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PREFACE

UCH has been written during the last thirty
years upon the origins and early history of
the Greek Drama. The conclusions reached by
some of the writers appeared to me to be so specula-
tive and even incredible, that I began the Studies, of
which the results are summed up in this volume,
with the object of examining the evidence, and
ascertaining what conclusions it would really justify.
The result has too often been to show that no conclu-
sions are possible, least of all some of those which
have been put forward; and although I hope that
these Studies will be found to yield some positive
results, it must be admitted that they are in a measure
critical ; an unkind reader might describe them as
Proving false all written hitherto,
And putting us to ignorance again.

This, however, if faithfully done, may itself be a
modest service to scholarship. For the ingenuity and
the imaginative power which the writers, to whom
I refer, possess in a far higher degree than myself,
I have the most sincere respect and gratitude. I have
learned from them more than I can estimate. But
I think it is one of the most important tasks of
scholarship at the present moment—at least in regard
to these subjects—to ascertain what can really
be said to be proved or probable, and to draw the
line sharply between history on the one hand, and
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attractive and interesting speculation, not founded upon
evidence, on the other. It is with this end in view
that these chapters have been written. They do not
profess to be literary essays, but simply a dispassionate
attempt to ascertain historical truth or probability by
methods as logical as the subject permits.

It is more than twenty-five years since I began
working on these lines. The duties of a very busy
life have often caused the work to. be suspended for
long periods, and the War and its effects have made
it impossible to prepare the results for publication
until now. In consequence of this, some of the
conclusions reached in these pages have been antici-
pated by writers who have been able to publish them
before me, and I have tried duly to acknowledge
their priority ; but I may sometimes have omitted to
do so, where my view was already determined and
expressed in lectures, before I saw their work ; any
such omission is not intentional, and will, I trust,
be forgiven. In any case, no opinion is the worse for
having been independently formed by two or more
students.

It is unfortunate that the authorities for the early
history of the Greek Drama and Choral Lyric are
for the most part late, and the information which
they give very fragmentary. Aristotle, acute as he
is in the discovery of principles and the logical
classification of types, shows little interest in history,
apart from his services in connexion with the inscrip-
tional record. The work of his successors in the
Peripatetic School, and of the Alexandrian and Per-
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gamene scholars, survives almost entirely in the form
of passing remarks, scholia and lexicographical notices
in writers of much later date, in which much nonsense
is mixed with much that seems to be sound. Never-
theless, the tradition which filtered into such notices
was, at least in part, the work of scholars of great
industry, ability, and discernment, and it is dangerous
to disregard definite statements made by scholiasts,
lexicographers, and writers on literary and social
history (such as Athenaeus), unless the supposed error
can itself be accounted for and good reason found for
setting the disputed statement aside. I have, so far
as I was able, tried to test the strength of each
particular piece of evidence, as it came under discus-
sion; and I have generally acted on the principle
that statements which combine to suggest a coherent
and intrinsically probable hypothesis, consistent with
whatover certainties there may be, or representing
a fairly steady tradition, may be provisionally accepted ;
and that a hypothesis so formed, though it may not
be proved, is likely to be nearer the truth than one
based on @ priori assumptions and indifferent to the
literary evidence. But I recognize that one of the
greatest needs of scholarship at the present time is
a fresh, detailed and critical account of the tradition
of literary history from the fourth century B.c. to the
twelfth century a. p., tracing, as well as can be done,
the filiation of the different authorities. Some in-
valuablo work has already been done, such as that of
Wilamowitz on the Lyric poets; of Kaibel on the
Prolegomena mepi koppdias ; of Romer on the Scholia
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to Aristophanes; of Rohde, Bapp, Wagner, and others
on the sources of Pollux, Suidas, and Athenaeus; of
Flickinger on Plutarch; and Korte’s sketch (in Pauly-
Wissowa) of the authorities for the history of Greek
Comedy. But these and other detached discussions
cover only a fraction of the ground, and on many points
the several scholars reach conflicting conclusions. A
more complete account would be a fine task for a small
group of younger scholars: but it would need many
years of hard work.

I hope I shall not be taken to task for daring to
suggest, more than once, that the painters of vases
may have been exercising their imagination, and that
the greatest caution is needed in accepting the evidence
of vase-paintings as proof of the existence or the
‘characteristics of particular rituals or performances.
I have also felt bound to insist that accounts given of
the religious or dramatic ritual and ideas of peoples far
removed from the Greek can prove nothing as to the
performances and ritual of the Greeks themselves,
and that the evidence for the nature of the latter
must be drawn from Greece and Greece only,
whatever interesting analogies may afterwards be
discerned.

Two remarks of a personal character must be made -

(1) The whole of Chapters I and II were in print
when news came of Sir William Ridgeway’s death.
A considerable part of those chapters is occupied with
criticism of his views, and I had not expected that
my treatment of them would pass without some re-
Joinder from so vigorous a controversialist. I greatly
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dislike a controversy in which reply is impossible;
but my present criticism follows closely the lines of
my discussion of his book in the Classical Review,
shortly after its appearance, and to that he did from
time to time make some brief answers, to which
I have been careful to refer; and, on the whole, it
seemed not unfair to let the chapters go forward as
they stood. But I cannot help expressing my great
admiration for the learning and the indomitable spirit
of my antagonist, and my sense of the great loss which
his death brings to scholarship.

(2) I owe so much to the writings and the example
of Professor (tilbert Murray, that I have hesitated
long before publishing a rather lengthy criticism
(pp- 185 1.) of a theory to which, as I know, he attaches
some importance. But I know also that no one is
more ready than he to welcome discussion, or more
generous to those who differ from him. I have
therefore given my view for what it is worth, and
I hope that any unintentional misrepresentation of
his position may be forgiven and corrected.

It may be that the readers of these Studies (if there
are any) will think that the labour expended on them
might have been more profitably laid out. I have
no quarrel with this view. The highest function of
Greek scholarship is to renew perpetually the love
and the intelligent appreciation of the greatest writers
of Greece, and towards this the present book makes
little positive contribution. But it may be pleaded
that these Studies were partly prompted by the belief
that the great dramatic poets were being set in a
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wrong light by some of the theories which are here
discussed, since these professed to be not merely an
account of origins, but also, in some measure, an
interpretation of the poems; and from this point of
view these discussions may prove to be not entirely
irrelevant to the right appreciation of the poems them-
selves; while the fact that some of the theories
criticized are being actively taught in schools and
colleges (as is proved by the answers offered in
examinations year after year) shows that the time
for the discussion of them has not gone by.

The greater part of this volume has to do with the
earliest stages in the history of Greek Tragedy, Satyric
Drama, and Comedy. But the discussion in regard
to Tragedy necessarily involves the history of the
Dithyramb, and the first chapter is an attempt to
collect and discuss such information as is available
upon this obscure subject. I hope that at least this
may save some trouble to future students.

I had intended to offer, with these chapters, a further
series of studies, partly upon matters connected with
the Greek Theatre and its history, partly upon the
history of Attic Comedy ; but it is so uncertain when
these will be completed, and indeed whether they will
be completed at all, that it seems better to publish
the present volume by itself,

My special thanks are due to the Trustees of the
Jowett Memorial Fund, without whose help these
Studies could not have been completed. I wish the
work were more worthy of the Trustees’ generosity.

A. W. P-C.
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Pace
238, last line, after Bieppiupévois insert ypmoduevos
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The historical treatment of the dithyramb is rendered
difficult by the defectiveness of our information in regard to
its character before the fifth century B.0., and by the doubt
which exists, whether many of the statements made by
Plutarch and Athenaeus, as well as by scholiasts and gram-
matict generally, are true of the dithyramb of the first
two-thirds of that century, or only of the greatly altered
dithyramb which succeeded it. It is also disputed whether
the most considerable of the poems which have come down
to us under the name, the Dithyrambs of Bacchylides, would
have been called by the name at all in his own time.

We have therefore to take the evidence piece by piece and
discuss its value.

I

The Dithyramb and Dionysus.

§ 1. The earliest mention of dithyramb is found in a
fragment of Archilochus of Paros, who probably flourished in
the first half of the seventh century B.C.:

ds dwwvigol’ dvaxtos kaldv éfdpfar pélos
olda 8:86paufov, ofve fvykepavvwlbels Ppévas.

Here the dithyramb is distinctly called ‘ the fair strain of
Dionysus . Its special connexion with Dionysus throughout
its history is sufficiently attested, and would not require
discussion but for the attempt made by Sir William Ridgeway
to disprove it. The importance of the passage of Archilochus
lies in the fact that, whereas it might be possible (though
hardly plausible) to argue that later references to the con-
nexion of the dithyramb with Dionysus were due to the
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well-known performances at the Dionysiac festivals at
Athens, and that at these festivals the dithyramb was really
an alien accretion, no such suggestion can be made in regard
to the words of Archilochus ; and when Sir William Ridgeway*
claims to explain ¢ why it is that the earliest dithyrambs of
which we hear were grave and solemn hymns rather than rude,
licentious vintage-songs’, he is trying to explain something
which is not a fact at all; for the earliest dithyramb of
which we hear was a Dionysiac song which required plenty
of wine to make it ‘go’.

Sir William Ridgeway remarks 2 that Archilochus ‘ does not
say that when sober he would not have sung a dithyramb in
honour of some other god or hero’. No doubt the possibility
is not logically excluded ; but there is nothing in the passage
to suggest it; and his translation of the passage, ‘how to
lead a fair strain in honour of Dionysus, a dithyramb’ seems
much less natural (if not actually less correct) than ‘how to
lead the dithyramb, the fair strain of Dionysus’.

Two other passages are worth quoting. Pindar (Olymp.
xiii. 18) asks

Tal diwvicov wélbev éfépaver
ovv BonAdra xdpires 8i0updufo ;

Again Sir William Ridgeway is doubtless right in saying
that the passage does not necessarily confine the dithyramb
to Dionysus ; but it is surely a very forced interpretation which
makes the BonAdrys 8i0dpapfos a peculiar (Dionysiac) species
of an intrinsically non-Dionysiac dithyramb. It seems more
natural to take BonAdrns here as a_ general epithet of
dithyramb, and the whole [expression as referring to the
well-known association of the dithyramb with Dionysus.
The passage certainly gives no support to Sir William
Ridgeway’s theory of the original eonnexion of dithyramb
with hero-worship.

As regards the exact meaning of Bon\drys there is room
for some difference of opinion. The scholiast on Plato, Rep.

' Origin of Tragedy, p. 38.
2 Dramas and Dramatic Dances, p. 45.
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394 ¢, states that the winner of the first prize for dithyramb
received a bull; and as the statement follows the words
evpedivar ptv Tov 8i8bpapfov év Kopivbe md Apiovés
¢paoiv, he may, like Pindar, be referring to the Corinthian
custom. Or again, both the scholiast and Pindar may have
in mind the Athenian contest, which was well known through-
out the Greek world by 464 B.c., the date of the ode, and
before which a bull was offered. Sir William Ridgeway’s
explanation of the word by reference to the incidents of
a sacrifice to Dionysus by the Kynaethaeis in Arcadia’ seems
more far-fetched; and the suggestion of Reitzenstein? that
Pindar's Bonpidrns is the equivalent of BovxéAes, and means
an attendant upon, or worshipper of, Dionysus, the bull-god,
hardly seems to take into account the force of éxadvew, with
which BonAdrys is connected by derivation. The word BonAd-
7n¢ seems much more appropriately used of the driving of the
bull to the altar, or the driving of it off as a prize. It has
hardly the gentle force of BovkéAos, ¢ tending the bull’.

The second passage is fragm. 355 of Aeschylus, which is
quoted by Plutarch ?® to illustrate the peculiar appropriateness
of dithyrambs to the worship of Dionysus, as of paeans to that
of Apollo:

piéoféav mpémer
0189papBov duaprely

7’ 7
OUYyK®wuoy AI.OVUO’CP.

Here the special association of the dithyramb with Dionysus
is clearly implied.

A passage in Plato’s Laws, iii, p. 700 b, may also be quoted :
kal TovTe 8 70 évavriov fv ¢dijs Erepov €ldos—Opifvovs 8¢ Tis
dv avTods pdAora ékdheocev—kal malwves Erepov, kal dAMo,
diovioov yéveats, olpat, 816bpapBos Aeybuevos. The word ofpar
probably shows that the phrase is a playful (perhaps sceptical)
allusion to the suggested derivation of the name 8:85papfBos
from the double birth of Dionysus;* and the passage does
not, as is often supposed, give any certain ground for think-

! Paus. VIII xix. * Epigramm und Skolion, p. 207.
8 De Ei apud Delphos, p. 388 e. 4 See below, p. 14.
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ing that the only proper subje(.:t of dithyramb was l;.he
narrative of the birth,! though this was doubtless one .of its
common themes ;? but it is good evidence for the connexion of
the dithyramb with the god. ) o

Two passages included among the remains of Simonides
have sometimes been adduced in support of the Dionysiac
character of the dithyramb, but cannot be quite safely used
for this purpose. The interpretation of a phrase which occurs
in one of them, fragm. 172 (Bergk, ed. iv), diwviool’ dvakros
Bovpbvov . . . Oepdmovra, as = S18dpapPov is too uncertain, as
the passage in which it is quoted (Athen. x, p. 456 c) shows,
though the interpretation would hardly have been offered but
for the special connexion of the dithyramb with Dionysus. In
the other, fragm. 148, a very beautiful and instructive poem,
probably not by Simonides himself, but dating from about
485 B.C., the reference is plainly to the Dionysiac festival at
Athens in particular, and does not attest any general con-
nexion. But the evidence of these passages is not required.

The specially Dionysiac character of dithyramb (despite its
performance, of which more will be said later, at the festivals
of certain other gods) is assumed by grammarians, scholiasts,
and lexicographers;? but in view of the existence of better
evidence, such as has been given above, there is no need to
quote them at length.

§ 2. The fact, just alluded to, that the dithyramb was per-
formed not only at the festivals of Dionysus, in Athens and
elsewhere, but also on certain other occasions, is scarcely
a valid obstacle to the belief in its primarily Dionysiac
character.

In classical times the most important non-Dionysiac festivals
of which it certainly formed a regular part were those of

8

! Similarly when Euripides, Bacch. 523 ff., in telling the story of the
birth from the thigh of Zeus, makes Zeus address Dionysus as AldpapBe,
he is doubtless alluding to the popular derivation of the word rather
than to the special subject of the song.

? Bee below, p. 33, on Pindar, fr. 75.

® e.g. Pollux, i. 38; Proclus, Chrest. 344-5; Cramer, dnecd. Oz, iv.
814; Zenob, v. 40; Suidas, 8. v. 8:80papSos, &e.
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APOLLO AND DIONYSUS AT DELPHI
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Apollo. At Delphi, indeed, the regular performance of
dithyrambs in winter is connected with the fact that three
months of winter were there sacred to Dionysus, § 7év dehpav
ovdev firrov ) 78 AméA\wye pérearv.! But at Delos also xvkAio
xopol were performed. These may have been associated,
though the evidence is not very clear,2 with the regular annual
Ocwpiat, or sacred missions, from Athens. A series of in-
scriptions,® which runs from about 286 to 172 B.c., shows that
during that period there were competitions between choruses
of boys (i.e. probably dithyrambic choruses) at the Dionysia
and Apollonia in Delos.

But the chief regular performances of dithyramb, apart
from Dionysiac festivals, were those at the Thargelia at Athens.
(These were given under regulations somewhat different
from those in force at the Dionysia, as will be explained
later.t) To these performances there are many references in
literature and inscriptions.® The tripods won by the victorious
poets at the Thargelia were set up in the temple of the

! Plut. de Ei ap. Delph., p. 388 e, f. The view of Dr. A, B. Cook
(Zeus, vol. ii, pp. 233-267) that Dionysus was actually anterior to, and
partially displaced by, Apollo at Delphi, seems hardly to be justified by the
evidence. Figs. 1 and 2 illustrate the presence of Dionysus at Delphi.

? Paus. IV. iv, § 1, says, Emi 8¢ ®vra rov SuBdra [i.e. in the eighth
century B.C.] mpérov Meoonpior Tére 76 "AméAhowt els Ajhov Juaiav kai av8pav
xopdv dmwooréAhovot, but he calls the song which Eumelus wrote for this
chorus an dopa wpooddior, so that it may not have been strictly a dithy-
ramb. Thueyd. iii, 104, records the re-institution in 426/5 B.c. of the
traditional practice of sending choruses from Athens and the islands to
compete at Delos, but does not mention dithyrambs by name. Strabo,
xv, p. 728, refers to the Delian dithyrambs of Simonides (see below,
p. 27) but does not mention such Gewpiar expressly. Callimachus,
Hymn to Delos, 300 f,, connects the kixAior xopol at Delos with the Athenian
fewplat. (He associates them with the music of the cithara, instead of
the flute, by which dithyrambs were normally accompanied; but the
cithara had come into occasional use for this purpose by the third cen-
tury B. c., and the Delian performances of this date may have differed in
some ways from those of the classical period.)

3 Collected by Brinck, Diss. Philol. Halenses, vii, pp. 187 ff.

4 See below, pp. 52, 53.

5 e.g. Antiphon, mepi Tod yopevrod § 11; Lysias, xxi, §§ 1, 2; Aristot.
Ath. Pol. 56, § 8; Suidas, s. v. IIt6wov; C.T. A. ii. 553, 1236, 1251, &e.
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Pythian Apollo, erected by Peisistratus, to whom the. develop-
ment of the Thargelia as a popular festival may possibly have
been due.

The performance of dithyrambs at Apolline festivals may
perhaps be accounted for by the close association of Dionysus
with Apollo at Delphi, and the interest shown by the Delphian
oracle in propagating the cult of Dionysus in Greece; once
established at Delphi, the dithyramb would naturally be
adopted in the worship of Apollo elsewhere. But it may
partly have been a natural result of the desire to enhance the
attractiveness of popular festivals, by adding performances
which appealed to the people, even if they were originally
appropriated to other celebrations. This may account also for
the isolated mentions of dithyrambs at the Lesser Panathenaea,!
and at the Prometheia and Hephaesteia,? evidently as a
regular part of the festival and provided by xop7nyol.

Plutarch (or a pseudo-Plutarch)?® records the institution by
Lycurgus, late in the fourth century B.c., of a festival in
honour of Poseidon at the Peiraeus, including an dyor kvkAiwy
Xopdv ovk EnarTov Tpidv. An inscription,* dated A.D. 52/3,
may possibly indicate the performance of a dithyramb to
Asclepius at Athens in that year, though this interpretation
is not certain’ But the essentially Dionysiac character of
the dithyramb, down to a late date, is confirmed by the strong
contrasts which are drawn between it and the Apolline paean,
—the ‘ enthusiastic’ nature of the words, rhythms, and music
of the one, and the sobriety of the other.

§ 3. When we examine the uses of the word A.09papfos as
a proper name, we obtain strong confirmation of the primarily
Dionysiac character of the dithyramb. The name is used of
Dionysus” alone of the gods—with one exception. For

! Lysias, Le. ? C.I. A. 553, later than 403/2 B.c.

¢ Vit. X. Orat., p. 842a, 1 C. 1 A.iii. 68h.

® See below, p. 79. The attempt of Brinck (Diss. Hal. vii, pp. 85,
177) to refer the words of the inscription to gymnastic contests is very
unconvincing.

_“ Plut. de Ei, l.c.; Proclus, 1 ¢.; Suidas, s.v. 8:80papBos; Athen.
x1v, p. 628a, b, &ec.

" e.g. Bur. Bacchae, 527; the Delphic Paean to Dionysus; Hephae-
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Athenaeus! tells us that at Lampsacus the names ©plaufos
and 4i0%papBos were given to Priapus. But why? Because
Priapus was there identified with Dionysus (riudrac 68 mapd
Aapraknvols ¢ Ipinmos, 6 abros dv 78 diovicw, éf émibérov
kaXobuevos ovros, s OplapfBos kal 4105papfos).

The name (in the form AIBYRAM®OZ) occurs as that of
a Silenus, who is playing the lyre, on an Attic vase? of good
red-figured style ; but the Silenus is leading a Dionysiac k&puos,
and doubtless takes his name from the Dionysiac revel-song,

7€
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T'16. 3. Silenus named A:fpapBos.

as (on other vases) female attendants on the god are called
Tpaywdia or Kopwdia. The fact that (according to Herodotus)®
the most famous of the men of Thespiae who fell at Thermo-
pylae was di8vpauBos Apparidew is curious, but does not bear
on our present point.

stion, mept mordp. vii, p. 70 (Consbr.); Etym. Magn. 274, 44.  ©piapBos
is used of Dionysus in Fragm. Lyr. Adesp. 109 (Bergk) "laxxe ©piapBe,
ob roiTwy yopayé. Compare also Pratinas, fragm. 1, OpiapBe AfiipapBe
«oodyar’ dvaf; Arrian, dnab. vi. 28; Plut. Vit. Marcell. 22; Athen.
xi, p. 465 a (quoting Phanodemus of the fourth century B. ¢.).

14, p. 30D,

? Fig. 3. See Heydemann, Safyr- u. Bakchen-namen, pp. 21, 36 ; Friinkel,
Satyr- . Bakchen-namen, pp. 69, 94. See below, pp. 50, 150.

S vii, 227,
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§ 4. Thus, on a general review of the evidence,- it appears
that the balance of probability is against Sir William Ridge-
way’s theory that ‘at no time was the dithyramb any more
the exclusive property of Dionysus than the paean was that
of Apollo’;! in fact the dithyramb, though freely transferred
to festivals of other gods, and especially to those of Apollo, was
primarily and continuously regarded as Dionysiac.

The fact, of which Sir William Ridgeway makes a good
deal, that many dithyrambs about which we have information
dealt with hero-stories, does not in any way disprove this, If
his belief ? that these dithyrambs (or any of them) were
addressed to heroes had any foundation, it might help him ;
but it has none. There is no evidence whatever that dithy-
rambs were ever performed as part of the worship of heroes?
though they often dealt with their stories, when performed in
the festivals of Dionysus and (secondarily) of other gods such
as Apollo. There is nothing in this to disprove their Dionysiac
character: the themes of the dithyramb, as of other literary
forms, were doubtless extended in range as time went on; but
it began in Greece, so far as our evidence goes, as a revel song
after wine, not as funereal or commemorative of the dead. If
at any time it had funereal associations, it was in a pre-Hellenic
stage of its development *; there is absolutely no trace of such
associations in Greece.

But, Sir William Ridgeway argues, * even if it were true
that tragedy proper arose out of the worship of Dionysus, it
would no less have originated in the worship of the dead, since
Dionysus was regarded by the Greeks as a hero (i.e. a man
turned into a saint) as well asa god ’; and he appears to imply °

! Sir William Ridgeway thinks that the paean was not specially
associated with Apollo ; with regard to this also, the facts seem to be
against him: but this is not the place to argue the point.

* Dramas and Dram. dances, p. 216.

¢ Asclepius (see pp. 10, 79) was frequently regarded as a god.

* This would be the case if Professor Calder’s theory (see below, p. 16)
were true.

E.Dmmqs, &ec., pp. 5, 6. The argument mentions Tragedy, but is
obviously intended to apply also to the Dithyramb, out of which Tragedy
was supposed to have sprung. ¢ Ibid., p. 47.
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that if dithyramb included Dionysus among its themes it was
because he was a hero. The arguments which he uses to
support this view consist of (1) the fact that Dionysus had an
oracle among the Bessi on Mt. Pangaeum! ¢as had the old
heroes Trophonius and Amphiaraus at Lebadea and Oropus
respectively’. But gods also had oracles. (2) Two passages
of Plutarch. The first of these (Quaest. Graec. ch. 36) contains
the invocation of the women of Elis, which, as given in the
MSS., reads:

éAOelv fjpw Aibyue’

"ANelwv és vadv

dyvov odv yapitesauw,

és vadr 79 Boelw modl Gudy,

dfie Tadpe, dfie Tabpe.
But most scholars agree that there is no vocative form #pow,
and though Dr. A. B. Cook’s emendation 7p’ & (i.e. fpt with
the -t elided) is not easy to accept, the passage is probably
corrupt and is certainly not one to build upon.?

In the other passage (De Iside et Osiride, ch. 835) Plutarch is
trying to prove the identity of Osiris and Dionysus,® and writes :
oporoyet 6¢ kel ta Tiravikd kal NuvkréAia Tols Aeyopévois
'Ocipibos Siagmacpols kal Tais dvaPidoest kal maliyyeveoliats:
opolws 6¢ kal mwepl T&s Tagds. Alybmriol T yap 'Ocipidos
wodhayod Ofjkas, domwep eipnrat, Setkviovat, kal deXpol T ToD
diovigov Aeirava map’ adrols waps 16 XpnaTipiov dmwoxeiocfa
vopifover kal Bdovaw of *Ocior Quoiav dmbppnror év 16 lepp
708 AméAwvos drav ai Ouides éyelpwat ov Awkviryyv. But
this gives no ground for thinking that Dionysus, though treated
in certain cults as a chthonic power or a vegetation-god who

! See below, p. 184,

? Even if we read fpo (or fpws, which is a possible emendation), the
word need not mean a ‘hero’ in Sir W. Ridgeway’s sense. It might be
simply an honorific title, as in Homer : and in fact we know from Paus,
V1. xxvi, § 1 that the people of Elis worshipped Dionysus as a God—feav
8¢ €y Tois pdliora Awdvvoov aéBovay 'HAeior. The view of S. Wide (Archiv.
Rel. 1907, pp. 262 ff.), that fpws means a chthonic power generally is
hardly tenable. (See Farnell, Greek Hero-cults, pp. 15, 16.) I see that

in Zeus, vol. ii, p. 823, Dr. Cook abandons his proposal.
8 On the identification of Osiris and Dionysus, see below, p. 207
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died and lived again, was ever regarded as a ‘hero’,in tlfe sense
of aman turned into asaint. Crusius?and Rohde ? notice that
a feast in which the Dionysiac Ouiddes took part was named
Apwis, and that Hesychius has the two glosses : ‘Hpoyia: 7a
Ocodaioia, and Ocodaloioss 6 Aibvvoos. But these facts do
not prove that Dionysus was ever thonght of as a ‘hero’, though
they illustrate his connexion, in certain cults, with the world
of the dead. The #pwls was probably in some respects (as
Rohde’s note suggests) parallel to the Anthesteria, in which
Dionysus was connected with a chthonie cult; but its * special
subject’, as we learn from Plutarch,® was Jeuéhns dvaywyq,
and the ¢ heroine’ was Semele.*

II

The name AibipapBos. The Dithyramb and Phrygia.

§ 1. The attempts to throw light upon the original
character of the dithyramb by reference to the derivation of
the name have so far led to no satisfactory results. It is
generally recognized that the derivation which was evidently
the popular one in antiquity,® and which made 8:85pauSos the
song of the god who, having been born a second time, came
‘through two doors’, is philologically impossible, though it is
evidence of the association of both name and song with Diony-
sus. The same difficulty attaches to the other derivations
which interpret 8i- as * double’, e. g. those which refer to the
double flute, or that given in the Etymologicum Magnwm &7
év 8:00pw dvrpe Tiis Ndans érpdgn.

§ 2. If we pass over various fantastic suggestions made in
antiquity, we find that most scholars agree in connecting
88vpapfos, Oplapfos, and triump(hjus. (The meaning of
8:09papfBos and Opiapfos, whether in application to the song

! Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Enec. v.1212. 2 Psyche, ii, p. 45.

® Quaest. Graee., ch. 12 (p. 293 ¢) : see Nilsson, Gr. Fest, pp. 286 ff.

* A more recent attempt of Sir William Ridgeway to make Dionysus
out a hero is discussed later (ch. ii, pp. 182 ff.).

® It is implied in Eur. Bacch. 528 ff., and is given by many grammatici
&e. ’
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or the god, is identical)! Probably the syllable -auB- in
these words should be considered along with the same syllable
in #0vpPos, lapBos, and perhaps KdoapBos (Herod. vi. 73),
AvkdpPBns (Archilochus, &c.), SdpauBos (Plat. Gorg. 5181),
Srhpapfos (Paus. vi. x, § 9), 'OmoduBo (Soph. fr. 406,
Pearson)? In these the syllable may well mean ‘step’ or
‘movement’, and if fplapuBos, as is possible, means the ¢ three-
step’ dance (cf. ¢{ripudium), 8i-86pauBos may be a modified
form of di-OplapBos, the &i- denoting connexion with a god.
Similarly {fvuBos will be the ‘forward-step’; AvkduBns the
man with the wolf's gait: {apuBos possibly the ‘two-step’.s
The association of a  three-step * movement with dithyramb
is only a matter of conjecture ; but this conjecture seems to be
easier than that of Dr. A. B. Cook * that the word is con-
nected with the root fop-, ‘ leap * and so ‘ beget’, and that the
¢dithyramb was properly the song commemorating the union
of Zeus with Semele, and the begetting of their child Dionysus’.
The ancients seem to have regarded the dithyramb as com-
memorating the birth, rather than the begetting, of the god,
and it is not really certain whether even this was at first its
special or only theme. Miss Harrison’s interpretation of
Ai09papfos as ‘ the song that makes Zeus leap or beget’ has
even less probability, philological or historical. There is

! For the god, see above, p. 10. For the song, cf. Cratinus fr. 36 (ap.
Suid. 8. v. dvapirew) 8re b Tovs kahods Bpidufous dvapirovs’ dmnxbdvov :
where the reference is probably to Cratinus’ introduction of a dithyramb
at the beginning of his Bovkéhoi, and the words were probably addressed
to the poet’s Muse. (I cannot agree with Miss Harrison, Proleg. p. 444,
that there is a special significance in the utterance of the fpiapBor by
a female figure.)

? Cf. also gakduBn, xnpduBy, &c. But all these words require further
investigation.

3 T owe this suggestion to Professor J. A. Smith, who thinks that the
¥ of lapBos may be a form of Fu=bis. "lapBos appears, not only in its
well-known sense, but also in a fragment of Arctinus’ “IAiov Iépaus as the
proper name of a warrior, and Hesychius cites it as dvopa wéhews wepi
Tpolav. The Schol. on Nicand. Ther. 484 (Keil's ed. p. 39) gives "ApBas
as the name of a son of Metaneira. In view of the connexion of ’IduBy
with Metaneira, it is tempting to emend to 'IduBas.

¢ Zeus, vol. i, pp. 681-2; cf. J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 204.
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no suggestion of any such purpose or magica.l significance
about any dithyramb of which any record is preserved.!
Miss Harrison writes, indeed, much about the ritual of thedithy-
ramb ; but it can hardly have escaped the notice of attentive
readers that there is absolutely no record of any such ritual as
she imagines, and that the only dithyrambic ritual known in
actual records is the cyclic dance of fifty performers at Athens
and elsewhere. (Her idea that there was a ritual of group-ini-
tiation lying behind the story of the double-birth of Dionysus,
which is supposed to be the special subject of dithyramb, seems
also to be entirely unsupported by actual evidence? and Sir
William Ridgeway’s reply 2 to her on this point appears to be
quite satisfactory.)

It may be added that the derivation from the root fop-
throws no light on piaufos.

§ 8. An entirely new theory of the derivation of the name
has been given by Professor W. M. Calder.* He has found
a Phrygian word 8{6pepa or &ifpeyra, which is interpreted to
mean a tomb with double-doors; and he suggests that this,
combined with the termination -auBos (possibly, like -vvfos
and others, an Anatolian termination), passed into Greek as
di0%papPos, and meant a dirge or grave-song. (He takes
-ambos to mean primarily ‘god’, but it would make little
difference to the theory if it meant ‘step’ or ‘dance’) His
view is that the cult of Dionysus, originally an Anatolian
deity associated with graves, passed into Greece by various

! The only passage which could suggest that dithyramb had a magical
value is very late—Proclus, Chrest. xiv, where it is described as els wapai-
oW kak®v yeypapuévos. But, after all, prayer is not magic ; nor is the
revel-song after drinking, and Proclus himself says that the dithyramb
arose dmd tijs kard Tods dypods wadids kal Tijs év Tois wéros eddpoaivs.
Further, the text is very uncertain, and some scholars take the words
els mapalryow xaxdy yeypappévos as referring to the Paean, of which they
are strictly true. (See Crusius, in Pauly-W. Real-Enc. v, 1207.)

* The same must be said of the similar theory of Dr. E. Rostrup (Attic
Drama in the light of Theatrical History).

8 Dramas, &c., pp. 43-4.

¢ Class. Rev, xxxvi (1922), pp. 11 ff. He has been kind enough to am-
plify his theory in a letter to me.
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routes—into Crete, where it gave rise to the cult of Zagreus;
across the Aegean by the islands (Lesbos, Paros, Naxos); and
into Thrace, where the chthonic elements in the cult re-
mained important; and that it was thus (probably by the
island-route) that the dithyramb came to Greece.

The theory is in accordance with the fact that the musical
mode specially employed in dithyramb was the Phrygian.
There was a tradition that the Phrygian and Lydian ¢puovia:
came to Greece with Pelops from Asia Minor; Athenaeus,!
who records the tradition, quotes a fragment of Telestes of
Selinus (cire. 400 B. c.) as follows:

mpaTor wapt kparipas ‘EXNdvov év adlols
ovvorradol IIéhomos parpds dpelas

Ppvyov deigav véuov

Tol & dfvppdrvois mnkridwy ahpois kpéxov
Adbiov Tuvov.

But no further details are traceable, and the historical basis
of the legend of Pelops? is not sufficiently certain to admit
any safe conjectures as to the value of the tradition. All that
can be said is that if this type of hymn and music was
originally Phrygian, it is easy to understand its finding its
way to Paros and Naxos, and that as Dionysus, in whose
worship it was performed, was certainly a god of the
Thraco-Phrygian tribes, the tradition is quite likely to have
a basis of truth.

But though Professor Calder’s theory thus gains somewhat-

in probability, the difficulties in the way of it are still con-
siderable, for
(1) The evidence for the meaning assigned to the Phrygian

! xiv, p. 626 a.

? Pelops is sometimes in legend a Phrygian, sometimes a Lydian, but
more often the former than the latter. He is Phrygian in Herod. vII.
viii, Bacchyl. vil. 53, and Soph. 44. 1292 ; Lydian in Pindar, Olymp. i. 24 ;
ix. 9: cf. a very interesting note by Professor Gilbert Murray, The Rise of
the Greek Epic®, p. 48. Gruppe (Gr. Myth. i. 653) thinks that the legend
of Tantalus and Pelops was originally Greek, and was transported to
Asia Minor with the Ionian migration : but this seems to be very uncertain,
and hardly affects the point in regard to the origin of the dithyramb
and the Phrygian dpporia.

3182 C
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word is not very complete. The word is only proved to.mean
a * monument or some sepulchral attribute or characteristic’;
the interpretation as ‘a tomb with two doors’ rests on the
analogy of some other forms in which Phrygian inserted a g.

(2) There is no independent evidence of any connexion of the
dithyramb with tombs; and though cults do change remarkably
when transplanted, it is hard to see how such a dirge can have
been transformed into the riotous song of Archilochus.
Herodotus! does indeed mention a Thracian tribe which cele-
brated the death of any of its members with rejoicings; but
this is too remote from Archilochus’ drinking-bouts to help
us much. At present, therefore, it only seems possible to
suspend judgement and hope for further evidence.

§4. The double use of the name, for a song and for the god him-
self, has given rise (as has the double use of the name ‘ Paean ’)
to the question which use has the priority. Those who derived
the name from the supposed circumstances of the birth of the
god, evidently regarded it as primarily the name of the god,
afterwards transferred to the song in his honour. (They
would doubtless have held the same view in regard to the
Linos-song.) If, on the other hand, the word includes a root
meaning ‘step’or ‘movement’, it must first have been the
name of the song. It would, however, take us too far to
discuss the view of those scholars who think that the idea of
the god grew out of the emotional experience of the Bacchic
revellers at the time when dithyramb was a revel-song and
dance, and that they so named the power which they felt to
be in and among them. There are grave difficulties in this
view, and at best it can be no more than a conjecture.

III

From Archilochus to Pindar.

$ 1: We may now return to the fragment of ArCHILOCHUS.
The lines appear to imply a revel-song led off by one of a band
of revellers, and they tell us no more. They do not suggest

! v.iv. The tribe was that of Mérac of dfavarilovres.
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a literary composition, but rather the singing or shouting of
some well-known traditional words, or perhaps some improvisa-
tion by the éfdpxwr, with a traditional refrain in which the
band of revellers joins, as the mourners join in the p7vos in
the last book of the Iliad :!

wapa & eloav dotdods
bpdvav éfdpxovs, of Te aTovoéaaarv dodiy
l b d 2 )0 7 PR \ ’ ~
oL jey ap € pryeov, e€mt 86 O'TGV(ZXOVTO YVVQLIKES.
Athenaeus quotes the lines of Archilochus in proof of the

connexion of the dithyramb with ofvos and wéfn? and adds
a line from the Philoctetes of Epicharmus (fr. 132).

ook éori 8:00pauBos Sky’ Udwp wips,

which at any rate shows that the drunken dithyramb persisted
for a century and half or so after Archilochus® It may have
been some such dithyramb that Cratinus introduced at the
beginning of his Bovkéoc (a play on a Dionysiac subject).?
§2. But the dithyramb as a literary composition was, so
far as our evidence goes, the creation of ARrIoN, who lived at
Corinth during the reign of Periander (about 625-585 B.¢.).
For we need hardly consider seriously the question mentioned
by Pseudo-Plut. de Mus., ch. x, p. 1143 e whether the Paeans of
Xenocritus (or Xenocrates) of Locri Epizephyrii, a poet older
than Stesichorus, may not really have been dithyrambs,
because they dealt with heroic themes. The question appears
to imply a later conception of dithyramb than can be ascribed

! i.e. xxiv. 720. See also below, pp. 123 .

1 Athen. xiv, p. 628a. He has just cited a statement of Philochorus
ws ol wakatol otk dei difupapBoiow, dAN Srav omévdoat, Tov pév Awwvvaov év
olve kal pély, Tov 8¢ *AméA\hova ped fovyias kai Tdfews péAmovres.

% There seems to be no justification for the statement of Wilamowitz
(Einl. in die Trag., p. 63) that the dithyramb of Archilochus and
Epicharmus was a solo. ’Efdpfa: implies a chorus or band of revellers
who at least join in the singing.

* Hesych. 8. v. wip mapéyxet’ Kparivos dmd 8:fvpdpBov év Boukdhots dpxd-
pevos: cf. Cratin, fr. 36 (K.), 6re ov Tovs kahods BpiduBovs avapirovs” dmnxfdvov.
The fact that Ecphantides used the address Efie cioaéyair” dvaf, xaipe is
not enough (as some have supposed) to show that he also introduced
a dithyramb into Comedy.

c?
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to the seventh century.! Nor does any ancie.nt writer ascribe
dithyrambs to Stesichorus, who lived (approx1mately) between
640 and 560 B. C., though he wrote largely on heroic themes.?
In fact his poems seem to have been accompanied by the
cithara, not, like the early dithyrambs, by the flute.® To infer
from the fragment of the Oresteia,*

rdde xp) Xapirov Sapdpora kaXAixbpwv duvelv

Bpiytov péhos éfevpbvras afpds fpos émepyopévato,
that the poems of Stesichorus generally were performed in
spring and to Phrygian music (like the dithyramb) would be
to generalize far too boldly from an isolated quotation.

With regard to Arion there are great difficulties which will
best be discussed in connexion with Tragedy.® But the words in
our authorities which refer beyond question to dithyramb are
capable of a fairly certain interpretation. Herodotus® who
is, no doubt, the source from which Suidas and others drew,
speaks of Arion as 8i0bpapfov wpdrov dvOpdmwv TGV Auels
{Buev morfoavrd Te kal dvopdoavra kal 8iddfavra év Koplvho—
a statement which Suidas reproduces in the words xai wpdros
xopdv orijoar (sc. Néyerar) kal 010vpapBov doar kal dvoudoal
70 gbbpevov Ymwd Tod xopod. Arion, that is, first produced
a chorus which kept to a definite spot (e.g. a circle round
an altar) instead of wandering like revellers at random;
and he made their song a regular poem, with a definite
subject from which it took its name. The words need

! The writer of the de Mus. does not say who raised the question.
After quoting the account given of Thaletas by Glaucus of Rhegium,
who wrote wepl 7év dpyaiwy momrav about the end of the fifth, or begin-
ing of the fourth, century B. ¢, he continues: xai wept Eevokpitov 8¢, bs v
76 yévos ék Aokpdv Tév év 'Irakig, dupiofyreitar € madvoy moulTys yéyover.
npwwdy yap imobécewy Twpdypara exovrdy momriy yeyovévar ¢aciv adriv.
816 kai Tivas 8:8upduBovs kakeiv adrod Tas worfoets. wpeaBirepoy 8¢ 17 fhixig
¢naiy 6 Thavros Oakfrav Zevorpirov yerégbar. The remarks about Xenocritus
are plainly a parenthesis, derived from an unspecified source, and
inserted by the writer in his summary of Glaucus' account of Thaletas.

