAeyov A
950 Ai] dic.R 951 Tavt éxpiv] 84 ravTa xpijv K: 8ei roravra A Ev.]dic.R
952 4] sp. R* 954 Ev.] dic.ad fin.vs.gs3 Riom.V  Tovrovs V: rovroior A
AaBeivV  Ai]dic.R:4iu A: Ev. V 955 in. AL A uéoov K 956 Ev.]
dic.ad fin.vs.g55 R:om. V. pr. 7e] 8¢ Zon.:.om.Su  éuBoras M 957 6pdv]
épav A 958 kdx’] kdf” A: kaf- Phot.  A:] dic. R: A* incert. 959 Ed.

om.RV 960 y’om.V é&iAdey- R -maddrkov R
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amd ToV ¢poveiv dmoomdoas, 08’ é€émAnTTov alToUs,
Kikvovs mordv kal Méuvovas kwdwvodalapomdovs.
yvdroeL 8¢ Tods TovTOU T€ KdpuoUs ékaTépov nalnTds.
Tovtovueri Popuioos Meyaiveros 8° 6 Mdvrys, 965
gadmyyoloyxvmyvddal, capkacuomrvokdunTat,
ovuoi 6¢ Klettoddv e kai Onpauévys 6 kouyds.
4. Onpauévys; codds ¥y’ dvip kal Sewds eis Ta mdvra,
8s 1jv kakois mov mepiméon kai mAnciov TapaoT,
mémrwkev ééw TOV kakwv, ov Xios dAAa Keios. 970

Eb. towavTa pévrovyd ¢poveiv
TOUTOLOW €lanynoduny,
Aoyioudv évleis ™) Téxvy
kal oképw, dot 187 voeiv
dmavra kal Sietdéva 975
7d 7’ dAAa kal Tds oikias
oikeiv duewoy 7 mpo TOU
kdvagromeiv: ‘mis 1007 Exel;
~ ’ ’ -~ 3 N 3
700 ot 708i; Tis ToUT éAafe;
Au. ) Tovs Beots, viv yoiv Aby- 980
vaiwy dmas Tis €igLv
Kkékpaye Tpds ToUSs oikéTas
- (£ - ’
{nrei re “mo? ‘orw 1 xVTpas

Tis ™My kepalny dmediibokey

981 VK 981 -wy/&-V 9845 A

962 (... -0as) §§ Sua 3607  (0vd’...)-3 §§ Su « 2219 964-5 1 Su y 352
965 (Pop-...) § T Su ¢ 606 966 ~ §§ Z Dion. Thr. 378. 11 967 § Su «
2025 968-70 (... -xcv) §§ 1 Su b 344 968 §§+Sub345 (. ..dvip) §§
Apost. viii. g1 970 (o9 ...) §§ 1 Su 8 345; §§ Apost. xiv. 16b; Eust. § (1) ILiv. 691.
10, § (2) O4d. 1397. 41, § (3) Od. 1462. 45 980 (Afn-...)-8Su§ (1) e 165,88 1 (2)
@ 1051

962 om. A 963 -vas kai kw- K 964 8¢] 7¢ R K: om. A kdpovs

Dobree: kduos R K Su: kdpos y’ VA -répovs AK 965 in. 4.. A TovTov pév
AK pdvps E U Vb3 Vs1 © ZV ad 966: pavis R V: pavijs K: pavys ZV: udyvys A
966 rkduma: V A K (ctr. AZRE 3V) 967 ovués R 968 4i.] Ai. Kr¢
om.K 969 mov om.V 970 Keios] xios RK AZRE (ctr. AZV) ZRVE Apost. I
ad go5: K@os Aristarchus ap. ZVE Su’- Eust.7 971 Ev. om. K* Yo
dpoveiv] owdpoveiv R V (ctr. ZRV) 975 xai om. V 978 kdv dmo- R
979 pot om. K 7007 768" Bentley éafev R 982 éxéxpaye Su(2)
983 ‘o’ Su(r) 984 -8oxe VA K Su(1)
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mijs pawidos; 76 TpvBAioy 985
76 mepuowov TéBvmré pot.

mot 76 oképodov 76 xOilwiv;

Tis Tjs éAdas mapérpayev;”’

Téws 8 dferTepddTaTol

kexnvéTes pappdrvlor 990
Melridar kabivro.

Xo. Td8e pév Aevoges, paidiu’ AxiAAev; dvr.
av 8¢ i, dépe, mpos TavTa Aéfes; 993a
uévov 6Tws 9935

wij ¢’ 6 Buuds dpmdoas
éxTos oloeL OV éAadv: 995
Sewad ydp katnyspmKev.
dAX 6mws, & yevvdda,
w1 mpos Spynv dvriAéfes,
dAAd ovaoTeidas drpoioww
Xpwuevos Tois iaTiots 1000
elra wdAdov udAdov déeis
kai pvAdées, ik’ dv 70
mvedua Aeiov kai kabeornros AdBys.

98;6 K 9893'0 K 9931'1_5 a 993b -vuv /5- K 993;:; K
9945 A 9967 A 9989 A 999 1000 K 10001 A
1002 dv/716 V 10023 VA 1003 -ov/kai VK

985 (76...)—6§ Su 1089 988 ZRVEgos; §§ Eust. 1. 133.7 989—91 Su§(1)a
338§ @) p 121, §§ + 3) 1 1344 990 (nap-) §§ Themistius xxvi, p. 323 B; §§ Hsch.
u 216; §§ Phot. i. 405; Eust. §§ (1) adv. Implac. Acc. 26, p. 103. 47, §§ (2) de Simul. g, p. 89. 92
991 (ue-) Themistius xxvi, p. 330 b; ~ §§ Lib. Or. xvii. 8; ~ §§ Hsch. p 732; §§ Phot. i.
414; An. Bekk.i. 211. 29 = 279. 18; §§ Eust. Od. 1735. 32; Tz. Chil.iii. 872; §§ Demetr. Cyd.

Or. ad Ioh. Cant. 12, p. 6. 26; §§ Nicetas Chon. Hist. p. 319. 68 992 § Eust. Od. 1941.
46 994b-5 §§ 1 Su p 984 995 Th. 111. 4, 120. 12 998-1003 Su § t
(1) ¢ 692, § (2) A 372 1003 (... -xés) ~ §§ Philostr. V'S 565

986 mepiovvor R -icé poi) -xev Su(2) 987 oxdpov R x0:Lwév Lobeck:
x0eowdv a Su, unde -86v por 76 ¢ 988 mis] ras ZVad 995  éAaias ZRV ad 995
Su¥t -rpaye K Su 989 8" om. R -rato R 990 -res 8¢ pa- K
pdpakovboi R: pappa- A K: papdrvfor Z* 991 meAn- P20*°  kdfnvrar A Su
992 Aevoers RVAZRE  gyides K 9934 8¢] 8y R AK:8¢83V  riom. R
9936 pévos R: om. V 995 éAawdv R Su (ctr. AZRV ZVE) 997 &] 6 V:

o K 998 -&ns A KP° Su(2) 1000 (griotoww RVK 1003 in. &r xof: V
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aAX o mpdTos Tédv EAddvwy mupydicas pripata ceuva
kai kooprjoas Tpaywov Aipov, appdv Tov kpovvdv ddier. 1005

Al Ovpoduar uév T Evvruyie, xai pov Td omAdyxy’ dyavakTei,
€l mpds TovTov dei u’ dvmidéyew:- fva uiy ddoky 6 dmopeiv ue,
dmékpwai pot, Tivos olveka xp1y Bavudlew dvépa monmiv;
Ej. befi6™Tos kai vovleoias, 87u BeAtiovs e molovpey
Tovs dvlpdmovs év Tais méAeaw.
At 1007 00UV € u7) meménkas, 1010
dAX éxc xpnoTdv kai yevvaiwy poxbnporépovs dmédeifas,
7i malfeiv drjoes d€ios elvar;
4. Tebvdvai- uy) TovTov épdiTa.
i oxépar Toivuy olovs avTods map’ éuod mapedéfato mpdTov,
€l yevvaiovs kal TeTpamiyets, kai w1 Stadpaoimoldiras,
und’ dyopaiovs undeé kofdrovs, domep viv, undé
Tavoupyous, 1015
dAAa mvéovTas 66pv kai Adyxas kai AevkoAddous Tpudaleias
kai miAnkas kal kvnuidas kai Bupovs énraBoeiovs.
Eb.  kai 67 xwpei Tovti 76 kakév- kpavomoidv av p’ émrpier.
kai 7i o0 8pdoas odTws avTovs yevvaiovs éfedidalas;

A Aloxvde, Aééov und’ avbddws ceuvvvduevos xadémarve. 1020
i dpdupa mofjoas Apews peotdv.

.. Toiov;

At Tovs “Ent’ émi OrjBas-

6 Beacduevos wds dv Tis dvp fpdaly 8dios eivad.
A TovuTi pév ool karov elpyacTarr OnBaiovs yip meménkas
dvépetoTépous eis Tov méAepov- kal TovTov ¥’ odvexa TUTTOVL.

1004—5 (... -pov) § Vit. Aesch. 2 1004 § + ZV7 Pac. 749 1008 §§ + S.E.
Pyrrh. i. 189 1014 (8ia-) §§ Phryn. PS 61. 13; §§ Zon. 506 1016 (mvé-)
~ §§ [Luc.] Philop. 25

1004 in. 6 yof ér K (cf. ZRY) &) 6 ZPac. Ejryprav V 1005 Afjpov]
kAvjpov AZV: Anpév Radermacher 1006 Ai. om. R 1007 TovTov] avrév R
ddoxer R: ddaxys M*™ Siamopeiv A éué AK 1008 in. Ev. V dmé-
kpwai poi] muvbdvouar S.E. xpn] 8ei R 1009 Ev.] ALV é1] 61 e A
BeAriotous A 1010 wédeow EFFU Vsi: - @ Ai] dic. Rt om. V*  7aur’
R 1011 poxbnpovs R A: -pordrovs K 7 dmé- V 1013 Ai om. K*°
1014 -8pnai- Phryn. 1015 und’ ... unde] pijr’ ... wijre VAK pu3é’ éma- R
1016 -Addas R 1018 Ev.] 4. A ante kpa-] 4. R V K -peas V K
1019 in. Ev. a: del. @7 om. Vb3 ovri VAK Sp(is A avTovs oftws A yev-
valovs] dvdpeiovs V K: -ws A é8idatas R A: é¢éderfas V 1020 4i. om. R
1021 dpeos AK 4] dic. R: Es. AK  alt. 4i.] dic.R 1023 4u.] Ev. M*
1024 évexa RV K: eivexa U Vs
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Al dAX vpiv adT EEiy daxeiv, dAX obk émi TouT érpdmeobe. 1025
elra 8i8déas ITépoas perd Tov7 émbupeiv éfedidala
vikdv dei ToUs dvTimdAovs, koounoas épyov dpioTov.
di.  éxdpny yoiv, ik’ tikovea mepit dapeiov rebvedTos,
6 xopds 8° evbvs Td xeip® W8I ovykpovoas elmev ‘Tavoi’’
Ai.  TaiTa yap dvdpas xp1) momTds dokeiv. oxépar yip dm’
dpxis 1030
s APédiporl TV TOTAY oi Yyevvaiol yeyévnyTad.
‘Opdevs uév yap Tederds 0" fjuiv karédeiée dpovwy 7 dméxeaba,
Movaaios 8’ éfaréoeis Te véowv kai xpmopovs, Hoiodos 8¢
yiis épyaaias, kapmdv dpas, dpéTovs- 6 8¢ feios “Ounpos
476 10U TNV Kal kAéos éaxev mARY 1068, 8T xprioT’
édidatev, 1035
Tdfeis, dpetds, SmAicews dvpdv;
4. kai uiv ot IlavrakAéa ye
é8idatev Suws TOV araiéTaTov. mpdny Yoiv, fvik’ émeumey,
76 kpdvos mpdToV TEPLONTdEvos TOV ASPov TueAX émdrioew.
A dAX dA)ovs ToL moAdods dyabovs, wv v kai Adpaxos fpws:
60ev fjun) ppiv dmopaéauévy moAdds dperis éménaev, 1040
IatpékAwy, Tevkpwv Bupodedvrwy, iv’ émaipow’ dvdpa
moAiTv
dvTexTeivew aiTov TovToLs, méTav odAmyyos dxovoy.
dAX o0 pa 4i’ o Paidpas éméiovy mépvas 0vdé Zlevefoias,
0968’ 0(8’ 008¢€ls v’ épdoav mdmoT’ émoinoa yuvaika.
Ev. pa A7, o0 yap émiv mijs Adpodimys ovdév gou.
AL unbé v’ émein- 1045
dAX émi ool ToL kai Tois goiow ToAAT ToAAoD ‘mkabiTo,
@aTe ye kalTov oé kat ovv éBaler.
4. vi) 76v Aia ToU76 ye ToL 87,
@ yap els Tds dAAoTpias éndeis, avTos TovTOLOW émAYTs.

