SHORTER NOTES

EURIPIDES, CYCLOPS 393-402

OBeNOUS T, AKPOUS UEV €YK EKAVUEVOUS TTUPL,
£eoTovs 8€ Spemdrw TdAAa, TaAovpov K Addw,
tAtrvaid Te opayeia meNékewv yvdfows. T

ws &' v érowua mdvra 1w BeoaTuyel
' Adov payeipw ¢@Te ovpudp Yas Svo
éopas’ éTaipwy TWY EUWw, puiuw Tu,

399 TOV Uév NéfnToS €S KUTOS XalkhaTov,
TOV 8 av, Tévovros apmdoas dxpov modos,
maiwy mpos dEvy aTovuxa meTpaiov Aifov,
éyképalov écéppave. . .1

Odysseus describes Polyphemus preparing his meal. One expects an indication of
the terrifying size of the ogayeia (cf. 385, 388, 390 £.); and so Airvaq, lonely
though it is in L, should not be abandoned: compare Ar. Pax.73 Airvaiov
uéyiorov kdvlapov.? ogaryeia must mean bowls for blood. But the blood of the
Greeks flows into the cauldron (see below). It seems probable therefore that
Airvaid Te ogayeia is a (probably corrupt) comic periphrasis for the cauldron.?
Hermann read 395 after 399 as Airvai’ dre opayeia KTA.

399 lacks a verb. J.Diggle (CQ N.s. 21 (1971) 46 ff.) regards the ellipse as
impossible, and suggests the loss, after 399, of a line containing épptye. But
Meéridier was right to adduce A. Sept.43 Tavpoopayolwres é uehdvSerov
odkoc* and Hdt.3.11.2 &ogatov & T0v kpnTipa. Compare also E. Phoen. 1010
opdiac éuavtov onkov és pehapfadn, Hdt. 4.62.3, Xen. Anab.2.2.9. Diggle
misses an important point. The Homeric Polyphemus (Od. 9.289-91)

ovv 8¢ 8Vw udpPas ¢ 7€ OKVAakas morti yain
KOmT' <€k 8 éyképalos xauddis pée, Seve bé yaiav.
TOUG 8¢ Sid eN€ELOTL Tauwy OmAiooaTo 8dpmov.

Euripides’ Polyphemus is more sophisticated. He cooks his meat, and indeed
uses two cooking methods (246, 404). Similarly he adds to the Homeric
Polyphemus’ method of killing his victims a more sophisticated one, the
sacrificial method described at 399 (cf. 245, 334-5). The word o¢dew (398;
cf. 243) almost always means ‘slaughter’, usually the cutting of the throat, and
frequently in a sacrificial context. It does not mean simply ‘kill’, and cannot
refer to boiling alive.

Diggle thinks that the interpretation represented by Meridier is linguistically
possible but intolerably flaccid (op. cit. 47). But perhaps we should read

! Murray’s text, but with L’s pvoud 2 Cf. E. Fraenkel, Beobachtungen zu
Twe in 398; cf. Austin, CGF fr. 292, 22 Aristopbanes, pp. 53-7.
oevTAlov pvludy Tw' eixe, Nonnus 13. 156 3 This means that the g¢ayeia cannot
oS Tt Auouw kbkha moBWY uenéAnro, be ‘made with axes’ (as some commentators,
Plut. De Adul.et Am. 67 f latpod odpka have imagined), and that Airvaioc here
Téuvortos edpvuiav Twa el . . . Tois cannot mean simply ‘Aitnaian’ as it does
€pyows émrpéxew, parallels which I owe elsewhere in the play (20, 95, 114, 336).

to Professor R. Kassel. 4 Cf. Ar. Lys. 188-9.
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TOV uév NéfnTos € KUTOS XalknAaTov,

<ogayev Aitvaiov ye, meNékewy yvdhows
éopal’ éralpwy TWY éuww, pUOuw Twi,>
TOV 6 ab KTA.

in which pvlucw Tun is allowed to contrast with the appvfuia described in
T0v 8" ab kT\. This also creates a more orderly syntax: &ogafe can be taken
anyway only with 70v uév kTA. For the postponed genitive compare e.g. El.
1357-9, Hel. 1126-8. For the epexegetic ye with a noun in apposition see
Denniston, Greek Particles, pp. 138 f. Polyphemus’ cauldron makes a huge
and terrifying og¢ayeiov. The corruption was probably due to the scribe’s eye
passing from 70v uév to 70v 6¢.° He then realized his error and wrote the missing
lines in the margin.

Axes were sometimes employed in the sacrifice,® though not, so far as I know,
for cutting the throat; but (despite 241-2) this is no normal sacrifice. Both axe
and cauldron have replaced more civilized instruments.

Brasenose College, Oxford RICHARD SEAFORD

5

As Diggle observes (op.cit., p. 48). ¢ eg Il 17. 520, Od. 3.442.

A NOTE ON ARISTOTLE, POLITICS 1.1

12522 18-23 reads in Ross’s text and lineation:

omep ydp €v ToiS dANOIS TO OUY-
OeTov uéxpt TWY dovwbéTwy dvdykn Suapew (Tavra ydp €Nd-
XL0Ta HOpLa TOU TavTos), obrw Kal moAw & v gvyketral 20
oKkomobwTes OYoueda kai mepl ToUTWY uAANOY, T( T€ Sa-
P€povow AAAYAWY Kal €l TL TEXVIKOV évdéxeTar A\afew mepi
éxaotov Twv pnfévrwy.

Newman ad. loc. regarded it as ‘on the whole . . . most probable that both
ToUTWY and ékaotov TWY prifévTwy refer to Se0TOTIKOS, OLKOVOULKGS, TONTIKOS,
and faot\ikds’, on whose generic differences Aristotle insists so strongly earlier
in the chapter; Susemihl and Hicks ad. loc. merely asserted Newman’s tentative
view dogmatically, and it now seems to have become almost canonical. I think it
needs to be challenged.

The crucial word is kal in 221 (commonly and perhaps justifiably omitted in
translation): ‘we shall see better about these as well, in what respect they differ
from each other’. ‘As well as what?’, we naturally ask. Clearly the answer is the
€v TOlS GANOLS . . . éNdxtoTa udpia Tob TavTds, whose inspection is to be the
model (COomep . . . oUTw Kkal) for the examination of the constituent elements
of the state (TOAw &§ v gUyk€eLTal okomovvTeS): oUrw Kail mOAw marks out the
state as the particular oUvfeTov that is to be analysed in accordance with the
general method, and kai ToUTwv correspondingly marks out the parts of this
ovvfeTop as seen better as a result of the analysis. Just as 7adra in 219 refers to
aovvférwy, the parts of any ovvferov, so does ToUTwWY refer to & wWv, the ele-
ments of which the oUvfeTov that is the state is made up. Aristotle’s argument
and method is thus neat enough, being presented (intendedly or not) in the
following form:
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