? See Viirtheim, Stesichoros Fragmente u. Biographie, pp. 103-5.

® Buid. (s.v.) by 8¢ Sryoiyopos G wpéros kbapwdia yopov Errnae,
and Quintil. x. 1, § 62 ‘epici carminis onera lyra sustinentem'.

* Fr. 37 (Bergk?), 14 (Diehl). ® See below, pp. 131 f. 123
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not mean, as Sir William Ridgeway assumes, that he first
gave the name ‘ dithyramb’ to a performance: that would
be obviously false, since Archilochus did this long before, and
Herodotus is likely to have known this; Archilochus was a well-
known author at least to the Athenians of the fifth century.
They mean that he first gave his dithyrambs names, as
dealing with definite subjects. We shall shortly find the
great dithyrambic writers similarly naming their poems—
‘Memnon’, @pacds ‘HpaxAiis, 'Hibeor % Onoevs, &e,—and
Arion, we must suppose, was the first to do this.

Pindar’s allusion,! already quoted, to the creation of the
literary dithyramb at Corinth shows that it was still per-
formed as part of the worship of Dionysus.

The words in Suidas’ notice which precede those quoted
above, viz. Aéyerar kal Tpayikod Tpémov ebpérns yevéohau,
probably do not refer to dithyramb at all, but to the inven-
tion by Arion of the musical 7pémos which was afterwards
appropriated by tragedy. Aristides Quintilianus? expressly
distinguishes the 8ifvpauBikds rpémos from the rpay:ikés and
the vouikés, and it is doubtful whether the Phrygian dpuovia
was regularly employed for the rpayikds 7pémos. (Cf. Pseudo-
Plut. de Mus. xvii, dA\h& pdv [sc. otk fyvéer ITNdrov] kal 67t
wpodbédia kal mwaidves, kail uévrolr 811 kal Tpayixol oikTol woTe
émi Tob dwplov Tpbmov éuewdibnoav kal Twae épwrikd.) The
words which follow the statement about the dithyramb in
Suidas’ notice, viz. kal Sardpovs eloeveyketv Euperpa Aéyov-
Tas, will also be shown, in a later chapter, to have, in all
probability, no reference to dithyramb.

The scholiast on Pindar, Olymp. xiii. 19 explains Pindar’s
words as referring to Arion;?® but he, or another, writing on
1. 25 of the same ode, is not unnaturally perturbed by the fact

1 Otymp. xiil. 18: see above, p. 6.

? p.29: ¢ pév ody vopukds Tpimos éori vnroadis, 6 8¢ difupapBos peooeidis,
& O¢ Tpayikds dmaroetdis.

3 ) ofrws drovoréow ai Téy Awovigov SibvpdpBwy €v Kopivle édavnoav
xdpires, rovreart 16 amovdatdraroy Tév Awovioov SibvpduBwy év Kopivle mpiroy
épdvn éxei yap opdln & xopds Spyovpevos' fornoe 8¢ alriv mphros 'Apiww 6
Mnbupvaios, elra Adgos 6 ‘Eppiovets, (Of-course this scholium has no inde-
pendent value.)
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that in other places Pindar spoke of Naxos or of Thebes as the
scene of the invention of dithyramb. Pindar had doubtless
many patrons to please, and these places n-lay well hav.e been
early homes of the dithyramb, perhaps in its pre-literary
forms. But the tradition recorded by Herodotus, even though
he writes 150 years after the event, strongly supports the claim
of Corinth and of Arion to have converted the dithyramb into
a form of poetry. It is of some importance also that Proclus
found the same tradition in Aristotle ;! and on the whole it
may be accepted with very fair confidence.

§ 8. Although Arion himself came from Methymna in Lesbos,
his choruses must have been composed of the inhabitants of
Dorian Corinth.?2 At a rather later date (in the time of
Polycrates, i. e. shortly after the middle of the sixth century)
we are told by Herodotus ® that the people of Argos, which
was also Dorian, fkovor povawuciy elvar ‘EXMfvov wmpéroc.
Whether Lasos of Hermione in Argolis was or was not of
Dorian stock is unknown. The people of Hermione,
Herodotus * informs us, were not Dorians by origin, but
Dryopes; how far they kept themselves apart from their
Dorian neighbours we cannot tell. In any case it is to Lasos
that the next important step in the history of the dithyramb
appears to have been due, though the notices in regard to
him are very unsatisfactory.

He was born, according to Suidas, in the fifty-eighth
Olympiad (548-5 B.Cc.). His wit and wisdom do not here
concern us ; > but there are two things which seem to have been

1 Cf. Proclus, Chrest. xii edpefivar 8¢ rov 8:85papSBov Mivdapos év Kopivbo
Néyer' Tov B¢ dpfdpevov Tiis ¢d7s *Apiororéhns *Aplova Néyer & mpdros Téy
rbkheov ffyaye yopdv. The proposal by Val. Rose (Aristoteles pseudepigraphus,
pp- 615 ff.) to substitute "Apioroxdfs (latter half of second century B. ¢.) for
"Apiororéhgs in this and other passages is sufficiently answered by Bapp,
Leipz. Studien, viii (1885), pp. 95-6, who shows that the substitution is
only justified in certain special cases.

? Wilamowitz, Einl. in die gr. Trag., p. 63, notes that the population
of Methymna, itself, as is shown by inscriptions, was not wholly Aeolic.

3 jii. 131, 4 viii. 48,

® See Diog. L. 1.1, 14; Stob. Flor. 29, 70 (Gaisf.) ; Hesych. s.v. Xaoi-

cuara, &c,
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definitely associated with his name—the institution of dithy-
rambic contests at Athens,’and some elaboration of the rhythms
and the range of notes employed in the music of the
dithyramb.

As to the former, Lasos was at Athens in the time of
Hipparchus, son of Peisistratus, and detected the attempt of
Onomacritus to insert forged verses among the oracles of
Musaeus.! Suidas, as we read the notice in the MSS.,says of him
that 8:06pauBov els dydva eloyaye, though it is difficult not
to be attracted by Professor Garrod’s brilliant emendation ? (in
view of a passage of Pseudo-Plutarch, quoted below) 8:6vpap-
Bédeis dywyas elofyayer. There is, however, a further hint of
Lasos’ connexion with dithyrambic competitions in Aristo-
phanes (Wasps, 1409-11), where a reminiscence may be pre-
served of an actual contest between Lasos and Simonides:

pa A0, AN’ drovoov fiv Ti gor 86fw Aéyew.
Adaés mor’ dvredidacke, kal Jiuwvidns

A - z ”»
émeld’ 6 Adaos elmev, “ OAlyov pot péet.

Lasos may therefore have helped to introduce dithyrambic
contests under the tyrants, and this may have led some writers
wrongly to ascribe the invention of kikAtor xopol to him
(e.g. Schol. on Aristoph. Birds, 1408, ’Avrimarpos 8¢ xal
Ev¢pévios &v Tols dmopviipaci ¢paat Tobs kukAlovs Xopols oTigat
mpdroy Adoov Tov ‘Epuiovéa, of 8¢ dpxaiétepor, “ENNdvikos Kai
duixaiapxos, Aplova Tov MnbOvpvaiov, Aikaiapyos ptv év 76 mepl
diovvoiakdy dydvwv, ‘EXNdvikos 8¢ év Tois Kapveovikais 3.

With regard to the musical innovations made by Lasos, the
Pseudo-Plutarch ¢ writes as follows : Adoos &’ 6 ‘Eputoveds els
v 88vpauBikdy dywylv peractioas Tods pubpods kal T TV
adldv molvgwvig karaxohovbicas whelogi Te @Ooyyors kal
Sueppippévors  els  perdBeaiy  THY mpovmdpXovoay fiyaye

1 Herod. vii. 6. 2 Class. Rev. xxxiv, p. 136,

3 This emendation for Kpavaixois may be regarded as certain. Hellanicus
seems to have written in the latter part of the fifth century; Dicaearchus
lived cire. 347-287 B. ¢., Euphronios in the third century B.C.; Antipatros
is unknown.

i De Mus. xxix, p. 1141 b, c.
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povoikiy, There is mo reason to think that 3L6UP“I‘_3‘K"7
dywy? means the non-antistrophic structure, which came in at
a later date. The reference is more probably to the tempo or
pace at which the words were sung! Perhaps Lasos in-
creased the rapidity of the delivery, and his example was
followed by later composers; and if, in addition, he increased
the range and variety of the notes employed, taking full
advantage of the possibilities of the flute, he may have in-
augurated that predominance of the music over the words
against which, as we shall see, Pratinas shortly afterwards
protested.

Statements in scholia, &e., that Lasos was the teacher of
Pindar, or of Simonides, may merely be due to a desire to set the
various poets in some relation to one another—the mistaken
attempt thus to humanize chronology being one of the causes
of the frequent unreliability of such notices. Suidas adds,
without giving any authority, that Lasos was the first to write
a prose work mepl povaikijs.2 He was also famous in antiquity
for having indulged his dislike for sibilants by composing @dai
davypot, one of which was a hymn to Demeter of Hermione, and
another was called Kévravpor.® The opening lines of Pindar’s
dithyramb Opacds ‘HpaxAijs make it almost certain that one
at least of these was a dithyramb, and as the Demeter was
composed in the Aeolian or Hypodorian mode, the dithyramb
must have been the Kévravpo:: but the only certain fact about
the contents of his dithyrambs is the wholly unimportant one
recorded by Aelian? that he called a young lynx by the name
of axvuvés.

t Cf. Aristid. Quint., p. 42, dywy) 8¢ éori fubpuy xpdver Tdxos § Bpadirns.
olov Srav rdv Aywr cwlopévev, obs ai Oéges mowobvrar mwpds Tis dpoes,
Stapdpws éxdorov xpdrov 7d peyébn mpopepdpeba: i. e. if the relative lengths
of Géois and dpos are preserved, but both are taken faster or slower, then
there is a difference of dywy.

* Wilamowitz, Pindaros, p. 112, does not accept this; but thinks that
precepts of his survived into later days ; and this may well be the truth.

® Athen. x, p. 455¢; xiv, p. 624 e. Athenaeus’ authorities were
Clearchus (a pupil of Aristotle) and Heracleides Ponticus (cire. 340 B.¢.).
Many other references may be found in Ozyrh. Pap. xiii, p. 41.

* N. H. vii. 47,
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In view of the attribution of dithyrambic contests to the ini-
tiative of Lasos, it is somewhat puzzling to find that the Parian
Marble! definitely ascribes the first yopo! dvSpdv—dithyrambs
sung by a chorus of men—to a year which may be 510/9 or
509/8 B.c., and states that the first victory was won by
Hyrovicus of Chaleis. It is, however, at least possible that
this refers to the first victory at the Dionysia as organized
under the democracy, and as distinct from such contests as
may have been arranged by the tyrants with the assistance
of Lasos. There is no evidence of musical and poetic contests
at Athens before the time of Peisistratus.?

Navarre?® states that in the sixth century dithyramb was
performed by a choir and a narrator who recounted incidents
in the passion of Dionysus in answer to questions. It would
be interesting to know how this is proved.

No date can be assigned to Baconiapas of Sicyon, whose
victories with a chorus of men on Mt. Helicon (i.e. probably
at Thespiae) are recorded by Athenaeus;* but the record
refers to an early period.

§ 4. SIMONIDES was probably the most famous and success-
ful of all the ancient writers of dithyrambs. In an extant
epigram he claims to have won fifty-six dithyrambie
victories :

& éml mevrikovra, Jipwvidy, fpao Tavpovs
kai Tpimodas, mwplv Tévd dvléuevar wivaxa:
Tooodit 8 Iuepbevra Sibafduevos Xopdv avdpiv

e086gov Nikas dyhaov dpy’ éméBnst

1 Epoch 46, The Marble gives the name of the archon as Lysagoras.
Scholars are divided as to whether this is a mason’s error for Isagoras,
or whether Lysagoras may be taken to be the name of the archon of
509/8, who is otherwise unknown. See Wilamowitz, drist. u. Athen. 1,
p. 6, and Hermes, xx, p. 66; Munro, Class. Rev. xv, p. 357. Reisch
(Pauly-W., Real-Enc. iii, col. 2431) gives the date as 508/7, but I do not
know why.

* See Reisch, de Musicis Graecorum certaminibus, ch. ii.

S Rev. Etud. Anc. 1911, p. 246.

% xiv, p. 629 a. Perhaps the text is wrong, and maidas should be read
for dvBpas : see Reisch, de Mus. Graec. cert., p. 57.

b Frag, 145 (Bergk *) = Anth. Pal. vi. 213.
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Tt is not stated that all these victories were won in Athens
and it is doubtful whether this can have been the case, even
when all possible occasions of dithyrambic performances are
taken into the reckoning. The date of the epigram may have
been the same as that of Epig. 147, which was written in
477/6 B.C. to be inscribed beneath the tripod won by the
victorious tribe, when the poet was eighty years old :

fpxev Abelpavros piv Abnvaiors, 67’ évika
Avrioxls Pury SarddAeov Tpimidar

Hewopirov 8¢ 160’ vids Apiareidns éxopiiyet
wevriikovt’ dvlpdv kald palbrvri Xopd.

dudl 8i8aokalin 8¢ Sipwvidy €omero kdos
oybwkovraére mwaibl Aewmpémeos.

It is remarkable that in the first of these two epigrams of
Simonides fifty-six victories are all stated to have been won
with yopol dvépdv: and this suggests (though it does not
answer) the question whether the choruses of boys may not
have been a later institution than the choruses of men.

It is generally agreed that Epig. 148, attributed to
‘ Bacchylides or Simonides’? is at any rate not by the latter,
but there is no doubt of its early date, circ. 485 B.c.? and it is
important for the light which it throws on the customs con-
nected with dithyrambic performances® It commemorates
the victory of an otherwise unknown poet, Antigenes, repre-
senting the Acamantid tribe.*

moANdkL &) PuAis Axapavridos év xopoiow *Npai
avololviarv kicaopbpors éml Sbvpdufors

al diovvoiddes, pitpaiot 8¢ kal pédwv ddrois
codpdv dowddy éokiagay Mimapav Eleipav,

! Bergk iii %, pp. 496-7: Wilamowitz, Sappho u. Simonides, pp. 218 ff.

* Wilamowitz, 1. c., p. 222. Reisch (Pauly-W., Real-Enc. iii, col. 2384)
says ‘Ende des 5 Jhdts. ?°, but gives no reasons.

* See below, p. 50.

* I cannot agree with Wilamowitz in thinking that the victory was
the first victory of the tribe; the epigram seems far more likely to mean
that it was the latest of them. No convincing emendation of the corrupb
1. 6 has been suggested.
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ol 76v8e Tpimoda cpior pdprupa Bakxiwy aéfrwv
1é0nkav: relvovst & Avriyévns é8idagev dvdpas.

5

€0 & éribnveiro yhvkepav Sma dwplois ApioTaov
Apyetos H80 mvedua xéwv kabapois év dvlols®
TV éXopriynaev kbkNov peXlynpvy ‘Immbvikos,
Sirpovbwvos vibs, dppaciy év Xapitwv popnlels,
al of ém’ dvOpdmovs Svopa kAurdv dyhadv Te vikav
Oiikav, looTepdvoy Oedv ékart Mowoav.

Unfortunately no fragment of Simonides that is certainly
dithyrambic survives.! Strabo mentions a dithyramb of
Simonides called Memnon in a passage ? which has given rise
to some controversy:—ra¢irar 6¢ Aéyerar Méuvov mepl
Idérrov Ths Svplas wapd Badav moraudy, ds elpnke Jipwridns
év Méuvove 8:0vpduBe tév Ankiaxév. The natural meaning
of this would be that Strabo found this statement about the
burial of Memnon in a dithyramb of Simonides—either, simply,
one of those written for performance at Delos or perhaps one
of a collection, such as Wilamowitz ® supposes to have existed,
of those composed for Delos. There are no facts which render
either of these alternatives difficult, and Wilamowitz seems to
be interpreting Strabo in a scarcely justifiable manner when
he claims that the expression implies that Strabo knew that
there was nothing properly dithyrambic about the poem. It
should, however, be noticed that the best MS. reading of
Strabo’s text is da\iaxéy, for which scholars have proposed
many emendations; and the difficulty of explaining why any
scribe should havechanged the comparatively familiar dnXtaxédv
into da\iaxéy remains, though it does not affect the main point,
the ascription to Simonides of a dithyramb called Memnon. A
conjecture of M. Schmidt* tries to bring Memnon into con-

! The conjecture of W. Schmid and others (see Oxyrh. Pap. xiii, p. 27)
that the ¢ Danae’ was a dithyramb rather than a 6pjvos appears to have
no foundation.

 xv, p. 728.

S Textgesch. der gr. Lyr., p. 38 ; he goes beyond the evidence, however,
in citing Paus. 1v. xxxvii as proof of the existence of such a collection.
In his Einl. in die gr. Trag., p. 64, he denies the value of Strabo’s
statement entirely, but without giving reasons.

4 Diatribe in Dith., p. 132.
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nexion with Dionysus, on the strength of a story mentiom?d
by Servius! to the effect that Priam obtained Merfmon’s aid
by the gift of a golden vine to Tithonus, so that in a sense
Memnon’s death was due to Dionysus ; but this is very far-
fetched.

A poem by Simonides called Europa was mentioned by
Aristophanes of Byzantium ? (who noted that in it the poet
called the bull both uflov and mpéBaror 2). That the Europa
was a dithyramb appears to be assumed by Bergk,* though it
does not seem that any evidence exists. But whatever may
be the truth about the Ewropa, the mention of the Memnon
gives reason to think that the dithyrambs of Simonides,
like those of Arion, Pindar, and Bacchylides, dealt with
definite and special divine or heroic subjects, though it is
likely enough that Dionysus was appropriately recognized at
some point in the poem.

§ 5. We obtain some remarkable evidence as regards the
character of the dithyramb at this period in the long fragment
of Pratinas,® which has been treated with great ingenuity by
Professor H. W. Garrod.® There can now be little doubt
that the fragment is part of the chorus of a satyric play,
and it is clear that it attacks violently the growing pre-
dominance of the flute accompaniment over the words of the
dithyramb, applying many insulting epithets to the offend-

! On Virg. Aden. i. 489.

* B. C. E. Miller, Mélanges de Litt. grecque, p. 430.

® Cf. Eustath. I7. 877, 37. * Poet. Lyr. iii%, p. 399.

® ap. Athen. xiv, p. 617 b. ® Class. Rev. xxxiv, pp. 129 ff.

7 This view is first found in K. O. Miiller, K. deutsche Schriften, i,
p- 519 (1847), and is repeated in his Gesch. der gr. Lit. ii% p. 89 ; it has
been adopted by Blass, Girard, and others. The description of it as
a imépxnpa does not preclude its being part of a rlay: obviously odes of
various types might find appropriate places in drama ; many scholars
regard some of the odes of Sophocles as hyporchemes, and Tzetzes
speaks of the dmopynuarikdr as an element in Tragedy. Becker, de
Prating (1912), though holding the fragment to belong to an inde-
pendent poem, compiles a good deal of evidence to prove that it was
danced by satyrs. His comparisons between it and the Cyclops of
Euripides are particularly interesting.
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ing instrument. I give (in the main) Professor Garrod’s
text:!

7ls 6 @6puBos 88¢; 7{ Tade Ta xopevpara;
7is UBpis Euoev émi diovvoidda modvmdraya Ouuelav;
Y T 7 « 2N -~ -~ LR - ~
éuds épos 6 Bpbutos éué et kelalelv, éué OS¢t marayeiv,
> 5 4 7z
av' 8pea aipevov perd Nairddwv,
5 dte kbkvov dyovra motkiAéwTepov uédos.
rav dodav karéorace Iliepls * *
Bacihetav' 6 & avAds Uorepov Xopevérw'
kal ydp éal’ dmnpéras.
kdue pbvov upaudyots
I's ’z I4 I'é
10 Te muypayiats véwy @éler mapolvwy
éupevar aTparpidras.
waie TOv Ppuveod moikilov wyorav
éxovra, pAéye Tov Sheaioialov kdhapov AakoBaplora mapa-
pedopvluofBdray
Ofra Tpvmdve Séuas memiaouévor.®
16 ot dde got defid kal modos
Siappigpd, OprapBodifipaufe
tl 3\ 2 \ 2 7
kwwobyxair’ dvaf, dxove Tav éuav Adpiov yopelav.

The first difficulty is to determine the date to which the
fragment is to be assigned. It seems natural to think of it as
referring to the changes introduced by Lasos, and if so it is
not likely to be much later than 500 B. c., by which time, as is
practically certain, Pratinas had introduced satyric drama
from Phlius into Athens.* But Professor Garrod is inclined to
assign it to a date about 468 B.c., and to explain it as re-

! I do not here discuss the metrical aspect of the passage, which offers
great difficulties. Professor Garrod here differs widely from Wilamowitz
(Sappho and Simonides, pp. 132 ff.).

? ¢ With the voice of a spotted toad’ is intelligible as an insulting
expression about the flute, without any such reference to Phrynichus as
Prof. Garrod sees. The lower notes of a flute, badly played, may well
be so described ; and there is no other hint of Phrynichus as a composer
of dithyrambs.

 This seems better than guvraporpuwdrws 8éuas memhaopévor (read by
Prof. Garrod).

* See below, pp. 921,
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ferring to the innovations of Melanippides,’ whose appearance
he regards as roughly synchronous with the florwit of his
senior contemporary, Diagoras of Melos, placed l}nder that
year by Eusebius. The decision depends upon the mte?preta,-
tion of passages of Athenaeus and Pseudo—PlutaJ?ch, which are
unfortunately not easy to explain. Athenaeus mtroduce,s the
fragment of Pratinas with the words: II pativas 8¢ 6 d»:wza'to_s‘,
abAyrév kai YopevTdv piolopbpwy katexbvraov Tas dpxiiaTpas,
dyavakticas (Wilam. for dyavaxrelv Tivas) éml 73 Tods avAnras
u3) Euvaveiv Tois xopots, kabdmep fiv wdrptov, dAN& Tovs Xopods
Evvadeiv Tols adAyrals, dv olv elxe Ovpdv kard Tdv Tabra
wototvrwy 6 Hparivas éupavifer Sia Toide Tob dmopxiuaros.

The Pseudo-Plutarch? reads (in the MSS.) as follows:
Adoos & 6 ‘Eppioveds eis Ty 8ifvpauPikiy dywyny perasrioas
Tods pvluods kal Tfi TGOV adAév molvpwvie karakodovlijsas,
mhelooi Te PpObyyors kal Sieppppévors xpnoduevos, els perdOe-
ow T wpovwdpyovaay fyaye povaikiy. ouoilms 8¢ kal Mela-
virmidns 6 pedomords émiyevéuevos odk évéupewe Tf dmapyoday
povoikfj, dAN 098¢ Pilbfevos 0bd¢ Tiubbeos obros yap, émra-
pboyyov Tijs Adpas dmapxobans Ews els Tépmavdpov Tov Avrico-
oalov, Siéppirev els mhelovas pObyyovs. dAN& yap kal adnTik)
a@’ dmdovorépas els mokihoTépay peraBéBnke povoikiv. T
yap madaiby, Eos els Mehavimmidny Tov Tév Si0vpdufwrv woin-
v, oupBeBike. Tods adhnrds mwapdk TdY wonTdy AauBdvew
7008 piobovs, mpoTaywvioTobons SnhovbTL Tis mohaews, ToY 8¢
atAnTdy YmnperodvTor Tols Sibackdloist Taorepov 8¢ kal TobTo
Siepfdpn.

It is difficult to think that the author of the second passage
can have written it as it stands; for, though there appears to
be little justification for the transposition of certain sections
in Weil and Reinach’s edition, it is unlikely that the author
would have written els Mehavirmidny rov rav StBvpdpfwy
mouTiv only a very few lines after Mehavirnidys 6 freXo-
motés. There would have been no need for a new description

! In the discussion which follows it is assumed that there was only
one Melanippides, and that the ¢elder Melanippides’ is a fiction of
Suidas. (See Rohde, Rhein. Mus, xxxiii, pp. 213-14 ; and below, p. 55.)

? de Mus. chs. xxix, xxx (1141 ¢, d).
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of the poet so soon; and as the sentence duolws 8¢ xai Mela-
wurmidns 0 pelomoibs kA, appears to be quite in place—Lasos
began the process, Melanippides carried it further—it is prob-
able that the words éws eis Mehavirmidny Tov 1édv 8i8vpdufwv
wounriiy should be bracketed,! as one among the many inter-
polations in this treatise. But if so, no reason remains for
seeing a reference to Melanippides in the passages of Athenaeus
and Pseudo-Plutarch, the common source of which, as Pro-
fessor Garrod says, was probably Aristoxenus, and was better
reproduced by the Pseudo-Plutarch ;2 these passages, and the
fragment of Pratinas, may quite well refer to Lasos.?

It is to be noticed also that the fragment attributed to
Pherecrates, which the Pseudo-Plutarch quotes to illustrate
his statements, plainly regards the innovations of Melanip-
pides as affecting the lyre, not the flute: and this accords well
with the passage of Pseudo-Plutarch which deals with the
lyre, from duolws 8¢ kal Mehavimmidns to els mhetbvas pfoyyods
and returns to the flute with the words, dAX& yap xai adiyn-
TIKY,

There is, moreover, a slight improbability in the supposition
that Pratinas was alive and composing as late as 468 B.c. In
467 his ITahatoral Zarvpol was brought out by his son
Aristias,' and it is at least likely that he died before this.

We may therefore provisionally, though without claiming

! Not, however, for the reasons given by Weil and Reinach—that
Melanippides attacked the art of flute-playing in his Marsyas, and is
therefore unlikely to have given it prominence in his practice. Poets
are not always so consistent.

3 Athenaeus’ phrase adAyrav . .. ras dpxfgorpas is scarcely intelligible,
though the encroachments of the flute may have been connected with
the rise of professionalism and virtuosity. I agree with Professor Garrod
that Athenaeus must be referring to a period in the history of lyric
dyaves, not (as Smyth supposes) to the appearance of ‘some hired flute-
players and choreutae ' on a particular occasion.

8 There is no independent evidence as to the payment of the flute-
player, except that in Demosthenes’ day he was certainly paid by the
choregus.

* Argt., Sept. c. Theb. We know of no instance of a competitor in
Tragedy or Satyric Drama bringing out the work of another during his
lifetime, though this was often done in the case of Comedy.
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absolute certainty, interpret the protest of Pratinas as directed
against the excessive importance assigned to the flute by
Lasos.

Wilamowitz regards the fragment as itself a dithyramb, and
line 8 is certainly easier if spoken by a dithyrambic chorus,
and if ¢ué = ‘ the dithyrambic chorus and not the flute’. But
it is not impossible in the mouth of any chorus:—¢it is I, the
chorus, and not the instrument, that have the right &e.” (In
any case there is some confusion between the chorus round the
altar, and the 8/agos of nymphs and satyrs in the mountains.)
If the piece were itself a dithyramb, it is not easy to see what
the circumstances of its performance were. Did it follow
immediately on, or break into, a dithyramb in the new
manner? On the whole, Professor Garrod’s view seems easier,
that ‘we have a satyric drama, in which, at the point where
our fragment begins, some one has just brought to an end
a lyric strain easily apprehended by the audience as a parody
of the “New Rhythmic”’. (No inference can be drawn
either way from rav éudv dwpiav xopeiav. The dithyramb
was composed in the Phrygian mode; but the flute-players
may have been Dorian, as Pratinas himself must have been.)

Iv

Pindar, Bacchylides and others.

§ 1. PinpAR (518-442 B.c.), to whom two ‘books’ of
dithyrambs were attributed, is described by scholiasts and
others as a pupil of Lasos, to whom he was committed by the
flute-player Scopelinus; others said that he was taught at
Athens by Agathocles or Apollodorus or both. We cannot
check these statements. But we have some striking fragments
of his dithyrambs.

One is quoted by Dionysius of Halicarnassus? as an illustra-
tion of the severe style, the adornpd dpuovia. The text and

' de Comp. Vb. xxii,
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the exact interpretation are sometimes uncertain; the text
here given, except in one or two words, is that of Schroeder.!

et év yopbyv, 'OXdumior,

éml Te kAvrav méumere ydpw, Oeol
woAbBaroy of 7’ doreos dupaior Bubevra
&v rals lepats Abdvars

5 olxveire mavdaidaéy 7’ edkA€ dyopdv.
lodérwy Ndyere oTedpdvov Tav éapiSpemTov
Nowfdy diblev Té pe odv dyhala
{0ere mopevlévr doldiv
8evrepov émi kiooobérav Oeby,

10 Bpbpiov 6v 7 'Epiéav Te Bporol kaléouev,
yévov dmdrov pév warépov perméuev
yvvawkdy e Kadueiav [éuodov).
évapyéa & éué odupat’ od Aavldve,
powikoedvwr omér’ olybévros ‘pav Oaldpov

15  elobuov émdynow Eap Qure vekrdpea.
tére BdA\erat, 167" én’ duBpbrav x06V éparal
lov ¢oBas, p6da Te kbpatot plyvvra,
dxel 7' upal peléwv odv adlots,
dyel 7€ Seuéav élikdumvka xopol.

It was written for performance at Athens; but the common
belief (supported by Christ and Wilamowitz) that it was for
performance in the Agora rather than in a Dionysiac theatre
is not proved by the fact that the gods of the Agora are first
addressed.? The whole expression is evidently a comprehen-
sive one for the gods of Athens, and would be quite appropriate
in a Dionysiac orchestra or in any site in Athens. It is plain
that the Athenian dithyramb was a spring performance ; there
is no trace of the winter-dithyramb, such as was performed at
Delphi; and clearly Semele was one of its traditional themes.
The language and ideas are simple, when compared with the
more highly-wrought passages of Pindar’s Epinikian odes; but
it is noticeable how few substantives go without an ornamental

! Edition of 1923 ; fragm. 75, pp. 412-13.

? Christ’s attempt (edition of 1896) to date the poem before 472 B. c.
on this ground is sufficiently answered by Smyth, Melic Poets, p. 360.

3182 D
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or descriptive epithet, and some have two (woAdBarov duparoy
Ouéevra, mavdaiSarov edxAéa dyopdv); in the last part, which
tells of ‘the flowers that bloom in the spring’, the effect is
perhaps a little cloying.

At first sight it is hard to follow Dionysius when he takes
the poem as representative of the adernpd dppovia, but
Dionysius refers not to what we should call the ‘ tone” of the
poem, but to a certain roughness or want of euphony in the
juxtaposition of letters and syllables very difficult for our
ears to detect, though Dionysius unkindly says that it is plain
to all who have uerplav aioc@now mepi Abyovs. He speaks of
the lines as ‘slow in their time-movement’ (dvaBéBAnral Te
Tots xpbvots kal SaBéBnkev éml woAd Tals apuoviais), but the
reference is once more to the relative length of time required
for the pronunciation of different collocations of letters; to a
modern reader the effect produced by the abundance of resolved
feet is one of rapidity and even of hurry. It is generally
stated that the fraginent is written in uélos dmoleAdpuevov,—
non-antistrophic verse; but the fragment is only of about the
same length as the first strophe of the @pacds ‘HpakAfs 4
Képfepos,? and may well be the first strophe of an antistrophic
poem. There is, in fact, no sufficient ground for attributing
non-antistrophic compositions to Pindar.

There are also extant three short fragments?® of another
dithyramb written by Pindar for Athens:

6 & Tal Mimapal kal looTépavor xal doldiuo
€ -~
EX\ddos €petopa, khewal Abavar,
/ z
Sarpbyiov wroAiéBpov.

7 60t maides Abavaiwv ¢BdNovro Paevviy
kpnmid' éXevleplas.

! Dionysius works out these points in great detail, but it would be
beside the present purpose to discuss them here.

* This is noticed by Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrh. Pap. xiii, p. 28,

* They are respectively quoted by the Schol. on Aristoph. Ach. 674,
Plut. Vit. Themist. viii (with reference to the battle of Artemisium), and
Plut. de Glor. Athen. vii. The ascription of frs. 77 and 78 to the same
poem as fr. 76 is based by Christ on the similarity of metre and subject.
Xi;a,mowitz, Pindaros, p. 272, is doubtful about the reference of fr. 78 to

ens,
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78 kDO’ Ahald, IToNéuov Odyarep,

éyxéov mpooipiov, ¢ Oderar
dvdpes Dmeép mohios Tov {pbBuroy Odvarov.

It was on account of the praise of Athens contained in this
dithyramb that the Athenians richly rewarded the poet, and
(perhaps at a later date) set up a statue to him.!

Two fragments, one of which certainly ? the other probably,?
comes from a dithyramb, refer to the story of Orion, whose
origin is stated by Strabo* to have been described in a dithy-
ramb. The first (fr. 72) alludes to Orion’s attack upon Merope,
daughter of Oenopion, under the influence of wine:

dA\éxo more Owpaxlels émex’ dANorpla
"Raplwy.
The second (fr. 74) mentions Pleione, the Pleiad whom he
assaulted :
Tpexérw 8¢ pera
II\nibvav, dua & adr® kvwy Aeovrodduas.

The remaining fragments of Pindar’s dithyrambs, apart
from those discovered at Oxyrhynchus, need no comment.
They are as follows:

No. 8o KvBéla pdrep Oedv
8l 0é & éyo mapa uv®
alvée uév, I'npvéva, 76 8¢ un Ai ¢irrepov
oy@uL wdumwavt ov yap elkds Tdv ébvrov
dpmafopévor wapd éorie kabnofa:
kal kakdv Eppev.
82 Tav Mumapav pév Alyvmrov ayxikpnuvov.

83 7y Ore obas 70 Bowdriov €Bvos Evemon.

It is also recorded that év 78 mpdre 7év AifvpduBwv Pindar
ascribed the origin of dithyramb to Thebes;® that he played
upon the words 8:8dpapBos and Ao0: gdupa (the cry of Zeus

! Paus. L viii, § 4. As to the date of the statue, see Wilamowitz, 1. c.,
p. 278,
? Etym. Magn. 460. 35. 3 Schol. Pind. Nem. ii. 17. 4 ix, p. 404.
® wapa iy, i. e. mapd Tov "Hpaxhéa, Schol. Aristid. iii. 409.
¢ Schol. Pind. Olymp. xiii. 25.
D2
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at the second birth of Dionysus);! and that he used a
heteroclite plural &ifpapBe? and the word maAwaiperos (of
a building destroyed and rebuilt).?
It is probable that Boeckh was right in ascribing to a

dithyramb fr. 156 :

0 lapevns 6 xopoitrimos

by MaXedyovos €0peyre Naios

dkoiras Ziinvés.

But by far the most striking dithyrambic fragment is that
found at Oxyrhynchus; a few lines of it were previously
known. It was entitled @pacds ‘HpaxAfjs 9 KépBepos, and
was written for Thebes. The text as given by Grenfell and
Hunt is as follows (brackets being omitted where the supple-
ments are certain):*

mplv plv elpme axoworéved T’ dowda
S18vpdpfBwy
kal 70 oav kifféalov dvOpdmoicv dmwd oToudTwy,
Siamémralvrar 8¢ viv ipois] miNat ki-
5 kXotot véar v v — elbbTes
olav Bpopiov Tererav
kal wapd ckdmwrov dids Odpavida
év peydpors lotdvri. cepvd pév kardpye:
patépl wap peydia pouPol Tvmdvww,
10 év 0 xéxAadov kpéraX’ alfopéva Te
8ds vwd favBalor mwevkars,
é&v 8¢ Naldwv éplySovmor arovayal
paviar T dhalal T $plvera Piyradyeve
odv kAbve.
15 év &' 6 maykparys kepavwds dumvéwy
wip kexivnrar 76 v’ 'Evyariov
&yxos, dAkdeoad Te IIaAdSos alyls
puplov -¢0<1yyé{erat kAayyais Spakbvrov.
Pippa & elow HAprepus oloméros (ev- antistr. o
' Etym. Magn. 274. 50, &e. * Herodian ii. 626. 85 ff. I,
S Harpocr., p. 232, &o. )

. ‘tWilamowitz, Pindaros, p. 343, has also a fow useful notes on the
ext,
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20 faic’ év dpyals
Baxxlats ¢piAov Aebvrov dlyporépwy Bpople:
6 8¢ knheirar yopevodoaiat kal O7-

~ 3 7 L2y 3 ,

pdy ayélais' éué & éfaiperov
kdpuko Topdy éméwy

25 Moio" dvéorao’ ‘EAdSL kaAXNiybpw
evxbuevov Bpioappdrors dABov Te OfBas,
£ 74?2 ¢ Ie z \
&vla w60’ Appoviay ¢pdua yaluerav
Kdduov vyrmhals mpamideo{ar Aaxeiv xed-
vép: dids & drovoev dupdy,

30 kal Ték' eUofov mwap’ dvOpdmois yevedy.

v —_~ — VU e——
dibyvs’, . 0. ... T.Y
patépos ?
meL . ..

Lines 1-5 (and R23—4) contrast the archaic long-drawn
dithyramb with Pindar's new style. As the editors have
pointed out, the fact that the present fragment is antistrophic
disposes of the idea (generally accepted when lines 1-3 were
only known in isolation) that Pindar was introducing the
composition of dithyrambs in a non-antistrophic form, and
rejecting the ‘long-drawn’ succession of strophes and anti-
strophes or of triads. The reference to 76 odav kiB8yXov is
doubtless (as Athenaeus and Dionysius state) to the gdai
dovypor of Lasos, and (though the expression remains difficult),
the least objectionable translation seems to be ‘ formerly the
song of dithyrambs issued long drawn out, and the san (i.e.
sigma) issued as base coin from the lips of men’, i.e. the use
of the sound was so discredited that Lasos actually rejected it.
Pindar may have introduced a shorter form of dithyramb
than that of Lasos, but in fact we cannot be certain to what
exactly oyoworévera refers.

The greater part of the fragment (which is but the intro-
duction to a narrative now lost) describes ¢ what manner of
festival of Bromius the celestials by the very sceptre of Zeus
celebrate in their halls’. Unfortunately the defectiveness of
the text leaves in obscurity the connexion of this description
with the new type of dithyramb ; but the suggestion which has
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been made, that the new type was modelled on the heavenly
festival of Bromius, cannot really be sustained. The heavenly
festival, in which each god showed his enthusiasm in his own
characteristic way, was evidently a much more varied perform-
ance than we ever find denoted by the word ¢ dithyramb ’; it
includes elements which belong, not to the dithyramb, but to
the trieteric orgies in which the worship and the instruments
belonging to the Great Mother were combined with those of
Dionysus. (The same is the case in the first chorus of
Euripides’ Bacchae, which Miss Harrison,! apparently with little
Jjustification, describes as in part a dithyramb. What Greek
poem was ever in part of one species, in part of another? Nor
is there any reason to consider the third chorus of the play,
1l. 519 ff, a dithyramb, even though the birth of Dionysus is
described in it, and Zeus is said to have addressed him as
Ai0dpapPe.)

In the same papyrus are traces of two other dithyrambs,
The first, probably composed for Argos, was clearly anti-
strophic, and the extant words suggest that its subject was
Perseus and his exploits; the other was perhaps written for
Corinth,” but is so fragmentary that neither its subject nor its
structure can be made out.

The Pindaric dithyramb was thus, so far as our evidence
goes, an antistrophic composition dealing with special themes
taken from divine and heroic legend, but still maintaining its
particular connexion with Dionysus, who is celebrated,
apparently at or near the opening of the song, whatever its
subject. Dithyrambs written for the Great Dionysia at
Ath.ens might naturally have the characteristics of songs of
spring.

As regards the language, the extant fragments hardly
explain Horace’s lines : 8

seu per audaces nova dithyrambos
verba devolvit numerisque fertur
lege solutis.

Horace may be mistakenly attributing the pélos dmolelv-

1 Themis, p. 130. * Wilamowitz, Pindaros, p. 372, disput i
) tl ? . el h o
3 Odes, 1v. ii. 10 ff, P oprtes this
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pévoy to Pindar;’ or he may be referring to other metrical
licences, such as the freedom which Pindar displays in regard
to resolved feet. The fragments do not give us many bold
compounds, but this may be an accident.