1025 Tovto Tpd- R 1026 é£edidafa Bentley: é8i- a 1028 éydpw R
tijkovoa mepit] éxdkvoas mepi Tyrrell (-oav Thompson): émjroos 7§ 7ov vel
émijkovov Tou tent. Dover 1029 8’om. R xép'V*® ¢vy-A 1030 émaokeiv A
1032 pév om. VA K 1035 xai xAéos €oxev Brunck: -xe R: &oxev kai xAéos
V CIE: xe A K 7098’ Bentley: 7036’ a 1036 4. Vb3 Vsi: Ev. a
1037 mpapy R 'V youv] yap K émeme R: Emeupe M 1038 &ueAd’ K
1039 Tot] e V: y¢ R K dyabovs U Vs1i: xdyabovs a 1040 moAAdxis R
1042 adTév O: avTév & 1044 ovdeis Porson: 008’ els R: eis VAK -gav éyd
md- A 1045 Ev.om.RK  ov8e¢ydpjv R: 0v8é yap émjy VK AL] ++++
K undé] undév V émn A 1046 in. sp. V goiow] oois R: coice A K
-xabjro Vsi®(cj. Bentley): -xafoiro a 1047 yeom.AK  -Bade VAK  4.]
Ev. A* 7o1] ooi Denniston
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E3.  kai ti BAdmTova’, o oxérAl dvpdv, v m6Aw duai

20evéBoras;

Ai. 67 yevvaias kai yevwaiwy dvdpdv dASxous dvémeloas 1050
kdvea wivew aloyvvleioas 8ia Tovs covs BeAdepoddvras.

Ev. mérepov 8’ odk Svra Abyov TovTov mepi mis Paidpas Evvébnka;

Al pa A, dAX 8vr, dAX dmokpUmTew xpT) TO mOVYPOY TOV Ve

TONTHY,
kai un mapdyew undé 8iddokew. Tois uév yap maidapioloiv
éoti 818dokaldos Sotis ppdler, Toiow 8’ fdor monTal. 1055
mdvv 87 Bei xpnoTa Aéyew nuds.

Es. 7y ovv o0 Aéyys AvkaByrrods
kai [Tapvacadv fjuiv peyédn, Tov7’ éoti 76 xpnoTd 618dokew,
8v xpn dpdlew dvlpwmeiws;

Al. dAX, W xakédaov, dvdyxn
neydAwy yvoudv kal davoldv ioa kai Ta priuata TikTew.
kdAAws eikos Tovs fjutbéovs Tois pripaat ueiloor xpriobac: 1060
kal yap Tois iuatiots Hudv xpdvral TOAD GEUVOTEPOLOLY:
duod xpnotds karadeifavros Siedvuivw ob.

Ev. T{ dpdoas;

Al mpdTov uév Tovs Bacilevovras pdki’ dumoxdy, v’ édewol
Tois dvlpdmois daivovr’ elvau.

Eu. 7007’ ovv éBAaa i Spdoas;

Ai.  oilikovv é0éder ye Tpimpapxeiv mAovTdv ovdels Sid TaiTa, 1065
dAAa pakiois mepiidduevos kAder kai ¢nou méveobau.

di. vy iy djunTpa xiTdvd ¥’ éxwy 0wy épiwy dmévepley.
kdv TaiTa Aéywy éfamariay, mepi Tovs ixBis dvéxvipev.

1056 (v ...)=7 (... -6p) § T Su A 794 1063 (du-) £ Dion. Thr. 271. 25

1066 (mepe-) §§ Phot. ii. 79 1067 (xt-...)-88§ 1 Su x 320 (ob-. .. -wv) §§
Eust. /l.1. 262. 1

1049 dpai Elmsley: éuai R: aipai (var.acc) VAK 1050 yevvaias] -ovs RK
1051 kdvea Radermacher: -veia a meiv A K oods om. V K Bere- V K
1052 E¥.om. R 8’ om. A  rovrov U: rorovrov a 1053 Ai.om. R ye om. R
1054 undeé] wijre R 1055 7Tois VAK mopTais A 1056 87 EP* M Npr
UVb3 @:om.R: 8¢ 83 VK: 8¢ A Ed.om.R  -Byrovs E M* Np1 Vb3 € Su**
1057 apvagav A *ZRV Su*: [Tapvijfwv Bentley  peyéfn fuiv A 1058 -miws
R Ai]ldic.R 1062 Ev.] dic. R 1063 Ai.om.R  dumoyxdav Brr (cj.
Fritzsche): dumoxwv R: dumioxywv VA K Z Dion. LR éXewoi Bentley: éAeewvoi a
1064 daivwvrat VAK Ed. om.R = Bentley 1065 Ai. om.R  odkouvv] odk

A 1066 dAX év pa- VAK  mepiiddpuevos Cobet: mepieiddpevos Phot.: -eiddo-
R: -Ax6- VK IVE: —eidg- A IR ~etAnuévos MYP C IRV 1067 -rpav A vy 8
vel om. Su™! 1068 ante mepi dic. V. mepi M U Vb3 Vsr' Su*: maps a

ix0vas Su
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Al elr"ad dauav émmbedoar kai otwpvAiav é8idatas,
7 bexévwaev 1ds Te malaioTpas kai Tds Tuyds évétpuber 1070
TOV pewpariov aTwpvAdouévwy, kal tovs Ilapdlovs dvémeioev
dvtayopetew Tois dpxovaw, kaitol T6TE Y, fjrik’ éyd Lwy,
ok Ymioravt’ AN 7§ pdlav kadéoar kai “‘puvmmamai’’ elmeiv.

A vi) Tov AméAdw, xai mpoomapdeiv y’ els T6 orépa 7 Badduart,
kal pwldoar Tov Edooitov kdkfds Tiva Awmodvmioar: 1075
viv 8° dvmidéyer kobkér’ édavvwy mAei Sevpi kavbis

ékeioe. 1076/7

Al moiwv 8¢ kakdv 0dk aitTids éoT’;
o mpoaywyovs katébelf’ ovTos,
kal TikTovoas év Tois lepois, 1080
kal peryvuuévas Toiow dbeddois,
kai ¢paokovoas ov (v 16 {ijv;
KAT éx ToUTWY 1) TéALs UV
vmoypappatéwy dveueordln
kal Bwpoddywy dnuombrixwy 1085
éfamatdvTwy Tov Sijuov dei,
Aapmdda 8’ ovdeis olds Te Ppépew
V7 dyvuvaoias ér vuvi.
di.  pa A0 0% 848, dot’ émadnudvlny
IavabBnyvaioio. yeAdv, Ste 87 1090
Bpadvs dvlpwmés Tis €éfew kvibas

10801 A 1081 -vas / Toi- A 10812 A 108;8 A 1089'_‘90 \Y
A 1090 -vai/oi-VA  -Aav/6 K 10901 VAK 1091 -m6s /s V
1912 VAK

1072 (kai-...) t An. Ox. Cra. iii. 259. 14 1073 § Sup 300 (pvm-) §§ Hsch.
p 513; §§ Phot. a 2878; §§ An. Bekk. 446. 32 1074 X' Ach. 162b 1076/7 Z*
992 1083 (ék ...)—4 Su a 2255 1089 (dor’...)—9o0 (... -Adwv) t Su €
2000; § Zon. 820 1089 (ém-...) Eust. § (1) Od. 1387. 2, § (2) 1547. 61

1070 -vwaey Np1*® U Vsi: -ge a (‘éeficévwoe K) 1071 -pvdo- R mapdA-
Aovs V K¢ (cf. 2V) 1072 dpyovow U Vsi: et @y om. A dydlwv R
1073 dAX'F] el uy Su  puvmmamai *ZVE Hsch. Su: gvmamai V A: -nai An.Bekk.: gvman-
mai K*° 1074 4.om.RK  y’om.K 1075 §varov VA kakfaot R
mwa om. K 1076/7 viww R élavvwy Fritzsche: -ve. a mAei Hermann: kai
mAei a 1078 8¢] 7¢ VA K éorwv A 1079 mpoy- R*: mpwy- RP¢
1081 peryvv- Coulon: wiyvv- a 1082 o om. A 1084 vm6 ypau- V
1089 8ia y’ ot R &or’ émagnu- Bentley: dor’ émadav- R (én° d-) Su*t Zon.: dor’
dmagdav- V A K Su Eust.: dore y’ ddpav- Hermann 1090 mav dfp- R
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Aevkés, miwv, Smodetméuevos
~ ~ -~ SN € ~
kal Sewd mowdv- kdh’ of Kepautjs
év TaioL modais maiovo’ adTol
yaoTépa, mAevpds, Aaydvas, Tuyiv, 1095
6 8¢ TumrTéuevos Taiol TAaTelats
vmomepdouevos
dvodv My Aaumdd’ édevyer.

Xo. péya 16 mpdypa, moAD 76 veikos, d8pos 6 méAeuos épxeTat.  orp.
xaAemov ovv épyov Siarpeiv, 1100
8tav 6 uév Teivy Puaiws,
<80 , . , . -
6 8’ émavaoTpédew 8vvyTal kdmepeibeabar Topds.
dAda un v ravTd kdbnobov-
:
. o, < .
eiofolai ydp eioL moAdai ydrepar godiopdrwy.
8vmep ovv éxetov épilew, 1105
Aéyerov, Emtov, dvd (Te) SépeTov
7d Te madaid kal Td xawd,
kdmokwdvveveTov AemTov T kai codov Aéyew.

Sos - . , Ny . ,
€ 8¢ TovTo KaTadoBeiolov, uij Tis duabia mpday dvr.
Tois Qewpévoiaw, ws Td 1110

AemTd w3 yvdvai Aeydvrow,

s . Py .

undév dppwdeite 1038, ws 0Vkéd’ olTw TaTT Exel.
éotpatevuévol ydp elow,
BiBAiov 7’ Exwv ékacoTos pavldver Ta Sefid-

gy gt .
ail pvoes T dAAws kpdTioTay, 115
viv 8¢ kai mapnkdévyvrat.

1092 -kés/mi-A  -wv/9-VK 10923 VAK 1093 -av/kdf’VAK
10934V AK 1094 -Aass /mai- VAK 10945 VAK 1095 -pds /
- VAK 10956 VAK 1096 -vos /rai- VA K 1067 VAK
11001 A 1102 xd/me- K 1[06'_“7 A 1109 -ofov / pij K
o1 R A 12 -re / rov- K 111314 R 1114 -ros / pa- R
111;4_‘15 R 1115'—16 A IH(TI7 R

1106 (... é&mrov) Su € 2712 1114 (uav-...) § Poll.ii. 160

1092 Aevkomiwy IR -Aumé- R 1093 Kepaueis A K= 1096 mAaTetais
VALV: mhareiaws A ZRE 1099 dvdpos R 1104 x'drépwv K 1106 dvd
7e 8¢- Dobree: dva 8¢ d¢- Thiersch: dva 5¢-a 1109 wijnis R 1112 oUkél’)

ovk €06’V &ew R 15 7] 8°R
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undév odv SeionTov, dAAa

mdvr’ éméfitov, Beatdv y’ olvex’, s SvTwy godiv.