§ 2. During Pindar’s time there flourished also PRAXTLLA of
Sicyon ; Eusebius gives the date when she was, or became,
well known as 450 B.c. She wrote poems on a variety of
heroic subjects, as well as ITapoivia or Ské\ia,? and owing
to the bathos of the third line of a speech of Adonis in one
of her poems® a proverb arose, JA.0idrepos 700 IIpafiArys
A8évibos. It does not appear on what grounds Smyth * takes
the Adonis of Praxilla to have been a dithyramb, and
says that ‘the earliest form of dithyramb was in dactylic
hexameters, which were revived in the fifth century’.
The only extant line which is actually ascribed to a dithy-
ramb of Praxilla is a hexameter verse quoted by Hephaes-
tion® as wapa Ilpafilp év 8i0vpduBois év @Oy émvypadouévy
Ay AAets,

dA\& Teov obmoTe Ouudv évi oribecow émeibov.

But Crusius ® may be right in thinking that the words év ¢8j
émypapopéry AxiAeds are a correction of év SibvpduBors,
and that the latter is inaccurate.

§ 3. Another contemporary of Pindar and, like him, a pupil
of Agathocles at Athens, was LAMPROCLES the master in music
of Damon, who was the teacher of Pericles and Socrates—
(The song, ITaAAdda mwepaémorw Sewdv, which was thought

! Probably Pseudo-Censorinus, ch. 9 (Gramm. Lat. vi, p. 608, Keil),
took him to mean this, when he states that Pindar ‘ liberos etiam nume-
ris modos edidit’.

* Wilamowitz, Einl. in die gr. Trag., p. 71, thinks that the fact that
she wrote drinking songs proves that she was a éraipa. Does it ?

3 Zemob, iv. 21 says év tois péheot, Cod. Coisl. év rois Juvors. The lines
are: kdAhiwrroy pév éyd Nelme Pads feXioo, | deirepov dorpa pacwd oeknains
re mpdowmov, | 70¢ kal dpalovs oikdous kal pika kai Jyxvas. (Smyth aptly
compares the beautiful fragment 481 of Menander.)

4 Melic Poets, p. 348.

5 de Mctris, ch. ii, p. 9 (Consbr.)

¢ Pauly-W., Real-Enc. v. 1214.
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old-fashioned at the time of Aristophanes Clouds,' was
ascribed by some to Lamprocles, by others to Phrynichus. I
can see no reason why Dieh], in his new edition of the
Anthologia Lyrica, should include it among the dithyrambie
fragments.) The only dithyrambic fragment of Lamprocles
consists of a few words, quoted by Athenaeus? connecting the
name of the Pleiades with ITeheiddes:—AapmpokAijs & ¢
8ivpapBormoids kal pnrds avras elmev Spwvvuely Tais wepLaTe-
pals év TévuTous:

aire moravais

dpdvvpor weelaowy albept veioOe.

§ 4. We may now pass to BACCHYLIDES, who was writing
perhaps from about 481 to 431 B.c. The poems which are
numbered xiv-xix in the papyrus are there called dithyrambs,
and it may be assumed that they were so classed by the
Alexandrian scholars on whose work the MS. must have de-
pended. (The dithyrambs are in the alphabetical order of the
initial letters of their titles, and as these only go down to I,
they doubtless formed part of a larger collection.) But it has
been disputed in what sense they were dithyrambs. Were they
actually written for performance by a kidkAios xopés? Some
of them appear to be on too slight a scale for what seems to
have been (at least with some composersj a grand form of
composition, if we may judge by the openings of Pindar’s
dithyrambs contained in the two longer fragments, and by the
fact that one of these fragments, after some thirty lines, has
not yet come in sight of what we know to have been the main
subject of the poem. In truth, however, we know too little
of the usual scale of the dithyramb to have any right to
generalize about it.

The longest of the dithyrambs of Bacchylides, the one
called "Hifleo. 1 Onoeds (No. xvi) is affirmed by Jebb? and
others to have been a paean. This, however, is probably
a mistake. The word raidvifarin 1. 128 is part of the narra-

! 11 967 ff. and schol. ad loc., &c. In all the scholia it is always called
an dopa, with no suggestion of dithyramb.
% xi, p. 491 c. * p. 223 of his edition of Bacchylides.
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tive, and gives no ground for thinking that the poem in
which the narrative was contained is a paean. The invocation
to Apollo in the last three lines is a natural prayer for victory
to the god of Delos, where probably the poem was sung!—a
god, moreover, to whom poets by custom appealed for victory;
and dithyrambs as well as paeans were sung by choruses sent
to Delos from other cities? (The citation of the poem as
a dithyramb by Servius has obviously no independent weight,
but merely repeats the class-description of the poem which
had been current long before him.)

But were the poems classed as dithyrambs simply because
they contained mainly heroic narrative? Plato,® perhaps
nearly a century later, thought of the the dithyramb as mainly
narrative, though this does not mean that he would have
classed any narrative lyric poem as a dithyramb. The Pseudo-
Plutarch ¢ or his authorities, and others to whom he alludes,
thought of dithyramb as mainly dealing with heroic themes.
But what evidence have we that the Alexandrian scholars,
to whom probably the ascription of the title ‘Dithyrambs’
to these six poems is due, treated as dithyrambs poems
which were not written for performance as dithyrambs, simply
because they contained heroic narrative? The evidence of
notices and quotations in scholia &ec., which must have been
largely based on the work of Alexandrian scholars, suggests
that the different kinds of lyrie poem were still kept distinct,
and gives no ground for supposing that the Alexandrians did

1 It cannot be taken as certain that it was composed for performance
at Delos, but it would at least have been appropriate for this purpose
(see Jebb's mote on 1. 130, p. 390); and this seems more likely than the
idea of Comparetti (Mélanges Weil, p. 32) that it was written for a chorus
of Ceans admitted to competition at Athens. There is no recorded parallel
to the supposed admission.

? See above, p. 9. For a later period (the third century B.c.) the
evidence of inscriptions is abundant.

8 Republ. iii, p. 8394 c. Plato does not intend his remark to be taken
too strictly : 1) 8¢ 8¢ dmayyeias abro Tov moinrov” elpois & v alrjy pdhrord
wov év difupdpBais. The later dithyramb, which had begun to prevail in
his time, included much pipnots.

* de Mus, ch. x, p. 1143 e. See above, p. 20.
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not know which were dithyrambs and which were not. That
No. xv was a dithyramb in the strict sense—one of those per-
formed at Delphi when Apollo was supposed to be absent and
the paean was silent,! the contents of the poem leave no room
to doubt.

On the whole, the balance of probability seems to be in
favour of accepting these poems as really dithyrambs, intended
to be sung by kikAwor xopoi, whether at Athens or elsewhere,
despite the differences of scale which they present, and which
may possibly be due to a difference in the customs of the several
festivals. It will be best first to examine each separately,
and then to consider any common characteristics which can be
discerned.

The first (xiv) is entitled Avrnvopibar 4 ‘ENévns dmairnats.
Menelaus and Odysseus are sent to Troy to demand the restora-
tion of Helen, and are hospitably received by Antenor and his
wife Theano, who is priestess of Athena, and is apparently (at
the beginning of the poem) opening the doors of her temple
to them. The poem is defective, but in the latter part, which is
well preserved, Antenor brings the envoys before the assembled
Trojans; Menelaus speaks in praise of justice and gives
a warning against #B8pts, and there the poem ends. It did not,
apparently, any more than the other dithyrambs of Baecchy-
lides, tell a complete story. On the ground that Antenor and
Theano had fifty sons (as stated by the scholiast on II. xxiv. 496),
Jebb suggests that they may have been represented by the
chorus of fifty. This raises the questiom, how far the
dithyrambic chorus bore a dramatic character—whether, in
fact, it ever represented any one but the performers themselves.
There is no reason why in the present piece it should have
done so. The piece is narrative throughout and would gain
nothing by being sung by a chorus impersonating some of the
characters in the story. Indeed if Jebb is right (in his note
on l. 37 ff) in thinking that the sons of Antenor are spoken
of in the third person (dyov), they cannot also have been the
narrators; but in fact the subject of &yor is unknown, and
the Antenoridae do not figure in the extant fragments at all,

! Plutarch, de Ei ap. Delph., ch. ix.
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though they must have done so somewhere in the poem. The
poem consists of three triads in dactylo-epitrite metre, and
the language is quite free from the excitement or enthusiasm
which is supposed to be associated with dithyramb, and which
appears in some degree in the dithyrambic fragments of Pindar.

No. xv (for which the first editor conjecturally supplies the
title ‘HpaxAfjs) consists of a single triad in a complex and some-
what puzzling metre containing an introductory apostrophe
to Apollo, in whose absence from Delphi during the winter
dithyrambs were performed—the present one among them,
and a very brief treatment of the story of Heracles and
Deianeira, breaking off before the crisis, and giving more of
allusion than of direct narrative. The poet looks forward to
Apollo’s return, when the paeans will begin again.!

No. xvi, 'Hlfeot 9 Onoeds,is the longest and most beautiful
of the dithyrambs. It has been argued above that it is
probably a dithyramb in reality, and not a paean, and was
composed for a chorus from Ceos to sing at Delos, rather
than (as Comparetti supposed) at Athens. Like No. xiv, it
begins abruptly, but the story is more complete and the
poem better rounded off. It tells how Minos sailed with
Theseus and the seven youths and maidens sent from Athens
as an offering to the Minotaur, and how Theseus resented the
insult offered by Minos to Eriboea, accepted his challenge that
he should plunge into the deep, the abode of his father
Poseidon, and returned safely. The poem consists of two long
triads in a metre which has proved very difficult to analyse,
though Jebb rightly notes its appropriateness to a rapid and
striking narrative.

It is in regard to No. xvii, entitled ®noeds, that the greatest
difficulties arise. It consistsof four metrically similar logacedic
strophes, the first and third spoken by a chorus of Athenians,

! There is no mention of Dionysus in the extant words of the poem ;
but his name may have come in the first strophe, which is very defective.
Kuiper (Mnemosyne, liii, pp. 344 ff.) proposes a series of emendations,
introducing a reference to Dionysus, though his proposals are not very
satisfactory. But that the poem was a dithyramb there can be no doubt.
On the metre, see Wilamowitz, Griech-Verskunst, pp. 423 ff.
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the second and fourth by Aegeus, the reputed father of
Theseus ; it is a lyric dialogue in dramatic form, and is unique
in extant Greek literature. The chorus asks the king why the
people have been summoned to arms, and the king in reply
tells them of the reported approach of an unknown youth,
who has slain the monsters that infested the country,— Sinis,
the Erymanthian boar, Cercyon, Procoptes; and in answer to
further questions, describes his appearance. There are no
introductory words before or between the speeches, and
though its content is the representation of a brief mythical
episode, it is a great strain of language to speak of the poem
as ‘virtually a narrative’; and it is hard to relate it to those
among which it stands. There is no evidence to show whether
it was performed by a soloist and chorus, or whether it was
sung by a chorus or two semi-choruses throughout, the change
of speakers (who are not indicated in the papyrus) being marked
only by a pause. Nor is there anything to tell us whether
the performers were masked, unlike those of the regular
dithyramb. It is not easy to follow Comparetti, when he
suggests that we have here a dithyramb like those of the days
before Thespis, with a chorus and édpxwv. So late a ¢ reversion
to type’ is hardly likely ; and the é¢dpxwv in this poem is more
completely distinct from the chorus than the éfdpywy in primi-
tive tragedy seems to have been before the time of Thespis.!
It is more attractive and plausible to suppose that we may have
here an experimental anticipation or adoption by Bacchylides of
that introduction of solo parts into the dithyramb, which was
taken up by the newer school, some of whom he must have
overlapped in time. But there is no ancient poem in regard
to which our imperfect knowledge is more tantalizing.

The occasion of the poem is unknown ; but the subject is an
Athenian one, and the last words are complimentary to Athens
(pthayAdovs ABdvas), so that the poem was probably intended
for performance there; and the legendary connexion of
Theseus with the Thargelia supports Jebb’s conjecture that it
may have been written for that festival.

No. xviii, entitled "Iw, was written for the Athenians. It

! See below, pp. 109, 123 fF,



Pindar, Bacchylides and others 45

consists of a single triad (fifty lines) in which iambic, trochaic,
and dactylic rhythms are combined. It was probably written
for a Dionysiac festival, as the climax of the very brief narra-
tive or rather allusion to the story of Io is the descent of Diony-
sus from Io, through Cadmus and Semele, & 7ov dpaiBdxxar |
rikTev dibvvoor, lord of garlanded choruses.

The last poem, No. xix, the *I8as, dealing with the story of
Idas and Marpessa, was written for Sparta, but is represented
only by a slight fragment.

Besides these poems, we know from the scholiast on Pindar,
Pyth. i. 100, that Bacchylides wrote a dithyramb in which
the mission sent by the Greeks to bring Philoctetes from
Lemnos was mentioned ; and a few words survive of another
dithyramb® referring to the consecration of Mantinea to
Poseidon.

The dithyrambs of Bacchylides have all in common the fact
that they treat in a somewhat detached but picturesque
manner a scene taken from legend, sometimes both beginning
and ending 9n mediis rebus; in one only (No. xviii) is there
any direct reference to Dionysus, though his worship at
Delphi is clearly in mind in another (No. xv). The language
is rarely if ever ‘audacious’; there are few bold or elaborate
compounds, and little ecstasy or excitement, except perhaps in
the 'Hifeor 3} ©Onoevs, though the language has an extra-
ordinary gracefulness of its own. It is noticeable also how
large a proportion of the poems is occupied by speeches in the
first person; and though (except in No. xvii) these are woven
into a narrative, they give the poems a dramatic quality like
that which Aristotle finds and praises in Homer.

§ 5. It is not worth while to spend time over the names of
KexEiDEs and KEDEIDES. An inscription? referring to the
middle or later part of the fifth century records a victory of
Kedeides at the Thargelia; and the scholiast on Aristophanes,
Clouds, 983—4 (dpxaid ye kal dimoliddn kai rerTiywv dvdpeoTa |
kal Knkeidov kai Bovgoviwr) says that Kekeides was dpyaios
8i0vpapBoypdeos, 0¥ péuvnrar Kparivos év Ilavomrais. (No
doubt the person mentioned was an old-fashioned contemporary

1 Schol. Pind. Olymp. xi. 83. % C.I1 G. i 334a.
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of Oratinus.) These are all the facts, and on these it is not wise
to identify Kekeides and Kedeides, nor to identify Kedeides
either with KYDIDES (the rival of Lamprocles for the credit of
composing the song TyAémopdy Tt Béapa, and described by the
scholiast on Aristoph. Clouds, 967 as a kt0apepdés of Hermione),
or with Kvypias whom Plato! and Plutarch? mention as an
erotic poet of the first half of the fifth century; still less to
emend any or all of these names where they occur, as some
scholars freely do.

It is possible that IoN of Chios should be referred to the
earlier rather than the later school of dithyrambic poets, if (as
seems probable from Aristoph. Peace, 834~7) he died before
421 B.C.; but two fragments which are ascribed by scholars
to dithyrambs—the first ® on account of its subject, the second *
for no better reason than that 8ifvpduBwy comes first in the
description of the poet by the scholiast who quotes the words
¢Iov 6 Xios 81fvpdpBev kal Tpayedias xal peNdv mounTis’
émolnoev 8¢ @&y Fis 4 dpxi . . . )—show a certain floridity of
style. They are as follows:

1) *Abapov

maida, Tavpemwéy, véoy ol véov, fbiaTov wpbdmoroy
Bapvyovmev épdrav, olvov depsivoov,
avBpdmey wpiTav.
) aolov 7epodoiray
dorépa pelvauey deliov Aevkowrépvya mwpbdpopov.

We are told ® that in one of Ion’s dithyrambs Antigone and
Ismene were said to have been burned to death in the temple
of Hera by Laodamas, son of Eteocles; and in another ® he
told how Thetis had summoned Aegaeon from the deep to
protect Zeus.

PANTACLES may also have belonged to the earlier school.
The speaker of Antiphon’s Oration wep! 70D xopevrod men-
tions that he drew Pantacles by lot as his poet at the Thargelia,

! Charmid. 155 d. * de Fac. in orbe Lun., ch. xix.
8 Athen. ii, p. 85 e.
4 Schol. on Aristoph. Peace, 833-7.  Arg. ad Soph. Antig.

¢ Referred to by Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 1. 1165.
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when choregus, and the scholiast adds that Aristotle’s Aiagka-
Mat showed that there was such a poet. (The speech is dated
before 415 B.c. by Drerup, Keil, &c.) The name also occurs
in a fragmentary inscription (C. I. A. i. 337) containing a dithy-
rambic record, but the date is lost.

N1c0STRATUS is also known from an inscription (C.I. A. i.
336), probably of a date not long before the end of the fifth
century, to have won a victory with a boys’ chorus for the
Oeneid tribe. But it is not known to what school he may
have belonged.!

v
Dithyramb at Athens.

It will be convenient at this point to summarize the probable
history of the dithyramb down to (or a little beyond) the
middle of the fifth century B.c., before discussing the transi-
tion from the earlier to the later type.

§ 1. The dithyramb probably originated in Phrygia, or at
least among Thraco-Phrygian peoples, and came to Greece
with the cult of Dionysus. We hear of it first as a riotous
revel-song at Paros; Naxos and Thebes were apparently
among its early homes, but we do not know what form it took
in either place. As a literary composition dithyramb was the
creation of Arion at Corinth, and it seems (like the music of
the flute which accompanied it) to have been at first specially
cultivated in Dorian lands, but to have attained its full literary
development in connexion with the Dionysiac festivals at
Athens,—first under the tyrants, when Lasos of Hermione was
active, and then under the democracy, the first dithyrambic
victory at a democratic festival being won by Hypodicus of
Chalcis about the year 509 B.c.

It is noteworthy how many of the composers of dithyrambs
for the Athenian festivals, including all the most famous, were
of non-Athenian birth,—by no means all Dorians, but com-
posing in a dialect containing Dorian elements,? though always
to music of the Phrygian type, and with the flute as the

! Vid. Brinck, Diss. Hal. vii, p. 101 ; Reisch, de Mus. Gr. Cert., p. 81.
* See below, pp. 146 ff.
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accompanying instrument. (During the period under review
no attempt appears to have been made to introduce any oth(?r
mode or instrument.) Both the Phrygian mode, and the musice
of the flute, are described by Aristotle® as dpytacTikd Kal
mafnricd. How did this orgiastic and passionate music suit
the comparatively quiet language which characterizes the
dithyrambs of Bacchylides, and even those of Pindar, though
in the fragments of the latter there is a certain imaginative
richness? It may be suggested that as the dithyramb was
further removed from the Bacchic revel to which it had
at first belonged, and became part of the celebration of an
orderly civic festival, the wildness of the music may have
abated. The subjects certainly ceased to be necessarily
Dionysiac,? though perhaps the absence of all allusions to
Dionysus in some of Bacchylides’ dithyrambs was exceptional ;
and the performance of dithyrambs in connexion with the
worship of Apollo may have tended to introduce a certain
sobriety into them, though down to a late date, as Plutarch
shows, the contrast between the dithyramb and the paean
remained strong and significant. But these are ornly con-
jectures; and it must be admitted that our evidence, and
particularly our knowledge of Greek music at this period, is
not sufficient to convert them into anything better.

So far as the extant remains are concerned, there is no
reason (apart from the one exceptional poem of Bacchylides)
to doubt Plato’s statement that the story was presented, not
dramatically, but 8" dmrayyeXias adrod Tob mwoLnTOb.

§ 2. At Athens the dithyramb was danced and sung by a
chorus of fifty men or boys. The name «ixAios xopés, which
always means dithyramb, was probably derived from the
dancers being arranged in a circle, instead of in rectangular
formation as dramatic choruses were.* (The circle may have

 Politics, VIIL. vii, p. 1342 a, b.

* Zenob. v. 40 explaine the proverb 0id¢v mpds Tov Advvoor primarily
with reference to dithyramb; the confusions in his account will be dis-
cussed later (see below, p. 167).

® Athen. v, p. 181 ¢ definitely contrasts rerpdywyor and riwhiot Xopoi.
Wilamowitz, Einl. in die gr. Trag., pp. 78, 79, thinks that the kUKkAtos
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been formed round the altar in the orchestra.) There is no
reason to doubt (though the fact is never expressly stated)
that the performances took place in the theatre.!

A dance especially associated with the dithyramb was the
tvpBacia. We do not know that it was the only one;
Hesychius describes it as dywyd ris 7év 8i0upauBixéy, which
looks as if he knew of other dithyrambic measures; Pollux 2
says simply, TupBacia 8¢ éxakeiro 10 Spxnua o 8bvpauBixiv.
The meaning of the word 7vpBacia is unknown. Some have
tried to connect the syllable 7vp- with the -fvp- of 8:8vpaupos,
but this appears very doubtful. Solmsen3 explains the
syllable as it occurs in Sdrvpos, Tirvpos, &c., in a way which
makes both words mean ‘ithyphallic’; but it is doubtful
whether this idea can be applied to the dithyrambic dance,
which, so far as our evidence goes, was never ithyphallic, nor
danced by satyrs. Others with much greater probability
connect the word with rupBd{w, r¥pBa and other words which
seem to imply confusion, riot, or revelry.* (That Hesychius
uses the word dywy7 seems to imply that he is thinking of the
rapidity of the movement.) Pausanias® mentions a feast in
Argolis called 19pBn: mwpds 8¢ 70D ’Epacivov Tais kara 10 dpos
éxBorats diovioe kal Ilavi OYove, dioviee 8% kal éopriv
dyovar kahovpuévny T6pBnv, and it has been suggested that this
means that the rvpBacia was Peloponnesian and Doric in
origin ; but though this is likely enough to have been the
case, we do not know that the TvpBacia or the dithyramb

xopds was so called because it took place in the round orchestra and was
a ‘round ' dance, while in drama the oxkpvi afforded a rectilinear back-
ground. This hardly seems to explain rerpdywror adequately; but the
question whether the circle was actually round an altar requires an
archaeological discussion which must be postponed till later (see Bethe,
Hermes, lix, p. 113).

! Navarre, Dionysos, p. 10, says that Pericles transferred them to his
newly-built Odeum. But the relevant passage in Plut. Per., ch. 13, is
most naturally interpreted as referring entirely to the Panathenaic
contests.

% iv. 104. 3 Indogerm. Forsch. xxx (1912), pp. 32 ff.
¢ This would suit the dithyramb of Archilochus.
I xxiv, § 6.

318% E
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formed any part of the feast referred to, and so the argument
fails.

Some scholars? have supposed that the occurrence of TYPBAZ
as the name of a Silenus on an Attic amphora preserved at
Naples? shows that the dithyrambic rvpBacia was danced
in satyr-dress. But the name may simply mean °riotous’;
there is no suggestion of dithyramb about the scene depicted ;
and the use of the name is probably no more significant than
that of difvpapgdos attached to a satyr on a vase already
mentioned,® or that of names such as Tpaywdia, Kopedia,
'E¢vpvia, &e., for Bacchants on other vases. (It could not be
inferred from these that tragedy, &c., were performed by a
chorus dressed in fawn-skins, like the Bacchants.)

§ 8. The epigrams, written by or ascribed to Simonides,
which tell us something of the performances at Athens in that
poet’s day, have already been quoted.* The dancers were
crowned with flowers and ivy, but there is no suggestion
either here or elsewhere that they wore masks. The dramatic
character of one dithyramb of Bacchylides, and the introduction
at a later date by Philoxenus of solos in character, certainly
do not necessarily imply the use of masks, least of all their use
in the earlier period. The belief that the original performers
of Arion’s dithyrambs were masked rests on the idea that they
were disguised as satyrs, and this, as will be shown later is
almost certainly a misinterpretation of Suidas’ notice. It is
much more likely that the literary dithyramb was the modifi-
cation of a revel in which the revellers did not pretend to be
any other than themselves—human worshippers of Dionysus,
and in which they were crowned with flowers and ivy (like
revellers at a feast),® but not masked.

! Bee Nilsson, Gr. Feste, p. 303.

? See Heydemann, Satyr u. Bakchen-namen, pp. 19, 89 ; Frinkel, Satyr
u. Bakchen-namen, pp. 69, 103. Two Satyrs—Tyrbas and (probably)
Simos—and three Bacchants, two of whom are called Ourania and
Thaleia, are playing round Marsyas with his flute and Olympus with
his lyre. The scene is plainly fanciful and has nothing to do with
dithyramb. In Xen. Cyneg. vii. 5 TépBas is the name of 3 dog.

3 See above, p. 11. ¢ pp. 25-27. ® See below, p. 133.
¢ See below, p. 234.
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§ 4. The flute-player, who during the earliest period was
hired by the poet, and, though important, was secondary to
him,! stood in the midst of the dancers? It was only when
the music had become predominant that the choregus became
responsible for the flute-player. It appears from Aristophanes
(Birds, 1403-4) that the choregi (each representing his tribe)
must have had a choice between the rival poets:

Tavrl memoinkas Tov kukAiodi8dakaoy
ds Talor Puldis mepipdynrés elp’ del;
and the arrangement was probably the same at the Thargelia
as at the Dionysia. A passage of Antiphon 3 suggests that
the choregi drew lots for the order of choice; the choregus
who drew tenth place would of course have no choice (éreidy
Xopnyds kareordfny els Oapyfdia xal Eayov ITavraxhéa
diédakalov—presumably because only Pantacles was left) : ¢
and in the time of Demosthenes (and probably earlier) they
certainly drew lots for the order of choice among the flute-
players.®
§ 5. The contest between the dithyrambic choruses at
Athens, was, as has been said, a tribal one. At the Dionysia
each chorus was drawn entirely from one of the ten tribes,
and as five choruses of men and five of boys competed, all ten
tribes took part.® The choregi were nominated by the tribal

! Plut. de Mus. xxx ; Pratinas, fr. 1: see above, p. 28.

? Schol. on Aeschines in Timarchum, § 10 (Bekker in Abh. Akad.
Berl. 1836, p. 228) év rois xopois 8¢ Tots kukhiois péoos loraro athyrys.

8 Or vi, § 11,

4 Cf. Xen. Mem. IIL iv, § 4 xal piv oddé ¢3dijs ye 6 *AvricOévns oddé xopow
8idackahias Eumerpos by Spws dyévero ikavds elpeiv Tovs kpariaTous Tabra,

® Dem. in Meid. §§ 18, 14. From Isaeus v, § 36, it appears that a
similar drawing of lots for choice took place in the tribal contests of
muppixwral, and that it was a great disadvantage to be drawn last.

® Schol. in Aesch. in Tim. § 10 é£ é0ovs *Afnvaior kard Pudas lvracar
v waddy xopowv §j dvdpdv, dare yevéabar Séka xopos, émedy) kai Séxa ¢Puhal.
Suaywviovrar & d\Ajhows SiBupdpBe, Puhdrrovtos Tob xopyyoivros éxdaTe
xopy Ta émirndeta. 6 & ody miknaas xopds tpimoda AapBdver, bv dvarifpor T6
Atoviow. Aeydvrar &' of 8ifpapBor xopot kukhiot kai xopds kixhws. There is
a special difficulty in regard to the record in C.I 4. ii. 971d
(i, Wilhelm, Urk. dram. Auffihr., p. 30), according to which the same

E2
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officials and appointed by the archon, subject to the possibility
of an appeal by means of a challenge to dvrifosts. (Aeschines
(¢n Tim. § 11) states that the choregus for a boys’ chorus had
to be over forty years of age; but this rule cannot always
have been observed ; the speaker of Lysias’ 21st Oration can
hardly have been over twenty-five years old.) The victory was
primarily that of the tribe; but the great didascalic inscrip-
tion 2 shows that in the official records of dithyrambic victories
at the Dionysia throughout the fifth and fourth centuries the
pame of the choregus was also mentioned; the name of the
poet, and in the fourth century that of the flute-player, were
recorded on tribal and private choregic monuments, but not
in the official records. The prize won by the victorious tribe
was a tripod, which was dedicated to Dionysus, with an
appropriate monumental setting, by the choregus. (The best-
known extant specimens are the monuments of Lysicrates and
Thrasyllus.) There is no doubt that the poet whose work was
awarded the first prize received a bull.? The mention in the
epigram of Simonides of Nikas dpua, and the words of
Epigram 148, dpuacw év Xapirov popnbeis have suggested to
some scholars that the poet was escorted home in a chariot by
a festal procession, his head crowned with ribands and roses
(pirpatct 8¢ kal pédwy ddTois | copdy doiddv éokiaoav Airapav
€0cipav), and there is nothing improbable about this, though
the references to the chariot may be metaphorical.

At the Thargelia also (as at the Prometheia and Hephaesteia?)
the contest was tribal; but at the Thargelia each choregus
represented two tribes® and on the extant inscriptions the

tribe in 386/5 B. c. supplied both a boys' and a mens’ chorus. But this
may have been an accidental dislocation: eomp. Brinck, Diss. Phil. Hal.
vii, p. 86; Reisch in Pauly-W. iii, col. 2432. There is no sign of any
such irregularity in the period now under consideration.

! Of. Lysias, Or. iv, § 8; Dem. in Meid. § 5. 2 0.1 4. ii 971,

® Simon. fr. 145 (see above, p. 25). Whether the Schol. on Plato,
Rep., p. 399 (see p. 7) refers to Athens is uncertain; it states that the
second prize was an amphoreus of wine, the third a goat, which was led
away smeared with wine-lees,

* See above, p. 26. ¥ C. I A.1ii. 556.

¢ Aristot. Athen. Pol. lvi, § 8.
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choregus, not the tribe, is mentioned as victor, though the
names of the tribes which he represented are recorded
(e.g. "Epvfias’ Epvfiudyov Kvdabnvaieds éxophyer Iavdiovid:
"Epex0nid. maidév). The tripods were erected in the temple
of Apollo Pythius. In the fifth century the tribe which
provided a choregus appears to have drawn lots for its partner
among the five tribes which provided none, but at a later date
it is most likely that the same two tribes always worked
together, providing the choregus alternately.! Lysias? affords
interesting evidence as to the cost of a dithyrambic chorus.
The magnificence expected evidently varied with the festival.
The speaker states that a chorus of men at the Thargelia in
411/410 B.c. cost him 2,000 drachmae,and a similar chorus at
the Great Dionysia, in the next year, 5,000 drachmae, including
the cost of the tripod; while a kixAios xopés at the Lesser
Panathenaea in 409/408 B.c. cost only 800 drachmae. A
chorus of boys for a festival (not named) in 405/404 cost him
more than fifteen minae (1,500 drachmae). Demosthenes® states
that a chorus of men cost much more than a tragic chorus (on
which Lysias’ client spent 8,000 drachmae),—partly, no doubt,
on account of the larger number of its members. Brinck*
offers various conjectures to account for the very small
expenditure on the chorus at the Lesser Panathenaea: ‘aut
numerus choreutarum minor fuit, aut tota exornatio minus
magnifica quam Dionysiis, aut utrumque statuendum est.
But we have no evidence, and this is the only mention of a
cyclic chorus at this festival.

VI
The Later Dithyramb.

§ 1. By the last quarter of the fifth century B.c. the change
which had been taking place gradually in the literary and
social atmosphere of Athens was practically complete, and the
character of the later dithyramb is closely connected with this

1 See Brinck, op. cit., pp. 89, 90. The evidence consists in the con-
junction of the same tribes in inscriptions recording victories in years

not far apart; but it is not quite conclusive.
¥ Or xxi, §§ 1, 2. 3 in Meid., § 156. ¢ op. cit., p. 75.
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change.! The younger generation were impatient of the old-
fashioned discipline and literature; the lyric poetry of the
older writers—Stesichorus, Pindar, and others,—a knowledge
of which seems to be assumed in his audience by Aristophanes,
was no doubt read by cultivated persons, but became gradually
more and more unfamiliar and out of date; no lyric poetry of
any importance was composed apart from the dithyrambs,
vbpoi, and paeans required for performance at festivals; from
the festivals themselves the religious interest was probably
fast disappearing, and it is natural that in these also the desire
for novelty and freedom should find expression. Aristophanes
naturally regards the change as an abandonment of discipline,
order, and sound educational ideas ; but there is no doubt that
it was popular, and Euripides clearly sympathized with it.

§ 2. In a fragment from a play called Xe/pwr and doubtfully
ascribed to Pherecrates? (the poet of the Old Comedy, who

! An admirable account of the tendencies of the time is given by
Wilamowitz, Textgesch. der gr. Lyriker, pp. 11-15.

2 Athen. viii, p. 864 a, quoting another fragment, describes it as 74
elpnpéva Imd rob v Xelpava memoukdros, elre Bepekpdrns éoTy efre Nikdpayos
8 pvbuikds 7 Sores Bimore. Nicomachus 6 pubuxds was a contemporary of
Aristoxenus (near the end of the fourth century =®.c.), and Athen. is
probably confusing him with another Nicomachus, almost certainly a
poet of the Old Comedy, to whom Eratosthenes ascribed the Merallels,
also attributed to Pherecrates (Harpocr. s. v. MetaM\eis® &ore 8¢ kal Spapa
Pepekpdrovs Merahheis, Gmep NixGuaydv ¢not memoukévar *Eparocfévys év
éRd6pe mepl Tijs dpxaias kopedias) ; cf. Meineke, Com. Fr. i, p. 76. Meineke
himself thinks that the play may have been by the comic poet Plato, on
the ground (surely insufficient) of the writer's use of orpdBitos of musical
extravagances—a use ascribed to Plato by the grammarian Phrynichus.
Wilamowitz (Timotheus, p. 74) thinks that the poem can hardly have been
written for the stage, but does not say why. A greater difficulty in the
way of ascribing it to Pherecrates lies in the fact that Philoxenus, who
is supposed to be criticized in the last part of it, can hardly have become
sufficiently famous in the lifetime of Pherecrates to be thus treated ; and
the criticism can hardly be earlier than 400 B.c. But the passage
appears to be a criticism of the poets quite in the vein of the Old
Comedy, both in its conservatism and its language, whoever wrote it.
Unfortunately the text is in bad condition. It deals almost entirely
with the music of the cithara, not that of the flute, and is only important
for the present purpose as illustrating the general tendency of the time.
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flourished, roughly speaking, from about 438 B.c. until after
421), Movauk7 complains to dikaioadvy of the injuries inflicted
upon her by the new lyrie poets, and mentions the special mis-
demeanours of each. The beginnings of the mischief are traced
to MELANIPPIDES, a native of Melos. Suidas distinguishes
two poets of the name, making the earlier the grandfather of
the later; but there are great difficulties in this, and Rohde!
is probably right (though his arguments are not all equally
convincing) in concluding that Suidas misunderstood his
authorities, and that there was but one Melanippides, who was
active from about 480 B.c. onwards, and died at the court of
Perdiccas in Macedonia sometime between 4542 and 413.
(There are plenty of other instances of the duplication of poets
by Suidas, e.g. Nicomachus, Phrynichus, Crates, Timocles,
Sappho,) His fame is attested by Xenophon,® who makes
a certain Aristodemus, conversing with Socrates, place
him as a dithyrambic poet in a position corresponding to
that of Homer, Polycleitus, and Zeuxis in their respective
arts.

The principal change in the dithyramb which was aseribed
to Melanippides was the introduction of dvaBolai or lyric
solos—at least they were probably always solos—in which no
antistrophic arrangement was observed. The change was
doubtless designed to secure a more realistic expression of
emotion, which does not return to the same point antistro-
phically, as it were, at fixed intervals : and Aristotle* connects
the abandonment of the antistrophic form with the mimetic
character of the new dithyramb. The words in Pseudo-Plutarch
de Musica ® which connect the rise of the flute-player into un-
due prominence with Melanippides are probably an interpo-

! Rhein. Mus. xxxiii, pp. 213-4.

* Rohde says 436, when Perdiccas became sole monarch. But he may
have invited Melanippides while still sharing the throne.

3 Memor. 1. iv, § 3.

* Probl. xix. 15 310 xai oi 8:8VpapBot, émeaid) pipnrikol éyévovro, olkér:
éxovaw dvriaTpdovs, mpdrepav 8¢ elxov. The context suggests that he
refers to the introduction of dramatic solo-parts.

¢ See above, pp. 30-1.
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lation as they stand; but they may have had some basis of
fact; and if he did elaborate the music of the flute, as he
certainly did that of the lyre, his object may again have been
the vivid portrayal of emotion, since the emotional character
of the flute was strongly felt.

Of course there was criticism. A contemporary attack,
probably, is recorded by Aristotle:! duoiws 8¢ xal ai mepiodor
al pakpal odoar Abyos ylyverar kal dvafolfj dpoiov, dore
ylyverar & Eokwyrev Anpbrpiros ¢ Xios els Melavurmidny
woujeavTa dyvri 7@V dvTioTpbdwy dvafolds,

T ’ ) N 7/ LI\ Eg Y e

ol T alr® kakd TeXeL aviip dAAQ Kaka TeUXwy,
(3 p3 N 7 A ~ 7 7

% 6¢ pakpd ‘vafoll @ moufocavti kakioT.

The fragment ascribed to Pherecrates accuses Melanippides
of making poetry slack or effeminate, though here the
reference is, probably, not specifically to his dithyrambs, since
the criticism is directed against some change made by the poet
in the number of the strings of the lyre, the nature of which
the corrupt text does not enable us to understand.? The scanty
remains of Melanippides include fragments of a Danaides, a
Marsyas, and a Persephone. Smyth speaks of these as dithy-
rambs, and they may have been such, but there is no certain
ground for stating that they were. The fragment of the
Marsyas represents Athena as flinging away the flute in disgust
at its effect on the beauty of her cheeks :

& pév Abdva
bpyav’ Eppiéy 0’ iepas dmd eipbs,
eimé 7. "Epper’ aloxea, cdpari \pa,
o pe 7@ éyd kaxbrari Sidwp.

About this a pretty controversy seems to have arisen, a later
dithyrambic poet, Telestes, denying that the goddess did any
such thing (see below).

! Rhet. 111. ix. 1409 b 25 £,

* The uncertainty of the text also makes it impossible to place any
confidence in the statement, based on Pseudo-Plut. de Mus. xv. 1186 c,
that some writers ascribed to Melanippides the introduction of the
Lydian appovia in the flute-accompaniment of the émwkndetov,
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The lines from the Persephone contain only a piece of
etymology :
kaletrar &', elvek’ év kbAmoiot yalas
dxe elow mpoxéwr
Axépov.
The passage from the Danaides is the longest extant :1
ot yap dvBpédmwv Gpépevy poppav téveidost,
ov Slaurav Tav yvvaukelov €xov,
AN’ &y apudrecot Suppodyois éyvuvdfovt’ dv eb,
8 dhoea moANdkt Ofpaisiy Ppéva Tepmbpevar,
#0' lepédaxpvy AiBavov eddlets Te ¢Polvikas kagiav Te
poteboat,
Tépeva 3Vpia omépuara.
(In L 1, Dobree conjectures poppdev eidos, comparing Pind.
Isthm. vii. 22, i8etv Te poppdes.)
Two fragments from a poem or poems not named are con-

jecturally ascribed to dithyrambs by Hartung on account of
their theme, viz. :

mdvres 8 dmeaTiyeor Dlwp,
70 wplv édvres didpies olvov,
Tdxe 8y vdxa Tol uiv dw Gv SAovro,
Tol 8¢ mapdmAnkrov xéov Suddr,
and (another piece of etymology):

) I d ’ > 7 y 7
émdvvpor, 8éomor’, olvov Olvéws.

Clement of Alexandria quotes the supposed testimony of
Melanippides to the immortality of the soul :

kADOL poi, & mdrep, Badtua Bpordv,
~ ] ’ Id ~
Tds detldov pedéwv ruyas.

(The words were perhaps addressed to Dionysus) The
only remaining extant fragment is about Eros:

yAukd yap Oépos dv8pds vmoomeipwr mpamileocar méhov.

But it is quite possible that none of these quotations is from
a dithyramb, and they are not sufficient to afford any idea of

! The subject and text are very uncertain.
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the poet’s style. One or two of them show some amount
of resolution of feet, but it is an exaggeration to say, as
Smyth does, this constitutes an important modification of the
ancient severity of style. The fragments do not justify any
generalization.

It is only necessary to mention in passing Di1aqoras of
Melos, the famous freethinker, who was a little senior to his
fellow-countryman Melanippides, and was exiled from Athens
for the ‘atheism’ shown in his ridicule of the Eleusinia.
Sextus Empiricus (ix. 402) describes him as 8:0vpapBomords, ds
paoi, 70 mpéTOY Yevduevos ds €l Tis dANos Sergidaipwy, and the
two fragments which survive of him (notfrom dithyrambs) show
that as a poet he could express himself with orthodox piety;
but his poetry was probably of little significance, and was
known even to ancient scholars only from the mention of it
by Aristoxenus. (All that is known of him is discussed by
Wilamowitz, Textgesch. der. gr. Lyriker, pp. 80—4.) He may
not have favoured the innovations made by Melanippides.

Of HirroNYMUS nothing is known apart from a passing
allusion in Aristophanes’ Clouds, 349, which the scholiast
explains by reference to his immoral life. He must have been
contemporary with the new school.

$ 8. The movement begun by Melanippides continued. The
music became more and more elaborate, and (though we
cannot fix any precise date) the modes appropriate to each
several kind of lyric came to be abandoned ; the composers,
so Plato tells us! were influenced by the passion for
novelty which was displayed by popular audiences. Plato is
writing, probably, towards the middle of the fourth century,
but his words were clearly intended to apply to the new
school as a whole. perd 8% radra wpoibvros Tod xpbrov,
dpxovTes ptv Tis duobaov wapavoplias moinral éylyvovro piael
utv wounTikol, dyvdpoves 8¢ mepl 16 Slkaiov Ths Mobans xal T
vbuipov, Bakxebovres kal ud\hov Tob Séovros karexbuevor v
#8ovijs, kepdvvvvres 8¢ Bpivovs Te Duvois kar walwvas 8ibv-
pépBois, kal adbhedlas 8y Tais kibapodlais wipovpevolr, xal
mdvre €is wdvra ouvdyovres, povaikiis dkovres v dvolas

v Laws, iii. 700 d.
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karayrevdbpevor ds SpBérnTa ptv odk Exor 008 HyvTivedy povaikd,
#0ovfj 8¢ 7T Kkpivovros, eite Behriwv eite xelpov dv ein 7is,
kplvoiro bpbérara. Totadbra 83 mowodvres moifuara, Abyovs Te
émihéyovTes ToLoUTOUS, Tols moANois évélecav mwapavoulav els
TV povoikyy kal TéApay ds ikavois obaw kpivew. 80ev 8 Ta
Géarpa éf dpdvav povnévr’ éyévovro, ds émalovra év povoars T6
Te kaAdv kal pf, kal dvrl dpicTokparias év avrh Bearpokparia
7is wovnpa yéyovev. The same mixture of musical styles by
the writers whom we are about to consider is censured by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus.! oi & ye 8ivpauBomotol kai Tods
Tpbmrovs peréBallov, dwpiovs Te kal Ppvylovs kal Avdiovs év
T® alr® Gopart wolodvres, kal Tas pehwdlas éfFANarTov, TéTe
K&y évappuoviovs morobvres, TéTe 8¢ X poparikds, Tére 8¢ Siarbvovs,
kal Tols pubpols kard oMYy detav évefovaidovtes SeTéNouy,
ol ye &) kard Pinbfevor kal Tipbbeov kai Tehéorny: émel mapd
ye Tois apxalots Teraypuévos fv kal ¢ &i185papufos.

The fragment ascribed to Pherecrates places Kinesias and
Phrynis next to Melanippides among the corruptors of poetry
and music,

Of PHRrYNIS little is known. He came from Mitylene, and
was son of Kamon. The tale that he was a slave, and cook in
the household of the tyrant Hiero, was probably an invention.
(As Suidas says. if it had been true, it would surely have been
mentioned by the comic poets who attacked him for enfeebling
the ancient music.) The characteristic feature of his music
seems to have consisted of ‘twists and twirls ' —«kaumal
SvakoAékapumror as Aristophanes? calls them ; but most of the
notices about him ® refer to his alterations in the véuos and in
the kifdpa by which it was accompanied; there is little
reason to connect him with dithyramb; and if, as Suidas’
notice suggests, he early gave up the flute for the cithara,
this is natural enough. That his innovations did not go to
extremes is indicated by the delight of Timotheus at defeating
him, and so securing the triumph of his own newer style.

Kinesias, son of Meles, was primarily a dithyrambic poet.

! de Comp. Vb. xix. 2 Clouds, 970-1.

8 Suidas, s.v.; Pseudo-Plut. de Mus. ch. vi; Polluz, 1v. 1x; Aristotle,
Met. 1, 993 b 16. Cf. Wilam. Timotheus, pp. 65-7.
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Whether or not there were two poets of the name, as Aristotle
is said ! to have stated in his didagkalia:, is uncertain ;? but
there was evidently only one of any significance, and he
flourished in the last quarter of the fifth century. He attracted
the onslaughts of contemporary comic poets and others as
much by his personal peculiarities and his defiance of religious
conventions as by his dithyrambs. He was very tall and thin,
and (so it was said) wore stays to hold himself together.
Lysias ® made it a great point against a defendant that he was
supported by Kinesias, who was guilty of outrageous acts
against religion, and had founded a kind of Thirteen Club’
(kakodatpovieral) which dined on ‘unlucky’ days. The lan-
guage of Pherecrates does not give a very clear idea of the
offences of Kinesias, but suggests that he composed everything
‘the wrong way round '—like the reflections in a mirror:

Kwnolas 8 g’ 6 kardparos Arrikés,
éfappoviovs kapmas wody év Tais aTpodals,
dmoldrex’ ofTws, doTe THs moLfoews

Tév 8i0vpduBov, kabdmep év Tals domiow,
dplorep’ adrod Pailverar 78 Oefid.

Aristophanes, in a delightful scene in the Birds,* which is
too long to quote and too good to abridge, ridicules the
dvafoai of Kinesias, with their multiplication of meaning-
less epithets (perhaps spun out to fit the accompaniment),
and it is probably he who is specially referred to in the
Clouds, 338 ff.:

Vs ~
kukMov Te Xopdv gouatokdumras, dvlpas perewpodévakas,
LB\ ~ ~
ovdev Spdvras Béokova’ dpyols, 8t TadTas poveomotodaty KTAS

An allusion to Kinesias in the Ecclesiazusae shows that he
must have lived on into the fourth century. Plato® speaks of
him as one who was guided by the pleasure of his audience,
instead of caring for their edification. But none of his work
has come down to us, except the two words $0idr’ Ax:\Aed

1 Schol. on Aristoph. Birds, 1379. % Cf. Brirck, op. cit., p. 110.

% ap. Athen, xii, p. 551 e. 1 11. 1373-1404.

* Comp. also Frogs, 336, 1437 ; Gerytades, fr. 149, 150; Eccles. 829,
830. § Gorg. 501 e,
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which he is said to have repeated ad mauseam. (Strattis
wrote a whole comedy about him, and addressed the words to
Kinesias himself.!)

§ 4. But the most famous and influential of the new school
were Philoxenus and Timotheus.

PHILOXENUS was a native of Cythera. The Parian Marble
gives the dates of his birth and death as 436/435 and 3880/
379 B.c. respectively. Unfortunately the records about him
show that he was early confused with Philoxenus of Leucas,
the author of the deimvo, a gastronomical poem in hexameters
quoted in Plato’s Phaon and elsewhere, and sometimes wrongly
ascribed to the poet of Cythera; while some of the anecdotes
which make the latter a gourmand may have been transferred
to him from his namesake of Leucas.?

Philoxenus (the dithyrambic poet) was for some time at the
court of Dionysius of Syracuse, who enjoyed his company at
and after dinner ; but he engaged in an intrigue with Galatea,
the concubine of Dionysius, and the tyrant sent him to the
quarries, where a cavern was long afterwards shown as his
prison? Nothing daunted, the poet there composed his most
famous dithyramb, the Cyclops, in which the blinded Cyclops,
in love with Galatea, represented the short-sighted Dionysius.*
Apparently the Cyclops sang a solo to the lyre in the course
of the poem, and this implies a great change in the ancient
form of the dithyramb, as well as the introduction of an
instrument hitherto strange to it.5

! Athen, xii, p. 551 dff. Comp. also Harpocr. and Suid. s.v. Kwneias ;
Plut. de Glor. Ath. v, p. 3481 ; Quaest. Conviv. VIL iil, p. 712 a; de Aud.
poet. iv, p. 22 a; Philodemus, mept edoeBelas, p. 52 (Gomperz); C.1. 4. ii.
1253. It appears from Aristoph. Frogs, 153, that Kinesias composed a
wuppixn, but Crusius (Pauly-W., Real-Enc. v, col. 1217) gives no justifica-
tion for saying that he included it in a dithyramb. (Athen. xiv, p. 631 a,
distinguishes a less martial type of wvppixy, Dionysiac in character, from
the Spartan war-dance known by the name; but he does not make clear
of what date he is speaking.)

* See Wilamowitz, Textgesch. der g». Lyr., pp. 85 ff.

S Aelian, Var. Hist. xii. 44.

 Diodor. xv. 6; Athen. i, p. 6 e; Schol. Aristoph. Plut. 290, &c.

¥ The belief, however, that Timotheus and Philoxenus increased the
number of the chorus (Luetcke, de Graecorum dithyrambis, p. 60) appears
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The Pseudo-Plutarch?! quotes as from Pherecrates (whose
criticisms of other poets, placed in the mouth of Movouks,
immediately precede) some lines which are textually imperfect,
but give a general sense which is plain enough. He writes:
kal Apioropdvns 6 kwpikds pynuoveder Pilofévov kal ¢naw
87t els Tods kukAlous xopovs péln elofyayer. 1 6¢ Moveouky
Aéyet Tabrar

¢fappoviovs dmepBoraiovs 7’ dvoaiovs

kal viyhdpovs, domep T€ Tas papdvovs GAny

Kapmdv pe KaTepéoTwoE.
(i. e. the poet indulged in shrill meaningless sounds with fre-
quent ‘runs’ or trills. The pun in kauwdv is expressive, but
untranslatable). Unfortunately the passage has been much
vexed by the critics. Westphal and Reinach are not content
to take péin as ‘solos’, and in fact it is not easy to do so;
they would read mpoBatiowy alydv Te pé\n, after Aristophanes’
Plutus, 290 ff. ; but it seems at least as likely that some word
meaning ‘solos’ (e.g. povedikd, as suggested by Westphal)
may have dropped out. But further, the lines themselves are
inserted by some editors among those referring to Timotheus
in the quotation which precedes (after the words éxrpaméhovs
pvppnkias).? Westphal conjectures that they were accidentally
omitted by the scribe, and afterwards inserted in the wrong
place, and a marginal note added by some one, % 8¢ Movawky
Méyer Tabra. This is not impossible ; buv it cannot be said
that such a supposition is necessary.

A much more favourable view of Philoxenus appears in a
fragment of Antiphanes’ Tpiraywrioris?® a play which may
have appeared at any time after Philoxenus’ death:

» > 3 \ ’ ~ -~ ,
woNY ¥y’ €07l WdvTOY TOV ToinTdy Otdepopos
0 DiNbfevos, mpdriora ptv yap Svépaciy
i8lowot kal kawoloL ypiiTar wavrayob.
érara T& pé\n perafolais xal ypdupacty
to rest entirely on the false reading Shcyoyopelar (for Shiyoyopdiav), in
Pseudo-Plut. de Mus. xii, p. 1135 d.

1 de Mus. xxx. 1142 a,
? The lines are printed below, p. 65. 8 Athen. xiv, p. 643 d.
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2 3 z oy
ws €U kékparat. Oeds év dvlpdmoioy v
) -~ IQN AY ] ~ 7z
éxetvos, eldds Thy dAnbds povoikiy.

ol viv 8¢ kioobmhekta kal kpnvala Kal

3 rd ’ z 1 7z
dvleaurérarta pélea peéors dvépacty
motobiow éumhéxovres dANbTpia pén.

The last lines suggest that the mixture of dpuovia:, which
Plato notes as characteristic of the new school, was not
regularly practised by Philoxenus. We know, however, from
Aristotle ! that he did try to compose a dithyramb, the Mooot,
in the Dorian mood, but found the tradition too strong for
him and slipped back into the Phrygian.

The Cyclops was wittily parodied by Aristophanes in the
Plytus ;% but only a few lines of the original survive:

fr. 6. ovuBalobual Ti péhos uiv els épwra.

(The ascription of this to the Cyclops is not certain, but very
probable.?)

fr. 8. (The Cyclops to Galatea.)

® kaAAurpbowme
xpvooBéorpvxe Laldreia,
xapirépwve, OdNos épdrwv.

fr. 9. (Odysseus speaks.)
oiw p’ 6 Saipwy Tépati cvykabeipfev.

fr. 10. (The Cyclops to Odysseus.)
ébvoas ; dvrifioyp.

It is not safe to attempt to reconstruct the actual words of
Philoxenus from Aristophanes’ parody; but the sense of one
or two lines is preserved in two passages quoted by Bergk,
viz: (1) the scholiast on Theoer. xi.1: kal PiAdfevos moiel Tov
Kokdoma mapapvlobpevoy éavrdv éml 7@ tiis Tadarelas €pwr:
kal évreAAbpevoy Tols Sehgiowy, Smos dyyéAwow alt] 6Tt Tais
Modoais 1ov épota dkeirar: and (2) Plutarch, Symp. Quaest.
1. v, § 1, émov kai rov Kikhomwa Moboais edpdvois idabai ¢not
rov épora Pidéfevos, (Dionysius fancied himself as a poet.)

! Pol. vrir. vii, p. 1342 9. 7 290 ff.
3 See Bergk, Gr. Lyr. iii, pp. 610-11.
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Of the strange words used by Philoxenus we have a hint in
a fragment? of Antiphanes’ Tpavpatias, from which he seems
to have used the phrase olvov Tév dpkeaiyviov; and in the
scholia on Aristophanes, Clouds, 335, where the scholiast, in
stating (what is chronologically impossible) that Aristophanes
is parodying Philoxenus’ use of orpewrraiyAdrv, may have in
mind some actual use of the word by Philoxenus.

Philoxenus engaged the well-known flute-player Anti-
genidas to accompany his works.?

The stories about the poet do not here concern us; but
a witty account of his last hours (implying a high apprecia-
tion of his work) by the comic poet Machon ? is worth quoting
in part, whatever truth there may be in it (for here too the
reputation of his namesake may have invaded his own).
According to Machon he died from indigestion after eating
almost the whole of a fine cuttlefish ; the doctor who attended
him told him that death was near, and asked for his last
wishes: the poet replied :

Télos €xeL Ta wdvTa pot,
latpe, Ppnoi, kal SedidknTar wdAar
Tobs 8ifvpdpuBovs odv Beols karalipmdve
nvépouévovs kal wdvras éoTeParouévovs,
ods dvarifnue Tols épavrod cuvrpddots
Moboais—Appodirny kal Aibvveov émirpomovs.
Ta08’ al Sabijkar Siacapodoiy dAN' émel
0 Tipobéov Xdpwv oxord{ev odk ég,
ovk Tijs NibfBns, xwpetv 8¢ mopfuid dvafod,
kaXel 8¢ polpa vixios, fis kAUeww xpéwv
' Eéwv dmoTpéxe mdvra Tdpavrod kdrw,
700 TWouAdmodls poi 7O kardNoumov dmbdore.

§5. TimoTaEUS of Miletus lived, roughly speaking, from
450 to 360 B.c. The Parian Marble gives the date of his
death when ninety years old as 857, or a year between that and
365 B. C. (editors are not agreed as to which). Suidas says
that he lived ninety-seven years. The date of his birth must
thus have fallen between 462 and 447. Probably the later

} Fr.207. 2 Suid. 8. v. ’Avniyeridns.  ® Quoted by Athen. viii, p. 341.
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date assigned to his death, viz. 357 B.c., is the correct one,
if there is any accuracy in the note of Suidas which connects
him with Philip of Macedon (v 8¢ énl r@v Edpimridov xpévev
10D Tpayikod, kad’ ods kal Pihimrmos 6 Maxédwv éBacitevaer—
a strange remark as it stands, but not without its parallels in
Suidas).

He seems to have gone beyond all his contemporaries and
predecessors in innovation, and to have made a boast of it, his
first great triumph being his victory over Phrynis, whom he
regarded as old-fashioned. Two extant fragments? illustrate
the spirit of the man:

(1) pakdpios fofa Tipbbeos, evre kijpvé
elme, “vikd@ Tipéleos
M\Fows tov Kduwvos Tov 'lovokdpmwray.”
() odk deldw T4 mwaked, kaiwed yap dud kpelooo.
véos 0 Zevs Pagiever,
70 mwdrar & fv Kpbvos dpxov:
drirwo Moboa mwakaid.

He was not popular in Athens. The audience on one occa-
sion hissed his newfangled music, but Euripides consoled him,
ds S\lyov xpdvov Tév Beatdy Om avTd yevnoouéver,t and the
lyries of Euripides himself show some of the features which
are ascribed to the new school of lyric poets.

In the fragment ascribed to Pherecrates Movo ks complains
of the outrages committed by Timotheus against her:

M. ¢ 8 Twbébebs p', & Ppiktare, kaTopdpuxe
kal Siakékvary’ aloyioTa.

4. moLds oUT00L
6 Tipdfeos;

M. Mxfieids Tis Huppias
kaxd por wdpeaxev ols dmavras ods Aéyw
mapedfAvler, dyov ékTpamélovs pvpunkias,
kdv &vtiyp mod por Badifodoy wovy
dméduae kdvélvae yopdais dwldea.

3

! The text is given as printed by Wilamowitz, Timotheus, p. 74.
2 Plut. An sit seni, &c., p. 23.
* See p. 62 for other lines which may belong here.

3182 F
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Much that we are told of Timotheus relates primarily to his
work as a composer of vépod, and the increase which he made
in the number of the strings of the lyre. The stories connected
with this are fully discussed by Wilamowitz in his edition of the
Persae, the extant portion of which gives a very clear idea of
the véuos as composed by Timotheus, and is of particular
interest for students of the dithyramb, because one of the
charges which critics made against him! was that he com-
posed vépot in the style of dithyrambs. By this nothing com-
plimentary was intended ; the predominance of music over the
words was such that the words were composed to fit: the notes
and degenerated greatly, elaborate periphrases taking the
place of straightforward or genuinely poetical expression.
Thus in the Cyclops—it is not known whether this was a
dithyramb or a véuos—there were such lines as:

éyxeve (&) &v pdv Sémas kicowov pelaivas
oraybvos duPpéras dppe Bpialor

elkoow 8¢ uérp’ évéxev’, avauicyov

alpa Bakyiov veoppiroiot Saxpioict Nvupdv.

It was Timotheus also who was responsible for the strange
phrase ‘ the cup of Ares’ (meaning a shield) which Aristotle?
gives as an instance of metaphor xara 76 dvdAoyor. Similarly
Anaxandrides quotes his expression év wupikrire oréyp for
‘in a cooking-vessel’. (This is like Lewis Carroll’s < dreams
of fleecy flocks, pent in a wheaten cell’ for ‘mutton-pies’)
We may doubtless regard the elaborate and almost nonsensical
language of parts of the Persae, with its strange compound
words, as instances of Timotheus’ dithyrambic style. Plato
and Aristotle ® both speak of compound words as especially
characteristic of dithyrambs, and many other writers empha-
size this, among them Aristophanes: ¢

OI. d\\ov 1w’ eldes dvdpa xard Tov dépa
TAQvdpuevoy TAYY cauTby ;

TP. olk, €l uf yé mov
Yuxas 66 7 7peis SibvpapBodidackdiwy.
1 Pseudo-Plut. de Mus. iv, p. 1182 e. % Poet. xxi, 1457 b 22,

® Plato, Cratylus, 409 ¢, d ; Aristot. Poet. xxii, Rhet. 111, iii.
4 Peace, 827 ff.
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OI. +{ & €pov;
TP. guvehéyovr’ dvaBolds mordpeval,
ras évdiaepravepivnyérovs Tivds.

(There was a proverb,! kai 8:0vpduBwv voiv Exets éXdrrova.)
The same point is noticed by Demetrius:? Agmréor 8 kal
ctvlera dvépara, ob Té SibvpauBikds cuykeipeva, olov * Oeorepd-
Tovs wAdvas”’, ovde “ dmrépwv Sopbmopov orpdrov’’: and by
Philostratus:® Aoywv & iéav émijaknoey ob 8i0vpapBédy xal
PAeypaivovoay woiyTikols dvépact, with the scholiast ad loc. -—
8:0vpapBddn auvlérows dvbuact oepvvvouévny kal éxromwrdrots
wAdopact moikiN\opévny® Towolror yap ol SiBvpauBoi, dre
diovvolwy Teherdy dpwpunuévor. Similarly Dionysius of Hali-
carnassus,* criticizing a phrase of Plato, says yé¢ot radr’ elol
kai 8i0dpapBot, kbpmov dvoudtey ToXvy, vodv 8¢ dAlyov Exovres.

(In connexion with the Aéfis di8vpauBiksj, it is convenient
here to notice the theory of G. Meyer,® who, in a long dis-
cussion on the subject, argues that Aristotle, in speaking of
SumAd dvbpara as appropriate to dithyrambs, means SimAd
in the strict sense of ‘double’, i. e. composed of two elements
and no more, and that the ¢ dithyrambic style’ is not charac-
terized by very long compounds, which are sometimes a sign of
intense feeling, and are quoted in criticism, not of the Aéf:s, but
of the music of the new dithyrambic poets. He thinks that the
words which were really regarded as characteristic of dithy-
ramb were compounds which involved an incongruous combina-
tion of elements, or a mere jingle of sound. Certainly the
incongruousness of the compounds is conspicuous in most of
the examples which he assembles, and most of them are only
double, not multiple words; but his explanation of some
passages, and especially of Plato’s Cratylus, 409 b, is not con-
vineing, nor is his account of the long compounds in Timotheus’
Persae—which is rightly assumed to be a specimen of dithy-
rambic style—as passionate or invective, but not dithyrambiec.
A discussion of the individual words with which he deals

! Schol. on Aristoph. Birds, 1393. * de Interpr. § 91.
® Vit. Apoll. 1. xvii.
4 de Adm. vi dic. Dem. vii; cf. xxix, and Ep. ad Pomp. ii, p. 762,
® Philologus, Suppl.-Bd. xvi. 3, pp. 153 ff.

F2
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would take us too far, but there appears to be a good deal
of ‘special pleading’ in his arguments.)

A great part of the lyries of Timotheus were dmole\vuéva—
free from the trammels of strophe and antistrophe, and so
seemed to old critics to be like ékrpdmeor pvpunkia.

Among the dithyrambs of Timotheus were (1) Afas ’Eppua-
vis, a performance of which at Athens, after the composer’s
death, is attested by Lucian;! (2) ’EAndrep, which won
a victory 320/19 B.cC., also long after Timotheus’ death, with
Pantaleon of Sicyon as flute-player, and a chorus of boys ;2
(8) Nadmhos, in which the attempt to represent a storm by
means of the flute roused the ridicule of the flute-player
Dorion, who said that he had seen a bigger storm in a
boiling saucepan;® (4) Jeuéins '£20(s, in which the cries of
the goddess were realistically imitated, not without ludicrous
results ;¢ (5) JkvAAa, the lament of Odysseus in which was
criticized by Aristotle® as degrading to the hero; the same
poem is probably alluded to in the last chapter of the
Poetics:—ol padlor adAnral . . . EAkovTes TOV kopuaiov &v
SkUANay avAdoiy.®

§ 6. It is difficult, with so little first-hand evidence, to esti-
mate the real value and importance of the new movement in
music and poetry which is represented by the composers whom
we have been considering. On the one hand, it was clearly
a movement in the direction of freedom and adequacy of ex-
pression, a revolt against stereotyped forms which had come
to be felt artificial. In this respect it may have resembled
gsome modern movements in music, such as that which was
inaugurated by Wagner. On the other hand it was perverted
by the passion for ufunois in the sense of mere reproduction
of sounds (often non-musical sounds) and other effects; for
the more perfectly and, as it were, mechanically the artist re-
produces his object, the less he seems to have the right to call
himself an artist at all.  Art is not so simple a thing as
that. Further, the want of restraint shown by the new poets

! Harmonides, § 1. * C. L A.ii. 1246 ; Brinck, op. cit., p. 248.
3 Athen. viii, p. 338 a. ¢ Tb., p. 352b; Dio Chrys. 78. 22.
5 Poet. xv, 1454 a 30. % ib, xxvi, 1461b 31.



The Later Dithyramb 69

was felt to be a kind of degeneracy: and there can be little
doubt that Timotheus, and perhaps some of his contemporaries,
did not know where to stop, and often became ludicrous, both
in sound and language,—the more so because the excessive
predominance of the music tended to make the libretto vapid
and silly. The impression made by the Persae is that the
writer could not himself distinguish between expressions of
real beauty (such as he sometimes uses), and expressions
which were simply grotesque or ridiculous. This deficiency
in taste is not rare in Alexandrian writers also.

It is well to notice that practically all of these writers,
though they obtained considerable vogue in Athens, were
natives of other cities; and while tragedy continued to be
almost exclusively Athenian, dithyramb, though regularly
performed at the festivals of Athens, was almost entirely the
work of strangers.

§ 7. A number of other poets of this period —mainly of the
fourth century—are known by name, and one or two by some
fragments.

KREX0s is mentioned by the Pseudo-Plutarch?! along with
Timotheus as one of the new school, and again? in a rather
obscure passage, which may indicate that he introduced
recitative, or some kind of instrumentally-accompanied speak-
ing, into dithyramb. (éri 8¢ Tadv lapBeiwy 70 & piv AéyeoOar
mape v kpobow T& & @decbar Apxiloxby pact karalbeifat,
€10’ ofirw x pricacfar Tods Tpayikods moinTds, Kpéfov 8¢ Nafbévra
els 80vpduPwy xpijowv dyayeiv.) Philodemus?® states 76 70D
Kpéfov moinpa, kaimep odk dv dvdpuootov, moNd ceuvoTepoy
paiveaBar Tod uélovs mpoarifévros.

Porvipus of Selymbria is stated by the Parian Marble to
have flourished at a date which falls between 398 and 380 B.c. ;
Diodorus * ranks him with the famous dithyrambic poets of
the early fourth century, and says that he was also a painter.
The Pseudo-Plutarch 5 makes a depreciatory reference to his
flute-musie, which appears to have been an inconsistent pateh-

! de Mus. xii, p. 1185 ¢, 2 ib. xxviii, p. 1141 a.
% de Mus., p. 4. ¢ xiv. 96. ¢ op. cit. xxi, p. 1138.
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work (dmomepoirfkacw els re & karriparae kal els 7a IToAvidov
moufpara). Whether the Iphigencia of Polyidus, mentioned
by Aristotle,! was a dithyramb (as Tiéche conjectures) there
is no evidence to show. The only other fact known about
him is that he described Atlas as a Libyan shepherd, turned
to stone by Perseus.

TELESTES of Selinus also belongs to the beginning of the
fourth century. The Parian Marble dates his (presumably
first) victory in 402/1 B.c. Some fragments of his reply, in
the Argo, to Melanippides’ statements about Athena’s rejection
of the flute are preserved by Athenaeus, and may be quoted
in default of any better specimens of the dithyramb of this
period :

(1) 8v cogpdv copar AaBodoav odk éméNmopar vép
Spvpols dpelois Spyavov
Slav Abdvay Svsbplarpov dxos ékpoBnbeicav adbis &
xepdv Baei,
vvppayevel xewpoktime $npl Mapade xAéos.
7{ ydp viv edmpdroto kdAXeos Ofds Epws Ereipey,
& mapleviav dyapov kal draid’ dméveipe KAébw;
dAAd pdrav dybpevros
o
dde parawolbywr ¢pdpa mpocénral ‘EANESa povoombAwy
copds émiphovoy Bpotois Téxvas Eveidos.
hd 3 4
(%) The praise of adAnrikd,
&V}auvept@wérav Bpouip wapédwke, ceuvis
] 7 ~ ~
Saipovos depbev myeip’ aiohomreplywv odv dyladv dxv-
TaTL XELPDY.
The same theme was taken up in the Asclepius:
A ~ -~ -~
1 Pplya kaA\imvéwr adAdyv iepdv Bacirja
Avdov s fippoce mpdros
Awpidos dvrimator pobons véuov aloApoppor
/ N
TVEUpaTOS eUmnTepov adpav dudimhékwv kadpots.

Anoth.er fragment, on the importation of the Phrygian mode
from Asia by Pelops, has already been quoted: 2 and there are

1 Poet. xvi, 14554 6, ? See above, p. 17,
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four lines on the stringed instrument called pdyadis from the
Hymenaeus, which was also a dithyramb:

d\hos & dXhav xhayyav lels
kepardpwvor fpébife pdyadw,
év mevrapdfe xopdav dpifudp
Xetpa kapridlaviov dvaoTpwgdv Tdyos.

The fragments do not give a high idea of Telestes’ style; but
his compositions long retained their popularity, and they were
among the works sent for by Alexander, along with the plays
of the great tragic poets and the dithyrambs of Philoxenus,
when he felt, in the far East, the need of literature.!

ANAXANDRIDES of Cameirus, the comic poet, also wrote a
dithyramb, if there is any truth in a story told by Chamaeleon,?
who says that &iédokwv moré 80vpapBov Absvnow eloijhfev
ép’ tmmov kal dmiyyeihév Ti T@y ék Tol doparos.

DicAEoGENES, the tragic poet, also (according to Harpocra-
tion and Suidas) composed dithyrambs.

Licymnius of Chios is mentioned by Aristotle,® along with
Chaeremon the tragic poet, among the dvayvworikol* whose
works were in a style well suited for reading ; and his dithy-
rambs are once mentioned by Athenaeus® He was also a
rhetorician.

TeLesIAS of Thebes is described ® as a contemporary of
Aristoxenus, and must therefore belong to the latter half of
the fourth century. He was quoted by Aristoxenus as a sad
example of one who, brought up in the old school, that of
Pindar and the ancients, fell away to the theatrical and
variegated music of a later day; but he had been so well
brought up that his attempt to compose in the style of
Philoxenus was a failure.

! Plut. Alex. viii. ? In Athen. ix, p. 374 a.

 Rhet. 111, p. 1413 b 12.

* Crusius (Festschr. filr Gomperz, pp. 381 ff.) shows that this does not
mean they were not designed or not suitable for performance, but that
they were written in a ypagus Né€is, which did its work without requiring
much assistance from dmdxpiats.

® xiii, p. 603 d. ¢ Pseudo-Plut. de Mus. xxxi.
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ARCHESTRATUS is mentioned in an inscription found in
Plutarch! who (quoting Panaetius) showed that although
Demetrius of Phalerum had identified the ‘ Aristides’ named
in it with the hero of the Persian Wars, the inscription was
really proved by the form of the letters to be post-Euclidean.
The words were: Avrioxis évika, Apioreidns éxoprhyer, Apxé
orparos é8idackev.

Inscriptions provide a list of names of dithyrambie poets, of
whom little or nothing is known except that they were
victorious at Athens in the fourth century or not long after-
wards: Aristarchus, Philophron (384/3 B.c.), Pamphilus of
Hagnus (366/5 B.c.), Eucles (from 865/4 B.C. onwards: he was
several times successful at the Thargelia), Paideas (who won
a victory at Salamis early in the fourth century), Nicomachus,
Lysiades of Athens (352-333 B.C.: he is the poet commemorated
on the monument of Lysicrates), Epicurus of Sieyon (for whom
Chares, the condottiere, was choregus in 344/3 B.c.), Charilaus
of Locri (328/7 B.c.), Karkidamos (320/19 B.c.), Hellanicus of
Argos (after 308 B.c.), Eraton of Arcadia (cire. 290 B.c.), and
Theodoridas of Boeotia (cire. 281 B.c.). The list again contains
many non-Athenian names.

§ 8. It has already been noticed? that in the choragic
monuments of the fourth century the name of the flute-player
is generally given, as well as those of the choregus and the
poet. In the first half of the century it usually follows that
of the poet; in the latter half it actually precedes it—a strong
testimony to the growing importance of the musie.?

The names of some celebrated flute-players are known to us.
In the fifth century Pronomus of Thebes (where the art was
especially cultivated) had been particularly famous; an
epigram * recounts that

‘EXNAds pév @hBas mporépas mpodkpivey év adlots,
O7iBar 8¢ Ipévopov, maida Tov Olviddov.

1 Ar'istid: 1. % See above, p. 52.

® The evidence for this is conveniently collected by Reisch in Pauly-W.
Real-Enc. iiil. 2435 b.

¢ Anth. Pal. xvi. 28; cf. Paus. 1x. xii, § 4.
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Alcibiades took lessons from Pronomus, and his music, as
well as that of Sacadas of Argos, was played to the workmen
who were rebuilding Messene at the bidding of Epaminondas.
His son, Oeniades, is mentioned as playing at Athens for
Philophron, who won a victory in 384/3 B.c.!

Among the well-known flute-players of the fourth century
were Antigenidas and Dorion, who seem to have founded rival
schools; ? and Telephanes of Samos, who played for Demo-
sthenes on the occasion of the assault upon him by Meidias.
He was buried at Megara,® and is commemorated in an extant
epigram : *

‘Oppeds ptv xibdpa mhelorov yépas elhero Ovnridw,
Néorwp 8¢ yAdoans H8uréyov codiy,

rekroatvy & éméwy wovieTwp Belos “Ounpos,
Tnhepdvns & adhois, ob Tdpos éoriy 8de.

Others were Chrysogonus (son of the younger Stesichorus);
Timotheus of Thebes; Euius, who played at Alexander’s
wedding-feast at Susa in 324 B.0.;® Ismenias and Kaphisias.
Most of them were Thebans. Didymus® tells the quaint story
that at a musical competition arranged by Philip shortly
before he lost his eye at Methone, Antigenidas, Chrysogonus
and Timotheus all played music representing the Cyclops.

A fragment of Amphis’ illustrates the eagerness of com-
peting tribes to get a good flute-player, as well as the enthusi-
asm with which the audience welcomed novel musical effects.
Some conjecture that the passage of Menander,® which notices
that the chorus was largely composed of dummies, with a few
singers only, refers to dithyramb. This is doubtful ; but, if it
is true, it emphasizes all the more strongly the importance of
the instrumentalist.

It was perhaps partly in consequence of the great importance
of the flute-player that old dithyrambs, which gave an
opportunity for the exhibition of his skill, were now performed,

! For other Theban flute-players, see Reisch, de Mus. Graec. Cert., p. 58.
? Pgoudo-Plut. de Mus. xxi, 1138 a, b. 8 Paus. I. xliv, § 6.

¢ Anth. Pal. vii. 159, 6 Athen. xii, p. 538f.

® Comment. on Dem. (Berl. Klass. Texte, i, p. 59).

7 Fr. 14 (K.). 8 Fr. 165 (K.).
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any interest in the words having become secondary.! Thus
Timotheus of Thebes won a victory at Athens with the 4fas
éuparvis of Timotheus of Miletus many years after the death
of the latter. The practice of performing old music was
perhaps common outside Athens. There is an interesting
illustration of this at a later date in an insecription 2 of about
193 B.0. at Teos, set up there by the people of Cnossos in
gratitude to the citizens of Teos for sending two envoys,
Herodotus and Menecles, to visit Crete; of whom Menecles
gave several performances to the lyre of the works of Timotheus
and Polyidus and the old Cretan poets, kafds mpocsijkey dvdpl
wemaibevpéve.

Apart from the use of dvaBoXal either instead of, or as an
introduction to, strophes and antistrophes—an introduetion (so
we gather from Aristotle 3) often as irrelevant to the subject of
the poem as the prooemion of an epideictic oration was to the sub-
ject of the speech—little can be said of the form of the fourth-
century dithyramb. Probably the conventional practice of
ending with a prayer was retained.* There may have been
various experiments as regards the accompaniment ; Timotheus
had used the cithara on occasion instead of the flute; and with
the mixture of musical modes, to which Plato objected, there
was naturally less conservatism as regards instruments; but a
passage of Athenaeus’ which is cited by Crusius® to prove
the use of castanets does not appear to refer to dithyramb.
Probably the repetition of syllables to fit the music (parodied
by Aristophanes in the Frogs, and adopted by Euripides and
also in the Delphian Hymns) was common in dithyrambs,’
though there is no proved instance of it.

! The rise of the Siddokalos or chorus-trainer, distinct from the poet,
was also probably the result of this performance of the works of deceased
composers: see Reisch in Pauly-W, Real-Enc. v. 404.

2 C. L @. iii. 3053. 3 Rhet. 111. xiv.

* Aristid. Rom. Enmc. i, p. 369 (Dind.) xpdriorov odv &omep of row
itlevpdpﬂmv 7€ Kkal waidvay womrai, ebxiy Twa wpoohivra ofre karakheicar Tév

O‘yOV.

' xiv, p. 636 d. ¢ In Pauly-W. Real-Enec. v. 1228.

"9;)ee Orusius, Die delphischen Hymnen (Philologus, Suppl.-Bd., liii,
p- 93),



The Later Dithyramb 75

§ 9. Before leaving the fourth century we may note the
records of dithyrambic performances at Eleusis, where a certain
Damasias, son of Dionysius of Thebes, provided two choruses,
TOv pév wauddv, Tov 8¢ dvdpadv, for the local Dionysia at his
own expense, and was publicly thanked and commemorated in
an extant inscription;! at Salamis, the flute-player being
Telephanes and the poet Paideas;? and at the Peiraeus, where
(as has already been noticed)  performances xvxAiwy xopdv odk
é\arrov Tpidy were ordered by a law of the orator Lycurgus to
be given (and this is remarkable) at a festival of Poseidon,
and prizes were established of 10, 8, and 6 minae for the
vietors. There are also inscriptions recording choruses of
boys and men at Ceos in the fourth century, and the sending
of a chorus of boys from the island to Delos.* Cyeclic choruses
at the Dionysia at Iasos are recorded at about the time of
Alexander.® The cyclic contests at Delphi are mentioned in
the Paean of Philodamus to Dionysus.® At Thebes Epamein-
ondas was choregus to a chorus of boys accompanied by the
flute.” About the end of the century inscriptions mention
cyclic choruses at Halicarnassus, and, not long afterwards,
choruses of boys at Chios.®

VII

The Dithyramb after the Fourth Century B.cC.

In the records of dithyramb after the fourth century Athens
does not hold as important a place as before. This may be
largely an accident ; but many other centres of musical and
dramatic activity had sprung up, partly at the courts of the
successors of Alexander, partly at new festivals such as the

' C.1 A. iv. 2. 574 b (Eph. Arch. iii, p. 71).

? C L A. il 1248. 3 Above, p. 10

* Halbherr, Mus. Ital. di antich. class. L ii, pp. 207-8.

® C.I.G.2671.

¢ 1. 185; see Fairbanks, Study of the Greek Paean, p. 143; Powell,
Collect. Alex., p. 169.

7 Plut. Vit. Aristid. i. & Bull. Corr. Hell. v. 212 and 300.
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Soteria at Delphi. An inscription ! which records the victories
of Nicocles of Tarentum, an eminent citharist at the beginning
of the third century, includes festivals in every part of Greece.
The inscription is of special interest as recording a dithyrambic
victory at the Lenaea. At what period dithyrambs began to
be performed at this festival is uncertain; it is clear from a
passage of Demosthenes? that there was no such performance
in the middle of the fourth century. It is further noticeable
that in this performance the instrument was the cithara and
not the flute. The age seems to have liked festivals which
included a great variety of performances. Contests of soloists,
both voeal and instrumental, were added to the choral com-
petitions, and conjurers and all sorts of entertainers got their
turn.

At Athens the chief external change was the substitution
of a publicly appointed agonothetes for the choregus, and
the payment of his expenses by the state. The change took
place, probably, about fifteen years before the end of the fourth
century, and among the poets who performed under this
system were Eraton and Lysippus of Arcadia, Hellanicus of
Argos, Theodoridas and Pronomus (the younger) of Thebes.?
There is no extant mention of dithyrambs at the Thargelia
after 825/4 B.C.

It is probable that the festival of the Soteria at Delphi was
first celebrated about 276 B.c., and the important series of
inscriptions relating to it belongs approximately to the years
272-269 B.c.® The festival commemorated the defeat of the
Gauls near Delphi, and in the third year of every Olympiad
it was combined with the Pythia. The performances included
dvdpes avAnral and maides adAnralf The choruses of men

t C. L A. i 1367.  in Meid., § 10. 8 See above, p. 72.

* There is, however, a good deal of controversy as to the exact year,
which it would be beside the point to discuss here: cf. Roussel, Buil.
Corr. Hell. xlvii. 1 ff.; Suppl. Epigr. Gr. ii. 260; The Year's Work in
Class Stud. 1925, p. 26 (for refs.).

® Pomtow, Jahrb. f. klass. Phil. xlii (1897), pp. 819 ff. ; Capps, Trans.
Am. Phil. Ass. xxxi (1900), p. 125.