Ev. kaipnv én’ adTods Tods mpoAdyouvs oov Tpéfopar,
6mws 16 TpdTov Tis Tpaywdias uépos 1120
mpdTioTov avTol Bacavid ToU defiovi
doagijs yap nv év 11 ppdoe TV mpayudTwy.
4. kai moiov avTov Bacavieis;
Es. moAAods mdvv.
mpdTov 8¢ pow Tov €€ 'Opeoeias Aéye.
A dye b7 owdma mas dviip. Aéy’, Aloxvle. 1125
A “Epui x06vie, matpp’ émomredwy kpdT),
gwT)p YevoU ot ovuuaxss T aiTovuéve.
fjkw yap els yiv mjvde kai katépyopar.”’
A TovTwy éxes Péyew Ti;
V. mAeiv 1) §ddexa.
A dAX 008¢ mdvTa TaiTd ¥’ éoT’ dAX 4 Tpia. 1130
Ed. éxe 8 écaarov eikooiv y’ duaprias.
di.  Aioydde, mapawd ool ciwmdv: €l 8¢ uj,
mpds Tpiaiv lapPeioiar mpocodeidwy Pavei.
i éyd owwnd T8’
4. éav meifly vy’ éuol.
E3. €50vs yap judpmrev obpdvidy y’ Goov. 1135
Al Spds 8T Anpeis.
Ey. AAX SAiyov yé po péler.
Al wds ¢ris w’ duapTeiv;
V. avlis €€ dpxis Aéye.
Al ““Epuij x06vie, matp@d’ émomredwy kpdm.”’
Ev. odxovy *Opéoms ToiT’ émi 7¢) TouBw Aéye

III;IS K 1118 7rov/fe- K

1132-4 (... 7@8°) (§) t Phryn. PS 71. 18

1117 om. A 118 &s] & R 1119 oot A 1122 mpaypdrwy]
pnudrwy Eve- ve IR 1123 moAA++ovs V 1124 dpearias V K AZVE IVE
1130 4. om. R Tavra mdvra R y om. K éorv VK 1131 EY. om. R
elkoot K y’om. R 1132-6 secl. Meineke: 1132-5 secl. Bergk 1133 (dpfot-
ow R: lapBeiors VK 1134 768 V*:r@déy’t  dv VK 1135 Ed.om. R
y’ secl. Hermann 1136 Ev. U:om. Ri: 4i. R*V* AK ZRVE 1137 Ai.om.R

Ev. om. Al 1138 xféve R 1139 7¢ om. V



174 APIZTO®ANOYZE

T 100 Tatpos TebvedTos;
A odk dAws Aéyw. 1140
ES. mwérep’ odv Tov Epuijv, s 6 mamip dndAero
avTod Braiws éx yuvaikeias xepos
86Aois Aabpaiois, Tavt’ émomrevew Edy;
Ai. o9 877 éxeivos, dAAG TOV éprodvioy
‘Epuiv x06viov mpooeime, kddriAov Aéywv 1145
0TV TATPWHOV TOUTO KEKTYTAL Yépas.
Ev. &nopdddov ééjuaprer 7 yw BovAduny:
el yap matpov 16 x06viov éxe yépas—
di.  ofTw y’ dv ein mpds maTpos TvuBwpixos.
i.  Adibvvoe, mivews olvov odk dvfoouiav. 1150
di.  Aéy’ érepov adtdr- o0 & émmijper 76 BAdSos.
i “owmip yevoi poi ovppayds 7’ altovuéve.
fikw yap eis yiv mjvde kai katépyouar.”’
V. 8is TavTov juiv eimev 6 codpds AloyvAos.
Adi. 7o 8is;
Ey. okdmeL T0 prip’ éyd 8¢ gou ¢'pdow. 1155
“fkw yap eis yiv”’ pnot “kai karépyouar’.
fikew 8¢ TadTév éomi T “‘kaTépyomar’.
di. v 1ov AL, domep v’ €l Tis eimor yeiTon
“Xpricov av udkTtpav, €l 8¢ Bovlel, kdpdomov.”’
Ai. oY 8fjTa ToUT6 ¥, ) KaTeoTWUVANéVE 1160
dvlpwme, a7’ €07, dAX dpLoT’ émdv éxov.
Ev. 7wds 84; 6idatov ydp pe kad’ 6T 87 Aéyes.
Ai. éAbeiv pév eis yiv éab’ 61 pemj mdTpas:
Xwpis yap dAAns ovudopds édjAvhev:
devywy 8’ dvijp fjKkel 1€ kal kaTépxeTat. 1165
di. €6 vy v AméAAw. Ti ov Aéyews, Evpimidn;

1146 (ma- ...) Zrec 1126 1150 Z*VE 1149; Su o 2518  (of ...) ~ Erot.
Voc. Hipp. 68. 11; ~ §§ Phryn. PS 37. 1 1154, 1156-9 § Gell. xiii. 15. 7
1156 ~ Prol. de Com. §§ (1) V1. 4, §§ (2) XI b 70 1159 (mdk-...) ~ §§ Phot. i. 403

1163-5 1 Su 5 181

1140 dAXéya V 1141 Eb.om.K  méreporv V 1142 avrov K yer-
pés R 1144 éxeivov VA K 1146 67 A 1147 pdAdov] peilov AK
éjuapres VA K ad fin. vs. dic. R 1148 €] 4 K 1149 4. om. RK
oftws v R: odros v A IR 1154-6 om.Al, add. A™& 1155 4..] A RA:om.
A% pipa kdyd oot K 1157 fxw Gell. 7¢] 76 R* 1158 y’ om. K:
del. Are s y’ el- AP 1159 xvprjoov R* 1161 7ad7 Brunck: ravr’ a
1162 4. Scaliger: Ev. a  ydp] 8¢ K 1103 €is yijv uév éXfeiv Su  Eorww Su*t

1164 xwpeis R* -0 A



BATPAXOI 175

Es. ob ¢nui 16v 'Opéomv kateAfeiv oikade-
AdbOpa yap §Afev 0v mbav Tods kupiovs.
S - .
di. b vi) Tov ‘Epwijv- 670 Aéyeis 8’ o0 pavldvw.
U. mépawe Tolvuy éTepov.
4. 0. wépave ad, 1170
sy NP NI
AloxvX, dvioas: ov 8’ eis 76 kaxov dméBAeme.
3 €<+ 3 3 s ¥ - - ~
Al “topPov & én’ 8x0w T de knploow maTpl
kAvew, dkovoar— "’
3 ~ ()3 o s z
Ey. 1008’ érepov avllis Aéye,
(X3 , 3 - 3 3 ~ N 2
kAvew, drodoal”’, TavTov 8v cadéaTaTa.
di.  tebvyréaw yap éleyev, & udxbnpe ov, 1175
ols 008¢ Tpis Aéyovres éfikvoiuela.
av 8¢ mds émoiels Tovs mpoAdyovs;
Ev. éyd dpdow.
kdv mov Bis elmw TavToV 1§ ooy idys
évovcav éfw ToU Aéyov, kaTdmTuOOV.
Ai. 00 8% Aéy’ 00 ydp povotiv AAX drovoTéa 1180
TAV 0DV TPoASywv Tis pBémTos TdHV émdv.
3 €cs IQ - N - 3 s 3 7 2
Ev. “%v Oidimovs 76 mpddTov evdaipwy dvip—
Ai.  pa mov A7 09 847, dAAG kakodaipwy Picer,
Svrwd ye, mpiv dvval puév, AméAdwy édn
dmoxTeveiv TOV maTépa, mpiv kai yeyovéval, 1185
mds 00TOS 1V TO TPdHTOV €UTVXNS AVIip;
Eb.  “eir’ éyéver’ avlis dOAidTaTos Bpotdiv. ”’
Al pa tov Ai° 09 677, 09 uév ovv émavoaro.
mhS ydp; 67€ 07 mpdTOV Uév avTOV yevduevov
xewudvos dvros éééfecav év doTpdrw, 1190
iva un ‘kTpadels yévoiro Tol TaTpos goveds:
€0’ ws II6AvBov fippnoev 0ibdv T m68e-
émewta ypaiv éynuev avTos @y véos
kal mpos ye TovTOoLs TV éauTov unTépa-

1168 § + Su 7 1587 1178-9 § 1 Su o 1235 1180 (od ...) Su o 770
1182 §§ Dio Chr. Ixiv. 6; Z A. ScT 775

1168 7§ABev] fjxev EP° U Vs 1172 TopBw R Ve Tdde A 1175 Al
Vs1* (cj. Bergk) -kéat K 1177 in. Ai. a: del. Bergk  ov 8¢ mas inras. V
1180 4..] dic. ad fin. vs. 1179 V poorww R -réov R V¢ Suvt 1182 evdai-
pwv] edrvyis VA K Dio 1183 pa] vy RV 1184 yeom.R  Anédrwv
Bekker: d- a: - EF°U 1188 Ai.om.K  od puévodvod 847’ A 1193 &v]

&R
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S > 3

. €T éfeTiPAwoev avTov.
4. evdaipwy dp’ R, 1195
€l kdoTparijynoév ye uer Epacwidov.
Ej. Anpeis: éyw 8¢ Tovs mpoAdyovs kalovs moid.
Al kai piv pd 7ov 4 06 kat’ émos yé oov kviocw
76 piip’ éxaoTov, dAAa odv Toigw feois
amo Ankvbiov cov Tovs mpoAdyovs radlepd. 1200
Eb. dmo Apkvbfiov ov Tovs éuois;
Al évos udvou.
moLels yap oUTws WoT’ évapudTrew dmav,
kai kwddpiov kai Ankvbiov kai Buddkio,
év Tois lapPeioior Seifw 6 avTika.
Ev. i{8ov, ov Seifes;
At dnui.
Es. kai 87 xp1 Aéyew. 1205
“Alyvmros, &s 6 mAeioTos éomapTal Adyos,
évv maiel mevmikovta vavtidw mAdmy
Apyos kataoxdv—"’
A Ankvbiov drdAecev.
Ai. TouTi Ti v 76 Ankdbiov; oV kAavoeTal;
Aéy’ €repov alT@ mpéloyov, iva kal yvd mdAw. 1210
Ev. “didvvoos, 65 Bpooiot kai veBpdv bopais
kabantés év mevkpol Ilapvacedv kdra
m8¢ xopebwy—"’
i Ankdfiov dmddAecev.
di.  oluor memAijypuel’ avbis vmo mis Ankvfov.
Ed. dAX 0b8¢év éoTar mpdyua: mpos ydp TovTovi 1215
T6v mpéAoyov ovy éfel mpoodipar Avjkfuov.
“0bx EoTv SoTis mdvT dviip ebdaiuovei-
7 yap medukds éoBAds odk éxer Biov,

1198 (0v...) §+Su X 436 1200 ZRVE 1262 1208 (An-...) §§ 2 Heph.
230. 21; Is. Tz. de Metr. Pind. p. 33.8 1211 (ve-...)=2 (...-76s) 1 Su « 33; § Zon.
1141; § Vind. x 16 1217-19 §§ 1 Su o 883

1195 avtov R: éavrov A 1196 €/ xéorpa- K 1197-1250 om. K,
pagina 100’ vacua relicta 1197 kadds A 1198 A¢.] dic. ad fin. vs. 1197
\' 1200 om.V oot A[V]  dmodbepi ZRVE ad 1262 1201 Ev. om. V
1202 -péfew R 1203 Bvdaxov CEVE 1204 -Biotoc R 1205 Ev. om.
A Al)] Ev. A ¢nui in ras. V 4] Al A 1209 4..] Ev. R A
1210 in. 4. RA 1211 8s om. R 1212 kdfamros AZE (ctr. *ZV et Timach.
ap. XZVE) mevkator R mapvagéy Vi wvaodv A 1214 4..] Ev. E*

1216 Ankvfov R 1217 E¥. om. R
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7 Svoyevis dv—"

A Ankibiov drdAecev.
4. Edpumidn—
Ev. 7{ éoTIV;
4. vpéabar pot doxei. 1220

76 Ankvbiov ydp TolTo mYevoeiTal TOAY.
Ed. 096’ dv ua mv Adjuntpa dpovricawui ye-
vuvl ydp avTod T0UTO ¥’ éxkexdierad.
Ai. 00 8% Aéy’ Erepov kdméxov Tiis Ankifov.
Es. “Zi8dviév mor’ dotv Kdduos éxAimav 1225
Ayivopos wais— "’
i Ankvbiov drdAecev.
4. & Saipov’ dvbpdv, dmompiw v Ajkubov,
iva u1y Siaxvaioy Tovs mpoAdyouvs Hudv.

Ev. 70 T(;
éyw mpiwpar TH8’;
Adu. éav meily y’ éuoi.
EYb. o0 877, émei moAdovs mpoAdyovs é€w Aéyew 1230

iV’ o¥Tos oUy éfeL mpoadiar Ajkvbov.
“TIéxoy 6 Tavrdletos eis Ilicav podawv
Boaiow immois— "’
i Ankdfiov drdAecer.
du.  6pds; mpoarpev abfis av v Ajkvbor.
AAX wyd 8, € kai viv dmédos mdom Téxvy: 1235
Afjper yap 6BoAot mdvv xaAtjy Te kdyalbijv.
Ej.  ua 16v A0 odmw - €1 ydp €loi o suyvol.

I

“Olvevs mot’ éx yrijs—

AL AnkvBiov drdAecey.
E$. éaoov elmeiv mpd B’ 6Aov pe tov aTiyov.
“Oivevs mot’ ék ynis moAvpuerpov Aafwv ordyvy 1240
0vwv dmapxds— "’
Al Anxvbfiov drdiAeaev.
1220 (v-...) Th.199. 13 1233 §§ + £ Heph. 122. 20
1219 dvobeviis Su'* 1220 Ev.] dic. R Soxei Kuster: doxeis a Th.
1222 008’] ook A" -rpav R A et fort. V= 1226 alyj-V 1228 Ev. 76 70
om. Vi (add. V™#) Es.] dic.R 1229 mpudpal A meiofn R 1230 Ed.
om. R énedy) R A moAdovs om. R A 1231 Aqkvbiov R 1232 in.
Eus.]RV  mewoav R 1234 ad om.V 1235 dmédov A 1235 wdvv

om.V 1240 moAvBorpuy PIER: modvpeorov A araxov AaBav Er¢ U
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4. peralv Bdwy; kai tis atl’ vdeidero;
Ev. é&aoov, & Tdv- mpos 108l ydp elmdTw.
“Zevs, ws Aédextar mjs dAnbeias mo,—
E) - 3 -~ ~ ¢ - 3 , »
Au.  dmoleis- épei yap “Ankvbiov dmddecer” 1245
76 ApkiBiov yap TodT émi Tois mpoAdyoioi cov
o CoL e oy
domep Td vk’ émi Toiow dPbalpois édu.
dAX €ls T7a wédn mpos Tdv Bewv avTod Tpamod.
Eb. kaiujv éxw y’ ols avTév dmodeifw xaxov
peromowdy 8vra kal motovvra TadT dei. 1250

Xo. 7imoTe mpdyua yevijoeTa;
dpovrilew yap éyd ovk éxw,
TV’ dpa péudw énoice
dvbpi T¢) moAd mAeiaTa &)
kai kdAAioTa wéAn moxp- 1255
oavTL TV wéxpt vovi.
favpdlw yap éywy’ 8my
wéuiperai more TovTOV
T6v Bakyeiov dvakra,
kai 6éBouy’ vmép adTod. 1260
Eb. mdvv ye péln Bavpaord- Seifer 67 Tdxa.
€ls év ydap avTol mdvra Td uédn fuvTepd.

di.  kaipny Aoyioduar TavTa TaY Pridwy AaBdv.