¢ There can be no doubt that these expressions regularly signified
dithyrambic choruses of men and boys, accompanied by the flute.
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and boys consisted each of fifteen members only; a number of
8i8dokalo are mentioned, but it is not certain whether they
were poets or only chorus trainers. The choruses mentioned
in an inscription referring to the winter Soteria, probably after
the middle of the second century, seem to have consisted of
very few choreutae—probably only three, including a fyéuev
mals or fyéuwy dvépdv—and this does not look like dithy-
ramb.! No doubt the performances of choral works at festivals
had fallen by this time mainly into the hands of professionals,
as inscriptions show ; and there may have been a tendency
in this direction in the fourth century, when, as Aristotle
mentions,? the singers in tragic and comic choruses were often
the same ; and virtuosity may have come to be as important
in singing as in flute-playing. Athenaeus?® mentions a dithy-
ramb of Theodoridas of Syracuse, about the latter half of the
third century B.c., called Kévravpo:, in which occurred the
words
wlooca & dmwd ypaBiwv €rradev
(ypaBiwy being a synonym for Aapmddwy).

From Delos comes a series of inseriptions* which run from
286 to 172 B.c., and show that at the Delian Dionysia and
Apollonia two choruses of boys, each provided with two
choregi, competed with each other. It is not known whether
the regular mission of choruses to Delos from Athens and
other cities was continued during this period.

Inscriptions also show that choruses of men and boys per-
formed at Miletus in the third century B.c., and at Teos and
Samos in the second.® In the Samian inscriptions the choregi

Brinck (Diss. Philol. Hal., pp. 75, 76) disposes of the idea of Boeckh
and others (& terrible idea in any case) that the phrase referred to bodies
of flute-players performing together. (The boys’ fife-band was a horror
unknown to Greece. Polybius, xxx. 13, quotes the order of Anicius that
the flute-players should perform &ua mdvras as an instance of his want
of intelligence.)

! See Reisch, de Mus. Gr. cert., p. 105.

% Pol. 111. iii, p. 1276 b. $ xv, p. 699 1.

* Brinck, op. cit., pp. 187 ff.; Reisch, op. cit., pp. 64-7.

5 All these are collected by Brinck, pp. 207-16. An inscription of
unknown date from Teos records the victory there of a poet with a
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are mentioned, and in one of them the flute-player Satyrus,
but there is no mention of poets, and the performance was
probably confined to old works. An inscription from Assos
(ascribed by Boeckh to the third century B.c.)! orders some
one to be crowned for his merits at the Dionysia adAnrév rj
wpéry Huépg. A passage of the historian Callixenus of
Rhodes 2 gives evidence of choruses of boys and men at a
festival celebrated by Ptolemy Philadelphus at Alexandria,
with tripods as prizes for the choregi—nine cubits high for
boys’ choruses, twelve for the mens’.

Polybius ® (writing in the second century), in a remarkable
passage, records the regular performance by the Arcadians of
lyric choruses, apparently including dithyrambs, as a unique
feature of their social life: wapa yobv pévois Apxdoiv of maides
ék vymiov gew €0ifovrar katd vépov Tods Uuvovs kal maidvas,
ois ékaorot kard T& wdrpia Tovs émixwplovs fpwas kal feods
vuvoboi. pera 6¢ Tadra Tovs Tipobéov kal Pidofévov vijovs
pavldvovres xopetovat kat’ éviavrdv Tois Aiovvaiakols adAyTals
év tois Oedrpois, of pév mwaides Tovs maidikods dydvas, of &
veavioko. Tovs 7édv dvépdv. (Polybius’ terminology is not very
exact, but the reference in the last two clauses must be to
dithyrambs, though the Arcadians may have sung the véuot of
these composers as well. The expression yopedovar Tols
dwovvaiakols adAnrals shows the importance of the flute-
player.)

Finally, there are inscriptions from Orchomenos recording
victories of synchoregi (acting two together) who had been
victorious with choruses of men, probably about 175 B.¢., and
other inscriptions from the same place, assigned by Reisch to
the earlier half of the first century B.C., record the successes
of both mens’ and boys’ choruses, accompanied by the flute,
the victories of the leading boys and men (i. e. probably of the

d'ithyra,mb called Andromeda, which he himself accompanied on the
cithara; another dithyramb performed at Teos was called Persephone
(Buil. Corr. Hell. iv, pp. 177, 178).

! Invest. at Assos, i, p. 137 (ed. J. T. Clarke).

? Athen. v, p. 196 ff., esp. 198 ¢.

3 1v. xx,
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principal singer in each chorus) being also mentioned. A
much mutilated inscription from Chaeroneia ! refers also to a
chorus of men,

VIII

Dithyramb in the Imperial Period.

The information about dithyramb in imperial times is very
fragmentary, and consists solely of a few inscriptions. Two
fragments of a dedication at Athens to Asclepius,? in A.D. 52/3,
are perhaps rightly taken to refer to a dithyrambic victory
among other things ; but it does not appear to be legitimate to
infer that the dithyramb was performed in honour of Asclepius.
(He might well be thanked for the victory, if he had given
the choregus or the poet the necessary health.) It is remark-
able that the tripod dedicated is itself called by the name
dithyramb’. The fragments are as follows:

(1) diovvabdapos fpxe, defixhis p’ Ore
velkns deOlov éNaPev fibéwv xopo.

(%) dpxwv diovveidwpos Edkdpmov Téxvys
wdans pe kbos kwuikis Tpayikis Xopdv
7ov Set@bpauBov tpimoda 07k’ AckAnmie.

Another inscription ® of about A.D. 100 thanks the archon
and agonothetes of the Dionysia at Athens on behalf of the
Oeneid tribe for his serviees to the tribe; the circumstances
are not very clear, but apparently Philopappus had paid the
expenses of the Oeneid tribe in the contest: 5 Olvnis ¢uAy
8ia 7év € dywvicauévar xopp diovveiaky TOv dpxovra kal
dyaovolérny TIalov 'Iovhiov Avrioyov ’Empdvn Pukbrammov
Brnoaiéa tijs eis éavrny edepyeaias Eveka. é8i8aocke Moipayé-
vys, éxopriyer BovAwv, of Mowpayévovs Durdoior. émeordrer
Mévavbpos Purdoios, ndher PiAnros Meviokov Kowvifev,
éxbpevor (a list of about twenty-five names from different
tribes follows), éuelomoler Movaukd[s]. It is noticeable that
the chorus is only half the size of the classical xkAios yopés,

! Reisch, op. cit., p. 109, note .
? C.I.4.iii. 68b. See above, p. 10. 3 C.I.4.1i. 78.
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and is not drawn entirely from one tribe; it was doubtless
a professional body. A similar act of generosity on the part of
Philopappus is recorded by Plutarch:! év 8¢ rois Sapamie-
vos emwikiots, dre Ti Aeovrid puAj Tov Xopdv Siardfas évik-
cev, éoTiwpévors Huiv dre 8 kal guNéTais odat Snuomoinrols,
olkeior Noyor This év yewpl pihoriplas mapfioav. Eoxe ydp o
dydy vroverdrqy duMav, dyevoferodvros évdbfws kal
peyadomperds Puomdmmov Tob Bacizéws Tals ¢ulais opod
mdoais yopnyobvros.

An inscription? of the second century A.D. shows that the
contest had been abandoned, and that all the choregi joined
in one show and one monument: & OFuos éwika: Aodkios
BAavios PAdppas Kvdabyvaieds fpxe.

wdvres yopayol mis Te Puéras Yopds
dyarpa Sfpp Kékpomros éordoavtd pe
ékovaior pebévres é¢ dywvias

ds pn Pépor Tis aloyos AWOKIETOUpEVOS.
éyd & ékdare Téooov eUkhelas vépw
kal’ 8ocoov adrd fuvds dv dpeilopat.

The Dorian elements in the language in this inseription
seem to require explanation.®

In other inscriptions* either the &fjuos or a number of
tribes (six in C.I. A. iii. 82) are mentioned as °victorious’,
and this again implies the abandonment of any contest. In
another,” a letter, perhaps of Antoninus Pius, written to
a congress of rexvirar diovdoov, seems to refer to the per-
formance of many dithyrambs at the Great Dionysia.

IX

Conclusion.

Thus the history of the dithyramb proves to be a somewhat
puzzling and disappointing affair. No complete dithyramb,
except those of Bacchylides, survives, and those, in their quiet

1 Symp. Quaest. 1. X, p. 628, b. ? C. L A. iii. 80 (Kaibel, Epigr. 927).

8 They occur also in C. I, 4. iii. 82.

* C.1 A.iii. 81 (much mutilated), 82, 82 a. 5 C.1 4. 1ii. 34a.
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gracefulness seem to belong almost to another world from the
fragments of Pindar, in which the spirit of Dionysus is at
least discernible. It is the dithyramb of the Pindaric period
which it would be most worth while to know; of the later
dithyramb the extant fragments are perhaps enough.

It is unsatisfactory also that we have to depend for our
facts, to a large extent, upon writers in whose critical and
historical capacity it is not possible to have any confidence.
The author of de Musica, ascribed to Plutarch, drew largely
upon Glaucus of Rhegium and Aristoxenus (who could them-
selves take advantage of a continuous, though not necessarily
pure, stream of tradition); but he is spoiled for us by the
difficulty of discovering his source for many particular state-
ments, Athenaeus preserves much valuable material, but the
filiation of his sources is a matter upon which those who have
studied them persistently disagree. Nothing can give us a
much greater degree of certainty, unless fortune restores to us
the works of Chamaeleon or some similar ‘ researcher .

It is even more unsatisfactory that we have practically no
evidence of the spirib in which the dithyramb, as a form of
religious celebration, was regarded during the classical period.
After the jolly drinking song of Archilochus passes out of
view, we are not told whether the light-heartedness of early
days was still attached to it, or whether it was solemn, as
tragedy was.! There may conceivably have been a difference
in this respect between the winter dithyramb at Delphi, when
Apollo was away, and Dionysus was perhaps thought of in
his gloomier aspects, and the spring dithyramb at Athens.
There is not, however, any ground for connecting dithyramb
in Greece with any chthonie ritual, Dionysiac or other, and it
is very significant that there is no trace of dithyramb at the
Anthesteria,? The Pindarie fragments are brilliant and cheer-
ful enough. The contrast between the dithyramb and the

! There is no justification for speaking of the rpayikol xopoi at Sicyon
in the time of Cleisthenes as ‘ dithyrambs'. Herodotus must have known
well enough what dithyrambs were, and he could have called these yopol
by that name, had it been appropriate (see below, p. 137).

? Despite M. Schmidt and Crusius (Pauly-W. Real-Enc. v. 1207).

3182 G
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paean, drawn by Plutarch,! dates from a time long after the
fusion of Dionysus with Zagreus and the development of his
mysteries in Greece, and Plutarch is perhaps somewhat fanci-
ful when he tries to prove the appropriateness of the dis-
tracted music (evidently that of the later dithyramb) with the
experiences attributed to the mystic deity: dibvvoor 8¢ xai
Nukréhior kai 'Igodairyy dvoudlovot, kal ¢bopds Twas kal
dpaviauols, elra dmoPiboes xal waliyyevesias, oikeia Tals
elppuévais perafolals alviyparae kal pvledpata wepaivovor
kal glovar 16 ptv SibupapBike uén wabdv peord xal pera-
Boifs mAdvyy Twa kal Sadbpnaw éxolons . ..Td 8 mwalava.
There is no hint elsewhere of any association of the dithy-
ramb with the mystic cults referred to, and indeed Plutarch
himself does not assert it, but only compares the contorted
music of the dithyramb with the perplexed experiences of the
god—a comparison of very little value, and probably far re-
moved from the minds of the composers of the music. We
cannot tell what Proclus meant by saying (if he did say it)
that the dithyramb was kowérepos and eis mapalrnow kakadv
yeypappuévos, and it is at least probable that the passage is cor-
rupt.?  So far as we can see, the religious significance rather
rapidly went out of dithyramb, as the words became unim-
portant or degenerate, and it became what may be called
‘ concert-music’, such as the Oratorio was in the nineteenth
century. In the latest stages of its history it seems to be
quite secularized. But for the present we must be content to
be ignorant of much which we should like to know.

! de Ei apud Delphos, 388 e fI. 2 See above, p. 16.
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THE ORIGINS oF GREEK TRAGEDY

I
The earliest known Greek Tragedy and its Character.

IT is convenient to begin the discussion of the origins of
Greek Tragedy with a statement of known facts at the
earliest point at which a clear view is possible, and to work
backwards from that point. / The earliest extant Greek
tragedy is the Supplices of Aeschylus,” This was performed
soon after the beginning of the &M century B.c., as part of
a trilogy of three plays dealing with parts of the same mythi-
cal story; to these was appended a satyrie play which perhaps
treated the same legend in a lighter fashion. Such at least is
a probable account of the facts: the early date is virtually
proved by the structure and character of the play, and the posi-
tion of the play as part of a trilogy by its obvious lack of any
conclusion to its story, coupled with the fact that Aeschylus
certainly composed one other play, and probably two—the
Aegyptiz and Danaides '—on the same story ; and a mention of
a satyric play, the Amymone, of which the Danaid so named
must have been the heroine, completes the evidence.

[_The Supplices differs from all other extant Greek tragedies
in the large proportion of the play which is assigned to the
chorus, the very small part taken by the second actor, and
the simplicity (even at times the crudity) of the treatment of
the actor’s part. These points are undisputed.

But on the important question of the size of the chorus
there is less agreement. On the one hand the number of the
Danaids is consistently given in legend as fifty, and in line 321
Aegyptus,the father of their would-be husbands, is described as

! There seems to be no evidence for Herinanns' conjecture that the
Oalauoroiol dealt with this story. The ascription of the Alydrrio: to this
Trilogy follows a conjecture of Dindorf, which at least has the name of
the play in its favour.
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weurcr;/:owaiwaw. Wilamowitz and others, who believe that all
fifty Danaids appeared in the chorus, enlarge on the magni-
ficence of the whole spectacle—the fifty with their attendants
(making a hundred in all), the king of Argos with chariots
and a great retinue; and, later in the play, the herald with
a force (probably of black Nubians) attempting to carry the
Danaids off, and the king with a larger force to prevent it.
But with what ancient theatrical arrangements would such
crowds have been possible ? and by what steps did the much
less spectacular and crowded drama of the greater part of the
classical period supersede this magnificent and impressive fore-
runner ? It seems more likely—though Wilamowitz is content
simply to say that it is absurd—that the fifty were repre-
sented by a much smaller number (probably twelve)! It is
a remarkable thing that the chorus in the Supplices never
speak of themselves as fifty in number, and though Aegyptus
is described in passing as mevrykovrdmais, it does not neces-
sarily follow that all his sons appeared in the chorus of the
Aegyptii, as some have conjectured. The belief that it was so is
generally connected by those who hold it with the theory that
the tragic chorus originated from the cyclic dithyramb; but
it will be seen later that this is itself more than doubtful. As
it is, neither theory can be used to support the other without
a petitio principii, and the question of the number of the
chorus in the Supplices must at least be left open. The state-
ment of Pollux ? that the tragic chorus was composed of fifty
persons until Aeschylus so terrified the audience with his fifty
Eumenides that the number was restricted, is obviously fabu-
lous—like the story 3 that the same terrifying effect made
him so unpopular that he had to leave Athens; and it is con-
tradicted by the virtual certainty that the Agamemmnon had
a chorus of twelve. In all proba,bilit:'y the idea that tragedy

! There is no evidence for the conjecture of Reisch (Pauly-W. Real-
Ene. ili. 2320) that the number of fifty was made up by personae mutae,
and it may be doubted whether this form of deception would have been
employed at this early date, though it is found in Menanders time (see
above, p. 73).

% jv, 110. * Vit. Aeschyli.
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at first had a chorus of fifty either originated from the passage
of Aristotle (to be discussed later) which derives tragedy from
dithyramb, or else was actually an inference from the facts
that legend spoke of fifty Danaids, and that both Phrynichus
and Aeschylus composed a Danaides and an Aegyptit.

However this may be, we have in the Supplices a play largely
lyrical, serious in subject and tone, and unconnected with
Dionysus in subject; and, speaking generally, the last-men-
tioned characteristic holds good generally of the drama of the
early part of the fifth century: Dionysiac subjects might be
chosen, but plainly had no preference. Now and then a con-
temporary subject was selected. Chorus and actors wore
masks. The linguistic basis of the dialogue was Attic, with
a sprinkling of epic and (in a smaller degree) of Doric forms
and words; the lyrics were further removed from Attic by
their more unrestricted use of forms and words which belong
to epic or non-dramatic lyric poetry ; and, in particular, the use
of the long « in place of 7, a use common to all the Greek
dialects except Ionic and Attic, was regular. (The special
problem of the relation of the language of tragedy to Dorie
will be discussed later.)

It is not known whether in the early part of the fifth
century composition in trilogies or tetralogies was normal.
That it was a common practice of Aeschylus himself is certain ;
but apart from Aeschylus very few trilogies or tetralogies are
definitely recorded,—the Avkovpyeia of Polyphradmon,’ the
ITavdiovls of Philocles,? and the Oidimrodeia of Meletus.?

! Arg. Aesch. Sept. c. Theb.

% Schol. Ar, Birds, 281, on the authority of Aristotle’s Adaoraliar.

# Schol. Plat. Laws x,893 a 14, also on Aristotle’s authority. The attempt
of Mr. R. J. Walker (in his book on Sophocles’ Ichneutae) to prove that
Sophocles and Euripides composed in tetralogies is entirely unconvin-
cing. But Robert (Oedipus, pp. 396 ff.) makes out a strong case for his
view that there wasa certain connexion of subject between the Chrysippus,
Oenomaus, and Phoenissae of Euripides, which were performed together
in 410 B.0. It seems that composition in connected tetralogies or
trilogies was mainly a speciality of Aeschylus, and that he himself
may not always have practised it. (The attempt of Donaldson, Theatre
of the Greeks, pp. 118-19, to explain the group of plays of which the
Persae was one as a trilogy or tetralogy seems to be very speculative.)
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The last play of each group of four was, throughout the
classical period—with only one or two known exceptions,
such as the Alcestis of Euripides—a satyric play. This was
like tragedy in its general form, being a joint performance of
chorus and actors, all wearing masks; but the chorus in-
variably represented satyrs—creatures half man, half beast,
led by Silenus, and associated especially (and often in the
plays) with Dionysus, but frequently also with other gods or
with certain heroes. Their costume was indecent ; there was
a good deal of vigorous dancing, and the language and gestures
were often obscene. The plot represented those parts of
ancient legends which were grotesque in themselves or which
could be made so by burlesquing them, The satyric play was
an integral part of the poet’s work for the prize in the com-
petition at the Dionysia.

Such are the facts, stated in outline, in regard to tragedy and
satyric drama, early in the fifth century. We have now to
trace the history of these forms of art backwards, so far as our
information allows us.

I

Phrynichus, Pratinas, Choerilus.

§ 1. The information which we have in regard to PHRYNICHUS,
a slightly senior contemporary of Aeschylus—his first victory
is dated 511 B.C.,—suggests that his tragedies were of the
same type as the early work of Aeschylus himself; that the
lyric element predominated and was of very high literary
merit ; that his treatment of his actors was crude, and that
he was quite free from any restriction to Dionysiac subjects.
The main evidence on these points can be very shortly stated.
Aristophanes! warmly praises his lyries:
&vlev damepel péitTa
Bpibvixos duBposimy peréwv dmeBéokero kapmdv del
Pépov yAvkeiar @ddv.

! Birds, 148 ff, Cf. Wasps, 220.
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He appears to have invented many new varieties of choral
dance: Plutarch! writes of him: xafrot xal Spivixos 6 1@V
Tpaywbidy wounTis wepl avToll Pnow 8ri

oxfpara & Spxnois téoa por wépev, 8o’ vl wbvre
kbpare moelrar Xelpare vof OXotf.

But the simplicity of his handling of his actors was such
that Aristophanes ? scoffed at the spectators who could stand
either it or the comparatively artless management of
Aeschylus in his early days, who

Tods fearas
éénméra pdpovs haPov mwaps Ppuvixwe Tpapévras.

(Probably Phrynichus, like Aeschylus, improved as he went
on. Inthe Phoenissae, in 476 B. C., he adopted the second actor,
the invention of Aeschylus.?)

The variety of his subjects is indicated by the titles of his
plays. The Pleuroniae was drawn from the story of Meleager
and Oeneus and the Calydonian boar-hunt ; the Aegyptii and
Danaides from that of the Danaids; the Aniaeus and Alcestis
(the latter probably a satyric play)* from the Heraclean
cycle; the Actaeon from Attic legend; the Mihfjrov dAwais
(if that was the title) ® and the Phoenissae from contemporary
history.

Suidas states that Phrynichus was pafnris Oéomibos 70D
wpdTOv THY Tpaywky eloevéykavros—which can hardly be in-

! Symp. Quaest. VIIL ix, § 3. * Frogs, 910 ff.

3 Wilamowitz (Einl., p. 92) thinks of the Mrov dhwots as more of an
oratorio than a drama; it can, he thinks, have had no action. But
really we have no evidence as to the extent to which Phrynichus
developed the dramatic possibilities of his single actor.

¢ See Schol. on Virg. den. vi. 694 ; Wilamowitz, Einl., p. 92.

® Suidas does not mention this title, but does mention a play called
Alxatos ) Dépoar #) Sivfwkoi—which suggests a chorus of Persian elders.
The conjecture that Aixatot may be a corruption of Aakaio:, the name of a
Persian clan, seems to be very speculative.

¢ It is not necessary for the present purpose to discuss Dr. Verrall's
interesting but scarcely tenable theory that the Persae of Aeschylus is
an improved version of the Phoenissae of Phrynichus (The Bacchants of
Eur., pp. 28 f.).
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terpreted in a literal sense, if (as seems likely) Thf%SPI‘S was
already exhibiting plays about 560 B.C. ; that he was €UpETT)S 70
rerpapérpov—which is absurd in itself, but may possibly mean
that he first introduced speeches in the tetrameter metre ;! and
that he first yvvaikelor mpbowmor elofyayey év axnvij—a state-
ment which we cannot check.

Some meagre fragments show that Phrynichus was a master
of poetic language, with some of the pomp and richness of
Aeschylus,e. g.:

Alcestis (fr. 2) odpa & dBapPes yviodévyrov
Teipet . . .
Phoenissae (fr. 5) arparés mor’ els yijy Tivd émiorpodd modi
“Tavros Hv E&vaiey dpxaios Aeds'
wedla 0¢ wdvra kal mwapdkriov whdka
okeiq pdpyots PASE édaivvro yvalois.
(fr. 6) Kkpuepdy yap ovk
AAvev pbpov, dkeia O¢ viv PASE katedaloaro
dalod meplopévov patpds vm’ aivds kako-
paxdvov.
(fr. 11) Yrarpoiow dvricmasr’ deldovres pélr.
Incert. fab. (fr.13) Adpmer & émi moppupéais wapyar pds Epwros.

Phrynichus then seems, in all essentials, to have resembled
Aeschylus as he was at the beginning of his career? He
doubtless made improvements in tragedy, but whose work
was it that he improved upon? The scanty information
which we have about Pratinas and Choerilus helps us but
little.

§ 2. PRATINAS is the subject of a puzzling and confused
notice in Suidas. He is described as ®Aidoios, Tpayikds

! Even this is hard to reconcile with Aristotle’s statements about the
tetrameter as the original metre of tragedy (Poet. iv, 1449 a 22), though
we do not know who his authority was.

% Suidas has a notice of another Phrynichus, son of Melanthas,
described as ’Afpvaios Tpaywds® Eore 8 THv Spapdrev adrod kai Tdde'
"Avdpopéda, 'Hprydwn. émoinge kal wvppixds. Bub nothing is said of
his date, and Suidas may be confusing the various poets of this
name.
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dvryywvifero 8¢ Alaxide te kal Xopiho éml 7iis éBSoun-
kooris 'OAvumiddos (i.e. 499-496B.C.). «kai mpdTos Eypajre
Sardpovs . .. kal Spdpara piv éredelfaro v &v carvpikd AB'.
évixnoe 8¢ dmwaf. His name was evidently connected by
tradition especially with satyric drama; this appears also
from Dioscorides’ epigram on Sositheus,!
ékiooodbpnoe yap dvip
d¢ia PAhiaciov, vali pa xopods, Saripwv,

and from Pausanias? who shows that his memory was kept
alivein his native town: évradfa éori kal Apioriov pvijpa Tod
Hparivov Tovre 79 Apiorie Sdrvpor kal Iparivg 76 warpl elo
mwemoinpévor Ay Tdv Aloxiiov Sokipdraro.. He cannot have
exhibited at Athens entirely under the system which was
regular in the fifth century, and under which each poet pro-
duced three tragedies and one satyric play, if thirty-two of
his fifty plays were satyric, as Suidas states;* but if, as is
possible, this system only came into force just before the
beginning of the century, he may at first have exhibited under
conditions which allowed poets to offer tragedies and satyric
plays in any proportion.

[Unfortunately it is impossible to say at what date the
system referred to came into use. It may have been when
state-regulated choregia was introduced; the laying of re-
sponsibility on the shoulders of individuals would necessitate
some understanding as to what each was responsible for, in
order that the competition might be a fair one. Before this
a poet might well take his own risks. Competitions appear, as
we shall see, to have been instituted about 534 B.c., and

1 Anth. Pal. vii. 707 (second century B.0.). Pratinas is also obscurely
alluded to in the same writer’s epigram on Sophocles (vii. 37).

% 11, xiii, § 5.

3 The suggestion of Capps that Pratinas may have composed satyric
plays for other poets to present with their trilogies, and that the dis-
proportionate number’of his satyric plays may thus be accounted for, is
ingenious, but is not sufficiently substantiated by the fact that his son
Aristias in 467 B. 0. completed his group of plays with a satyric play of
Pratinas, who may have been dead by that date. But possibly all the
thirty-two satyric plays were not performed at Athens.

¢ See below, p. 107.
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possibly there was some reorganization of th'e f.estival a,ft.e'r
the expulsion of the tyrants. The great inscription C. I. 4.1i.
971; iv. 971, which gives the record of the victories at the
City Dionysia, seems, though the heading is imperfect,! to have
begun its record ‘in the year in which there first were x@po:
to Dionysus’. Capps and Wilhelm reconstruct the lost
beginning of the inscription in such a way as to make the
record begin with the year 502/1 B.C. or thereabouts, and the
natural date for the beginning would be the date at which the
state made new regulations for the festival, and introduced
the choregic system.? Capps and Wilhelm assume that the
word k@uo: is used in the heading of the inseription in a wide
sense to cover the whole festival, just as Euripides® mentions
the Hyacinthia by the name k@pot ‘Yakivfov, and it is perhaps
more probable that, in such a general heading, it should mean
this, than that it should refer to the xduos as an element
in the festival distinct from the dithyrambs, tragedies, and
comedies, as in the Law of Euegorus, quoted by Demo-
sthenes ;* but of course it is not certain. Nor is it certain
whether, as they think probable, only two columns of 140
lines preceded that to which the first extant portion of the
inseription belonged ; and on this assumption the initial
date which they propose depends. Their calculations are also
liable to uncertainty ® owing to their assumption that (apart
from the first introduction of the dithyrambic chorus of men
in 509 B.cC,, and that of comedy in 486) the contests followed
the same lines throughout the missing period (e. g. in the year
of the sack of Athens by the Persians). Nor can we entirely
exclude the possibility that the record itself began in 509 B.c.,

! The heading may have been oie vevixikaow 4@’ o mparjor kdpor foav
10t Awviow év dore.

? Possibly (_though this is only a conjecture) the introduction of satyric
plays by .Pra,tu.las from Phlius, by bringing a new element into the tragic
con'lpetltlons, itself necessitated new regulations, and the system under
which Aeschylus competed may have been the result.

3 Helena, 1469.

¢ in Meid., § 10 xai 7ois év dare Atovuoiows 5 woumy kal of mwaides kal ¢
kdpos Kai oi kwpedol kal of Tpaypdol.

% This is pointed out by Wilamowitz, Gott. Gel. Anz. 1906, pp. 624-6.
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after the overthrow of the tyranny; and in that case three
columns, not two, may have been lost. But their view, dating
the beginning of the system which we are discussing about
502/1 B.C., has at least great likelihood, and the corrections
which more exact knowledge would necessitate would probably
not be great. The fact that the tradition of the early writers
on Greek literature (as found in Suidas and others) preserved
some dates for Thespis, Choerilus, Phrynichus, &ec., certainly
does not disprove the suggested initial date of this inseription,
as Wilamowitz appears to think. The recorders of the tradi-
tion need not have got their information from this inscription.]

The words (in the notice of Suidas) mpdros éypayre Zaripovs
cannot mean anything but that, in the opinion of Suidas or
his unknown authority, Pratinas was the first to compose
satyric plays of the type known in the fifth century. (The
word Jarvpovs is used in the same sense as Sdrvpo: in the
passage of Pausanias quoted above, and in many other places.)
Professor Murray’s suggestion ? that the words of Suidas
mean that Pratinas was the first to write set words for the
satyr-revellers is hardly consistent with the statement, also
found in Suidas,? that it was Arion who brought in oardpovs
éupetpa Aéyovras.

The new satyric plays must have been brought into the
Dionysia alongside of the tragedies which had presumably
become regular since 534 B.c.*# Professor Flickinger® thinks
that Pratinas’ work isto be explained as an attempt to restore
the Dionysiac character of the festival. ¢After tragedy had
lost its exclusively Bacchic themes and had considerably de-

! This tradition probably appears also in Pseudo-Acron. Schol. Hor.
Ars P. 216 ‘Cithara monochordos fuit; deinde paulatim dextra laevaque
addentes . . . ponebant tragoediis satyrica dramata, in quibus salva
maiestate secundum Pratinae (MS. Cratini) institutionem. Is enim
Athenis, Dionisia dum essent, satyricam fabulam induxit.’

* In J. E. Harrison, Themis, p. 344. 3 See below, p. 133.

* I find the attempt of Mr. R. J. Walker (4ddenda Scenica, p. 13) to
show that Pratinas composed satyric plays in trilogies entirely un-
convincing, as also his speculations (Sophocles, Ichneutae, pp. 249-69)
about the poet's tragedies and metres.

8 Greek Theater, pp. 23, 24,
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parted from its original character, Pratinas endeavoured to
satisfy religious conservatism by introducing a new manner of
production, which came to be called satyric drama. This was
a combination of the dramatic dithyramb of his native Phlius,
which of course had developed somewhat since the day of
Arion and Epigenes, and of contemporary Attic tragedy’. But
this goes far beyond the evidence. We have no informa-
tion at all as to the object which Pratinas may have had in
view ; it is at least equally possible that both he and Thespis
simply came to Athens to try their luck as entertainers; there
is not a particle of evidence about any dithyramb at Phlius,
nor do we know anything of dithyrambs or of satyric plays
by Epigenes or of the development of dithyramb between
Arion and Lasos. (The actual evidence in regard to Epigenes
and the statements bearing upon the supposed religious
conservatism of the Athenians will be considered later.)

We know nothing of the tragedies of Pratinas. In the
Argument to the Seven against Thebes we read that
Aristias won the second prize Ilepoel TavrdAe (Avraip)?
ITaXaworals Tois Iparivov warpés: but it is quite likely that
only the last play, which was satyric, was by Pratinas,
Athenaeus ® records the title dvopaiva: 7} Kapvarides as that
of a play of Pratinas, and it has been conjectured that
Advopaivar may be a false reading for dvpaivar or dvpavia,—
Dymanian maidens of Karyai, dancing at the festival of
Artemis there,—and so may = Kapvarides. Others think
that dvopaiva: here = Mawddes,* and this seems quite likely.
The long fragment from a satyric play of Pratinas has already
been discussed.’

1 See pp. 138, 146, 166-168.

? I accept Professor H. W. Garrod’s convincing emendation (Class.
Rev. xxxiv, p. 130).

3 ix. 392f * Of. Hesych. Avopaivar' ai év Srdpry xopiriSes Bdxya.

® See above, p. 29. It is uncertain whether any work of Pratinas
survived into the fourth century B. c. Pseudo-Plut. de Mus. xxxi says that
Aristoxenus recorded that Telesias of Thebes had learned the works of
Pindar and Dionysius of Thebes kat & Adpmpov kai ta Hparivoy : but there

is a reading Kparivov, which may be right. The context shows that
Aristoxenus was thinking of music, and the songs {and presumably the
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§ 8. CHOERILUS, according to Suidas, was a native of Athens
who composed 160 plays, from 523 B. c. onwards, won thirteen
victories, competed in the first years of the fifth century
against Aeschylus and Pratinas, and «ard rwas Tois mpocw-
melots kal Tfj okevf] T@v oTdAwy émexeipnoe. Eusebius places
his floruit in 482 B. ¢., and the ‘ Life of Sophocles’ (a doubtful
authority) makes him compete against Sophocles in 468.
Only one of his plays, the Alope, is known by name. The
two fragments quoted by grammarians as instances of meta-
phor—ydjs daroiow éyxpipupbels moda, and yis PpAéBes—sug-
gest the same type of language as was sometimes used by
Phrynichus and Aeschylus.

It has been usual to explain by reference to this Choerilus
the line quoted by Plotius,' as a specimen of the metrum
Choerileum,

Avika pév Bacieds v Xowpihos év carbpois

and to suppose that it means that he was famous for his
satyricplays. But Reisch? has suggested a different explanation
of the line. The expression Baci\ed Saripwy, where it occurs
in a fragment of Hermippus,® has no reference to drama; and
Cratinus* scoffs at a certain Choerilus who was a servant and
helper of Ecphantides, the author of a comedy called Jdrvpoc.
It may be this Choerilus to whom the line of Plotius refers.

III

Thespis.

§ 1. The evidence in regard to Thespis is both more full and
more interesting, though the points upon which anything like
certainty is possible are few. It will be convenient first of all
to collect the more important passages :

MaRMOR PARIUM (under a year about 534 B.c.). A¢’ of
Oéoms ¢ mounrys [Imekpivalro mpdTos, bs édidafe [Splajua év

tunes) of Cratinus were famous (see Aristoph. Knights, 529-30). The
corruption would be the converse of that noticed in Pseudo-Acron (above,
p- 95, n. 1). 1 de Metris (Keil, Grammatici Lat. vi, p. 508).

* Festschr. fiir Gomperz, p. 461 3 Fragm. 46 (K.).

* Fragm. 335 (K.). See below, p. 291.

3182 H
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&lorler kal dOhov élrédn o [rlpdyos, &rn HHMAA], dpxovros
Ab[fvnar . . Jvalov Tob wporépov.

Notes. (1) The inscription is restored by different scholars with
sundry variations in detail, but there is complete agreement as
to ascription to Thespis of a victory at this date, with the goat
as a prize,

(2) Wilamowitz® may be right in inserting the name of
Thespis in Eusebius, Can. Ol. 61. 8 (i.e. 534/3 B.c.). Hevopdimys
Puowds (kai @éomis) Tpaywdomrods éyvupilero. Bubt when Eusebius,
Cam. Ol. 47. 2 (591/0 B.c.) states that rois dywvifouévois wap’ "EXyou
Tpdyos é8idoro, 4’ o xal Tpayixoi &Mjbnyoav, this is probably an
attempt to synchronize Thespis and Solon at a date when the
latter was at his dxus.? Professor Flickinger thinks that Eusebius
refers here to tragedy at Sicyon.?

D1oscoripEs, Anth. Pal. vii. 411, .
Oéomibos elpepa Toito' & & dypodTv dv’ Phav
mwalyvia, kal képovs Tovgd €ri petorépovs
Aloxiros éfoYrooer kTA.
Ip. Anth. Pal. vii, 410.
Oéamis 88e, Tpayikiy bs dvémhaca mpdros doidiy
KopfTals veapas Kawotoudy Xdpiras,
4 e \ z Vé kK 7’ 3
Bakz(os bre TpUyLkdy Kardyor xopé, ¢ Tpdyos td0 vt
X@TTIKOS v oUKev dpprxos ablov Erv
of 8¢ peramhdooover véor 7dder udpios aldw
moAA& mpooevprioer xdrepa: Tdud & éud.

Notes. (1) There are many emendations besides rpuywdy for the
corrupt MS8. reading rpirfdv in 1. 8.

(2) Compare Plutarch, de cupid. div. viii, p- 527 d % wdrpios Tév Ao-
vuolwy éopri) 76 madadv éréumero Snporikds kal ilapBs dudopeds olvoy
xal kNqporls, elra Tpdyor Tis €hkev, EANos ioxddwv dppixov frolovle

2 3\ ~ 3 e ’
ropilwv, éml mage § & palAds.

HoRrAcE, de Arte Poet. 275-7.

Ignotum tragicae genus invenisse Camoenae
dicibur et plaustris vexisse poemata Thespis,
quae canerent agerentque peruncti faecibus ora.

Y Homer. Unters. vii. 248, ? See below, p. 107. 3 See p. 137, n. 1.
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CrLEm. ALEX. Strom. i, § 79. Nal pyv lapBov émevinoey
Apxidoxos o0 Ildpios, xwAdv 8¢ lauBov ‘Inmdvaf ¢ ’E¢éotos, kal
rpaypdiav pév Ofomis 6 Abnvaios, koppdiay 8¢ Jovoapior 6
"Ixapievs.

ERATOSTHENES, Erigone. (Fragm. ap. Hygin. de Astr. ii. 4).

’Ikdpiot 760t wpdra mepl Tpdyov dpxrhTavro.

ATHENAEUS, ii, p. 40 a,b. dmd pélns kal 4§ 7is rxopedlas

\ ~ 7 /4 2 2 r's ~ ) ~ € ’ \
kal 3 Tijs Tpayedias elpeais év 'Ikapiow s Arrikijs edpédn kal
ka7t avTdv TS TPUYnS Katpby.

EuanTEIUS, dé Com 12 Quamvis igitur retro prisca vol-
ventibus reperiatur Thespis tragoediae primus inventor ete.

Donatus, de Com. v3 Thespis autem primus haec scripta
in omnium notitiam protulit; postea Aeschylus secutus prioris
exemplum locupletavit ; de quibus Horatius etc.

PrurarcH, Solon, ch. xxix. dpyouéver 6¢ Tév wepl Oéomiv
#8n 10y Tpaywdiav kwelv kal ik THY kawbrnTa Tods moANods
dyovros 1ol mpdyparos, ofmw 8 els duidhav évaydviov ény-
pévov, pvoel piliikoos dv kal Pphopalbiys 6 Johowv . . . é0edaarto
Tov Oéomw adTdv vmokpépevov, domep €Bos v Tois malaiois.
pera 0¢ v Oéav mpocayopeloas avrov Npdroey, €l TooolTwy
) s 3 > /. ~ 14 4 b
évavriov odk aloxvverat Tnhikadra \revébuevos. Phoavros 8¢

~ 2 \ d A hY ~ z \ ~
rob Oéomibos pu7) Sewwov elvar 10 pera madias Aéyew 1 Totadta
kal wpdrrew, o@pbédpa i Bakrnpia v yhv 6 Jbrev mardfas
n \ z 8 Z 2 ¥ 73 7’ 3 o 1

Taxd pévror Ty walbidv” éPn “ravrny émawobvres xai
TipdvTes edpiocopey év Tols cvuforaiots” .t

Droc. LAERT. iii, § 56. domep 0¢ 70 makaidv év 7§ Tpaywdia
I'd € \ 4 o \ z
mwpbrepov pdy pbévos 6 xopds Siebpapdrifev, UoTepov 8¢ Oéomis
€va Vmokpiriy éfedpev Vmép Tod Siavamadecbar Tov xopby, Kal
dedrepov Aloyios, Tov 8¢ Tpitov JogokAis, kal cuverAipwoey
\ ' o A ~ s € I4
T Tpayediav' olTw kal Tis Gpirocodias 6 Aéyos kTA.

! For the reading, see Hiller, Eratosth. Carm. Reliquiae, pp. 105 f£.

* Kaibel, Fragm. Com. Graec. i, p. 62.

% ibid., p. 68.

¢ The note in Diog. L. i, § 59 (Life of Solon)—«ai Séomr ékdAvoe
rpayedias 8iddokew, bs dvwdeii Tiv Yrevdoroylav—obviously comes from
the same source.