Eb. D0.o1’ AxiAAed, Ti mor dv8poddikTov drodwy

i) kémov oV meAdles ém’ dpwydv; 1265
12556 AK 1256 - /7av K 1259 60 A
1247 § Su o 1327 1250 Z* 1119 1264 (parepigr.) 2 Pl 352 (Koster); Su
8 804 1265 §§ Su ¢ 217

1242 a08’] avrov R dgeidero R 1243 €aoov] &a avtév VA 1245 -A€ic

RA 1246 -roisxmpo- V 1248 Tpdmov RV 1249 &s] ols Dobree
émdeifw R 1250 ra’dr’ (sic) U: ravr a 1251: denuo incipit K
1252-6 editioni posteriori, 1257-60 priori attrib. Dover 1252 éyd ovk Bentley:
éywy’ a 1256 wéxpe vuvi Meineke: &r viv Svrwr a: émévrwv Tucker
1257-60 secl. Meineke 1261 ye] 89 R 1263 7o Yrj¢w JEratosthenes
sec. ZVE post 1263 par. R et Siavderov mpogavdei s R V (-Ae-) K Su ZPL
1264 Ev.om.R  dxules K 1265 {5 kémov CIRVE ad 1275 (cj. Heath): djxomov

a: {rjkomoy WP ZRVE a( 1275
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‘Eppdv unv mpéyovov tiopev yévos oi mepi Aipvar.
&) kémov oV meAdleis én’ dpwydy;

4. 8Yo goi kémw, AloxvAe, TovTw.

Eb. k68i07 Ayaidv, Atpéws moAvkoipave pdvlavé pov mai. 1269/70
i) kémov oV meAdlecs én’ dpwydy;

di.  1pitos, AloxiAe, oot k6mos ovTos.

Evb. eddapeite. pediogovépor 86puov Aptéuidos médas olyew. 1273/4
i kémov oV meAdles ém’ dpwydy; 1275
KkUpiés elut Bpoeiv 68iov kpdTos aloov dvdpav.
in kémov oV meAdlews ém’ dpwydv;

s ~ ~ kY - - z e
di. & Zeb Baoidel, 16 xpijpa TV kKéTwy Goov.

3 . . by 3 N - l

éyw pév ovv eis 76 Badaveiov BovAopar:

Ve TOV K6TwY yap TA veppd BovBwnid. 1280
Ev. wij, mpiv y’ dxovays xdTépav ordow ueAdv

s L , ,

éx T kilbapwbikdv véuwy elpyacuévy.
Ai. (0 87 mépawe, kal kémov un mpooTilbed.

Ev. dmws Axawav 8iBpovov kpdros, ‘EAAddos ifas, 1284/5
dAarrobfparropAarrobpar,
Zdiyya Svoapepidv mpiTavw kivva méumet,
dAarrolfparrodAarrobpar,
avv Sopi kal xepi mpdkTopt Bovipios Spwis,
dAarrobfparrodrarrobpar, 1290
Kvpeiv mapaox@v itapais kvaeiv depodoitots, 1291/2
dAarrobparrodrarrobpar,
76 ovyrAwés 7’ ém’ Alavt,
dAarrofparrodAarrobpar. 1295

1284/5 -év /8- RVK 12878 A 12889 K 1289 -p: / Bov- VK

1291/2 -oxawv /- RVK

1279-80 §§ t Su B 413; §§ T Zon. 403 1285 (4Aa-) §§ 2 Dion. Thr. 310. 33

1270 pov om. A 1272 Aloxvle t: doyvle a 1273 evén-V 1276 in.
par. R §8wov t: 8s diov R: 8awov V A K: aiciov (vPIXVE ad fin. vs. par. R
1280 -¢pd pov Bov- A 1282 év 1é kiblapwdikd vopw A 1283 om. (P)3V
mpoorifeat V 1284 Ed.om.R 1286 pr. ¢Aar- Fritzsche: 76 dAa7-a (sim.
1288, 1290, 1293, 1295, Vvar. acc.): ¢Aaréfpa Z Dion. 1289 éovt  Gpwis] djp O
1291/2 xovpeiv V -¢vrots Vi -doitais A 1294 Om. p)Timach. ap. ZVE
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4. 7i716 “pAarrobpar’ roir éoriv; éxk Mapalivos 7
w60ev guvédefas ipovioaTpddov wédn;
Al dAX oUv éyd pev eis T6 KaAov ék Tov kaloD
Tjveyrov atll, iva uy Tov avrov Ppuvixw
Aeipddyva Movodv iepov ddbeinv Spémwv: 1300
ovros 8” dmo mdvTwy uév déper, moprwdidv,
okodiwv Mehjrov, Kapikdv addgudrwy,
Oprivwy, xopewdv. Tdxa 8¢ dnAwbijcerar.
éveykdTw Tis T6 AUpLov. kaitor i Sei
Abpas émi TovTov; moU ‘oTw 1) Tols SoTpdkois 1305
almy kpotovoa; Sevpo, Moo’ EvpimiSou,
mpos fyvmep émmidea TadT dOew wély.
4. adry o8’ 1) Move’ otk éXeaBialev, ob.

Ai.  dAkvéves, al map’ devdois faddo-
oms kbuaot oTwuvAere, 1310
Téy’yovoar voTiols TTEPWDV
pavia xpéa Spoai{uevar:
ail 0’ vrwpddio katd ywvias
electetdiooere SaxTidois pddayyes
toTéTova mvionarta, 1315
kepkidos doidoU ueéras,
v’ 6 dpidavdos émadde Se-
dbis mpdpais kvaveuBséors
1309'_;0 a 1310 -oms/Kkv-a 1314 -et/Aie-R -dois/dpd- K (et -yes /)

1315-16 -ra kai (sic) kep- V A: -ra / kai (sic) kep- K 131;18 a 1318 -is/
mpH-a 131819 A

1297 § + Su ¢ 358 1298 (éy...)—9 §§ + Su € 154 1302 § Su 1 495
1305 (do-...)-6§ Phryn. PS 79.6 1308 21296 (... -lev) § Eust. ILii. 677.
19 1313 (- ...)-14 ~ §§ Eust. [l ii. 825. 26 1314-15 1 Su ¢ 34

1314 (ei-) Su e 1

1296 4 om. K 1297 éuv- A: ovvédefev Su*: 1299 adf’ £ adf’ a
1300 lepdv A ddleoiqy V 1301 mopvedidv Meineke: -vdiwv a
1302 ooy VA K pedirov AK 1303 xopewdv EP¢ U Vsi: yopeiwv a
1304 8ei] 8° el R 1305 Tovtovrov R: Tovrwy Ctr: Tovrew O%°: rovrov Tucker
1307 émmijdeia Tavr’ O: -8etova d ¥’ éor’ R*: -8eta 7d v’ a7’ RP®: -8era ravr’ éor’ V A:
-deia 7déd’ o' K 1308 ante o] Ev. A 1309 dA-RVA -ves: V dev-
vdois VA fardooais RV K 1310 kvupace A 1311 vorepois VA K:
voriaws E ZV: varepais Np1 Vsi 1313 vYmopo- Eust. 1314 e sexies R Su:
quinquies V: quater K: semel A' (quater add. A™)  -gera: V 1315 -mova R

Su*!: V* incert.
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pavreia kai oradiovs.

oivdvfas ydvos dumélov, 1320
BéTpvos éAwka mavaimovov

mepiBalX, & Téxvov, wAévas.

6pds Tov m68a TovTOV;

Ev. opW.
{. 7i8ai; TovTOV Opds;
4. Spad.
i  TolavuTi wévroL oV TOLWV 1325

ToAuds Tduad wédn Yéyew,
dvd 76 dwdexauijyavov
Kvpijvys pedomoidv;

76 pév wéln gov TaiTa- BovAopar 8 én

Tov TV povdidv SiefeAbeiv Tpémov. 1330
& Nvktos kedawodars Spdva,

Tiva pot dvaTavov dvepov

méumes [é€] ddavovs Aida mpépolov

Yuxav dfvyov éxovra,

ueraivas Nukros maida ¢ppikddy 13354
Sewav sy 1335
ueAavovexveipova 1336a

dovia dovia Seprduevo, 1336b

peydlouvs dvvyas éxovra.
dAAd pot dudimorot Avxvov difare

kdAmoi T éx ToTaudv Spéaov dpate, 13394

Oéppere 8 Gdwp, 13396

1321'_5 v 13257) A 1331 -js / 8p- a 1334'._‘5a a 13354 -vas /

vuk-a dp/ki- K 133545 a 13362 b A 13360 -a / 8ep- K (et
-vov /) 13394 -udv / 8pé- K (et -re /) 13395 40 A

1320 (yd-...)-1§§+Suy 59 1327 (86-...)-8 (... vns) ~ §§ Hsch. « 467¢

(cf. 8 2705); ~ §§ Su & 1442; ~ §§ Apost. vi. 41 1331-2 (... va) Su « 1287

13434 (7é-) §§ Hsch. 7 496

1321 kep-] kai kep- VAK  -kidas A 1322 mepifad’ K dAévais Vst
1323 in. par. R Ev. E Vsi*: 4. a: sp. U 1324 om. V. AiL] Es. K [V]
Sai] 8¢ RK[V]  4.] Es. E Vs1* [V] 1325 pévro] pév VK 1329 pév
om. Ki 1330 T@v] Tov R Bief-]1 é6-V  pémov] mévov VAK 1331 &
V  épdvn Su 1333 ¢¢ secl. Parker  dgrois V. deida V. mpémodov A*
Vs1P® ©: mpémvdov AP mpopoddv Wilamowitz 13390 87 67K 8" wxxx V
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s dv Oeiov vepov dmoxAvow. 1340

{& mévTie Saiuov.

ToUT éxeiv’ iw Evokoy,

Tdb€ Tépa Bedoacle- Tov dAexTpudva 13434
pov fuvaprdoaca $ppovdn I'Avky. 13436

Nouda: dpecaiyovor-

& Mapia, £6AAaBe. 1345

éyd 8’ d rddawa

mpooéxova’ éTvyov éuavTis

épyoat Aivov peatév drpakTov

elecetediooovaa xepoiv,

kAwoTipa moLovo’, Smws 13504
kvedaios eis dyopav 1350b

Pépova’ dmodoipav.

6 8’ dvémrat dvémrat’ és aifépa rov- 13524
dordrais mTepUywv druais, 1352b

éuoi 8’ dye’ dyea kaTélume,
ddkrpva 8dkpva 8’ dn’ dupudrwy

éBalov éBalov d TAduwv. 1355
dAX & Kpijres, "I8as téxva, 13562
Td 176€a AaPBdvTes émauvvate 1356
Td K®AD T’ dumdAdeTe 13574
KukAoUuevor v oikiav. 1357b

dpa 8¢ diktvvva mais d kadd
s . y Yy
Tas kvviokas éxova’ éAOérw

134;_‘ A 1342 ' 7 io K (et -kou /) 13434 -0fe / ov R V A
1343ﬁ a 13430 -oa / ¢pov- a 1346_% a 1347 -xov / é- a
134;53 a 1348 -oo / Ai- RV K 135oz'z_b‘ a 1350b -os / €is a
1351 dmo/(Soinav) 6 K 13524 -pa/Kkov-8 1354 -a/8d-K = -a8'/éd-
K 13565 -res /e~ K (et -re /) 1357ah VAK 13576 -voe/miw VK
1358 mais / Ap- (sic) K 135(;_‘60 A

1349 (ei-) Sue 1 13500-1 § Su « 1860

1340 dmoAxkvow V* 1343a 7dde répa L. Dindorf (cf. Hsch.): ra 8’ érepa R:
1d8e mépara VA K 13430 ovv- R 1344 dpeoi- Vi A K *ZVE 1348 e
quinquies V: sexies A 1350ab émws kvédatos (sic) in ras. V -oa* 8mws R
1351 Soiwav om. K' (add. K*): -8oiunv Su 13524 és Ald.: én" Ri els VA K
13526 -rdrwv P20f 1353 dxe’ om. R -Aumev R A: -deumev V 1355 e'/\a.ﬁm{
bis R 13564 xkprjras R 13560 16fa] T6¢a (re) Bergk -vere P20’

13574 kX du- K 1358 -rova R d Kock: “Apreus a: fort. ‘Apreuis (07 d
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8ia d6pwv mavraxy: 1360
a0 8 & dués Sumdpous dvéxovoa 13614
Aapmddas dévrdras xepoiv, 13616

‘ExdTa, mapddnvov eis I'A\vkys
6mws dv eloeAfovoa dwpdow.

4. mavoacbov 8 Tdv peddv.
i kdpouy’ dAs.
émi Tov 010 Budv yap avTov dyayeiv Bovouar, 1365
bmep é€eréyber Ty Témow vV udvov:
76 ydp Bdpos v Bacaviei Tawv pyudTwy.
A iTe 8ebpd vuv, eimep ye €i kail TOUTS pe,
avbpav monTdY TupoTWAGOoAL TéEXVYY.

Xo. émimovoi y’ of 8eiol. 1370
768€ yap €repov av Tépas
veoxuév, dromias mAéwv,
o .
6 7is dv émevémoev dAdos;
1A 76V, éyd pév ovk av €l Tis
éleyé pol TV émTuxSvTwY 1375
'y Sy ye o < o
émfsunv, dAX wounv av
avTov avTd Anpeiv.

di. 10 84, mapioraclov mapd 7d mAdaTiyy’
. Ev. i8ov.

Ai.  kaiAaBopévw 16 priju’ éxdTepos eimatov,

13614 -povs /d- RVK 1361;1_5 a 13616 -8as/é-a 1361'b_‘2 a
1363 -oa / dw- K (et -ow L) 13701 A 13723 A 137;5 A
1375 pou/Tav K 1376 7A

1365 Choer. ad Heph. 203. 10 1369 (rv-) §§ Su 7 1199 1371 (7é-
...)-2§Suv 222 1372 (d7o-...) ~ §§ Phryn. PS 35. 13; §§ + Su a 4374

1360 Tds kuviokous A 1361a Stamipovs A (cf. ZVE) fort. dvigxovoa Ve
13616 -rdraw P20 1364 Ai] dic. R: om. V: Eu. A 1365 in. 4du. A
1366 G5 éfed- K*: Gomep éA- A: Somis v’ éX- @ pévos A K 1367 secl. Bergk
in. du. @P)IRVE ad 1368 vav A Baower R* 1368 4. om. V
1372 mAéov R VK Su*t 1373 émoincev R dAdovs R 1374 Tov A é- A
ovkx Blaydes: 008’ a 1376 émbouny t. éme- a 1377 éavrov V K
1378 84]vov A Al Ev.] dic. R: dugé V™e:om. VIK: Ev. A 1379 di.om.RA

K 7] 0 V
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kaipi) pebiobov mpiv dv éyw oddv Kokkiow. 1380
V. éxdueba.
4. ToUmos vuv AéyeTov els Tov oTabudv.

3 €C_nN)>

Y. €l ddeX Apyovs ui diamrdobar oxddos.”’
i. ‘Zmepxeié moTaué Bovvouoi 1’ émorpodai.”’
A kékkv.
. Ev. pebeirar.
4. kai moAY ye kaTwTépw
Xwpe€i T6 ToU €.
Ev. kai 7i wot’ éoti TaiTiov; 1385
di. 67 eloéfnke moTaudy, épomwAikds
Uypov morjoas Tovmos womep Tdpua,
av &’ eloéfnkas Todmos émTepwuévoy:
s oaayve . . ; .
E$. dAX érepov eimdtw T kdvTioTyodTw.
di.  AdBeabe Toivuv avlbss.
. Ev. 7jv idod.
4. Aéye. 1390
3
Eb.  “ovk éom IleBovs iepov dAAo mAnv Abyos. ”’
H €C 2 - Y z 3 ’ 3 - 3
Ai.  “uévos Bedv yap Odvatos o Sdpwv épg.

di.  pébere.
. Eu. uebeirac.
4. kai 76 ToU8€ y’ av pémer-
Odvartov yap eioéfnke, BapiTaTov kakdv.
Eb. éyw 8¢ melfd y’, émos dpiot’ elpnuévov. 1395

4. melbw 8¢ koUPov éoT kal vodv ol éxov.
3 L) § 2 - ’
dAX érepov av {rjrer v Tév BapvaTdfuwy,
67 oot kabédéer, kapTepdy Te kai péya.
Eb. ¢épe mod TorovTov 81j7d povati, mod;

4. dpdow-

1383 (Bov-...) §§ Su B 448 1387-8 § Su € 2997 1391 §§ Su 7 1441

1380 wefeicfov VAK  odgv om.R  koxvow RV Al 1381 Al Ev. om.
R: of 850 V K*: Ev. A eis] éni R 1382 Ed. +++ €0’ K dpyovs K
-rrdefar R AP 1384 Al EY. pebeirai. Ai. Radermacher: upefeire a
1385 76 om. V 1387 domep] Smws V 1388 76 odmos K 1389 Ev.
om. Vsr: del. EP: sp. Vb3 1390 Ai. Ev.] dic.R:oi 800 VK: 4. A 4u] dic.R
1391 {epov] ovdev U  dAdw R 1393 pébere Blass: pefeire @ Al Ev. et
4. Radermacher: om. a  pefeirac Radermacher: pefeire @ ad fin. vs. dic. V
1394 in. E5. RV xakdv A K* 1395 Eb. om. R V 1396 4u. om. R
& R* 1397 o om. V Liree m1] {yreire R A 1398 kpdrepov R

1399 pr.mov] moi R 7owovro RA  alt.mov] wav K A Seidler: dic. R (fort. R?)
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H

“BéBAni’ AxiAAevs 8vo k¥Bw kal Térrapa.’ 1400
Aéyour’ dv, s adm) ‘oti Aourr) op@dv aTdots.
Es. “0dnpoBpibés 7" éXaBe debid Evdov .

i “ép’dpupatos ydp dpua kai vexpd vexpds.”’
du.  éénmiTnkev ab o€ kal viv.
U. TG TPOTW;
s s s g N \ s
di. 8V’ dpuat eloéfnke kai vexpd dvo, 1405

ofis odx dv dpaw’ 0v8’ ékatov Alyvmriow
Al kai pnkér’ éuoiye kat’ Emos, dAX eis Tov oTabuov

av76s, Ta wadi’, 1§ yuvij, Kndiooddv,

éuPas kabiolw, EvAdaBav Ta BBAia-

éyar 8¢ 8Y° &mm T éudv épd pdvov. 1410
di.  dvépes didor, kdyd uév adTods ol kpa.

ov yap 8. éxOpas ovdetépw yemjoopar:

TOV wév yap 1yodual coddv, 7é 8 bouar.

IHAOYTQN
ov8ev dpa mpdfeis wymep NAfes olivexa.
di.  éav 8¢ kpivw;
II). 16V érepov AaPBav dmer, 1415
6méTepov &v kpivys, v’ éAlns un udmv.
Ai.  eddaipovoins. dpépe, mibeadé pov Tadi.
éya kamiAbov émi monmiv. TOU XdpLv;
i’ 1) méAis owleioa Tods xopols dyy.
o6méTepos ovv dv Tj méAeL mapavéoew 1420
wéAdn 1 xpnoTéy, TobTOV A€ pot Sokd.
mpdrTov pév obv mepi AAkifrddov Tiv’ éxerov
yvaunv éxdrepos; 1 méAis yap dvoTokei.

1400 Zenob. ii. 85; Eust. § (1) IL. iii. 922. 6, § (2) Od. 1397. 19 1402 §§ Su B 540
1406 1 ZEM? Ay, 1133; Su §§ (1) a 3819, §§ (2) @ 4703 141213 § Su 8 984

1400 in. 4. VA K axureds K Svw R K xdBwt R Térrapas R

1401 in. 4e. R o K: vy vP-ZR ordais] ¢ppdos U Vsi 1402 defia R
1403 ante xai dic. V vekpos vekpd V 1405 elofjveyxev R 8vw R*VAK
1408 ma:di' 4 Reiske: maidid 5 R: -8ia x3 VA K K> fdi- Ri xdb wy- (ve) Zree:
14108¢ om. R péva VAK 1411 dvdpes C ol dvdpes M*(cj. Seager): dvdpes a
dido] oogoi VA K avrés R 1413 76 pév R* 1414 IMovrwv] Xo.
(P ZRVE (ctr, Apollonium ibid.)  évexa K 1415 II.om.R  post érepov dic.
R¢ 1416 xpiveis V*  dixys Richards 1417 4. om. R ¢épe] pépe 37
VAK 1418 ante 7ou dic. R: ITA. A K*® (ctr. ZRVE) 1419 in. 4. A
owbijoa V** 1420 dvodv VAK  -ceiev R* 1421 péAMdee RAK 7]

76 M*  rovr’ K* 1422 dAkv- A 1423 -tepos elmatov-7) VA K
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i &xe 8¢ mepi adToU Tiva Yvoun;

Au. Tiva;
mobei uév, éxbaiper 8¢, BovAerar &’ Eéxew. 1425
dAX 87 voeiTov eimaTov TovTOV TépL.

Ed. piod modimy, Sotis adeleiv maTpav

Bpadvs daveirar, peydda 8¢ BAdmrew Tayvs,

kal mépyrov avtd, mj méew 8’ duijyavov.

di. €6y, b ITéaedov. ov 8¢ tiva yvduny Exeus; 1430
i{. o0 xp1y Aéovros axvuvév év méAel Tpédew: 14314
ndAioTa uév Aéovra un) v mélel Tpédew- 14316

v 8’ éxtpaci Tis, Tois TpdmoLs VmypeTeiv.
4. vy 16v dia 1oV owmipa, Svokpitws ¥’ Exw:
6 uév codds yap eimev, 6 8’ €repos cadds.
AN ér piav yvdunv éxdrepos eimaTov 1435
wepl Tjs méAews THvTw’ ExeTov cwpiav.
Ej. €l 1is nrepdyoas KAesrpirov Kuwnaiq
aipoiev avpat medayiav vmép mAdka—
di.  yélowov dv paivoiro, voiv 8’ Exer Tiva;

Ejb.  elvavuayoiev, kgt €éxovres 6¢idas 1440
paivoiev eis Ta BAépapa Tév évavrimv— 1441
di. €y’ d ITaddundes, &) copwrdTy dvos. 1451

TavTi woTep” abTos nipes §j Kndiooddv;
Eb. éyw pdvos, Tas 8’ 6€idas Kndioodav.
di.  7i8ai oU; Ti Aéyes;
At v m6Aw vuv pot ppdoov
TPWTOV TiGL XpjTAL TOTEPA TOIS XPNOTOLSS
d.. 76 0ev; 1455

1425 §Plu. Ale.16.3;§Su o511 1427-9 Suibid. 1431a—4 (§§) t Su 0 986
14318-2 (§§) + Su o 713 14316-2 § Plu. Alc. 16.3 14316 ~ § Val. Max vii.
2.7; §§ Macar. vi. 71 1433 (8vo-...)—4(§) + Suo 986 1437-8 Greg. Cor.
p. 151; §§ Su A 264 1451-3 § Su « 1568

1424 Ai. om. R V: of 830 K 4u] IIX. E* 1427 ddedei R
1428 daveira] wépuke V A K: mépavrar Hamaker 1429 avt R V
1430 post 14314 transp. Erbse 14314 del. A¢. Erbse: Ev. M*  ypijv Newiger
versum editioni posteriori attrib. Dover 14316 om.VAKi(add. K™):in. Ev. vel.
4. vel Xo. @P)ZVE: A; Erbse versum editioni priori attrib. Dover
1437-41 damn. Aristarchus et Apollonius sec. 2 1437-41 et 14513 editioni priori,
1442-50 posteriori attrib. Sommerstein, auct. Dindorf et Tucker 1437 Aed>-
kpirov Su 1438 dperev adpg MacDowell 1440 kd7’ €] karé- R
1451-62 huc transp. Doérrie 1453—4 damn. ZVE (cf. ad 1437-41) 1453 post 1454
R*  Ev.om.R 1454 4. om. R alt. rom. VAK 1455 4] dic.R
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HLo€i kdKkioTa.
At Tois wovnpois 8 fjdeTay;
du. 0V 8497 éxeivy y’, dAAd xpiiTal mpds Biav.
Ai.  mds odv Tis Gv odoete TotavTy TéAw,
7N wijTe xAaiva pijte oiovpa Evudépey;
di.  eSpioxe vi) AL, eimep dvadioel mdAw. 1460

éxei ppdoawu’ dv, évfadi 6° o BovAouar.