H2



100 Ture Oricins oF GREER TRAGEDY

TaeMIsTIUS, Oraf. xxvi, p. 816d. dAA& kal %) oeury)
rpaywdia perd mdons opod Tijs orevils kal Tod Xopol kal Tdv
bmokpiréy mapeiivlev els 70 Oéatpov; xal o mpooéxopey
Apiororéher 871 7O pdv mpdrov & Xopds elgiwv fidev els Tods
Oeovss, Obamis 8¢ wpbhoybv Te kal piiow éfeiipev, Aioxvhos 8¢
rplrov vmoxkpuThy kal dkpifavras, Td 8¢ mhelw TovTwy SoPokAéovs
drenavoapey kal Edpuridov ;

Note. Many scholars think that rpirov tmwoxpirmjv is a false read-
ing ; but as Aeschylus certainly did adopt the third actor, after
the introduction of him by Sophocles, Themistius may have found
the statement in some form in Aristotle, and also the assertion

about dxpiBavres.

ATHENAEUS i, p. 22a. ¢aci 8¢ kal 87t of dpyaiot moiyral,
Oégmis, Iparivas, Ppivixos, dpxnoTal ékalodvro 8id 70 pi
pbvov Ta éavrdv Spdpara dvaépev eis Spymaiy Tob Xopod,
dAAG kal €fw Tdv (Slwv monudTey 8iddoker Tods BovAopévous
opxetrat.

SuiDAs. Oéomist 'Ikapiov mbhews Arrikijs, Tpayikds éxkai-

Oékatos amd Tob wpdTOV yevouévov Tpaywbomorod *Emiyévous Tod

Vs z € Vd 7 b z ¥
Sikvaviov Ti0épevos, ds 8 Twes, Sevtepos pera’ Emvyévny. dAlo
8¢ avrov mpdTov Tpayikdy yevéalar paci, kal mpdTov piv xploas
| 7 0, 2 01)8 5 ) rd 3 7z
70 mpbowmoy Yripvbip érpayddnoev, elra dvdpdxvy éokémacey
év 70 émibeikvvalar, kal perd Tabra elofjveyke kal v Tév
mpocwmeloy Xpiiow év pbvy 606vy katackevdoas. é8idafe O
éml rijs wpdrys kal § *Olvumiados [i.e. 536/5-532/1 B.c.].
pvnpovebovral 8¢ @y Spapdrov adrod AONa Ielov 3 BépBas,
‘ Iepeis, "Hifeot, ITevBets.

As regards the works of Thespis, two other passages should
be noticed :

Droc. LAERT. v, § 92. (Life of Heraclides Ponticus.) ¢nai &
‘ApioTéfevos 6 povaikds kal Tpayedias adrov (i e. Heraclides)
mwoteiv kal Oéomios adras émiypdpew.

ARISTOPHANES, Wasps, 1478-9 :

dpxoduevos Tis vukrds oddty maderar
3 -~ 3 -y ® 7 3 ’
Tapxat exelv’ ols Oéamis fywvifero.

Schol. ®éoms 6 xifapwdds, ob yip & 6 Tpayuwds.
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To these passages should be added the following, which
give some evidence of traditions in regard to tragedy before
Thespis :

Pseupo-PLAT. Minos, p. 821 a. 4 8¢ rpaywdia éorl maraidv
év0dde,o0x ds olovrar dmd Oéomibos dpyouévn,ovd’ dmd Bpuvixov,
dAXN’, €l é0éhets évvoijoat, mdvy malaidy adTd edpiioets by Tijobe
Tijs wbAews ebpnua.

PoLLux iv. 123. éXeds & v Tpdmela dpxaia, ¢’ v mwpd
Oéamidos els Tis dvafis Tols xopevrais dmexpivarto.

ETyMoL. MAGN. (8.v. Oupéhn). 4 Tod Bedrpov pexpl viv dmwd
riis Tpamé{ns @vbpaocral, mapa 1o én’ adtijs & 0Un pepifeabai,
roUteoTt T& Oubueva lepeia. Tpdmela & v, éP’ fs éordTes év
Tols aypois fidov, phwew Tdfw AaBodans Tpaywdias.

Istpor., Origg. xviii. 47. et dicti thymelici, quod olim in
orchestra stantes cantabant super pulpitum quod thymele

vocabatur.

ATHENAEUS, xiv, p. 630¢c. ovvéorynke 8¢ kal carvpikd) wdoa
wolnais 7O malaidy éx Xopdv, ds kal 1 Tére Tpaywdia: Sibmep
098¢ dmokpiras elyov.

Note. The statement is probably, though not certainly, taken
from Avristocles mepi xopdv, which is quoted earlier in the chapter.

EuvaxtrIUS de Com.ii.! Comoedia fere vetus ut ipsa quoque
olim tragoedia simplex carmen, quemadmodum iam diximus,
fuit, quod chorus circa aras fumantes nunc spatiatus, nunc
consistens, nunc revolvens gyros, cum tibicine concinebat. sed
primo una persona est subducta cantoribus, quae respondens
alterius choro locupletavit variavitque rem musicam; tum
altera, tum tertia, et ad postremum crescente numero per
auctores diversos personae pallae cothurni socci et ceteri ornatus
atque insignia scenicorum reperta.

§ 2. Unhappily there is scarcely a point in these passages
which has not been, or might not be, the subject of controversy,
and it is very difficult to trace back some of the statements
made in them to any reputable source, so that the true line
between credulity and undue scepticism is often hard to draw.

! Kaibel, Fragm. Com. Graec. i, p. 63.
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It has been doubted, in the first place, whether ¢ Thespis’ is
not an assumed name, appropriate to a poet, but actually
derived from such passages of the Odyssey as the following:

Tob & Omepwibber Pppeal aivbero Qéomw dodiy

kotpn ’Ikapioto (i. 328-9),
or abrik’ éyd mwaow pvbioopar dvbpémoisw

bs dpa Tor mpbppwv Oeds dmace Oéamiv doidiy

(viii. 497-8),
or % kai Oéomw dodby, § kev Tépmpow deldwv (xvii. 385).

But for the present we may be content to use the traditional
name.

The connexion of Thespis with Icarius or Icaria in Attica?®
is mentioned by Athenaeus and Suidas, and is generally taken
to be proved by the line of Eratosthenes quoted above. But
whether Eratosthenes ought to be cited in this context at all
depends upon the interpretation of the words wepl rpdyov
apxfoavro. Hyginus? to whom we owe the line, gives not a
hint of tragedy, and thinks of it as referring to doxwAiaouéds.
Icarius, according to his story, received the vine from father
Liber, with instructions as to its cultivation, and then, ‘cum
sevisset vitem et diligentissime administrando floridam {faleet
fecisset, dicitur hircus in vineam se coniecisse et quae ibi
tenerrima folia videret decerpsisse; quo facto Icarium irato
animo tulisse eumque interfecisse et ex pelle ejus utrem fecisse
ac vento plenum praeligasse et in medium proiecisse suosque
sodales circa eum saltare coegisse ; itaque Eratosthenes ait . . .

Now Hiller?® is puzzled, naturally enough, at Eratosthenes’
saying mepl Tpdyov, circa caprum, instead of super utrem ; and
so he thinks that Hyginus or his authority (a commentator on
Aratus) has misinterpreted Eratosthenes, and that the latter
was really speaking of the dance round a goat sacrificed (or to
be sacrificed) on the altar of Dionysus—a dance from which

! It does not appear to have been suggested as yet that the connexion
is really derived from Odyssey i. 829,

* Astron. 1L iv. Cf. Theophrastus ap. Porphyr. de abst. ii. 10 alya &
év "Ikap(D)o Tiis 'Arricis éxepdoarro mpbrov, Srt dpmehoy dmébpigev.

® Eratosth. carm. veligq., pp. 107 ff.
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tragedy is assumed to have sprung—and that it was a dance
round the whole goat, not round its inflated skin only. But
after all, whoever quoted Eratosthenes in the first instance
must have had the poet’s work before him, and must have
known what he was talking about; Virgil,! speaking of
dokwhtaopués in Attica as a form of revenge upon the goat,
gives no hint of tragedy; there is no difficulty in supposing
that the peasants while using the skin for dekwAiacués,
may also have danced round this and other portions of
the unfortunate animal; and the phrase mwepi 7pdyov, if not
absolutely exact, would represent the facts well enough for
poetry.?

It is therefore very unsafe to read into Eratosthenes the
tradition which brings Thespis from Icaria, or to regard his
words as referring to the origin of tragedy at all> But if so,
the earliest extant authority for the tradition is Athenseus;
and we do not know what his source was. Crusius* thinks
that it was Seleucus (who lived in the first half of the first
century A.D.); but Seleucus is only quoted in a later section
of the chapter for a quite different point. It may have been
Chamaeleon’s treatise wepl @éomibos, and if so we should get
back to the end of the fourth century B.c.; but Athenaeus
does not say that it was so.

[It is only necessary to refer in passing to an extraordinary
theory recently propounded by Eisler in a work entitled
Orphisch-dionysische Mysterien-Gedanken in der christlichen
Antike with reference to the story of Icarius. It is suggested
that dokwhiaoudés was really a primitive way of pressing the
wine from the grapes—filling a goatskin with themand jumping
on it so that the juice leaked out, and that the rpvywdia—the
vintage song (connected with rpvydw, Tpiyn, rather than with
rpvg)—which was primarily a lament for such wdfn of

! Georg. ii. 380 ff.

* Tt may be suspected (if the suggestion is not too frivolous) that
those who play at doxwhiaopds are more often circa than supra utrem.

8 Maass, dnalect. Eratosth., p. 114, actually speaks of a tragic chorus
with Icarius as choregus.

* Comment. in Plut. de prov. dlex., § 30.
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Dionysus Botrys (the god identified with the grapes),! was
thus closely connected from the first with Tpayedia, the lament
for the mdfn of the slain goat,—slain in revenge for its
destruction of vines. It is sufficient to note that there is no
proof whatever of the existence of such a method of wine-
pressing in Greece ; that in the story of Icarius the doxés was
vento plenus ;® that 7pvyedia never seems to be applied to
anything remotely akin to a lament, or indeed to anything
but comedy, in classical times ; and that if the goat was slain
as an enemy, the lament for its wdfn would be rather
surprising. We need not pursue the theory into its many
ramifications.? One or two aspects of it will be referred to
elsewhere.]

§8. The remark of Athenaeus which connects the origin
of tragedy with Icaria derives both comedy and tragedy from
uéby, intoxication ; and seems to imply the theory, which is
found elsewhere, of a common origin of both, tragedy being
regarded as virtually an offshoot from comedy, and the
original performance as connected with the grape-harvest.
Dioscorides also (if the reading rpvyikér is correct) suggests

! Whether this view derives any real support from the further
suggestions that the Linos song is a lament for the torn flax, and the
Adrastus song at Sicyon for the poppy or the gourd may be left to the
reader to decide.

% Nearly all the Greek explanations of dokw)ia, &c., in scholiasts and
lexicographers agree as to this, One scholium (on Aristoph. Pluz. 1129)
8ay8, dowdy yip olvov wAnpovvres évi modt {émt) Tovroy émhdev kai 6 mndnoas &Aov
elxe Tov olvov. (The notices are conveniently collected by Headlam-Knos,
Herodas, p. 390.) The performance may, as some anthropologists think,
have been a charm against violent winds. Another saysthat the doxds was
filled with air for the game, but with wine when given as a prize to the
competitor who managed to keep his footing on it ; and this may be the
solution of the discrepancies; or the game may not always have been
ﬂa(,)yc;(} in the same way. See Herzog, Philologus, 1xxix (1924), pp. 401-4,

$ Thus Dionysus Mehavaryis represents the wine in the black goat-skin.
In Ditbyramb (for the name of which a new derivation is provided) the
bull takes the place of the goat; this.is the aristocratic form of the
ceremony ; for heroes, doxds Bods évvedspoio (Od. x. 19), took the place of the
goat-skin which sufficed for ordinary men : and so on.
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that the scene of Thespis’ performance was the vintage-
festival, and Horace’s peruncti faecibus ora possibly involves
the same idea. Other passages imply a similar tradition. It
appears in a longer form in Plutarch, de Proverbiis Alexandri-
norum, § 30. The text is corrupt, but its general drift is
clear: td unéev wpos tdv Aibvvoov Ty xwuediev kal TIHV
Tpaywdiay dmd yélwros els Tov Piov Pacl mapeXfeiv. kal
(yap) kata kaipdv Tiis cvykoudijs Tdv yevvnudrov wapayevo-
pévovs Twvas éwl Tas Anvods kal Tod yAevkovs wivovras moul-
pard Tva oxérrew kal ypdpew, 8ia 1O wpérepov els kwpediay
kaheicfar. [Crusius proposes to read: mivovras okédmrerw,
Uorepor 8¢ okomTikd mofpard Twa xal ypdpew, & Sk TO
mpbrepov v kdpais §deabar kwppdlav kakeioar] 7pyovro ¢
ovvexéorepor els Tas kdpas tas Arrikas yoye Tas dyes
Kkexpiopévas kal €rkomTov % % % Tpayikd wapeiacépovres (éml TO)
avarnpbrepor perfiAdor % x % Tadra oy kal émel To diovice
woNépby éoTiv 6 Tpdyos émiokdmTovTes ENeyov * * * éml TGV
avoikeid Tiat mpooPepbyrav.

The same theory lies behind a passage in the Etymologicum
Magnum* on tragedy : 4 dmwd 7ijs Tpvyds Tpvywdia® fv 8¢ 1O
Svopa kotwdv kal mwpds THY kwpwdlav, émel ofmw Siekékpiro Ta
Tiis morjoews ékarépast dAX els adTiv v v 16 dBAov, B TpUE.
YaTepov 88 7O pév kowdv Svoua Eoxev 1 Tpaywdia § 8¢ kwpw-
8la @vépagrar ktA. The theory is found in practically the
same words in the commentary of Ioannes Diaconus on
Hermogenes.?

The ¢ basket of figs’ which is mentioned as part of the prize
by Dioscorides and Plutarch (in the passage from the De
cupiditate divitiarum) also probably implies an autumn or
late-summer festival ; they are not likely to have heen dried
figs.

If Crusius’ textual suggestions on Plutarch’s explanation of
the proverb are accepted—and something like them appears
necessary—Plutarch’s story has points of contact with an
account of the origin of comedy in some nocturnal excursions
of rustics into the city, which is found in the scholia on
Dionysius Thrax, Tztezes, and in an anonymous writer on

1764, 10 ff. * Rhein. Mus. lxiii, p. 150 ; see below, p. 132.
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comedy found in certain MSS. of Aristophanes; ! and Kaibel 2
thinks that the common source of all these is a lost book of
the Chrestomathia of Proclus; but the treatise ascribed to
Plutarch is earlier than Proclus, and, whether the work be
that of Plutarch or not we do not know from what source it
drew. It must not be forgotten that Aristotle himself spoke
of tragedy as being originally ludicrous or ‘satyric’ in its
language : and so far the tradition may be true (we shall recur
to the point later). In view of the distinction which Aristotle
makes between the origins of comedy and those of tragedy, it
would not be right to ascribe to him the belief that both arose
out of a Tpvyedia such as the writers who have been quoted
suggest: butit is at least possible that this theory itself arose
out of mistaken interpretations of the Poetics, since (at least in
some of these writers) the same common source is alleged for
all three forms of drama, tragic, comic, and satyric. Such
a misinterpretation might be further encouraged by the men-
tion of Thespis’ ‘ waggons’, when connected with the ckop-
pata ék Tdv dpafdv which were part of some kinds of «xdpos,
though the resemblance is only superficial. The fact that
Thespis at one period hung flowers over his face, like certain
darropdpor’ described by Semus of Delos,® might also be
adduced in support of the theory ; but such a disguise is common
in mummers’ performances everywhere, and could not really
be used as evidence of original identity. (To the waggons we
shall return.)

The only conclusion which seems legitimate is that, on the
one hand, there may once have been an undifferentiated per-
formance involving both serious and grotesque elements out
of which both tragedy and comedy could be evolved—such
a performance as in fact still takes place (or did take place
until recently) in parts of the modern Greek world : * but that,
on the other hand, there is no sufficient proof of it, since the tradi-
tion may well be due to false inferences from Aristotle, and the

! Kaibel, Fragm. Com. Graec., i, p. 12: see below, p. 281,
* Die Prolegomena mep} kwpwdias, pp. 12 ff.

% See below, pp. 231, 234.

* See below, p. 163, and references there given.
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word tpvywdia (applied in classical times to comedy) is very
likely simply a parody-word ! based on the name Tpay@dia,
which was certainly not derived from it, and was undoubtedly
primitive. If, as is quite possible, tragedy was originally an
autumn performance (though the connexion of this date with
the derivation from rpvyedia is suspicious), it may well have
been convertedinto a spring celebration at the time of the organi-
zation of the Great Dionysia by Peisistratus; though there is
no independent evidence of any such change, and tragedy is
not likely to have arisen from anything like the type of xopos
with which the beginnings of comedy were probably con-
nected.?

§ 4. As regards the date of Thespis, there is no reason for
doubting that the compiler of the record on the Parian Marble,
which is generally trustworthy, had some ground for placing
his vietory—doubtless his first vietory in a public competition
at Athens—about 584 B.C., at the time when Peisistratus was
organizing or reorganizing the Great Dionysia, and for saying
that he won a goat as his prize. The tradition, recorded by
Plutarch, of his controversy with Solon may be true, if the
event took place late in Solon's life—e. g. in 560 B. c.—and (as
Plutarch says) before the institution of contests. A certain
suspicion attaches to any anecdote which brings famous
persons into relation with Solon, in view of the existence of
stories chronologically impossible, connecting Solon with
Croesus and with Amasis.® But in the present instance there
is no such impossibility, and the story is quite in keeping
with what we know of Solon’s independence of judgement.

Sir William Ridgeway* places an interpretation upon
Plutarch’s words which can be sufficiently met by reference to

! Bee below, pp. 164, 284.

? Some scholars conjecture that the Peripatetic School (basing their
theory on their inferences from Aristotle) may have been responsible for
the ascription of tragedy and comedy to an identical origin, and that the
points of resemblance noted in the statements of Suidas, &c., may have
been invented by them. But there is no sufficient evidence of this.

8 Thus Nilsson, Nene Jahsb. xxvii (1911), p. 611, thinks that the story

is an invention.
! Origin of Trag., p. 61.
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the actual passage. Arguing in defence of his theory that
tragedy arose among the tombs, he suggests that the plays of
Thespis were not Dionysiac but heroicland that the innova-
tion made by him and condemned by Solon consisted in the
removal of these plays from the hero-tomb and the perfor-
mance of them at other spots. But Plutarch tells us quite
clearly what it was that upset Solon, and it was something
entirely different, viz. that Thespis told such falsehoods before
so large a crowd. (Perbaps, like Plato, he regarded im-
personation as a kind of deceit.) .,(Ll‘here is not a shadow of
evidence for Sir William Ridgeway’s statement that a *per-
formance, which he would have regarded as fit and proper
when enacted in some shrine of the gods or at a hero’s tomb,
not unnaturally roused his indignation when the exhibition
was merely for sport . .. and not at some hallowed spot’. For
all we know, the performance of Thespis (if, as the tradition
suggests, it had something to do with the worship of Dionysus)
may have been at a hallowed spot.

The various theories which Suidas records as to the place
of Thespis in the series of early tragic poets—sixteenth after
Epigenes, next after Epigenes, or first of all—show the un-
certainty of the traditions. We shall return to Epigenes, who,
if he was performing at Sicyon early in the sixth century,
may have been long enough before Thespis to allow of fifteen
known poets between them.! Those who knew of no such
poets, but had heard of Epigenes, placed the two first and
second on the list; those who held to the strong tradi-
tion that Thespis invented tragedy placed him first, and
probably either ignored Epigenes or said that what he wrote
was something else. The difference of date (if Plutarch’s
story is true) between Thespis’ first appearance at Athens and

! Suidas speaks of *A\kaios *Afnuaios (s. v.) as Tpaywds, 8y Twes Oékovat
mpdrov Tpaykdy yeyovévar, and Mr. R. J. Walker (in his book on Sophocles’
Ichneutae, pp. 294 ff.) tries to pick out of the fragments assigned to
Alca:eus Comicus some, which (when sufficiently emended) might be
a.se.nbed to Alcaeus Tragicus. But his argument is not to be taken
seriously. The confusion in which Suidas lay in regard to poets of the
name Alcaeus is shown by his other notices s, v.
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his first victory in a contest, would also give rise to divergent
views. These views are not history, and all that we can feel
fairly confident about is the victory in or near the year
534 B.C.

§5. What can be gathered from our authorities as to the
kind of tragedy that Thespis wrote ? There is substantial agree-
ment between Diogenes Laertius, Themistius, and others that
Thespis introduced speeches by a dmokpirijs into a performance
which had hitherto been given by a cborus alone, and Themi-
stius makes Aristotle responsible for this view. There is no
passage to this effect in the extant works of Aristotle; in the
Poetics he ascribes the second actor to Aeschylus (though in
some lost work he may also have mentioned the adoption by
Aeschylus of the third); the first actor he evidently regards
as being the éfdpywv of the dithyrambic chorus, now separated
from the rest, but he does not mention Thespis as the author
of the change. This, however, is no conclusive proof that he
did not think of the first actor as the invention of Thespis,
and Hiller! is perhaps too ready to discredit Themistius’
ascription of this view to Aristotle. The suggestion that
Themistius is merely paraphrasing the Poetics loosely, and
supplying the name of Thespis on his own authority, is dis-
proved by the mention of dkp{Bavres, of which the Poetics
says nothing. He may possibly be referring to some passage
in the lost wepl mounrdv. What authority Diogenes Laertius
used is unknown.

It is, of course, impossible to exclude absolutely the possi-
bility that the tradition which Diogenes and Themistius
record may be based on a *combination’ by ancient writers
who had before them the writings of Aristotle and some
stories about Thespis. But the tradition—that Thespis intro-
duced an actor who impersonated a legendary or historical
character, and gave him a prologue and one or more set
speeches to deliver instead of leaving him to improvise his
remarks—is in itself probable enough. The importance of
the change is obvious; and if it was really Thespis who

! Rhein. Mus. xxxix, pp. 321-38.
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created the actor, the description of him as the first tragic
poet or the inventor of tragedy is sufficiently explained and
justified.

If we can assume that Aristotle! is referring to the work
of Thespis when he says Aéfews 8¢ yevopévns adri 7 ¢ois 76
olxeiov pérpov ebpe, we must infer that the gfoers which
Thespis introduced were probably in the iambic trimeter, not
in the trochaic tetrameter metre; and it is at least probable
that the use of the iambic metre for this purpose, which was
fully established by the time of Aeschylus’ Supplices, began
sometime before.

According to Plutarch, Thespis took the actor’s part him-
self. If Bywater? and others® are right in stating that the
word $moxperfjs does not mean * one who answers the chorus’,
but rather ¢ the spokesman’ who interprets the poet’s text to
the public, and that the term must have acquired this sense
at the time when, by a division of labour, the poet left the
acting to others, instead of being himself the performer of his
pieces (as he originally was, according to Aristotle),* it would
be interesting to know whether Thespis, as actor, gave him-
self, or received, any technical name; but of this there is no
record.

§ 6. Suidas states that, when acting, Thespis at first dis-
guised his face with white lead, but afterwards hung purslane
over his face, and finally introduced masks of linen. But what
the words év uévy 606vy mean is uncertain ; they perhaps mean
‘of linen only, not of cork or wood’, rather than ‘of linen

Y Poet. iv. 1449 a 22, * Awristotle’s Poetics, p. 136.

 Heimsoeth, de voce imoxpiris, and Sommerbrodt, Scaenica, pp. 259,
289; but see Curtius's reply, Rhein. Mus, xxiii. 255 ff. It seems fairly
clear that while imoxpiveafa: and dmoxpirs were used in Homer and at
least down to Plato’s time (g. g. Timaeus, p. 72 b) of the interpretation
of dreams and omens, it is very difficult to get away from the meaning
‘answer’ even in Homer, and impossible afterwards. By the fourth
century the meanings ‘act’, ‘actor’ (without any consciousness of
either derivation) are regularly current; and there is nothing which
can enable us to decide from which of the early senses—*interpret’ or
‘answer '—the application of the word to the actor's part is derived.

¢ Rhet. 111 i, p. 1403 b 23,
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without paint or colouring’. Nothing is said about the
costume of his chorus.

Sir William Ridgeway! argues that the statement that
Thespis originally painted his face with white lead or wore a
white mask indicates that he was acting the part of the ghost
of a deceased hero—an argument adduced in support of his
peculiar theory of the origin of tragedy.. To this Dr. Farnell
gives a sufficient reply.? ‘Are we then to infer that the
primitive fathers of Greek drama, starting with hero-parts,
and wishing to act the deeds of Achilles and Agamemnon, could
not pretend to be the living men of the past, but only the dead
men, so that the ghost of Achilles would be represented fight-
ing the ghost of Hector ¥ Was the early Greek mimetic dance
a dance of ghosts? Did the medieval passion-play represent
the real saint or the ghost of the saint? /This interpretation
of the whitened face or the white mask has consequences so
weird that we must distrust it and try to imagine others.
And, in any case, if the record is trustworthy at all, it would
only attest the reminiscence that white masks were among the
occasional properties of the early Attic stage.” At the same time
it is not certain that the masks were white, as we have seen ;?
and the purslane has still to be explained. Is not the simple
explanation that a primitive actor is mainly concerned to dis-
guise his own face, so that the fact that ¢this is just Bottom’
may not obtrude itself, and that these three experiments in
disguise—paint, flowers (like those which some modern mum-
mers hang over their faces), and simple masks—were very
natural ones to make? The fact that Thespis (if the record

! Origin of Tragedy, p. 89.

 Hermathena, 1913, p. 12. I am grateful to Dr. Farnell for permission
to quote his words here and elsewhere.

8 P. Girard (Rev. Er. Grecques, 1891, p. 169) conjectures that Thespis
may have introduced the white colour to represent women, using wine-
lees for men, following the example of the vase-painters of the sixth
century B. ¢., who (led by the Athenian painter Eumares) painted women’s
faces white, men’s faces red. This is ingenious: but so far as we have
any evidence on the subject, it is to the effect that Phrynichus first
introduced female masks (see above, p. 92), and Girard does not really
meet this difficulty.
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is true) only arrived at masks after trying other experiments
does not square with the assertions of some anthropolo-
gists who regard masks as essentially bound up with primitive
drama on account of their magical significance : and that they
always had such a significance may well be held doubtful ;* but
that question may be postponed for later discussion. What is
really unfortunate is that we do not know who Suida¢’
authority may have been ; it may have been Chamaeleon, but
it may not ; and the historical value of the statement cannot
now be tested.?

It is, however, worth while to remark that there is not
a word in any of the notices about Thespis to suggest that his
performers or any of them were disguised as satyrs. Cer-
tainly his actor cannot have been, if the story of his disguises
is true; and of his choruses we are told nothing. The oft-
repeated statement that he employed a satyr-chorus rests on
inferences from statements of Aristotle® which, as will be
argued later, are far from conclusive.

The tradition recorded by Horace that Thespis took his
plays about on wagons, to be acted by persons who were
peruncti faecibus ora is hardly consistent with Suidas’ account
of his disguises, unless either the latter were later improve-
ments on wine-lees, or unless Horace refers only to the

1 Dr. E. Rostrup (détic Tragedy in the Light of Theatrical History,
pp. 76 ff.) has a peculiar and, as it seems to me, a quite untenable
theory about Thespis’ masks and the beginnings of tragedy generally.
I may refer to what I have said of this in the Class. Reo. for 1924,
p- 202.

? Plut. de prov. Alex., § 30 (quoted above, p. 105) says that the
performers in the processions which were supposed to be the common
origin of Comedy and Tragedy used gypsum to disguise their faces.

® Aristotle's statement that the earliest tragedies had short plots and
grotesque diction may itself be due to his theory that tragedy developed
out of satyr-play. This will be considered later. But if Thespis, in
addition to his iambic gfoes, used the trochaic tetrameter freely (e. g. in
dialogue), this might be felt to have a comic effect, cf. Ar. Rhket. T1T. viii,
1408 b 36 & Tpoxaios xopSaxikdrepos Syhoi B¢ t& rerpdperpa, éori yap fududs
Tpoxaios 7d TeTpduerpa. Aeschylus of course succeeded in employing the
metre without any such effect, by the adoption (as in the case of the
iambic trimeter) of stricter rules than those followed for comic purposes.
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appearance of the chorus; we have al;'ead;'yr seen that it seems
to be connected with the belief in an original autumn perfor-
mance, and that Dicscorides possibly had the same tradition,
at least as regards the wine-lees. If, however, Dioscorides is
rightly interpreted as meaning that Thespis presented Dionysus
at the head of a chorus, and if the statement is true (and
Dioscorides is not a sufficiently good authority to guarantee
this), it is improbable that Dionysus should have been dis-
guised with white lead, which (as we must concede to Sir
William Ridgeway) would give a very inappropriate com-
plexion to the god, especially in that company. But Horace
and Dioscorides may quite well be wrong as regards the wine-
lees, and may be confusing the origins of tragedy with the
kdpoc which gave rise to comedy.

If there is any truth in Horace’s words it may be that
Thespis, like travelling players at fairs down to the present day,
took his plays about on wagons to local Dionysiac festivals,
and like them stood on the end of the wagon to act (with
his chorus dancing round it,) and used the covered part of it
as his gknvf to dress up in. But that it is pure speculation,
and it is more likely that Horace is thinking confusedly of
the ‘wagons in processions of a riotous or comic type, with
their oxdppara ék Tév dpafov.

It is, however, necessary to discuss briefly the supposed
confirmation of the wagons by certain vase-paintings. Three
black-figured Attic scyphi,! probably painted in the last
years of the sixth century, present a procession in which the
figure of Dionysus is seated in a wagon partly transformed
into the shape of a ship, with a satyr standing in the car
at each end, blowing a ‘double flute, and two satyrs draw-
ing the car. Various human worshippers take part in the
procession—one a canephoros, another bearing a censer, most
of them carrying branches of vine-leaves—and they lead
a bull, doubtless to the sacrifice. Dionysus holds in his hand
a vine which overshadows the car. The procession appears in
its completest form on the scyphus at Bologna (fig. 4); that in
the British Museum (figs. 5 and 6) is essentially similar, but is

! Figures 4-7.
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much damaged. (Two Ajkvfoi! present a similar procession,
without Dionysus and the car, and with a trumpeter at the head ;
but it is hardly safe to assume, as Frickenhaus does, that they
represent the same ceremony as the scyphi. Many sacrificial
processions must, apart from the naval car, have presented
similar features.)

It is claimed by Bethe? that the Bolognese scyphus—he
had not examined the others—presents to us the drama as con-
ducted by Thespis, and that we have here the visible interpreta-
tion of Horace’s plaustris vexisse poemata. But it is surely
plain that what is represented is not a play, but a x&uos in
procession to a sacrifice ; and there is no suggestion of actor and
chorus in the grouping. Frickenhaus® who has discussed
these vases and others of kindred subject very fully, believes
that they represent the procession in which Dionysus Eleu-
thereus was escorted to the temple close by the theatre at
the beginning of the Great Dionysia, and explains the ship-
shaped car by the fact that the sailing season opened with the
Dionysia.* There are difficulties in the way of this view,
which it is not necessary to discuss fully here but it is safe

1 Figs. 8-10 represent one of these (in the British Museum). The
other (in Athens) is figured by Heydemann, Gr. Vasend., pl. xi. 2.

2 Proleg. zur Gesch. des Theaters, pp. 45-6. See also Dieterich, Arch-
Rel., 1908, pp. 173-4.

$ Jahrb, Arch. xxvii (1912), pp. 61 ff. Other vases presenting Dionysus
in a ship date from at least half a century earlier than those discussed
above,

¢ Theoph. Char. iii. 8. The ddoéoxys tells you riv fdlacoar éx
Atovvgiwy mAfipoy elvar, But this does not really carry with it any
information about the naval car.

5 o.g. as to the time of year; there were no vine-leaves to overshadow
the car at the time of the City Dionysia: and there is a difficulty in the
bringing of the god on a ship in a procession which was intended to
reproduce the original bringing of his image by road from Eleutherae.
Other arguments against Frickenhaus' interpretation of the vases as
referring to the Great Dionysia are given by Nilsson, Jahrb. Arch. xxxi
(1916), pp. 332-6, and some of these appear to be conclusive, though his
own explanation of the vases by reference to the Anthesteria is less
convincing, It is possible that the vases represent imaginatively the
original arrival of Dionysus in Athens, and not any procession actually
held in the sixth cemtury; the worship of Dionysus may have come to

12
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to reject the attempts to justify the belief in the wagons of
Thespis by means of these vases. '

§ 7. Suidas gives us the titles of Thespis’ plays: A0Aa ITeNiov
) ®bépBas, ‘Iepets, "Hifeot, ITevfeds. Of these the first is not,
the last is, a Dionysiac subject. The others may or may not
have been. We do not know whence Suidas got the titles,
and all statements about the plays of Thespis are rendered
doubtful by the allegation made by Aristoxenus against
Heracleides Ponticus, that he forged plays in the name of
Thespis. Nor can we tell how long the real plays remained
known in Athens itself. Horace® seems to think of them as
still open to Roman students in the third century B.c.:

Serus enim Graecis admovit acumina chartis,
et post Punica bella quietus quaerere coepit
quid Sophocles et Thespis et Aeschylus utile ferrent.

But there is no confirmation of the idea that Roman poets
imitated Thespis, and Horace is not always accurate. The
name of Thespis would scan more easily than that of Euripides,
from whom the Romans borrowed largely.

The lines quoted above from Aristophanes’ Wasps? have often
been taken as a proof of a knowledge of choruses of Thespis
in 422 B.C., but our suspicions are aroused by the scholiast and
by Suidas, who (on whatever authority) say that it is not the
tragic poet who is meant, but a citharode of the same name.

Sophocles is said by Suidas to have written a prose treatise

Attica in the first instance by sea, whether direct from Thrace or from
elsewhere ; and legends of Dionysus as a sea-farer are well known, e. g.
Hom. Hymn vii and Hermippus fr. 63 (K.). (Comp. a festival at Smyrna
described by Philostratus, Vit. Soph. I. xxv wéumerat ydp is pyvi "Avbeory-
pLdw petapaia Tpijpns és dyopdy, fv 6 Atoviaov lepeds olov kuBeprirns edfivet
welopara éx fakdrrys Moveav). The well-known Kylix of Exekias (Gerhard,
Auserl. Vasenb. 1, pl. 49 ; Buschor, Greek Vase-painting, Engl. tr., fig. 93)
represents the same idea; but Dionysus has not yet landed, and so his
boat is not on wheels.

! Epp. 1L i. 161-8,

? If the Phrynichus of 1. 1490 is the tragic poet, this would so far
support the belief that the tragic Thespis is alluded to in 1. 1479; but
most editors think it is a different Phrynichus, and the point cannot be
conclusively settled.
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on the chorus, Aéyov karaloyddnv mepl Tob xopol mpds Oéomw
kal Xowiov dywvifépevos. But Suidas’ statements are
frequently anachronistic, and this may simply be one of the
countless confusions contained in his lexicon. That Sophocles
should have competed against Thespis and Choerilus in a
regular dramatic contest is impossible. Mr. R. J. Walker!?
makes the ingenious suggestion that ‘ Sophocles’ work was a
dialogue in which Thespis, Choerilus, and himself were the
disputants *; and if this were the case we should be almost
obliged to infer that Sophocles had personal knowledge of the
plays of Thespis; but this cannot be regarded as more than
a possibility, and not a very probable one, particularly as
elaborated in detail by Mr. Walker.

It may be added that the existence of a tradition, alluded to
in the Pseudo-Platonic Minos % (probably written shortly after
the time of Aristotle), that Phrynichus was the originator of
tragedy, is strong circumstantial evidence that no genuine plays
of Thespis were extant late in the fourth century.® It isindeed
just possible to suppose that works of Thespis were extant, but
that they were not counted as true tragedies, owing to their
grotesqueness; and Bentley thought that they were merry
and satirical, mainly on the strength of Plutarch’s state-
ment * that it was Phrynichus and Aeschylus who made the
plot tragic—damep odv Ppuvixov kal Alaxvrov v Tpaypdiav
els pibovs kal wdOn mpoaybvrov éNéxbn, T! radra wpds Tov
dibvvoov, ofrws €uorye xkTA. But it may be doubted whether
Plutarch was entirely correct. The language of Thespis may
have been in some ways rude and grotesque ; but the story of
Pentheus (assuming that Thespis treated it) must always have
been tragic. (Probably he did treat it. Even if Heracleides
did forge plays in the name of Thespis, he is likely to have
followed tradition as regards their titles.)

Four extant fragments are ascribed to Thespis by the writers
who quote them, but none of them can be regarded as genuine.
Nauck (following Bentley) is certainly right in assigning a late

 Sophocles’ Ichneutae, pp. 305 ff. ? p. 321 a.
S This was pointed out by Bentley (Phalaris, p. 215).
¢ Symp. L 1. 5.
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date (probably the second century A.D.) to the fourth; the
third echoes a Platonic belief ; the other two are single lines,
of which one is probably corrupt. Mr. R.J. Walker’s attempt?
to rewrite the fragments and to defend their genuineness in
their new form is not likely to convince many readers. Perhaps
Heracleides is responsible for the first three passages; or again,
Wilamowitz may be right? in his conjecture that revised
versions of Thespis’ plays may have been in existence, and that
Aristoxenus is libelling Heracleides. But there is no positive
evidence that there were such versions.

§ 8. Among the passages quoted above are some which seem
to take us back beyond Thespis. The speaker in the Minos,
who is evidently aware that he is uttering a paradox, need not
be seriously considered. Athenaeus (perhaps quoting Aristocles,
who wrote in the second century B.c.) states that the earliest
satyric poetry was choral, as also (&omep kal) the earliest
tragedy—which seems to show that he regarded them as
originally distinct.

The most interesting statement is that of Pollux, who speaks
of a table called éXeds on which in the days before Thespis eis
7ts used to mount and answer the chorus. A somewhat similar
statement, but without the mention of the word é\eés, is found
in the KEtymologicum Magnum ; the writer of this note is
probably using Pollux himself or the same source as Pollux,
but by using the word #jdor shows either that he thought of
the rpdmela as used by the chorus (which is not likely, if he
had ordinary common sense), or that he thought that the els
7is addressed the chorus in lyrics, as in the later koupds. (The
difficulties in regard to the word fuuéry in this connexion
will be discussed later.) Isidore probably follows the same
tradition.

Now if, as is quite probable, Thespis added a single actor to
a pre-existent lyric performance, and so created tragic drama,
it is very likely that there was a time 7pd ©éomifos when one
of the singers, presumably the leader or é¢dpyav, separated
himself from the rest and engaged in lyric ‘ question and

v Sophocles’ Ichneutae, ch. ix. 2 Neue Jahrb. xxix, p. 468
8 See below, pp. 175 1f.
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answer’ with his companions. Aristotle might well think of
the next step loosely as the transformation of this responding
éfdpxwv into an actor impersonating a definite character, and
say (assuming as he does that tragedy originated from
dithyramb) that tragedy arose dmwd Tév éfapxévrov Tév 8:00-
papfor; and though the Efymologicum Magnum and Isidore
have no independent value, Pollux and Aristotle hang together
fairly well so far.

But the use of the word é\eds by Pollux, as the name of the
table referred to, has aroused some suspicion. The word, in
the form éAeév, meant properly, as Pollux says elsewhere, a
cook’s chopping-block—érifnvov, 6 4 véa kwpwdia émwkémavov
kaXet, 70 8" alTd wapd Tols malatois éAedv éxaletro. In the
Iliad, ix. 215, it is evidently a carving table: adrap émel g’
dmrnoe kal elv éleolowy €xeve, as also in Odyssey xiv. 432; and
in Aristophanes’ Knights, 152, éxeév is the chopping-block of
the sausage seller.

On these facts two questions arise: (1) what reason have
we to think that Pollux knew the names of the ‘stage-
properties’ of the days before Thespis? (2) what evidence is
there to confirm the idea, which seems to be in the minds of
Pollux and of the writer of the note in the Etymologicum
Magrnum that one of the choreutae jumped on the table upon
which sacrificial vietims were cut up, and indulged in lyric
dialogue with the chorus?

As to the first question we can only agree with Hiller ? that
it is very unlikely that Pollux had any such knowledge.
Hiller may be right in supposing that Pollux may have got
the word from some comedy in which the early stage was
contemptuously described by the word éAeés, in contrast with
the magnificence of later days, and in which the words mpd
©éomidos were loosely used for ‘early’, and that he took this
as a record of fact. But in default of further evidence, we
can only note this conjecture and pass on.

As to the second question, there is nothing inherently im-
probable in the idea suggested, and it may well be true.