. u7) 8jTa oV ), dAX &vBévd’ dviel Tdyabd. 1462

Al éyd pév oida kail Bédw dpdlew.
4. Aéye. 1442
Ai. érav T viv dmora micl Hydueba,

1a 8’ vra mioT dmoTa—
Au. mds; ov pavldvw.

duabéatepdy mws eimé kai cadéaTepov. 1445
Ai. €l Tdv moAirdv olol viv moTedopev,

ToUTOLS dmioTiioatuey, ols 8’ ol xpwuela,

TovTo0L Xpnoaipect iows cwleipev dv.
Ai. € viv ye SvoTuyoluev év TovTOLOL, TS

Tdvavti’ 4v mpdéavres ov owloiuel’ dv; 1450

. THY yiv éTav vouiocwal Ty TOY Todeuiwy 1463

elval odérepov, v 8¢ oderépav TV modeuiwv,
mépov 8¢ Tas vavs, dmopiav 8¢ Tov mépov. 1465
€U, Ty ¥’ 6 SikaaTis adTd KaTamivel uévos.
ITX. «pivois dv.
4. ati™) od@v kpiois yevijoerar:
aipioopar yap Svmep 1) Ppuxy Oéler.

1458—9 (... -pa) §Su o 487 1443-52 §§ 1 Su o 163 1445 §§ 1 Gell. xii.
5. 6; §§ T Apost. ii. 64a; § Su a 1470; Eust. § T (1) /L ii. 190. 1, § 1 (2) Ep. 47, p. 351. 1

1463-5 Su §§ (1) 7 1181, §§ (2) 7 815

1456 AZ.om.R  -ray; V 1457 4. om. R: A¢. Bergk 1458 Ai om.R:
Ev. Newiger: 4. Dorrie 1459 awgvpva WPIERVE £y, VK 1460 4. om.R
1461-2 et 1463-6 editioni priori attrib. Dover, 1442-50 posteriori 1461 Ai om.
R: Eu. Dérrie ov] oyt VK 1462 4. om. R 1442 Ev. C VAK, ubi
in vss. 1440-1 Eur. loquitur 1443 Al Vsi (cj. Dorrie): Ev. VA: om. K
1444 4. om. R 1446 Al Vs1 (cj. Dorrie): Eo. V A: 4. K 1448 -caiueb’
K lows owbeipev] owlbeimuer R Su 1449 du. Vsi* (cj. MacDowell)
1450 7" dv Dobree: -ria a Su mpdrrovres VA K post 1450 lac. stat. Mac-
Dowell 1463—6 secl. Newiger 1465 evmopiav K 1466 4. om.R  €7]
dyeV y'om.VAK 1467 II). om. R: E5. 4 ITA. M: Ai. vel Eb. vel Xo. @) ZRV
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ES.  pepvnyuévos vuv 1év Oedv ods dpocas
7 iy drdéew u’ oikad’, aipod Tods ¢idovs. 1470
di. 1 yAdTT dudpox’, Aloyvdov 8 aiprjoouat.
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1-180. JOURNEY TO THE UNDERWORLD
(i) 1-37. Dionysos and Xanthias Arrive at the House of Herakles

Two men enter from one of the eisodoi. Both are plump with the padding of
the comic actor’s costume, and both wear the masks of bearded men (cf. p. 40).
The leader is on foot. He wears a full-length yellow dress, with a lion-
skin over it, carries a club (46 f.) and wears kothornoi on his feet (cf. 47 n.). This
combination is enough to suggest that he is Dionysos disguised as Herakles,
and identification could have been made certain by an ivy-wreath on his head,
but in any case it is confirmed by 22. The second character rides a donkey and
also carries a big bundle of luggage suspended from a strong stick (dvddopov)
resting on his shoulder. His burden identifies him as a slave, and & 8éomora
(1) confirms that.

In 1-20 the men play two different roles simultaneously: in one, they are
Dionysos and his slave, characters within the story which the play will enact;
in the other, comic actors speaking of the enactment itself as a theatrical event.
A similar combination occurs in Knights, Wasps, and Peace, where a slave who
has begun the play as a character within it recognizes the presence of the audi-
ence and explains the dramatic situation. Here in Frogs we are given no such
explanation; it will emerge from Dionysos’ conversation with Herakles. The
dual role serves instead to criticize the humour of Aristophanes’ rivals and to
imply the superiority of his own. This ingredient enters also in the prologue of
Wasps (54—66) and is a prominent feature of the parabases of Clouds (535-62)
and Peace (739-47).

As a rule gods fly where they will, but for the purpose of this play Dionysos
is grounded, and Herakles inhabits a house, not a cloud on Olympos.

I eimw: the first person of the subjunctive is commonly used when the
speaker is wondering what to do, but here he is asking for permission or
agreement (cf. 64 n).

3 vi) 7ov Al 87 BolAer ye: a positive oath followed by ye after an interven-
ing word or two is ‘Yes indeed,’; cf. 41, Ec. 1035.  wAfv “méfopar™:
throughout this scene Aristophanes simultaneously uses the groaning slave
as a joke (cf. p. 44) and conveys the idea that we expect something better
from him. In fr. 340 (cited by Z*VE) someone complains ov Svvapar ¢épew /
okevn TosavTa kal Tov dpov BAifouar.
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4 187 ‘by now’ (i.e. because it has been used so often).  xoAn: ‘(a cause
of) bile’; so too a person or action can be éveidos, ‘(a target of ) reproach’.

5 aoTelov: a conventional contrast between city (dorv) and country (dypoi)
was established by Aristophanes’ time, so that doreios means ‘clever’,
‘witty’ (e.g. go1, gob) and dypokos ‘stupid’, ‘boorish’ (e.g. Nu. 628, 646).

7 7o =iz cf. 40.

8 peraBallépevos: probably shifting it from one shoulder to the other.
xefnTi@s: ‘you need a shit (xé¢ew)’. In telling Xanthias not to say this,
Dionysos gets the laugh which greets its utterance anyway. Possibly it was a
stock joke for a slave to beg another to take over his burden ‘just for a
minute—I’m bursting!” and then skip off.

10 kaBaiproe: ‘take (it) down (from me)’.  awomwapdioopar: ‘T'll blow
it all out’, losing control of the bowels; 7épdeafa. is ‘fart’.

11 péNAw y ’gepeiv: ie. needing an emetic.

13 f. Phrynichos and Ameipsias were contemporaries of Aristophanes and
competed against him; Phrynichos’ Muses came second to Frogs. ZRVE
remarks that his surviving plays did not contain the sort of thing alleged
here; X has nothing to say about Ameipsias. As for Lykis, a Avx[ won his
first victory at the Dionysia some years after Aristophanes’ first (IG ii’ 2325.
65); his work did not survive into the Hellenistic period (ZVE).

15 oxeln ¢pépoua’so R v ZVE Erc K* Md1 U. ‘They carry baggage’ = ‘they
present characters carrying baggage’; cf. Lys. 187—9 tiv’ 6pkov éprdices . . .}
II ... els domid’, Gamep, paciv, Aiaxvdos moré, / uploopayovaas, and Pl
582-6 6 Zevs . . . mirs dv mowdv 7ov ‘OAvumikdv adrés dydva . . . dvekijpuT-
Tev v dOAnTiv Tovs vikdvras = ‘Why, at the Olympic festival held in
honour of Zeus, are the victorious athletes proclaimed ...” (KGi. g9f,,
SGV 47 f., Schwyzer ii. 220; R. Renehan, CPk 81 (1987) 115, Dover (1988)
176). No connecting particle is required, since the sentence specifies what
has been referred to generically as what those other poets do; cf. 1018, Lys.
195, 642, 808, and KG ii. 344 f., GPS 110 f. oxevn dopoio’ (E*° KP® MP°) will
not do, since ¢opeiv in comedy is ‘wear’, ¢épewv ‘carry’. Nor will okevn-
dopova’ (AZR V A r»-ZE Vb3 @), because is does not occur elsewhere, and
&upmdopeiv is not a good analogy, because it is post-classical and in any
case a sword is ‘worn’ rather than ‘carried’. okevodopova’ (M* VS1P® @F°)
does not scan, and oi gkevogopoio’ (G; cf. Np1 of okevn dopoia’) is no
doubt an attempt to restore the metre.

16 Bedpevos: as a member of the audience; the gods are considered to be
present at their festivals, and there was a statue of Dionysos in the theatre.

17 godiopdrwv: on cog- cf. pp. 12-14. Those who practise cogia are said
to godileabar, and a oédoua is an instance of their activity.

18 mheiv 1 viauT®: ‘a full year’; cf. Nu. 1065 mAeiv 4 rdAavra moAdd and
Antiphon vi. 44, where 30 and 20 days add up to mAeiv 7 mevmijkovra. As we
say, ‘It takes a year off my life’.
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19 For —u u in the third foot, with elision between the two shorts, cf. 140,
1436 and Descroix 193 f.

20 OA{Perar: the joke forbiddenins.  épei: for the neck (throat) as subject
of ‘say’ cf. the anus as subject in 238 f.

21 eir: commonly indignant and plaintive, as in Nu. 1214, where the
Creditor’s first words are eir° 4v8pa Tév adtoi T xp1 mpoiévar; Dionysos
seems suddenly to realize that he is being treated outrageously, while his
slave is ‘spoilt’ by being on the donkey. ~ GBpts ... Tpud: ‘a manifesta-
tion/example of .. .; cf. 4 n.

22 Zrapviou: a man proclaiming his own worth and importance would
sometimes bring in his father’s name; cf. the angry bread-seller in V. 1397,
who names both her parents. Dionysos, as a son of Zeus, could do so to
greater effect than anyone, but instead Aristophanes invents a ‘Stamnios’
(or -ias), derived from orauvés, ‘wine-jar’. Cf. V. 151, where Bdelykleon
fears he may be ridiculed as viés Kamviov.

23 Badifw xai wova: ‘have all the fatigue of walking’. Sa8ilewv is sometimes
simply ‘go’, e.g. E. Pho. 544, where the light of the sun Sa8ile: Tov éviadoiov
kbkAov, but also specifically ‘walk’, as in Alexis fr. 265. 2f. Badilew
dppibuws . . . éov kadds.  6x®: ‘mount’, i.e. ‘put on to an animal’; cf.
Xen. Eq. Mag. 4. 1, where a commander is recommended to give his horses a
rest and his men a change 7¢ Badilew, pérpiov uév dxovvra, uérpiov 8¢
ﬂegonopot}wu.

24 Tahaimrwpoiro ... pépour: the optative is used, despite the dependence
of the iva-clause on a present tense, because the intention was formed in
the past; cf. 766, V. 110 iv’ &0t Sukdlew, alyiadov Yrigwr tpéder, and KGiii.
382 f., MT 115, SGV 482, Schwyzer ii. 323.

25 ydp: ‘No, for ..., “Why, how can you?’; cf. 29 and GP 81 f. The smart
master bamboozles the slow-witted slave (creating in us expectations which
Xanthias will falsify later in the play) rather as Euthydemos and Dionyso-
doros reduce the young Kleinias to bewilderment in Pl. Euthd. 276 A-E.
Xanthias gets his own back a little by uttering the forbidden joke mélopa:
in 30; 28 might mean that his bowels are over-laden, but the joke probably
lies in his indigant protestations through inability to see the truth of 27.

26 ye: answering a question (GP 133), e.g. Pax 674 f. moids s oVv elvar ‘déker
.+ || pvxiiv ¥’ dpearos xA., or contradicting the negative implication of the
question (GP 132), e.g. V. 26 f. 058¢év yap éorai Sewdv . . . || Sewdv ye mov
‘o7’ KTA.

28 pa Tov Ai’ oU: cf. 1043 dAX 00 pua 4i” 0¥ Paibpas, Nu. 1066 dAX 0d ua 4i°
o wdyarpav. ¥ ERVE records a change of speaker at ud (where K too has a
dicolon) and then R V have 4.. at o9, not at 2q.

32 év 1@ péper: ‘in (your) turn’; cf. 497 and Lys. 539 f. Smws dv / év 76 uéper
Xijueis . . . ovAAdBwpuev.

33 f. On the possibility that Xanthias utters these lines in the direction of the
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audience as an aside cf. pp. 44 f. In 406 the slaves who had fought in the
battle of Arginusai were given their freedom (cf. p. 49).  éy® ouk: Tri-
klinios’ correction of & wy’ ovk, which does not scan (éywy’ o0 vav- K 6F°
is a mistaken conjecture); for éyw ov scanned as two syllables cf. V. 416 éya
o pebhoouar, Nu. 1373 kdyd odkér’. 1) Tdv: = frou dv, ‘I can tell you,
... Cf£.S. OC 1366 7 rdv ovk dv1), GP553f.  kwkGew...parpd:cf. the
threats in Av. 1207 olud éel paxpd, Eq., 433 kAdew oe pakpd xerevoas, Lys.
1222 kwvoeale Tas Tpixas paxpd.

35 katdPa: Xanthias now has to dismount, and we hear no more of the
donkey, whose sole function has been to provide the humour of 23-32.
Plainly it has gone by 165, where the question of the transport of baggage to
the underworld arises. Animals on stage cannot be relied upon to take
themselves off when they are no longer needed (pace C.W. Dearden,
Mnemosyne 1g70. 19); it must be led off, and that is most naturally done by a
slave who comes out of the door after Herakles, probably at 45—7. When a
guest arrives with a horse or donkey, the servants of the host in a well-run
household will not wait for orders before seeing that the animal is given
water and food.  mwavoipye: while the sense ‘tricky’, ‘up to anything’, is
sometimes apparent (e.g. 80), it is strikingly inappropriate here; the word
serves in comedy as a very general term of abuse, e.g. Eq. 249 f. (the Chorus
abusing Kleon) xai mavoipyov kai mavovpyov:- moAAdkis yap aidit’ épd. / kai
ydp o¥Tos 1jv mavodpyos moAAdkis Tijs uépas.

37 wawdiov: it is assumed that a slave, not the owner of the house, will open
the door, and that is usually so in comedy (e.g. 464, Ach. 395, Av. 60), but the
convention is disregarded whenever it would be cumbrous or spoil a
humorous point; here an immediate contrast between the real and the
pretended Dionysos is desired. For survey of the data cf. W. Koch, De Per-
sonarum Comicarum Introductione (Breslau, 1914) and A. Perkmann, WSt 46

(1929) 149-52.

(ii) 38-166. Conversation with Herakles

Nothing in the words of the text tells us that the person who opens the door is
Herakles, until we come to 58 &38¢éA¢’, but we know who it is if he is massively
padded and wears a lion-skin.

38 kevraupikds: the centaurs were not only large and powerful (being half
horse) but also violent and hybristic; they are the rerpaoxelés 5Bpioua of E.
HF 181, whom Herakles fought and worsted (ibid. 364~7, 1272 f.).

39 évfAab’: jumped at’ (~ évdAdeoba:); so too in Nu. 136 Strepsiades is
accused of ‘kicking’ the door. Complaint about unreasonably violent knock-
ing is a recurrent motif in comedy; cf. Pl 1097-1102 (Where Hermes,
intimidated by Karion, denies that he knocked at all).  6ois: ‘whoever
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(it was)’; cf. Nu. 226 f. émeir’ dmo Tappod . . . SmepPpoveis, dAX ovk dmé Tijs
yijs, €imep, . .. if that's what you’re doing’.  TouTi i f|v: so commonly
for ‘What’s this?’; cf. 438, Pl 1097, Pl. Smp. 213 B, SGV 106.

40 6 mais: a master commonly summons his slave thus, as in 521, Ec. 833, or

" with the article and the slave’s name (e.g. Ameipsias fr. 2. 1); cf. the herds-
man in Theocr. 4. 45 f. calling to individual goats. It may be (Dn) that
Herakles has turned his face back towards the wall to hide his laughter.
76 riz cf. 7.

41 p1) paivoid ye: perhaps an aside; cf. p. 44. On the wording, cf. Pl 684 od«
&8eSoixeis Tov Bedv, || vij Tovs Beovs Eywye, ui kTA.

42: cf. Xen. HG vi. 1. 1 67c . . . o0 Suvijoowro i meiBecfar; KG ii. 216. We
cannot see the facial contortions of a masked actor, so presumably stifled
sounds and exaggerated bodily movements must indicate Herakles’
predicament.

43 xaitoi...ye: ‘and, mind you, ...); GP557.  8dkvw: so Strepsiades in
Nu. 1369 ‘bites his spirit’ (rov fuuov 8axdv) to repress anger.

44 © 8awpévie: a conciliatory mode of address, reinforcing a plea which may
contain a note of reproof; cf. NMu. 38 “& dawudvie, do let me get a bit of
sleep!” and E. Brunius-Nilsson, 4AIMONIE (Uppsala, 1955) 82—97.
wpboelbe: it seems that when Dionysos called to Xanthias in 40 he moved
away from the door at the same time as Xanthias moved towards him, and
now he summons Herakles too away from the door.

45 olos: for the short first syllable cf. Nu. 198 dAX ody ofov 7 (—L v 2).
amoooPfioat: gofeiv is used of scaring away birds, both soBeiv and dmo-
aofeiv generically of ‘keeping off’, ‘keeping away’.

46 kpokwrd:cf. p. 40.

47 It appears from the barrage of questions directed at Agathon by the Old
Man in Th. 13645 xat Aloxvdov / ékx mijs Avkovpyeias (134f.) that
Herakles’ questions to Dionysos are also founded on the hostile interroga-
tion of Dionysos by Lykurgos; cf. Av. 994 is 5 mivoia; 1is 6 k60opvos mijs
680u; For gvwmAbémy cf. Th. 140 7is 8ai katpémrov (‘mirror’) kai £idovs
kowwvia;  k68opvos: a boot which could be put on either foot, mainly
worn by women, but characteristic of Dionysos in vase-painting; in the
post-classical period it is regarded as the footwear of the tragic actor, but
this association is not attested for classical times. Cf. DFA 206-8.

48 amedMpers: we might have expected, “Where are you going, dressed like
that?’, but Herakles asks, “Where were you?’, as if he had missed his
brother’s presence in Godstown for some time (cf. Radermacher), and that
is certainly the question which Dionysos answers. dmodnueiv is ‘be away
from home’, ‘be abroad’. Van Leeuwen preferred dmodnueis (Su (2)), argu-
ing that Dionysos’ answer is simply the lead-up to 66—70 but is interrupted
by Herakles.  éweBareuvov: a trireme normally had a small detachment
of hoplites on board, émBdra. (in IG ii? 1951 they are listed immediately
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after the trierarch), and to serve as an émBdrys is émpBarevew (e.g. Pl La.
183 D). Evidently Kleisthenes was the trierarch on this (imaginary) occa-
sion. The humour of the passage lies in the alleged effeminacy of
Kleisthenes, a victim of ridicule for at least twenty years before Frogs (Ach.
117-21, Th. 574-654). His command of a trireme is not necessarily in itself a
fantasy, because although trierarchy was allocated on the basis of wealth,
the trierarch was nominally in command at sea. The treatment of
Kleisthenes in comedy may have been founded on nothing more than an
abnormally small growth of facial hair. However, that generated a stock joke
that he played the sexual role of the female (cf. Lys. 1092 ‘We shall simply
have to fuck Kleisthenes’), and émBarevew suggests émBaivew, used of the
male animal mounting the female (cf. D. M. Bain, Sileno 16 (1990) 253—61;
but id., Eikasmos 2 (1991) 159—61 doubts whether émeBdrevov would make
the audience think of émBaivew.

49 xévaupdxnoas: this may be a expansion of the sexual joke (cf. R. Seager,
CO ns 31 (1981) 249 f., M. Lossau, Mnemosyne IV.39 (1986) 389 f.). The
essential mode of attack in naval warfare was by ramming, and the ram
(éuBolov) resembles a stiff penis, as we are reminded by Av. 1256 omdouat
TpiéuBolov. Sexual innuendo could be made quite plain if Herakles accom-
panied the question xdvavudynoas by a gesture (middle finger?) of ram-
ming. The understood object would be Kleisthenes, not female prey of
Dionysos and Kleisthenes jointly.

50 1) 8A8ex’ 7 Tpeis kai Séxa: nonchalance over the number is designed to
impress. In English ‘either twelve or thirteen’ does not have quite the same
connotation as ‘twelve or thirteen’ (Dn), but in Greek it does; cf. Lys. 360 !

.. a5 yvdBovs TovTwy Tis 7 8is 4 Tpis Exopev. The MSS have 7p.0-, but cf.
IG i3 364. 11 7] pés kai 8éxa and Is. viii. 35 Tpidv kai 8éxa pvav.

51 o¢: Dionysos and Kleisthenes, not Dionysos and Xanthias; it would be
odd if the master of the house took cognizance of the slave carrying his
visitor’s baggage. k@t &ywy’ é§nypépnv: ‘and then I woke up’.
Scholars disagreed over the attribution of these words: Herakles, scorn-
fully? (v»2Z® K Npi1 Vb3z*® Vs1 ) Dionysos, disarmingly? (Z® v*-ZV). Or
Xanthias (R A M Md1 Vb3*; om. V), in a sour aside, unrecognized by the
other two? Attribution to Xanthias best fits the progressive characterization
of his role (cf. p. 45).

52 kai df7’:‘and .. ’;cf. V.11-13 xdpoiydp . . . émeotparevoaro . . . Hmvos. /
kai 847 évap Oavuaativ eldov; GP 278.  dvayiyv@okovri pot ... 53
wpos épauTdv: not quite our earliest datable reference to solitary reading,
for E. fr. 369. 6 f. (from Erechtheus) must refer to that (cf. B. M. W. Knox in
The Cambridge History of Classical Literature (Cambridge, 1985) i. g). Plato
Comicus fr. 189. 1-3 is from Phaon, dated to 392/1 by X Pl 179.

53 Av8popédav: produced in 413/12, with Helen, and parodied on a grand
scale in Th. 1010-1135.
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54 émarade: cf. Theognis 1199 kai pot kpadinv éndrate.  wds oier like
mds Soxeis, used virtually as an adverb of intensification, e.g. Nu. 881
Batpdxovs émoier mis Soxeis, Ach. 24 elra 8’ dorovvrar mws Soxeis,
though in Nu. 1368 més oiealé pov v kapdiav dpexbeiv the verb is not
parenthetical.

55 wéoos Tis: an odd question, ‘How strong a desire?’, because we would have
expected ‘What kind of desire?’ or ‘Desire for what?’, and Herakles eventu-
ally asks ‘What kind . . .?’ in 60; but the question is a feed for the joke about
Molon.  pikpds NAikos MéAwv: ‘as small as Molon’; evidently Molon,
to whom Dem. xix. 246 refers as a famous actor of the past, was a very big
man. Didymos ap. ZRVE missed the point in supposing that another Molon,
a Awmo8vs, was conspicuously small.

56 One ancient view (ap. ZRVE) was that Herakles answers the first two of his
own questions, but we do not know why anyone thought that he was able to
answer them negatively, unless it was assumed that Dionysos made
negative gestures. Herakles asks ‘woman?’ before ‘boy?’, but the reverse
order would have occasioned no surprise, because the Greeks did not
classify individuals as ‘heterosexual’ or ‘homosexual’, but treated females
and immature males together as sex-objects, the adult male being the
sexual subject; cf. Dover (1978) 60-8, and in particular Xen. An. i. 1. 14
‘individual misappropriations’ (sc. of captives) ‘through desire for a boy or
a woman’.

57 amamai:so Fritzsche: drmamai R V: drrarai AE KM Np1 Vb3 (-rai) Vs1
(-rat): drarai Md1 U 6. In Ach. 1197 Dikaiopolis’ drrarai is an exclama-
tion of delight, countering Lamachos’ pained drrarai in 1190; in Nu. 707 it
is the cry of someone tormented by bedbugs. drarai is not attested, but in
V. 309 dmamai as a cry of distress is metrically guaranteed (contrast V. 235
dmmramai). In S. Phil. 730-805 Philoktetes’ agonized cries include drrarai
(743), mamai (785, 792 ) and dwanmamai (746). Dionysos’ cry is most prob-
ably dmamai, and it might be a cry of revulsion; a male’s desire for another
adult male was regarded as shocking (e.g. Xen. An. ii. 6. 28, Theopompos,
FGrHist 115 F225), and Herakles could well say dAX dv8pds; in a tone
implying, ‘My God, you don’t mean .. .?’ Yet Dionysos’ desire, though not
sexual, is in fact for a grown man, and he could well utter dwanai in distress
when dAX’ dv8pés touches him on the raw. A decision on this matter neces-
sarily affects our interpretation of Herakles’ response. If dwarai is a cry of
repudiation, the response would be an apologetic statement, ‘(Well, you did
say that) you were with Kleisthenes’; but if dmamai is a cry of distress, the
response could be a question, ‘Did you do it with Kleisthenes?’, implying,
‘Is it Kleisthenes you’re longing for?’ suyyiyveafa. often means ‘meet’, ‘get
together with . . .’ (e.g. Nu. 252, Av. 1132), but it is also a sexual euphemism,
e.g. Xen. An. i. 2. 12 éXéyero 8¢ kai ovyyevéalar Kipov j Kidiooy.
Fraenkel 132 interprets T as 7@ = T, comparing Ach. 839 nis Kmoias,
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but I must confess inability to understand his reasons (cf. V. Tammaro,
Mus. Crit. 21-2 (1986—7) 178 £.).

58 ok@mre: oxdmrew is often making fun of someone, not just making jokes.
o0 yap aAX: ‘because . .. really...’; cf. 498 and GP 31.

60 wdeAiSiov: solicitous, though patronizing; Herakles obeys Dionysos’
request to take him seriously.

61 8¢ aiviypdv: aivirreabar, aiviyua, alviyuds are for the most part not so
much what we mean by ‘riddle’ as oblique allusion or analogy.

62 &rvous: ‘soup’. Herakles in comedy is a glutton; cf. 549—60, Av. 1583-1604,
1689—92.

63 BaPairdé: in Ach. 1141 this expresses a reaction to misfortune, in Lys. 312
to smoke in the eyes, and its implication here is not so much a lip-smacking
‘Oh, boy!” as ‘Oh, how I wish I had some now!’—in fact, rather like
Dionysos’ dmamai in 57.  y’: intensifying a quantitative word (GP 120 f.).