! vi. 90. So also, less clearly, in x. 101.
? Rhein. Mus. xxxix, pp. 321-38.
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Nothing is more likely than that Thespis should have taken
in hand a pre-existing extempore speaker, talking to the
chorus as he chose to do at the moment, and have made
him deliver regularly composed speeches in character. But
the only attempt to find confirmatory evidence appears to be
that of Dr. A. B. Cook,! who refers to a number of vase-
paintings, of which one series proves the frequent existence of
a table standing beside sacrificial altars, the other shows that
in certain kinds of musical performance or contest the com-
petitor or performer stood on a somewhat similar low table or
platform. (Both series go back into the sixth century B.c.)
Unfortunately neither can be shown to have any connexion
with such dramatic or semi-dramatic choral performances as
those with which we are now concerned, though some of the
first, and perhaps of both, series represent the ritual of
Dionysus.2 There is no trace of a chorus. (It is not necessary
to follow Dr. Cook’s very interesting paper into minor points.)
We are left, therefore, only with the general probability and
the very uncertain evidence.

§ 9. To what then does the tradition about Thespis amount?
We can only say that he was regarded, in the general belief of
writers later than Aristotle, as the inventor of tragedy; that
this was further explained (possibly in accordance with a state-
ment of Aristotle himself) to mean that he introduced an actor,
distinct from the chorus, to deliver a previously composed pro-
logue and set speech ; that his first performance may have been
at Icaria, and in the autumn ; that the date of his first vietory
at Athens was about 534 B.c. and that it was probably won at
the city Dionysia in the spring; that he may have been per-
forming there, before the organization of dramatic competitions,
as early as 560 B.0. ; that he is credited with certain experiments
in facial disguise; that the statements about the form and
style of his work are probably based on Aristotle’s account of

! Class. Rev. ix (1895), pp. 370 ff.
A red-figured vase in the Naples Museum (Mon. dell’ Ist. vi. 37),
reproduced also by Farnell, Cuits, v, p. 256, pl. xli, shows a table standing

by the altar of Dionysus; but it would hardly serve for the lightest actor,
and the scene has no connexion with drama.
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the development of tragedy; that, apart from this account,
there is no reason for supposing that his plays were of the
satyric type; and, finally, that we have no information about
the earlier performances on which he may have improved,
except what is afforded by late and unverifiable statements, in
which, nevertheless, there is nothing improbable. No hint is
given to us anywhere as to the date at which the chorus, as
well as the actor, came to represent a definite group of persons
belonging to some legendary time.

But so much that is reported or conjectured about Thespis
and early tragedy is either definitely based on Aristotle, or
may be supposed with great probability to be an interpretation
of his statements, that our next task must be a careful dis-
cussion of these statements.

v

Aristotle on the Origin of Tragedy.

§ 1. The following are the passages of the Poetics which
have to be considered :

Ch. iii (p. 1448 a 29ff.). 80 xal dvrimoiobvrar Tijs T€
Tpayadias kal Ts kopwdlas of dwpiels (tijs pév yap kopwdias
ol Meyapeis . . . kal tfis Tpaywdias évior T@v év ITelomovviow)
mowovuevor Ta Svopara omuelor' avrol uév yap kdpas TaS
mwepioikidas kaelv paow, AOnvalovs 8¢ Sfpovs . . . kal 70 moiely
abrol pév Spdv, ABnvaiovs 8¢ wpdrrew mpocayopeve.

Ch. iv (p. 1449a 9ff)). yevouévns & odv du’ dpxijs avTooye-
SiaoTikijs—kal adry) kal § kopedia kal ) pév dwd Tév éfapydy-
Twv T0v 8i80papufov, § 8¢ dmd Tév T& palhikd & & kal viv év
woAAais Tov wbAewv Siauéver voulépeva—xara pikpov noéion
wpoaydyraw Soov éylyvero pavepdy avTijs kal woAras peraforas
perafaroboa 4 Tpaywpdia émavoaro, émel Eoye THY avTis Plow.
xal 76 T TdY dmokpiTdy wAGOos e évds els S0 mpdros AloybAos
fiyaye kal & Tob xopod JAdTTO0E Kal TOV Adyov mpwTaywvicTHY
mapeokebace Tpels 8¢ kal oxknroypaplay JopokAis. &ri 8¢ 1o
péyebos éx pikpdy pvbov kal Aéfews yeloias did 70 ék catupi-
koD perafBaleiv oyt dmweceuvivly, 76 Te pérpov éx TeTpauérpov
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La/LﬁGTOV eyeuero 70 pv 'yap mpdroy Terpa,ue'rpco éxpdvro 8id
70 a-arvptmyv kal opxr;o'rucco-repav elvar Ty 1rotno-w, Aéfews 8
yevopévns alry 1§ Poois 10 olkelov pérpov efper pdAiora yip
AekTikdy Tdv pérpov 16 lapPeiby éoTw - .. & 8¢ émeicodivy
w30y,  kal T dANa &s €kacTa koounbivar Aéyerai, &rre
fuiv elpnuévar woXd yap dv lows &pyov ein Oiefiévar kal’
€kaorov.

Ch. v (p. 14492 38 ff)). ai puév odv 7fjs Tpaywdias peraPdoes
kal 8’ &v éyévovro ob AeMflagw, 7 8¢ kwpwdia St 1O i
omovddfeabar ¢f dpxfis ENaler kal yap Xopdv kwpeddy dé
more 6 dpxwv Edwkev, dAN’ é0ehovral foav. 8y 8¢ axfuard
Twa avTijs éxodans of Aeybpevor abrils woinTal prnuovedovrat
tis 8¢ mpbowmwa dmédwkev 7 mpobyovs 7 w0y Smokpirdy kal
doa TotabTa, JyvénTat.

There is no need to quote here the passage (Ch. iv, p. 1448b
25ff) in which the derivation of the serious subjects of
Tragedy from Homer is described, and the passage quoted
from ch. iii will be considered later. Our present difficulties
are concerned with the other two passages.

§ 2. {:Anstotle gives no hint of his sources; but we may be
sure that (in compiling his didackaliat) he had access to
official records as far back as they went, and we have seen
that they may have begun in the last years of the sixth century.l}
He knows all about the changes made by Aeschylus and
Sophocles; 'and presumably he believed that he knew, in
regard to tragedy, who it was that introduced wpéorwma and
mpoXdyovs, as well as wAj}6y Smokpirdv, though in ch. iv he
says nothing of wpéowmra,? or of mpéroyor except in so far as

! Above, p. 94. Kranz, Newe Jahrb. 1919, pp. 148 ff.,, appears to take
a very exaggerated view of the written sources open to Aristotle for the
history of tragedy; most of the works earlier than Aristotle, the titles
of which he quotes, cannot be shown to have covered this particular
ground; and it is hardly justifiable to treat what were perbaps only
+ passing allusions (by Eucleides, Ariphrades, &c.) as evidence of the
existence of good sources.

* Flickinger (Greek Theater, p. 35), following a suggestion of Capps,
renders mpdowmra ‘characters’. Presumably this means impexsonations
of definite personages, whereas before the speaker had been merely the
éédpxwv of a body of worshippers. If so, mpéowma will be contrasted with
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they are covered by the phrase Aéfews yevouévns. But we do
not know whence he derived this knowledge, and the last words
of ch. iv seem to show that he was not professing to give a full
or critical account, but only recording ds €kacra xoounfijvar
Aéyerat, so far as his purpose required.

So much, however, is clear. Before Aeschylus instituted a
second actor, there must have been a first; and it cannot be
doubted that Aristotle thought of this actor as the é¢dpywv of
the dithyramb, now made independent of the chorus. Now
what does the word éfdpxwr mean? It does not mean
necessarily quite the same thing as kopvgaios or chorus-leader.
It does mean the leader of the whole performance.! But this
leader, though closely connected with his chorus and joining
in one song with them, was not necessarily of the same nature
or even of the same sex. The passages which best illustrate
the meaning of the word are the following:

I7. xxiv. 720 :
waps & eloav doibods
Opivwyv éfdpxovs, ol re orovbéecrav dodyy
of pév &p' éBpijveor, éml 6¢ aTevdxovTo yuvaikes.

11, xviii, 49 :
d\ar & al katd BévBos aAds Nypnides foav:
1@y 8¢ kal dpylpeov mélero améos' al & dua mwacar
orhfea memAjyovro. Oéris & éffpxe yboro.

Ibid. 816:
toige 8¢ Ilnheldns dbwod éffipxe ydoto.

the éfdpyovres Tdv 8:ifipapBov of the previous chapter. But the usual
translation, * masks’, is probably right ; cf. 76 yeloiov mpdowmoy, * the comic
mask’, at the beginning of ch. v. The use of wpécwma for ‘persons’,
‘characters' seems to be considerably later than Aristotle, and such
evidence as there is suggests that masks were not essential to either
tragedy or comedy in their earliest stages. See pp. 111, 112,

! T cannot agree with Bywater's identification of the éfdpywv with the
poet or &iddoxkaros. The poet may often have been his own éédpywr, but
not qua poet or composer. When Bywater quotes (p. 134) the saying of
Archilochus (see above, p. 5), he omits the last words, olve cuvyxepavrwleis
¢pévas. Archilochus may have led off the revel-song in that state; it may
be doubted if he composed it so, or indeed if it was ‘ composed’ at all.
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(In these three passages we have evidently a fpfjvos of a
conventional form, in which the chorus join in a refrain of
lamentation. But how easily the part of the éfdpywr might
lead to speech-making is shown by the speeches of Thetis and
Achilles in the last two passages.)

Il. xviii. 608 :
woA\ds & luepbevra yopdy mepiiocrald Suihos
Tepmbuevol, perd 86 aduv éuérmero Oeios dordos
populfwy: Sods 8¢ kvBiaTnTiipe Kar' avrovs
porwijs éfdpyovres é8ivevov kard pécoovs.
Pausan. v. xviii, § 14 wemolnvrar 8¢ kal &dovoar Moioa: kal
Amé\\ov éfdpxov Tiis @bfjs, kal opiow émlypappa yéyparras,
Aaroldas ovros TdY dvaf éxdepyos AméAlov,
Mobcar & du¢p’ adrév, xaplets xopbs, aiot xardpyerl
Now the é££pxwv must have been transformed into an actor,
when he delivered a speech (not a song), in which the chorus
did not join in—the change attributed to Thespis—and when
he became, not merely the leading one of a non-dramatic body
of worshippers, such as were the performers of dithyramb,
_but the impersonation of some divine or heroic character.
(Aristotle does not mention Thespis here, though Themistius
quotes him as doing so elsewhere; the omission is certainly
strange, if Thespis was the first to start the series of improve-
ments carried further by Aeschylus and Sophocles.)j
But the éfdpywv who thus became an actor was, according
to Aristotle, the éfdpywv of the dithyramb ; and though the
cyclic dithyramb, as we know it in the fifth century, had a
coryphaeus but no éfdpyav, the dithyramb in its earlier form
of revel-song certainly had an éfdpywv, such as was Archi-
lochus. From what kind or stage of dithyramb did Aristotle
think that tragedy was derived? And with this is bound up
the further question, what did he think of the relation of
dithyramb and tragedy to satyric drama? It is at this point
that the task of discovering his meaning becomes almost
hopeless. For & 70D ék carvpikod perafalelv may mean
either ‘ through its ceasing to be satyric drama,’ or ‘ through
! See also Addenda, p. 417 below.
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its passing out of a shape in which it was grotesque’; and
catvpikiy in the next sentence can similarly be taken either
literally or metaphorically.! Accordingly we cannot tell
whether Aristotle means that tragedy developed out of a
dithyramb danced by persons made up as satyrs, or only that
it developed out of a dithyramb which had an éfdpxwvr, and
that in its early stages its language was grotesque. Most
scholars have no doubt that the former was his meaning, and
Bywater,? though cautious, evidently inclines to that opinion ;
and since the metaphorical use of carvpikés cannot be shown
to be as early as the fourth century =.0. the balance of
probability is in favour of the literal interpretation, though it
cannot be held to be beyond dispute.

But this being granted, what is the historical value of
Aristotle’s statement ¥ His words may be treated in various
ways.

(1) They may be accepted without question as historically
true. This is, on the whole, the inclination of Bywater, who
is convinced that Aristotle knew more about the early history
of tragedy than he chose, for his special purpose, to tell his
readers. ‘It is clear from Aristotle’s confession of ignorance
as to comedy in 1449 a 37 that he knows more of the history of
tragedy than he actually tells us, and that he is not aware of
there being any serious lacuna in it. Is this really so certain ?
In the passage referred to he is not speaking of the earliest
development or the origin of the two forms of art, but of
certain definite points—regarding masks, prologues, increased
number of actors, &e. These points, he says, he knows in the
case of tragedy ; but he does not indicate that he knows more
about even these than he tells us in ch. iv (except as regards
wpbowra, which he does not mention in that chapter); and we
do not know what evidence can have been available as to the
transition stages between the purely lyric performance and

! The metaphorical use of the word (of which Gomperz, Reisch, and
others believe Aristotle’s phrases to be examples) is illustrated by
Luciap, Ipohahid ¢ Awrvoos, § B oldueror yip carvpikd kal yehoia «ai
ko8 kemka map’ Hudy dkovoesfar ToaiTa memioTevkaoty,

* Poetics, p. 38.
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tragedy proper; he may well have been theorizing about this,
Wilamowitz,! however, goes further than Bywater, and regards
it as unjustifiable even to attempt to go behind Aristotle,
Tragedy developed out of a dithyramb danced by satyrs:
Aristotle says so, and that is enough. (This satyr-dithyramb,
he thinks, was the creation of Arion, and was introduced into
Athens under Peisistratus.) The uikpol puiifo are supposed to
be illustrated by the Supplices, Persae, and Prometheus of
Aeschylus, and traces of the Aéfis yeloia are found in the last
scene of the Supplices. (The last point it is quite impossible
to concede ; the scene cannot be called comic or ¢ satyric’ in any
sense ; and further, the Supplices and Prometheus at least are
parts of trilogies, and their plots cannot be treated in isolation.)
ﬂ:]?ut in fact the difficulties in the way of the literal acceptance
of Aristotle are seriou.i ! There is absolutely no support for
it in any early evidence (the statements in regard to Arion
which bear on this point are late and will be considered below);
the character of the earliest extant remains of tragedy is
against it ; it involves the rejection of the statement that it
was Pratinas who wpdros &ypayre cardpovs, with the evidence
confirmatory of it ; and, above all, it is extraordinarily difficult
to suppose that the noble seriousness of tragedy can have
grown so rapidly, or even at all, out of the ribald satyric
drama ; nor is there any parallel to such a development.

(2) It has been suggested that when Aristotle speaks of
dithyramb, he does not refer to the cyclic dithyramb in the
strict sense.

(a) He may be using the word, it is said, in the sense in
which it was loosely used later, covering any lyric poems
dealing with dmoféoeis fpwikal,? and may have in mind the
development of tragedy out of such performances as were
current at Sicyon in the sixth century B.0. in honour of
Adrastus and of Dionysus.?

Now it is quite probable, as we shall see, that the lyric
portions of tragedy were greatly influenced by Peloponnesian

! Einl. in die gr. Trag., pp. 49 ff.; Neue Jahrb. xxix (1912), pp. 467 .

* Pseudo-Plut. de Mus., ch. x. See above, p. 20, n. 1.
$ See below, pp. 135 ff,
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choral lyric of a type which died out after the development of
tragedy itself, and it is just possible that Aristotle may have
thought of this as a kind of dithyramb; but it is not very
likely. For it is improbable that the e#8y of poetry were less
distinet in Aristotle’s mind than they were in those of (e.g.)
the Alexandrian scholars; dithyramb was still a living thing
in his own day and long afterwards; and there is no ground
for dating back to his time the inaccurate use of the word
mentioned in the Pseudo-Plutarchean de Musica.! The only
account of the performances at Sicyon calls them 7payixol
xopoi, not dithyrambs. As regards Arion’s lyric compositions
more will be said later.

(b) Some scholars are inclined to attribute to him, and to
regard as likely in itself, a belief in a primitive kind of
dithyramb from which both tragedy and the dithyramb
of Pindar and Simonides originated. To satisfy the text of
Aristotle such a dithyramb must have been satyric, or, at least,
grotesque—which is discordant with the character both of
tragedy and of the Pindaric dithyramb; we have certainly no
reason to think that Archilochus (whose works must have
been known to Aristotle) and his companions masqueraded in
satyr-dress; and as for the intrinsic probability of this theory,
the facts that the cyclic dithyramb was, until a comparatively
late period, an entirely undramatic song, delivered by per-
formers who retained their own personality, and that the
organization of the chorus was different from that of tragedy,
make a common origin very unlikely.?

In any case, therefore, it seems certain that by dithyramb
Aristotle means the eyclic dithyramb. How it became possible
for him to connect this with tragedy we shall see immediately.

! Wilamowitz, ap. Tycho von Wilamowitz-Mollendorf, Dramatische
Technik von Sophocles, p. 314, affirms that dithyramb meant for Ar., as for
the dithyrambic poets and the * eidographoi’, simply choral poems with
narrative contexts, and quotes Plato, Rep. iii. 394 ¢. But what Plato
says is that narrative is specially found in dithyrambs, not that_ any
narrative lyric is a dithyramb. Dieterich (dsch. £. Rel. xi, p. 164) states
dogmatically that in Aristotle’s time 8i80pauSos included all choral lyrie.
It certainly did not include the »épos (when this was choral) or the
paean. * See above, p 48.
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(3) We may suppose that Aristotle is theorizing. He found
existing in his own day, side by side with tragedy, the satyrie
drama, in many ways like the tragic in form, but more
primitive and uncivilized in tone; and also a dithyramb which
by his own day had become semi-dramatic or mimetic, and
included solos as well as choral song ; and he must have heard
of the primitive revel-song, the dithyramb of Archilochus,
with its éédpywv. What could be more natural than to
suppose that tragedy developed out of dithyramb by the trans-
formation of an éfdpywv or soloist into a full-fledged actor?
And since the more crude and primitive may naturally be
supposed to precede the more artistic, satyric drama might be
regarded as an early stage of tragedy which succeeded in
surviving even after tragedy had developed. If so, the plots of
early tragedy must have been short, like those of the satyric
drama, and the language grotesque.! In the same way he may
have conjectured, from the existence of phallic elements in the
Old Comedy, and the survival of phallic dances at processions
in his own day, that comedy must have originated from
primitive phallic performances.

Now this is a perfectly possible interpretation of Aristotle,
and it accounts for all that he says.? [LBut. unhappily it robs
his statements of all historieal va.lue:; ‘We shall see later that,
even as regards Comedy, it is very doubtful whether he is
strictly correct ; as regards Tragedy the difficulties of his view
will shortly become plain. [We have, in short, to admit with
regret that it is impossible to accept his authority without
question, and that he was probably using that liberty of
theorizing which those modern scholars who ask us to accept

! There can of course be no doubt that Aristotle did think that the
language was originally grotesque, Sir William Ridgeway's argument
to the contrary (Origin of Gk. Drama, pp. 5 and 57), on the ground that
Aristotle speaks of tragedy as the successor of epic, will not bear
examination. It is quite plain from Aristotle’s language that it is in
respect of its themes that he regards tragedy as the successor of epic; he
says nothing, in the passage in question, about epic diction. (On the
grotesqueness, see above, p. 117.)

* This is also in substance the view of Nilsson, Neue Jahsb. xxvii,
pp. 609 f.
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him as infallible have certainly not abandoned./ It follows
that we are no longer obliged to derive tragedy from satyric
drama, but can at least hold it to be probable that, twenty or
thirty years after Thespis had won his notable victory with
a tragedy at Athens, Pratinas brought into Athens a more
primitive kind of play, with a satyr-chorus, from Phlius, and
assimilated it to tragedy in certain respects; and that about
the end of the sixth century the two kinds of performances
were given their place, along with dithyramb, in a reorganized
festival.

§ 3. With regard to other points in Aristotle’s account, little
need be said. The large use made of the trochaic tetrameter
in early tragedy is illustrated by the Persae of Aeschylus, in
which it is the principal metre of the dialogue, as distinct from
the long set speeches. It is not clear at what point Aristotle
thought the language of tragedy ceased to be grotesque. He
cannot bave thought of the language of Aeschylus as grotesque,
nor, probably, of that of Phrynichus; and we do not know
what he may have thought about Thespis. If, as is likely, he
regarded the change of style as connected with the introduction
of the iambic metre, he must have thought of these changes as
taking place before the fifth century; for it seems impossible
to accept the view put forward by Sir William Ridgeway !
that he must have been thinking of the first half of that
century itself. /Sir William Ridgeway’s statement that the
change from the short to the long plot was posterior to the
first appearance of Aeschylus in 499 B.c.” cannot be tested ; for
‘short’ and ‘long’ are relative terms, and we know nothing
of the length of plots before Aeschylus. | But he adds that the
change of metre to iambic was also the work of Aeschylus,
since ‘ Phrynichus used the tetrameter almost solely’. There
is no evidence of this except the plainly false statement in
Suidas that Phrynichus tnvented the tetrameter; and in fact
a number of iambic lines (and, as it happens, no tetrameters)
are quoted from Phrynichus.

Sir William Ridgeway appears, further, to connect the
change in diction to which Aristotle refers with a supposed
! Dramas and Dramatic Dances, pp. 3-4.

313 K
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substitution of non-satyric plays for satyric. ‘ Whatever was
the modification referred to by Aristotle’s words respecting the
satyric drama, this could not have taken place before the first
half of the fifth century before Christ,' the very period
when tragedy was shaking itself free from the satyric drama,?
which was finally supplanted by the melodramas, such as the
Alcestis, which in 438 B.c. took the place of a satyric drama
in a tetralogy of Euripides. For as the Greek term tragoedia
included both serious and “sportive tragedy” (the satyrie
drama), so long as the truly tragic trilogy was followed by
a coarse satyric drama tragedy had not freed itself from
“ludicrous diction ” and attained to her full dignity. Aristotle,
therefore, is not referring to the first beginnings of tragedy in
the sixth century, but to the state in which Aeschylus found
it and from which he lifted it.” It would be hard to find a
more confused and inaccurate series of observations than this,
What * melodramas’ besides the Alcestis were substituted for
satyric plays? Wilamowitz mentions the Inachus of Sophocles
as a possible example ; there is no evidence of others. Aristotle
cannot be referring to this substitution, and in any case
Aeschylus had nothing to do with any such change. Nor can
we suppose that Aristotle regarded tragedy as not having
* attained her full dignity * until the satyrie play was discarded ;
such a supposition would rule out (e. g.) the Oresteia.

Again, did the term ¢ragoedia include satyric drama? when
is the latter ever called by the name? Sir William Ridgeway
quotes a passage of Demetrius,? but this certainly does not prove
it. The passage runs: rpayedla 8¢ xdpiras pév mapalapBdve
év woANois, 6 8¢ yéhws éxOpods Tpaywdias. 0dd¢ yap émevbnoev dv

! In Class, Quart. vi (1912), p. 244, Sir William Ridgeway argues that
6y¢ in 1449 a 20 must mean what it does in 1449 b 1, yopdw reppdor
oyré more 6 dpxwr Edaxev, viz. a date between 500 and 450 B.c. But dy¢
is a relative term: it must mean ‘late in the process of development ' in
both cases; but the actual date may well have been (and doubtless was)
different in the case of the two arts.

? Sir William Ridgeway appears to think (Class. Quart., 1. c.) that é
oarvpikod peraBalelv can be translated ¢ to discard the satyric play’. This
is surely impossible.

¥ Iepi éppnuelas, § 169,
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is Tpaywdlay maifovaay, émel adrupov ypdrer dvrl Tpaypdias.
This only says that if a man tried to write a ‘sportive’ tragedy,
the result would be a satyric play, not a tragedy; implying
that a satyric play could not be called Tpaywdia ; and in any
case Demetrius, whoever he was, is too late to be of any value as
evidence that the name rpaywdia could cover satyric drama in
the time either of Aeschylus or of Aristotle. The argument that
because the changes mentioned in Aristotle’s sentence about
the numbers of dmokpiral follow the chronological order, the
next sentence must do the same, needs no refutation.! But
fortunately we may agree with Sir William Ridgeway’s view
that tragedy was not derived from satyric drama, without
adopting his exegesis of Aristotle.

v

Arion.

In the preceding section it has been argued that it is not
possible to rely upon Aristotle’s account of the early develop-
ment of tragedy, according to which it grew out of a dithyramb
danced by satyrs. But that account is commonly supposed to
be confirmed, first, by the tradition in regard to Arion, who is
regarded as the creator of just that kind of satyric dithyramb
which is required ; secondly, by the name rpaywdia itself, which
is supposed to indicate a song of goat-like satyrs; and thirdly,
by some of the interpretations offered of the proverb, OJdév
mwpds v dibvvooy. Accordingly it is necessary first to examine
carefully the traditions with regard to Arion and that Pelo-
ponnesian °‘tragedy’ which is supposed to bridge the gulf
between Arion and Thespis or Phrynichus.

It will be useful in the first place to collect the more im-
portant passages which deal with Arion.?

HeropoTUS i 28. éruvpdvveve 8¢ 6 Ileplavdpos KopivGov:
73 0% Aéyovor Kopivbiot (6podoyéovar 8¢ o AéaPiot) év 76
 Flickinger (Class. Phil. viii, p. 264) points out other defects in Sir
William Ridgewny's theory—particularly the inaccuracy of his chrono-
logical procedure. ? See also above, pp. 20-22.
K2
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Biw Odpa péyiorov mapasTival, Aptova Tov Mybvuvaioy ém
Sexgivos tfeverxBévra éml Taivapov, ¢bvra kibapwdoy Ty Tére
Lbvrav 0ddevds Sedrepor, kal Si8VpapBov mpdTov dvBpdmwy Tiy
fucis Buev moufoavrd Te kal dvopdoavra kal Sibdfavra &
Kopivbw. (The story of the circumstances of his voyage on
the dolphin’s back follows.)

Suipas.. Apiwv: Mnbvpvaios, Avpikés, Kvkhéws vids, yéyove
kard v kn 'Olvupmdda: rives 88 paOnriv ANkpdvos lorépnoay
abréy. Eypare 8¢ doparar mwpooipa els &rn B'. Néyeras kal
Tpayikod Tpbmov edpeTns yevéabat, kal mpdTos xopdv gTHioaL Kkal
8:00papBov doar kal dvopdoar 76 gdépevov bmwd Tob Xopod, kal
Sarvpovs eloeveykelv Euperpa Néyovras. Puldrrer 8¢ 70 & kal
éml yevikis.

ProoLus, Chrest, xii. ebpeBijvar 8¢ Tov 8108pauBov TTivdapos
év Kopivlo Aéyer 7ov &¢ dpfduevov tiis &dijs Apiaroréns
Aplova Néyer bs mpdros Tov KUkALov fiyaye Xopby.

(On the proposal to read Apiorox)ijs here, vid. supra p. 22.)

Toannes DiacoNus, Comm. in Hermogenem (Rabe, Rhein.
Mus. Ixiii (1908), p. 150). rijs 8¢ rTpaywdias mwpdrov Spdpa
Apiwv 6 Mnbvpvaios elofiyayev, domep S6Awv év Tais émypagpo-
pévars "EXeyelaus é8idafe. Apdkwv 8¢ 6 Adapyraxnvés Spaud
dnoL wpdTov Abfvna SidaxBfvar morfoavros Oéamidos.

The place of Arion in the history of the dithyramb has
been discussed in the preceding chapter.! Despite the story
of the dolphin, and the probably fictitious name which is
ascribed to his father, there is no sufficient reason for
doubting the poet’s existence2 The really difficult problem
raised by the notices is whether the words of Suidas,
Aéyerar—Aéyovras, all refer to one type of performance, as is

! pp. 19 .

? The name Kuchevs seems to be invented with reference to the xéxhios
xopds. Suidas mentions similar fictitious parents of Phrynichus, who
was certainly real. A brief statement of the case against the real
existence of Arion will be found in Smyth’s Greek Melic Poets, pp. 205 .,
and adequate references are there given. I do mot pursue the subject
here, because whether an individual named Arion existed or not, there
is no ground for doubting that the developments of the poetic art
ascribed to him took place in Corinth about the time mentioned.
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generally assumed, or to three. The words which definitely
refer to the dithyramb are plainly a paraphrase of Herodotus;
the statements with regard to the rpayikds Tpémos and the
satyrs must come from some other source. If the whole
sentence refers to one type of performance, these statements
may be & badly expressed inference by Suidas (or the authority
on whom he drew) from Aristotle’s Poetics, ch. iv:! tragedy,
according to Aristotle, arose from the dithyramb and was
satyric; if, therefore, Arion invented the dithyramb, he must
have invented tragedy and introduced satyrs.

But it does not seem natural to interpret the three state-
ments as referring to the same performance. The sentence
quoted from Proclus shows that what was traditionally
ascribed to Arion was the invention of the kdkAios xopés, which
is nowhere associated with a satyr chorus in any record about
it; and if the Tpaywkds Tpbmos? and the employment of satyrs
are one and the same thing, why are they separated by remarks
about the dithyramb? Besides this, the words rpaywkos rpbmos
have a quite definite technical meaning in Greel writers about
literature and music, viz. the tragic style or mode in music
(e. g. Aristid. Quintil., p. 29 ¢ uév odv vouikds Tpémos éori
vyro€dis, 6 8¢ 8iBvpapuBikds uesoeidis, 6 8¢ Tpayikds vraroeidis).
There is no warrant for interpreting the words as referring to
the supposed tragic dress, the goat- or satyr-costume. It
seems much more likely that Suidas found traditions aseribing
three different things to Arion. He invented the musical
mode which was afterwards adopted by tragedy—possibly in
connexion with some such kind of ‘tragic choruses as we shall
presently find at Sicyon; he reduced the dithyramb to order,
and made his dithyrambs poems with definite subjects and
names; and he modified the satyr-dances, which he probably
found already in existence, by making the satyrs speak verses.?

! This has also been suggested by Nilsson, Newe Jahsb. xxvii (1911),
p. 610.

¥ For reasons againet taking rpayxds as * goat-like’, i. e. satyric, as has
sometimes been suggested, see below, p. 137.

* This interpretation of the passage was suggested by Reisch, Festschr.
Jar Gomperz, p. 471, in 1902, and he has of course the first claim to be
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(eloceveykeiv is a word commonly used of ‘bringing on the
scene’, ‘bringing before the public’, &e., and should not be
treated as if it meant ¢ introduced into tragedy or dithyramb’)

The passage in the commentary of John the Deacon (a writer
of unknown date) on Hermogenes’ ITepl puefédov Sewvdryros to
some small extent confirms the belief that some step towards
tragedy (as distinet from dithyramb) was taken by Arion.
He says that Solon had stated in his elegies that the first
Spdua Tijs Tpaywdias was produced by Arion, though Dracon
of Lampsacus! had said that the first tragic drama was
produced at Athens by Thespis. The authority of John the
Deacon of course carries no weight in itself; and he retails
some of the foolish theories about the origin of comedy which
are found in several other writers, as well as the tradition that
comedy and tragedy arose out of a common ancestor called
Tpvy@dia? But he shows a considerable acquaintance with
classical poetry (some of it now lost), and there is no reason to
doubt that he is quoting an actual poem of Solon, known to
him (or to his source).

The words 7ijs Tpayedias pdua are of course his own, and
the word 7payedia will not go into elegiacs. Bubt rpayedol
and its parts will ; or again, Flickinger * may possibly be right
in his conjecture that the word which Solon used was dpdpua—
originally a non-Attic word, probably derived from Pelopon-
nesian sources—and that the words r7js Tpayedias are an ex-
planation by John or his source.* But if John is right, we have

considered the author of it; but I find that I proposed it myself in my
lectures a year or two before that.

! For Dracon of Lampsacus, who is unknown, Wilamowitz (Neue
Jahrb. xxix, p. 470) would substitute the name of Charon of Lampsacus,
one of the historians earlier than Herodotus.

* See above, p. 105-107.

3 Greek Theater, p. 8; cf. also his paper in Classical Philology, viii,
p. 266. I cannot, however, think that (as he suggests) Solon being
incensed with Thespis was glad to ascribe the origination of tragedy
(if this is what he means ‘by the place of honour’) to another. The
idea of asking which of several claimants originated tragedy is surely
post-Solonian.

* Dr. Farnell is of course right in saying (Hermath. xvii. 20) that the
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a tradition dating back almost, if not quite, to Arion’s own life-
time, that he produced something which was sufficiently on
the lines of the tragic choruses of later days to be called by the
same name by later writers; and it may be that this use of
the name Spdua, which is never applied to dithyramb, dates
from Arion or from his time. At least we can infer that
tradition knew of two experiments, an earlier by Arion at
Corinth, a later by Thespis in Attica, both of which were
regarded by different persons as steps, not, so far as we can
judge, towards the cyclic dithyramb or the satyric drama, but
towards tragedy. There is no reason to suppose that Arion’s
work was dramatic in the sense that it included actors im-
personating gods or heroes; it was probably purely lyric;
the chorus may have impersonated some group of characters
and been so far dramatic, but there is no proof that they
did so.

VI

Sicyon and Hero-Drama.

§ 1. If it is conceded that (as has been urged in the preceding
sections) the sdrvpor éuuerpa Aéyovres are not to be regarded
as the forerunners of tragic dmokpiral, it will also be generally
granted that any rpaywdia composed by Arion is likely to
have been purely lyric; and thisis confirmed by the fact that
Herodotus,! when he speaks of rpaywkol xopol performed at
Sicyon, not very long after the time of Arion, gives no hint of
their having been anything but xopoi: for it is surely natural
to connect Arion's Tpayikds Tpbémos and Spdua Tis Tpaywdias
with these Tpayikoi xopoi of a neighbouring town. But the
passage of Herodotus has been the centre of so much contro-
versy that it must be discussed at length. It occurs in a
narrative about Cleisthenes, who was tyrant of Sicyon during

question can only be solved by the recovery of Solon’s ipsissima verba.
But his suggestion that John may be quoting something that Hermogenes
said is disproved by reference to the passage of Hermogenes upon which
he is commenting,

1y, 67.
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most of the first third of the sixth century. Being at war
with Argos (which claimed supremacy over Sicyon), Cleisthenes
resolved to expel the worship of the Argive hero Adrastus!
who had a #p@ov in the market-place at Sicyon. As the oracle
refused to sanction this, he contrived a device (as Herodotus
quaintly says) to make Adrastus withdraw of his own accord.
He sent to Thebes, and brought in thence the hero Melanippus,
who had been in life Adrastus’ greatest enemy. émeire 6¢ of 70
Téuevos dmédefe, Ovaias Te kal dpras Adphorov dmelbpevos
oxe 78 Meravimme. of 8 Swkvdvior éébeocar peyalwor:
kdpra Tipdv Tdv “Abpnarov . . . Td Te & dAAa of Jikvdviol
éripwy Tov "ASpnoTov kal 87 wpds T& wdbea avTol Tpayikoio
xopoiot éyépaipov, Tov pév Adibvveov ob Tiudvres, Tor 8¢
A8pnorov. Kheworbévns 8¢ xopods putv 76 diovieep dmédoxe,
v 8¢ EA\nv Bvainy Mekavimmeo.?

We shall probably be right in thinking that in introducing
the worship of Dionysus into popular festivals, Cleisthenes
was pursuing a policy like that of Peisistratus,® who after-
wards did this in Athens, and of Periander, who had doubtless
encouraged Arion at Corinth: and if it is true that Arion
introduced ‘tragic’ choruses in Corinth, it is probable, as has
already been suggested, that those of Sicyon would be more or
less similar.

But there is no agreement among scholars as to the meaning

1 It is unnecessary to discuss the suggestion of Eisler (Orphisch-
Dionys. Myst.-Gedanken, p. 248) that ‘Adppords means ‘ripe’ (cf. édpéw,
4dpds, &c.), and that as Swvdr = garden of gourds or melons, the
lamentations for Adrastus were for the death of the ripe gourd or
melon. (Formerly Sicyon had been called Mpkdvy, and Adrastus must
have been the ripe poppy.) Eisler thinks that Cleisthenes’ innovation
was connected with a transition from market-gardening to vine-growing.
I am not convinced by the etymology or the inferences.

* Cf. Themistius, Or. 27, p. 406 «al rpaypdias edperal pév Siwcvdvior,
Tehegiovpyol 8¢ "Arrikol moupral. 'We do not know whether Themistius had
any other aunthority besides that of Herodotus.

® The theory of W. Schmid (Zu» Gesch. des gr. Dithyrambos, 1900) that
Cleisthenes was trying to reconcile the aristocratic families (who wor-
shipped their heroic ancestors by means of rpaywol yopof at their tombs)
with the people, whom he supposes to have been worshippers of Dionysus
in the country districts, appears to rest on no evidence.
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of rpaywkoiar here. Those who think that Arion instituted
a dithyramb danced by satyrs in goat-dress—the rpayikos
Tpbmos, according to this interpretation—and that tragedy is
the performance of the ‘ goat-men’ or satyrs, take Tpayikoliot
here also to mean ‘satyric’, ‘in goat-dress’. Now not only is
it almost inconceivable that these tragic choruses, having
reference to the sufferings of the hero, should have been
performed by ithyphallic demons with the limbs of goats, but
it seems also very improbable that Herodotus, the friend of
Sophocles, living in the great period of Greek tragedy, should
have used the word in any sense but *tragic’, or should have
meant by Tpayikoiot xopoiot anything but ‘ choruses like those
of tragedy ’; he is not likely to have reverted to the etymo-
logical sense ‘ goat-like’ or ‘relating to the goat’. Tpayikés
means ‘ tragic’ in Aristophanes, e. g. in the Peace, 136-7 :
ovkoiv éxpiiv oe IInydoov (ebfar mrepby,
dmws épaivov Tois Beols TpayikdTepos,

and in fr. 149 (from the Gerytades), where Meletus is described
as an ambassador dmd Tédv rpayikdv xopdv. (The use is
parallel to that of xwpikés, which almost invariably means
¢ connected with comedy’, not ¢ connected with the kouos’) In
fact it is not until very late that we find the word used with
reference to the goat; e.g. Plutarch, Pyrrhus, ch. xi éyvdafn
8¢ 78 7¢ N6pw SiampémorTt kal Tols Tpayikois képaciv: Lucian,
Aextprdy, § 10 6 yody mwdywr pdha Tpayikds qv els vmrepBoriy
kovptdy (not an absolutely certain instance): Longus, Soph.
iv. 17 kal dpa dmexpivero v Tpayikny Svowdiay pvodrresbar.
(In Plato's Cratylus, 408 ¢, where Plato is speaking of Pan, the
use of the wordis a deliberate pun: odxodv 76 uév dAnlés adrod
Aeiov kal Oetov kal dve olkody év Tois feols” T0 8¢ Yrebbos kdTw
év Tols moAhois 7@y dvOpdmwv kal Tpaxy kal Tpayikéy* évraifa
yap wAeioror of udbof Te kal TG Yevdn éoti, wepl TOV Tpayikdy
Biov.)

There is, indeed, no ground for supposing that these choruses
were called 7payixof early in the sixth century at Sicyon itself,
or that Herodotus knew this to be the case.! What Herodotus’

! Flickinger (Class. Phil. viii, p. 274; Gk. Theater, p. 15) suggests that
the name originated at Sicyon, when the newly introduced worship of
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expression probably means is that he found evidence of
choruses at Sicyon, relating to the sufferings of Adrastus, 150
years or so before his own time, and observing that they were
more or less like the choral odes of tragedy in his own day,
naturally called them 7payikol xopol. Unfortunately Hero-
dotus tells us nothing of the subject of these choruses after
their transference to Dionysus; but they quite probably
continued to be oddtv mpds 7ov dibvvoor.?

Epigenes of Sicyon, who is mentioned in one or two very
late notices? as the first tragic poet (Thespis being only the
sixteenth) may have been a composer of such tragic choruses
under the régime of Cleisthenes. The evidence, for what it is
worth, suggests that the festival for which he composed was a
festival of Dionysus, but that he treated non-Dionysiac subjects.
I can see no sufficient evidence for the suggestion advanced by
Professor Flickinger?® that the people of Sicyon, when the
worship of Dionysus was introduced, expected a satyr-chorus
(such as Arion had instituted at Corinth) as an essential part
of that worship, and that it was because Epigenes gave them
a human chorus that they exclaimed “ 0082y mwpds Tov didvvoor”,
though it does seem to be true that there is no reason for
thinking that the choruses at Sicyon were satyric. The truth
is that (as we shall see later) nothing worth calling evidence
can be extracted from the various explanations offered of this
proverb.