64 ap’ éx8i18dokw 10 cadés: 70 cagés is literally ‘the clear (way)’, as
opposed to the allusive aiveyuds, ‘am I to spell out the plain truth for you?’
The verb must be subjunctive (cf. 1 n.), because the only possible answer to
‘Am I spelling out . . .”” must be ‘No, you are doing the opposite’, and the
context precludes ambiguity. For 76 sadés cf. Thuc. i. 22. 4 o0t 8¢ BovAi-
govraL T@V T€ yevouévwyv 16 cadés oxomeiv; and on éxdiddoxew cf.
E. Tsitsoni, Untersuchungen der EK-Verbalkomposita bei Sophokles (Kallmiinz,
1963) 13, 50. 1) ‘tépaq: cf. Eq. 35 dAX érépq my oxemréov, “‘We've got to
look in a different direction’, and for the prodelision Ach. 828 i w1 répwaoe.

66 Toivuv: ‘Well, .., going on the next point; cf. GP 574—-6.  8apddmrer:
used in Nu. 711 of bedbugs biting the sleeper’s body. Both 8dnrew and
dapddmrewv occur in epic, but Sapddmrew is not attested in lyric and
tragedy; it may be an instance (there are analogies in English) of a word
which is highly poetic at one time and place but colloquial at another.

67 EdpinriSou: for dramatic effect, there should be a slight pause after
mwébos. xail Taldra: ‘and that, too ...), ‘and, what’s more, ..., is
normally not a response, but a continuation, with no change of speaker (in
Ach. 1025 the speaker is continuing after an interruption). In Lys. 378 «ai
TadTa. . . ye answers a question, and in E. 137 it defiantly rebuts a criticism.
Not surprisingly, some ancient scholars gave the whole line to Dionysos,
while others gave Toi refvmiéros to Herakles (ZVE), presumably regarding
him as interrupting, though there is no parallel for an interruption after any
such phrase as ‘and, what’s more .... With some misgivings, I follow
editors since Kuster in giving all four words to Herakles, although the
editors’ choice has been founded on a misreading of Z. (Euripides had a
son of the same name (7rGF i. 94), but after mention of Andromeda Herakles
naturally thinks first of its author.)

68 avOpdmwv: reinforcing ovdeis (cf. Eq. 1262), as it often reinforces a super-
lative (e.g. 1472), but it also has the humorous point (less obtrusive than in
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1472) that Dionysos, being a god, could hardly be subject to mortal dis-
suasion. 76 pf olx: not uncommon in ‘persuade ... not to ...,
‘prevent. .. from...-ing’, ‘refrain from. . .’, and the like; cf. Pl. R. 354 B odx
dmeayduny 76 uij ovk émi rovTo éABeiv; KG ii. 217 f., SGV 792—7, MT 325 £,
Schwyzer ii. 372. w1 od at verse-end is found also in [A.] Pr. 918 oddév . ..
dmapiéoer T6 ui) od meoeiv; on this and similar phenomena cf. Descroix
288-94.

69 ém’ éxeivov: ‘to get him’, not just ‘to meet him’; cf. 111, 1418. wérepov:
métepov and mérepa may introduce a question without any following
alternative; cf. 1052, 1141.

71 8efrol: cf. pp. 13 f.

72 Dionysos quotes a line from Euripides’ Oineus (fr. 565. 2).

73 i 8 introducing a question, asin 798, S. OT i 8’; 0dy 6 mpéaPus II6AvPos
éyxparis ér;, GP 175f. ’lopdv: lophon (TrGF 22) was a son of
Sophocles and a very productive and successful tragic poet, winning first
prize at the Dionysia of 436/5 and coming second to Euripides in 429/8 (the
occasion of Hippolytus); fewer than thirty words of his entire work survive.
We must infer from 74 f. and 78 f. that his father was widely believed to be
responsible for what was best in his plays.  ydp Tou: often associated
with a demonstrative in response either to a question or to a statement; cf.
Lys. 42—6 7i 8" av yvvaies . . . épyacaiato /... ol kabiuebd) .. .; | ravr
adTd ydp Tot k4o’ & odoew mpoodokd, GP 88 £., 549 f.

74 €t ... dpa: ‘if that really is good’. In a statement, dpa often means ‘after
all’ or ‘as it turns out’, and in a conditional protasis, ‘as may be the case’; cf.
Dem. xxi. 138 lows uév odk dv 5Bpilos, €/ 8’ dpa, éAdrrovos déios éoTar ‘. ..
but if by any chance he does, ..., GP 37f.

76 The line as it stands requires ZogoxAéa to be scanned v v —, The prosody
of names in -xAsjs is variable in fifth-century documentary inscriptions, e.g.
IG i? 933. 52 Ni[ro]kAéés ~ 941. 11 [N]wcokAés, but in comedy nominative
-kAéns is the norm (except ‘HpaxAijs everywhere, and Eq. 884 Oeu-
oroxAijs), and the scansion of the accusative -kAéa as v — is demonstrable
in Ach. 774, Eq. 765, Ra. 1036. ‘HpakAéa is< v & in Th. 26, but— v v —in V.
757 (anapaestic rhythm). Accordingly, Bentley emended ovxi to o9, while
Elmsley preferred to delete év7’ (for the absence of caesura which results
from that deletion cf. 52, 71, 80, 137 al.). Corruption of o3 to odx{ undeni-
ably occurred in V E K M Npr at 1461, Antiphanes fr. 75. 4, and Anax-
andrides fr. 145. 1 (in Pl 178 it can be attributed to the influence of 176). On
balance, Bentley’s conjecture seems advisable. wpérepov: hardly
‘earlier in date’, for that is irrelevant to Dionysos’ quest, and since
Sophocles died after Euripides the fact that he was born and began his
career earlier is not likely to be in the audience’s mind. ‘Superior’ is
supported by Nu. 641-3 87 kdAAoTov uérpov / vjyei . . . || éyw uév ovdév
(sc. yodpar) mpérepov fjuiéxrew and PL. La. 183 B kdv avroi Spodoyioeiav
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m0AAods opdv mpoTépovs elvar mpds Td Tov moAéuov. Palmer’s dvr’ for svr’
is not as strongly supported as he thought by Ec. 925 od8eis ydp ds oé
mpérepov eioewa’ dvr’ éuod, because the old woman there (addressing the
girl) means ‘he’s got to do me before he does you’, with temporal sequence
(cf. ibid. 700 f.).

77 We have a choice between dvdyew (R V E* Mdi®*® Np1P© P20* Vb3) eimep
¥’ (G Npr* P11) and dvayayeiv (A EP* K M Np1* U Vs1 B) eimep. eimep
éxeiflev, + v | v 4, has adequate parallels in 651, 658 Sevpo mdAw, and Lys.
838 ovuss dwmjp.  ayewv:asimple verb is often used when the appropriate
compound has been used just before; cf. 133, 170 (v. n.), 197, 1229, Lys. 850 f.
ékxdAeaov . . . || (8od kadéow, Renehan 45 £, 102, KG ii. 565, Schwyzer ii.
422. (Cf. also ML 53 (Rhamnous, c.445) 1 f. én’ AvToxAeido 8éuapydvros. . .
15 f. éni MynoumrroAépo dpyovros . . .)

78 f. The reasoning is odd in conjunction with 73 f. Certainly if Iophon,
deprived of Sophocles’ help, turns out no good, Dionysos still needs to
bring a good poet back from the underworld. But if Iophon proves to be
good on his own, that is not just a reason for leaving Sophocles among the
dead but also a reason for leaving Euripides there too. Aristophanes could
have avoided the problem entirely by taking the line that everything good in
Iophon came from Sophocles; but he would have looked foolish if in the
next few years lophon went from strength to strength in popular esteem,
and in any case he may have had personal reasons for not wishing to wound
Iophon too deeply.  amolaBav adrdv pévov: cf. Hdt. i. 209. 3 kadéoas
Yordomea kai dmodaBav povvov. kwdwviow: derived from «ddwv,
‘bell’, but well established in the general sense ‘test’, ‘sound’ by Aristo-
phanes’ time.

80 kdAAws: ‘and anyway, . .., ‘and, what’s more, . . .’; cf. 1060 and dAAws in
1115.  wavoipyos: cf. 35 n. The word is applied to Euripides (1520), his
admirers (781), and those whose character his plays have determined (1015).

81 kdv: so Dobree; kai MSS, but despite 574 (v. n.) the omission of 4v would
be surprising here; it is, however, defended by W. J. Verdenius in Westen-
dorp Bouma 145, comparing Ar. 180 & omep eimor is and examples given in
KGi.230. §uvamodpavai: dmodidpdorew has a derogatory tone, being
associated with cowards, deserters, and runaway slaves.

82 elikolos: ‘relaxed’, ‘easy-going’; cf. 359. The word occurs in no other play
of Aristophanes. In Pl. Phd. 117C edxepdos kai edxéAws describes how
Socrates drank the hemlock, and in Hp.Mi. 364 b it is coupled with mpdws.
Ion of Chios, FGrHist 392 F6, praises Sophocles’ character, and P1. R. 329 BC
represents him as giving a cheerful and good-tempered answer when asked,
in advanced old age, ‘Can you still do it with a woman?’

83 'AydOwv: Agathon (TrGF 39) won his first victory at the Lenaia of 417/16,
the occasion commemorated in Plato’s Symposium. He is satirized and
parodied in Th. 29-265, but at some time before 405 he moved to
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Macedonia—as Euripides did in or after 408—to enjoy the patronage of king
Archelaos (Ael. VH xiv. 13).

84 ayabés: cf. p. 13. ZV records eéiés as a variant, though it will not scan,
but a explanatory gloss is sometimes mistaken for a variant (e.g. 2V 202), and
the gloss here was no doubt prompted by 71.  moBewvds tois ikois: V
has rois godois over Tois dilos, either as an explanation or as a variant,
and *ZF runs them together: rois ¢idows Tois oodois. mobewdss, ‘missed’,
‘longed for’, is a stock element in speaking of the dead, e.g. E. Pho. 320
moBewds pidows, GVI 1492. 4 mobewos édv (Athens, s. IV* in.), 1499. 3 mdat
mofewdv (Athens, s. IV® m.). Perhaps there is a very slight pause before rois
¢idois and ‘meaningful’ emphasis on ¢idocs, alluding to Agathon’s alleged
effeminacy and suggesting that some of his ‘friends’ were more than just
friends (as Pausanias certainly was (Pl. Smp. 193 B), but he followed Agathon
to Macedonia (Ael. VH ii. 21)). Cf. Dover (1978) 171 n. 2.

85 eis paxdpwv ebwyiav: in Hes. Op. 166—73 the ‘islands of the blessed
(udkapes)’, ‘at the end of the earth’, are for the generation of heroes, and in
Od. iv. 561—9 Menelaos, as a son-in-law of Zeus, is promised felicity in ‘the
Elysian plain at the end of the earth’. In the classical period, however, the
‘blessed’ are the virtuous dead in general; Plato’s Socrates (Phd. 115 D)
declares olyrjjoopar dmav eis paxdpwv 8j Twas eddaipovias, and in GVI
943. 1 (Demetrias, s. III* ex.) an epitaph locates its subject in ‘the islands of
the blessed’. In Eq. 1151 dmay’ els paxapiov éxmoddv is angry abuse (cf.
‘Drop dead!’). Agathon, however, was enjoying a good time (edwyia) not
among the pdxapes but among the Maxedoves.

86 =evoxAéns: Xenokles (7rGF 33), a son of Karkinos, defeated Euripides at
the Dionysia of 415 (the occasion of Troades); he is vilified in Th. 169, 440-3,
and there is an allusion to his tragedy Likymnios in Nu. 1259-66.

87 MuBdyyelos: mentioned nowhere else.

87 mep( ... 88: it may be that Dionysos makes a prolonged and exaggerated
gesture of rejection at the mention of Pythangelos (perhaps he pretends to
vomit; cf. 11), and while he does so Xanthias utters aside his complaint
about his burden (cf. 107, 115); it would be hard, though, to devise anything
to cover the aside in 159 f.

89 érep’: ‘in addition’; it is not suggested that Xenokles and Pythangelos are
pepakvdha. Cf. 515. petpakiMa: the suffix is not vehemently
derogatory, but rather patronizing: ‘kids’. Cf. 942 émvAdiows, and
M. Leumann, Glotta 32 (1954) 214—16.

90 wheiv 7: cf. 18 n.

91 oradiw: cf. Nu. 430 éxatov oradiotaw dpioTov. AalioTepa: on dadd
cf. p. 22. For degrees of comparison in -wo7- cf. (e.g.) Pl 27 kAemrioraros,
Pherekrates fr. 102. 7 kaknyopiorepos.

92 émipuliides: in AP vi. 191. 3 (Cornelius Longus) émdvAAis is plainly a
small grape (or bunch), part of a very poor man’s offering to Aphrodite.
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Small bunches, hidden among the leaves and ignored at the grape-harvest,
are gathered afterwards by gleaners, and that is what is meant by the LXX
translation of Judges 