§ 2. The words of Herodotus afford, at first sight, a strong
argument in favour of the theory of Sir William Ridgeway*
that tragedy originated in performances at the tombs of
deceased heroes, and was afterwards transferred to Dionysus;
for here we have a definite transference of Tpay:xol yopof from
a hero to Dionysus. But we have no other; and it is going
far beyond the evidence to infer from this that the villages of

Dionysus brought the goat-prize with it. This is ingenious, but we
know nothing of such a prize at Sicyon.

1 See below, pp. 167-8.

* Suidas, s. v. Geomis (see above, p. 100), and s. v. 038y mpds Tov Apaor
(see below, p. 168).

® Class. Phil. viii, p, 274. * Orig. of Gk. Dr., pp. 26, &e.
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Attica had each its own local hero, and that upon these local
festivals the worship of Dionysus was superimposed, and
absorbed their tragic performances. Moreover, the transfer-
ence at Sicyon was the arbitrary act of a tyrant, done with a
special political motive, not a natural religious development,
such as the supposed gradual absorption of hero-cults by
Dionysiac would imply ; and to infer from this single arbitrary
act at Sicyon that such an absorption took place generally in
Greece, or took place in Attica, would be most hazardous.! It
is not to the point to prove, as Sir William Ridgeway does at
some length, that there were solemn lamentations, as well as
various kinds of contests, &ec., at hero-tombs all over Greece,
and that the dead were carefully propitiated ; or even to prove
(and this can very rarely be done, if at all) that there were
dramatic or mimetic performances at the tombs. We require
some proof that the Dionysiac festivals at Athens (and else-
where) got their dramatic performances from this source, and
the proof offered is not sufficient,

There is, in fact, no evidence that at Sicyon itself there was
any dramatic representation of the sufferings of Adrastus.
Tpayikoi xopoi doubtless involved appropriate gestures—the
raising of the hands in lamentation, perhaps; almost all Greek
dancing and music did so; but nothing dramatic, no imper-
sonation or representation of the hero’s story, is involved in
this. Nor, as far as our information goes, were the other ritual
Op7jvor which are recorded dramatic, such as the laments for
Achilles in Elis,? at Croton® and at Rhoeteum,* for Medea’s

! Some scholars, and esp. Robert (Oedipus, pp. 141-2), think that
the transference may have been made easier by the fact (as they regard
it) that Adrastus was a personage of much the same character as
Dionysus—a suffering and dying god. This is hardly proved, and the
fact that (according to Paus. 11. xxiii, § 1) the sanctuaries of Adrastus
and Dionysus were adjacent to one another at Argos cannot really be
held to confirm the idea; the juxtaposition need have had no such
reason. Sir William Ridgeway's idea (Dramas, &c., p. 6) that Dionysus
was himself regarded as a hero has already been referred to (above,
pp. 13-14).  See also below, pp. 182 ff.

* Paus. IV. xxiii, § 3. 8 Lycoph. Alex. 859.

¢ Philostr, Her. 20, 22.
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children at Corinth,! for Leucothea at Thebes,? and for Hippo-
lytus at Troezen® Such laments Herodotus would probably
have called ‘tragic’ in view of their tone and their resem-
blance to the tragic choruses of the Attic drama ; but evidence
that they involved dramatic elements is entirely wanting.*

Sir William Ridgeway’s argument for a belief in mimetic
performances at the tombs of heroes partly rests on a record
in Pausanias.® A certain Leimon, so the story went, had been
killed by Artemis in punishment for the murder of Skephros,
and at the tomb the priestess of Artemis pursued some one, as
Artemis had pursued Leimon (dre adry) 70v deipdva 4 Apreps).
But there is no suggestion in the Greek of Pausanias that the
priestess impersonated Artemis, or that there was any drama
at all. The ritual pursuit and bloodshed (real or feigned) is a
common form of agrarian magic, and it is ‘ putting the cart
before the horse’ to treat it as the acting of a story. The
ritual was doubtless there long before the story, and the latter
is simply (like countless other stories) an aetiological myth,®
invented to account for the ritual. Further, such pursuits are
not peculiar to hero-worship, and traces of them are found in
the worship of Dionysus himself; 7 nor is it without significance
that the festival at Tegea at which the pursuit of Leimon took
place was not really a hero-festival, but a feast of Apollo
Agyieus.

It should be added that when Sir William Ridgeway
goes on to assert that at Sicyon the Hvuéry of Dionysus
superseded the tomb of Adrastus, he is (to use the happy
expression of Dr. Farnell)® ‘soaring on the wings of fancy

1 ib. 20-1; Paus. 1L iii, § 7; Schol. Eur. Med. 273, 1359, &c.

% Plut. Apophth. Lac., p. 228 e. $ Eur. Hipp. 1435-17.

‘ Some of these paragraphs (and others in this volume) are quoted
with little alteration from my review of Sir William Ridgeway’s book in
Class. Rev. xxvi (1912), pp. 52 ff. Some of the same points will be found
in Nilsson's paper in Neue Jahrb. xxvii (1911), and in Dr. Farnell’s review
in Hermathena, xvii. With the latter I am almost wholly in agreement.

® Paus. vIrr liii, §§ 2 ff.

¢ Farnell, 1. ¢., p. 8, takes the same view and gives other instances ; cf.
also Nilsson, L ¢., p. 614, and Gr. Feste, pp. 166 ff.

7 See Farnell, Cults, v, p. 231, note b. 8 Hermath., 1. c., p. 8.
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into the region of the unrecorded’. In fact, Herodotus tells
us that though the rpayixol xopof were transferred! to
Dionysus, Cleisthenes gave 79v dAAqv Ovainy MeXavinmo,
and if there was a BuuéAn there at all, presumably Melanippus
got it.

Sir William Ridgeway does indeed *? adduce one strange
argument to show that in Athens itself there was a transference
of choruses to Dionysus. It is not easy to follow, but it seems
to be this: The Anthesteria was a festival of the dead, at
which cyeclic choruses were performed; and lest it should be
supposed that these eyclic choruses were in honour of Dionysus,
we are to remember that ‘ on the first day of the City Dionysia
cyclic choruses danced round the altar of the Twelve Gods in
the Agora, which plainly shows that such cyclic dances were
by no means confined to Dionysus’, but were pre-Dionysiac,
and were transferred from the dead to Dionysus. But (1) it
is not certain that the Anthesteria was originally and primarily
a festival of the dead. Sir William Ridgeway says that Miss
Harrison has proved it; but there is much to be said for
Dr. Farnell's view,® according to which the festival was
primarily Dionysiac, and the addition to it of chthonic ritual
is otherwise explained. In any case the undoubted presence
of Dionysiac elements in the festival malkes it possible that
the supposed choruses belonged to these. (2) It is very
doubtful indeed if there were cyclic choruses at the Anthesteria.
The suggestion that there were such choruses was originally
made by M. Schmidt,* but rested upon arguments so weak
that their author only put them forward in the most tentative
manner ; and they are really not worth repeating. (3) As the
‘cyclic choruses’ on the first day of the City Dionysia, to
which Sir William Ridgeway refers, were part of a Dionysiac
festival, we can hardly say that they were non-Dionysiac,
wherever they were held. But in fact there is no evidence
that these xopol/, which were an incident in the great pro-

! T agree with Ridgeway (O»igin of Gk. Dr., p. 28) that dnrédwke eannot
here mean *restored’, as if they had belonged to Dionysus there before.

* Origin of Gk. Dr., p. 50. 8 Cults, v, pp. 214 ff.

! Diatribe in Dithyrambum, pp. 202 ff.
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cession which escorted the statue of Dionysus from Athens to
Eleutherae, were ‘ eyclic ’ choruses at all. Xenophon,! the only
authority, does not suggest it: xal év 7ols dwvvaiows 8¢ of
xopol mpocemixapifovrar dAhois Te Oeois xal Tols dddeke
xopevovres. In any case the twelve gods were not deceased
heroes.

VIiI

Peloponnesian and Dorian Tragedy.

The problems in regard to the existence of some kind of
primitive ‘tragedy’ in the Peloponnese cannot be separated
from those raised by the claim of the Dorians (as recorded by
Aristotle) to have originated tragedy; and it may be that the
discussion will throw some light on the question how it was
that tragedy in the hands of Phrynichus and Aeschylus, despite
the simplicity or even the crudity of the dialogue, was so fine
a lyrical composition.

§1. It will be well to set aside at once the theory of
Welcker 2 and Boeckh ® that there once existed an extensive
non-Athenian lyrical tragedy, of which Pindar and Simonides
were distinguished representatives, as well as the the philoso-
phers Xenophanes and Empedocles. The arguments used to
prove this were plainly unsound, and were disproved for the
most part by G. Hermann.* Apart from some misinterpreted
inseriptions, the case rested almost entirely on Suidas’ notice
of Pindar, ascribing rpaytka Spdpuare to him, and on the scholia
to Aristophanes’ Wasps, 144.° in regard to Simonides. The
former is quite unreliable; its arithmetic will not come right
when the Isthmian and Nemean Odes (which the notice over-
looks) are taken into account ; it is not improbably a conflation
from two or more sources, and the rpayika Spduara mentioned

1 Hipp. iii. 8.

? Kleine Schriften, 1. 175-9, 245-7; and his edition of the trilogy,
Ayp., p. 245.

8 Staatsh. Athen.! ii, pp. 361 ff.; C.I. G.i, p.766,ii, p. 509 ; cf. Lobeck,
Aglaoph., pp. 974 fi. * Opuscula, vii, pp. 211 £,

5 Repeated by (or from) Suidas, s.v. Scpwvidns.
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among Pindar’s works may perhaps (as Hermann suggested) be
the dithyrambs, though 8pdua is never used of dithyramb in
classical Greek ; or, as is more likely still, the words may be
a late interpolation, like others in the same notice.! The uses
of the word 7payixés in Byzantine writers are hopelessly
loose? Thus in the scholia on Aristophanes’ Plutus, 290,
Philoxenus is called rpay:ikés. (SiacUper 6¢ Dnbfevov Tov
Tpaywbr: By elarveyke kiBapifovra 7ov IloAb¢nuov: and
PNbevov 1ov SibupapBomoidy % Tpaywdodiddokalov Siaslper
3s éypare Tov épora Tob Kikhwmos 7ov éml I'adarelg.) There
is a similar incorrectness in Jerome? ‘ Xenophanes physicus,
scriptor tragoediarum’, and Syncellus,* PwxvAidns kal Bevo-
ddvns Tpaywbomoids éyvwpifero. The ascription of rpaywdia
to Simonides by the scholiast may be literally true; he may
have tried his hand at tragedy as at many other things, though
such authority is not good enough to prove it. The tragedies
ascribed to Empedocles were doubtless those of the philoso-
pher’s nephew, and may quite well have been tragedies in the
ordinary classical sense, though we know nothing of his work
except from Suidas.’

So the case in regard to lyric tragedy comes back to the
Tpayikds Tpbmwos or Spdua Tis Tpaywdias of Arion, and the
Tpayikol yopoi of Sicyon, together with the claim of the
Dorians and whatever evidence can be held to support it.

§ 2. The claim of the Dorians is recorded by Aristotle in
the following words;® 8i6 xal dvrimotodvrar 77s Te Tpaywbias
kal Tis kwppdias of dwpieis (tis pév kouwdias of Meyapeis . . .

! Hiller (Hermes, xxi, pp. 357 ff.) gives strong reasons for this view,
and against the attempt to refer Suidas’ list of Pindar's works to good
Alexandrian authority. He points out that in Demosth. de F. L., § 287
dpapa tpayikdy means ‘tragedy’, and that it is very unlikely that an
Alexandrian scholar would have used the words in a different sense from
that current in the fourth century. For later usage, cf. Aelian, Var. H.
xiii. 18 Awwvgos 8¢ & rijs Zikeias TUpawvos Tpaywdiav pév fomdfero xai
émyves kal odv kat Spdpara éfendvnoe Tpayxd.

! See Immisch, Rhein. Mus. xliv, pp. 553 ff.

3 On Olymp. Ixi. 4 p. 238.

® 8. v. "EpmedoxAis. For doubts about these tragedies see Diog. Laert.
viii. 58. ¢ Poet. iii, 1448a 29 ff.
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kai Ths Tpaywdlas &vio tédyv év Ilelomovviop) motodpevor T4
bvépara onpeiov' abrol pév y&p kdpas Tas mepioikidas kakei
paciv, Abnvaiovs 8¢ Sfpovs ... kal 70 moeiv adrol pév dpdv,
Abnvaior 8¢ wpdTTewy wpoTayopevELy.

Aristotle does not say what Dorian writers made the
claim—he may have found it recorded, as Wilamowitz suggests,
in the Chronica of his senior contemporary Dieuchidas of
Megara—and he expresses neither agreement nor disagreement
with it. Some of the arguments quoted are plainly bad;
but the claim may carry some weight if any part of the state-
ment made in support of it is true,and if there is confirmatory
evidence.

The late Mr. Herbert Richards ! has collected and discussed
the uses of 8pdua and Spdv. The conclusions to which the
evidence given in his article points are:

(1) that Spdv is not originally an Attic word, though it is
used freely in Attic poetry and in those prose writers who
admit poetical words and phrases, especially Antiphon, Thuey-
dides, and Plato.? It is also used rarely by Demosthenes—of
that later; but not at all by most of the Attic orators. It is
also (almost certainly) not an Ionic word, and the statement
that it is Doric may well be true, though it is not actually
proved.

(2) that Spdv is primarily in Attic a word with a religious
colour, and is used especially of serious and solemn religious
performances. It is very doubtful whether dpaua is ever
used of comedy in classical Attie,>—or indeed at all until quite

! Class. Rev. xiv (1900), pp. 388 ff.

% Plato uses Sicilian words, and may bave been more influenced by
Sicilian Doric than we usually recognize. In Rep. v, p.451 ¢ perd 7o dvdpeiov
dpdpa mavrehds Siamepavfév rd yuvakeiov ad mepailvew, where Richards thinks
the reference is to tragedy, Plato is surely alluding to the pipot dvdp<ior
and ywvaikeior of his favourite author Sophron, and the application of
the word Opipa may have seemed natural because these were Dorian
compositions.

® When Ecphantides speaks (in a fragment) of a 8papa, it is Spipa
Meyapikdp, i.e. of a Dorian type, even though it is comedy of which he
is thinking (comp. Xen. Hell. 1. i, § 28—the Doric message, dropiopes i
xpi dpav).
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late; it is regularly applied to tragedy and satyric drama,
both of which were less secular than comedy; and the
mysteries were 7& dpoueva 'EXeveivi! Most of the uses of
8pdv in good Attic prose (apart from writers known to have
been addicted to poetical expressions) can be explained by the
religious sense: it is applied (e. g.) to ritual and to murder by
Demosthenes (or a pseudo-Demosthenes) in several places.?
(To commit murder and to perform a religious service were
alike perilous operations, to Greek religious ideas, and partly
for the same reasons)) The ‘ Letter of Philip’? uses the word
of an impious act.

It is then at least possible that Spdua was originally a Doric
word, and so far there is no reason to deny the Dorian claim.

§3. The claim may also be said to be supported by the
tradition respecting Arion, who was indeed a Lesbian of
Methymna (a town mainly, but not exclusively, of Aeolian
population), but whose choruses must have been those of
Dorian Corinth. We donot in fact know anything of Lesbian
dithyrambic poetry at this date, nor have we any reason even
for saying that Arion’s work consisted in the introduction of
Lesbian music into Corinth. When, therefore, Sir William
Ridgeway says* that a supporter of the Dorian claim * might
just aswell argue that because Handel composed the Messiah and
many other great worksin England, the English race are to be
credited with the creation of the Handelian music’, he is sug-
gesting a false parallel. Arion probably was, Handel was not,
working upon pre-existing local performances.

The claim is also supported by the record of rpayixol xopol

! Pags. viI. xv, § 1. At the same time 3papa does not, like dpdueva,
imply anything mystic. (The expression & Spdueva is evidently a reve-
rent or reticent name for & mystic rite ; cf. Plut. De Is. et Osir., pp. 352¢,
3784a,b; Paus. 11. xxxvii, §§ 5, 6; 11, xxiii, § 2, &c.) Pausanias regu-
larly uses 8pav of religious rites, but not 8papa. Clem. Alex. Protrept. ii.
12 speaks of Demeter and Kore having become Spaua puorikdv, but this
is very lute, and the addition of uvorikdy shows that Spdua alone did not
carry this connotation.

* in Neaer.,, § T; in Aristocr., § 40; in Theocrin., § 28.

% §4. Mz Richards is not responsible for all these instances.

4 Class. Rev. xxvi (1912), p. 135,

318 L



146 TuE OrRIGINS OF GREEK TRAGEDY

at Sicyon in Herodotus. For even if the cult of Dionysus
was only introduced by Cleisthenes, the Tpayikol xopol were
already there, and were celebrated in commemoration of the
Dorian hero Adrastus, whom Cleisthenes drove out in order
to rid the town of Argive influence.

§ 4. Tt is usual to adduce the dialectical peculiarities of the
choruses of Attic tragedy as evidence for the Dorian claim,
and the argument is not without weight ; but the matter is
not so simple as it is usually thought to be.

" We may indeed reject at once Sir William Ridgeway’s con-
tention that ‘it is difficult to believe that the Athenians
would have borrowed the diction of their sacred songs from
the hated Dorians, whom they would not permit to enter
their sanctuaries’. The evidence! given for the statement
contained in the last clause only records the refusal of the
priestess of Athena to allow Cleomenes to enter the adyton of
Athena on the Acropolis, because Dorians were not allowed to
enter that temple (o0 yap Oepirdv dopiebot mapiévar évbaira).
This phrase, which applies to one temple only, is obviously un-
equal to the weight of so sweeping a generaliza.tion.r](Why
Sir William Ridgeway, in reply,? should remind us ‘that
though the Carians admitted their kindred Lydians and
Mysians into the temple of Zeus at Mylasa, they kept out all
others, even though they spoke Carian’ does not appear; at
any rate it has nothing to do with Athens and the Dorians.)
But the problem in regard to the language itself is not alto-
gether easy. It is usual to lay stress upon the use in
tragedy—mainly in the lyrie portions, but also to some extent
in the dialogue—of forms containing @ where Attic used 7.
But this use of @ was common to all dialects except Attic and
Ionie, and therefore was naturally part of the lyric xows
which seems to have grown up in the sixth century; and
though it is impossible to accept the suggestion of B. Kock
and (on different grounds) of Sir William Ridgeway 3 that

! Herod. v. 72. ? Class. Rev. xxvi (1912), p. 135,

% See esp. The Early Age of Greece, i, pp. 670-1. It is difficult to
understand what he means by ‘the absurd doctrine that the Athenians
would have composed their ancient songs, which probably dated from
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these forms are old Attic, they cannot be assumed to be Doric
without argument.

It does, however, seem reasonable to suppose that if a num-
ber of distinctively Doric words and forms are found in Attic
tragedy, then the forms containing & for 5 are also probably
attributable as a whole to the influence of Doric poems and
speech upon the writers. The main substance of their langu-
age is Attic, with an infusion of Epic and Ionic forms, and of
other dialectical forms used in lyric poetry—an infusion to be
accounted for as an instance of that persistence of literary
conventions in Greece which all scholars recognize : but there is
a considerable number of words and forms which are distinctly
Doric, some of them used in the lyric portions, some in the
iambic, some in both. (The use of them in the iambic portions
is best explained as a natural infiltration or infection from the
lyrics; it cannot always be accounted for by metrical conve-
nience ; but poets who were writing lyric as part of the same
work would naturally, even in iambies, find themselves using
some of those elements of a heightened style which were
regular in lyric.)! Among these Doric words are yapuépos, 8apés,
a period anterior to the Dorian conquest, in a Dorian dialect’. It is
not a question here of the composition of ancient songs, but of that
of dithyrambs and ‘tragic choruses’ taken over (doubtless with their
conventional dialect), not earlier than the sixth century, from non-Attic
sources, We know nothing of dithyrambs anterior to the Dorian
conquest, or in primitive Attica. The real difficulties, however, in the
way of this theory are (1) that the peculiarities of the language of
tragedy generally are certainly not old Attic, and this is clearly shown by
Smyth, Thumb, &c., in answer to Rutherford (New Phrynichus, pp. 1-52)
and others (e. g. Barlen, De vocis a prom. in tragicorum Graecorum
versibus trimetris usu, Bonn, 1872), who had put forward the old Attic
theory ; and it is pro tanto unlikely that this one peculiarity should be :
(2) that this a@ is not found in any Attic known to us, and it is very
improbable that it should have been preserved from pre-historic times
for the use of tragedy without a written or literary tradition to preserve
it. But we have no record of any ancient Attic literature, and it can
be confidently asserted that there was none. Nor is there any evidence
of the existence of such traditional religious poems as (Sir William
Ridgeway imagines) may have preserved this one feature.

! This is an easier hypothesis than that of Hoffmann, Rhein. Mus.
Ixix, pp. 244 ff., that there must have been Doric as well as Ionic iambic

L2
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vdios, Aoxaybs, kvvaybs, modaybs, Tepdopos, ovvdopos, pdriaros,
wémaral, dmadés)t If these and other words and forms (e.g.
operepifdpevor in Asch. Suppl. 38) are Dorie, the common
use of a for n may be traceable to the same source. The use
of such forms in the lyrics of Tragedy is by no means con-
sistent ; they were doubtless employed when the poet felt
the need of some greater distinction from ordinary speech;
but this is natural enough. Accordingly it seems to be, at
least, reasonably probable that some of the features of the
language of Attic tragedy are explicable by Dorian influence ;2
and, on the whole, when we put the various indications
together—&p@ua, Arion, Sicyon, language—the Dorian claim to
have in some sense originated tragedy becomes an extremely
likely hypothesis.

It is, moreover, a hypothesis which will explain the early
excellence of the lyric portions of tragedy. We nowhere find
a hint that Thespis was a lyric poet of any merit; but, if the
hypothesis is true, it was in the compositions of Peloponnesian
lyric poets—Arion, Lasos, and perhaps poets of Sicyon, now
forgotten—that the early Attic tragedians, and above all
Phrynichus and Aeschylus, found models of choral lyric poetry,
with the music appropriate to serious themes, and were thus
enabled themselves to produce work of an even higher degree
of perfection. It is sometimes conjectured also that the tragic
choruses of the Peloponnese may have impersonated groups of
legendary characters, instead of remaining (like the per-
formers of dithyramb) simply bodies of worshippers; but on
this point there is no evidence.?
poetry in the sixth century, or earlier, to account for the Doric forms in
the dialogue of Attic tragedy.

! See also J. D. Rogers, Amer. J. Phil. xxv (1904), pp. 285-305.

2 On the whole question see Thumb, Handb. der gr. Dialekte, pp. 159-60,
369 ff. ; Smyth, Tonic Dialect, pp. 74 1f. ; Meillet, Apergu d'une histoire de
la langue grecque (ed. i), ch. viii. Some useful material is collected by
W. Aly, De Aeschyli verborum copia (Berlin, 1904). See also Addenda,

p. 417 below.
3 See above, pp. 135, 139.
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VIII

Tpaywdia, Tpdyot, ETC.

The origin and meaning of the words rpayedol and Tpayedia
is, like the questions already discussed, the subject of a long-
standing controversy. Tpaywdo/ (the singular is found very
rarely, and only comparatively late) is presumably the earlier
word of the two, 7paywd/a being derived from it; and it is
clear that rpaywdol/ was used primarily of a chorus, not of
actors or poets! But eleven different explanations of the
words are summarized by Professor Flickinger in his valuable
paper on the subject,? and yet others have been suggested.
Those which try to get away from the belief that 7pdyos
means ‘ goat’ may safely be disregarded,® and practically only
three views need be seriously considered :

(1) that rpayedol mean a chorus of goat-like satyrs;

(2) that it means a chorus, not representing satyrs, but clad
in goatsking as an ancient dress retained for religious or
antiquarian reasons;

(8) that it means a chorus dancing either for the goat as
a prize or around the goat as a sacrifice.

These must be separately discussed.

§ 1. The first explanation is bound up with the belief that
tragedy was historically an offshoot of satyric drama, made
more dignified by the abandonment of the satyr-costume and
language ; and that the satyrs were in the form of creatures half
man and half goat.

Now as it is Attic tragedy and satyr-play with which we
are concerned, it is important to notice that the satyrs of the
Athenian stage were not goat-like until a comparatively late
period, and that early Attic art knows nothing of such goat-
like demons. Both in the theatre and in art we find, instead,
creatures that were half man, half horse. The evidence in

' The factsare given by H. Richards, A»istophanes and others, pp. 334 ff. ;
cf. also Reisch, Festschr. fiir Gomperz, p. 466.

* Class. Phil. viii, pp. 269 ff.

® There is also no need to refer again to the theory of Eisler, briefly
discussed on pp. 103-4.
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regard to this rather complex matter has been discussed many
times in recent years; it has been stated with great complete-
ness by Kiihnert,! and the more important points have been
discussed by Reisch,? Frickenhaus?® A. B. Cook * and others;
reference to the earlier discussions by Furtwangler, Loeschke,
Wernicke, A. Korte, and others is also indispensable. The
view taken below is in the main in agreement with that of
Reisch, though it was reached independently and in certain
points diverges from his opinion; but it will be convenient to
take point by point, and to state the evidence briefly.

There can be no question that popular imagination through-
out the Greek world was familiar with creatures combining
a generally human form with the ears and tail, and often the
hoofs or entire legs, of the horse. They are usually ithyphallic
when they appear in early art, and there is no doubt that the
name under which they passed generally was JiAnvo/ (or Je-
Aqroi).5 This name is found inscribed against the representa-
tions of them on a number of very early vases, which are con-
veniently enumerated by Dr. Cook.® It is tolerably clear that,
as at first conceived of, they were not associated especially with
Dionysus, but were (like the kindred Centaurs) creatures of the
wild mountain forests, the male counterparts, and at the same
time the lovers, of the nymphs,—vegetation-demons, but not in
special relation to the vine or to any other plant above the rest.

These creatures cannot be regarded as peculiar to any one
region of the Greek world. Certain facts point to their being
less familiar among early Dorian peoples than elsewhere.
‘Silenus’ is very rarely a proper name in Dorian countries, as
it is in others, and as ¢ Satyrus’is in Athens, and the figure of
the semi-equine demon seems to be wanting, or almost want-
ing, in the remains of early Dorian art; but there can be no
doubt as to the association of legends of Silenus with Malea in
Laconia,” and the name occurs as a personal name at Akragas

1 Art. Satyros in Roscher’s Lexicon. % Festsch. fiir Gomperz (1902).

8 Jahrb. Arch. Inst. xxxii. ! Zeus, i, pp. 695 ff.
% The orthography depends upon the view taken of the derivation ;
see below, p. 152. ¢ 1. c., pp. 696-7.

7 Pollux iv. 104 (speaking of Aaxewikd dpyfpara did Maléas), Sthyroi &
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in the fifth century at least, and is found in Athens itself! in
the Dorian form ‘Silanus’, showing perhaps that the bearer of
it was of Dorian descent. There were also legends of Silenus
in Arcadia, where we are told that he was regarded as father
of Apollo Nomios.? We may safely state that in the sixth
century the popular conception of creatures of the semi-equine
type was spread over the Greek world. They are found on
sixth-century coins from Thasos and Lete; on archaic gems;
on the sarcophagus from Clazomenae; on an early vase from
Cameirus ; on many other vases of Ionian origin, as well as
on a number of early Attic vases. The association of the
creatures with Dionysus seems to have begun in Ionia and
Attica; in the latter it soon becomes regular and almost in-
variable. (The evidence for these statements is clearly given
by Kiihnert.)

But such creatures are not always called 3iAnvol, and there
is evidence that the name regularly applied to them in Athens
was Jdrvpor. This name itself first occurs in a fragment of
Hesiod ;® the poet is speaking of the five daughters of a
daughter of Phoroneus,

é¢ v o(V)peiar Nvupal Oeal (é£)eyévovro,
kal yévos ovriédvwv Satipov kal dunyavoepydv
Kovpijrés e feol Prhomalypoves dpxnaripes.

—a passage which suggests the same kind of wild creatures as
the horse-demons were, but gives no hint as to whether they

foav kal b’ adrols Sdrupot imdrpopa dpyodpevor, The conjecture of Reisch,
L c., p. 463, that we may here have an anticipation of that differentiation
of Silenus from the satyrs which is otherwise supposed to be an Athenian
innovation, seems hazardous, as we do not know of what date Pollux is
speaking. For the Silenus of Malea comp. Pindar fr. ap. Paus. 1IL. xxv,
§ 2 (fr. 156, Schroeder). It would also be unsafe to connect with the
notice of the Silenus of Malea the statement of Herodian (Lentz, vol. i,
p. 244, 1. 21), Aéyovrai 8¢ Eidwres kai of éml Tawdpw Zdrupot, as there is no
indication what he is referring to. (He refers two or three times to a
comedy called EfAwres and ascribed by Athenaeus to Eupolis, but there
may be no connexion between this and the statement quoted. May not
the statement mean simply that helots and the people of Taenarum
were nicknamed *satyrs’?)
VOL A i 447 * Clem. Al. Protrept., p. 24. S fr. 129.
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shared the nature of horse or goat. (The connexion with
Phoroneus is thought by Kithnert ! to point to the origin of the
name in Argolis, but this seems an uncertain conjecture.) In
Attica we find the name first on a vase of about 520 B.c., now
at Wiirzburg, on which a horse-man is painted with a name
inseribed against him which is now generally agreed to be
Sdrupos.? There can be no doubt that in the fifth century s.c.,
the names 3drvpos and SiAqvés were interchangeable. Socrates
is sometimes compared to a satyr, sometimes to a Silenus;?
Marsyas the satyr is called a Silenus by Herodotus;* and,
most important of all, there can no doubt that the satyr-
choruses of the Attic theatre were dressed in semi-equine, not
semi-caprine costume, whereas their father (or eldest brother)
was called Silenus,—the word being now specialized into a
proper name. (The personality of Silenus becomes more and
more specialized as time goes on.’)

What the satyrs of Arion at Cormth were like, and even
whether (as seems probable) they were specially connected
with Dionysus, there is no evidence to show. The horse-
demons do not appear in early Corinthian art, but Arion may
have introduced them from non-Corinthian sources, or the
Corinthian satyrs may have had some other shape® It is

1 As by Furtwiingler, KI. Schr., pp. 183 ff.

* A few scholars still read the letters in the opposite direction and
make the name ZBipras (a name found in Theoer. v. 5); cf. Frinkel,
Satyr- u. Bakchen-Namen, p. 35; W. Schulze, Gott. gel. Anz. (1896), p. 254.
Eisler (Orph.-Dion. Myst.-Gedanken, p. 362) suggests Sardpayr.

® Xen. Symp. 1v. xix ; V. vii; Plato, Symp. 215 b, 216 4, 221 d, e.

* vil. 26.

® Solmsen, Indog. Forsch. xxx (1912), pp. 1 ff,, makes it fairly certain
that Sppés is connected with *auNds, a by-form of ouuds, ‘ snub-nosed ’,
such forms in -avds, -nvés being Peloponnesian as well as Ionian; while
odrupos = ithyphallus. Other scholars connect Se:Aygwés with the Thracian
{elha, * wine’ (Tomaschek, Die alten Thraker, IL i, p. 11: cf. Sepdry and
Thracian (epedd), or think that ouh- is a Thracian root corresponding to
the Greek xjhev = dxeirns, ‘stallion’ (Lagercrantz, in Sertum philol.
C. F. Johannson oblatum, pp. 117-21); while Eisler, 1. c., p. 262) thinks
that odrupos may be an Illyrian word (like mdrupos for wdryp) = sator.

® There is, however, no ground for giving the name Sdrupo: (as Solmsen
does) to the demons on certain Corinthian vases which will be discussed
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useless to speculate about this in the absence of evidence, and
even more useless to dogmatize, as some scholars do.

§2. That the satyr-choruses of the theatre in the fifth
century were horse-men is not seriously to be doubted. On
the celebrated vase® at Naples, on which a satyr-chorus is
depicted, and which belongs to about the end of the century,
the horses’ tails and ears are unmistakable; and if it be
objected that most of the choreutae wear a goatskin round
the loins, it must be pointed out that one of them at least
wears linen drawers; and that the latter were one of the
regular forms of stage satyr-dress is shown by its occurrence at
about the same period on another vase? representing a satyric
play in which Poseidon and Amymone were characters. It
may be added that Pollux? shows that there was no special
animal whose skin was appropriated for this purpose by satyr-
choruses: 17 8¢ carvpiky) éobys veBpls, alyf, fiv xkal (farijy
ékdlovv kal Tpayfv, kail mov kal wapbalij dPpacuévn, kal To
Oipatov 76 dwovvaiakby, kal xAavis dvOwi, kal Powikody {ud-
Tiov, Kal XopTaios xitdv Sacds, by of 3iAnvol popodoiy. Plainly
the goatskin had no prerogative position. It was the horse’s
tail and ears that were invariable and essential.

The common belief that the satyr-choruses were composed
of goat-men rests, so far as the early and the fifth-century
drama is concerned, almost entirely upon two passages from
below (pp. 2611f.) in connexion with Comedy. The statement of Fricken-
haus (Jakrb. Arch. Inst. xxxii, pp. 7, 8) that Arion's dithyramb was sung
by satyrs, and that he made use of Silenus, the father of the satyrs, as a
separate individual, appears to be mere guess-work, (See above, p. 133.)

! The best reproduction and discussion of this vase are given by
Buschor in Furtwiingler-Reichold, Griech. Vasenmalerei, Ser. iii, pp.
132 ff., pl. 143-5, from which figs. 11 and 12 are taken. The painting
does not strictly represent (as is usually stated) the preparations for
a play, or a *peep behind the scenes’, but rather the Dionysiac 8iagos
in its dramatic aspect, just as the corresponding painting on the other
side of the vase represents the fiacos in its ecstatic revel. But this does
not affect its value as evidence for the costume of the satyr-chorus.

¢ Fig. 13 ; cf. Bieber, Das Dresdener Schauspiel-Relief, p. 17 ; Athen. Mitt.
xxxvi (1911), pp. 269 ., pl. xiii and xiv.

3 iv. 118. It is quite uncertain to what periods the statements of
Pollux refer.
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the satyric drama itself, and upon an interpretation of a cele-
brated vase. A number of later passages are indeed often
cited as evidence, but these really depend upon the conception
of the satyr in the Hellenistic age, when the satyr-type was
blended with that of Pan.! Thus the passage of the Etymo-
logicum magnum? 8.v. Tpayedie is not evidence at all, but
only contains a series of guesses at the etymology of the
word . . . 7} 6Tt 7& moAA& of Xopol ék caripwy cvvicTavro, obs
éxdovy Tpdyovs, 7} 8i& Tiv Tob odpares SacvrnTa 1 Sid Ty
mwepl 76 dppodloia omovdiy Towobrov yap 1O (Pov. 7 b1 of
Xopevral Tds kbpas dvémhexov, oxfipa Tpdyoy pipodpevor. Of
the same type is Hesychius’ rpdyovs® aardpovs, ia o6 pdywr
éra éxew—which was not true of the fifth century. Both
notices, in any case, regard Tpdyot as a nickname of satyrs, given
on account of certain special peculiarities; if the satyrs had
been thought of as in their own nature half-goat, this must
surely have been mentioned.®

The passages most generally quoted to prove that the satyric
play was acted by goat-like satyrs are:

(1) Plut. de inimicorwm utilitate, p. 86 f. 70D 8¢ cardpov 70
wip, ds mwpdrov &Pbn, Boviouévov Pirijoar kai mepBaleiv o
ITpounOevs, Tpdyos, Epn, yéveiov apa wevbijgets o ye. (Theline
quoted is commonly ascribed by scholars, on somewhat incon-
clusive grounds, to the ITpoun@eds IMTvpkaeds of Aeschylus.)
This is supposed to imply a satyr of goat-like form. But two
other explanations have been offered, neither of which involves
this implication. Either, with Loschke,* we may suppose that
the satyr is addressed as Tpdyos metaphorically, owing to his
wantonness (one of the reasons for which, according to the
Etymologicum magnum, satyrs were nicknamed tpdyor); or,
perhaps better, with Shorey,® we may regard the expression as

! The development is traced by Furtwingler, Ann. dell. Ist. 1877,
p. 208f.; and Der Satyr aus Pergamon, pp. 26-7 (Kleine Schriften,
pp. 190 ff.). ? p. 764.

® The passages which show that Aelian and various grammarians
equated rirvpos with odrupos, and some of them also with rpdyes, are also
very late, and have no bearing on the classical and preceding periods.

They are quoted by Reisch, Festschr. fiir Gomperz, p. 453.
4 Athen. Mitt. xix, p. 522, & Class. Philol. iv (1909), p. 435.
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a proverbial one—* You'll be the proverbial goat mourning for
his beard '—an expression like ¢ & 8vos Jerar, ‘he is like the
donkey out in the rain’, and many others quoted by Shorey.
In the same way the lines from Sophocles’ Ichneutae,
addressed to the chorus-leader or to Silenus,
veds yap av dvnp
wdyove 0dAwy ds Tpdyos kvike xAidds,

do not imply that the satyr addressed was not semi-equine,
but only that he had a light beard, like a goat.!

(2) Euripides, Cyclops, 11. 78-82 :

Onredbn Kikhwm:

7& povodépkra Sobos dhaivev
odv 7@d Tpdyov XAalva peléa
ods xwpis pihias.

Here, it is plain, the chorus are dressed in goatskins; but
they think the dress a hardship. They wear them not because
they are goats, but because they are the shepherd slaves of
Polyphemus. The expression ‘this miserable goatskin’
would be impossible, if the goat-dress were supposed to be their
own skin; so far from gaining in point, as Dr. A. B. Cook 2
thinks it would, it would surely lose all its point, if the satyrs
were essentially goat-like. It is a confirmation of this view
that (as Reisch points out) the satyrs in the picture? of the
blinding of Polyphemus, on a vase painted (as is agreed by
Kiihnert and others) under Euripidean influence, are horse-
men, not goat-men.

As regards other Attic vases on which goat-like beings
appear, little need be said except that most of those enu-
merated by Wernicke ¢ and by Dr. A. B. Cook?® have no con-
nexion with the theatre or with any performance at all; that
most of them are too late to be good evidence for the existence
of goat-men in Athenian popular imagination in the sixth and
early fifth centuries; and that on none of them are the goat-

! See Frickenhaus, Jakhsd. Arch. Inst. xxxii, pp. 9 ff,, for a discussion of
the passage, and Pearson’s edition ad loc.

2 Zeus, vol. 1, p. 702, 2 Jahrb. Arch. Inst. vi, p. 271, pl. vi.

* 8. v. Pan in Roscher’s Lexicon. 5 Zeus, vol. i, pp. 698-9.
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like beings called satyrs. Indeed, we have no instance of this
name applied to a goat-man in the fifth century at all. It
appears most likely that such goat-like beings entered into
Athenian ideas about the time of the Persian Wars, when
the reported appearance of the Arcadian god Pan to Pheidip-
pides secured for him a welcome in Athens; and the goat-like
beings depicted on the vases may well, as Reisch and others
have maintained, be Pans or creatures modelled on Pan. That
the Athenians thought of a plurality of such creatures is
certain:! cf. Aristophanes, Eccles. 1069 & ITdves, & Kopo-
Bavres, & diookbépw: Schol. on Euripides’ Rhesus, 36 Aloyy-
Nos 8¢ 8vo avas, Tov pév Ads Tov kal 8idvpovt, Tov 6¢ Kpévou:
Schol. on Theocritus iv. 62 7ods ITdvas mAelovs Pnoiv, ds
kal Sedqrods kal catvpovs, ds Aloxtlos pév év Ihaike,
Sogorijs 6¢ év Avdpopéda :? and Plato, Laws, 815 ¢ Niupas
1€ kal Ildvas kal Zikqvods kai Zardpovs émovoudfovres.® It
may even be the case (as Professor Pearson thinks*) that the
plural name, used generically of the whole class of goat-
demons, is the earlier, and that the specialization of the indi-
vidual god Pan was a comparatively late development, like
that of Silenus.®

But the vase upon which most controversy has turned is
the crater in the British Museum from Altemura® represent-
ing, among other things, the ereation of Pandora. One of the
scenes on this vase presents four goat-men and a human flute-
player. The presence of the latter, combined with the fact
that the goat-men are represented as wearing drawers, and

! Apart from Athens, Paus. virr, xxxvii, § 2, speaks of Noppar kai
ITdves as represented in the temple of Despoina in Arcadia, five miles
from Megalopolis (comp. an epigram of Myrinus, Anth. Pal. vi. 108;
but this is not earlier than the first century A, D.).

* This is a practically certain emendation of the MSS. readings robs
aatipovs . . . kal Ildvas, Or xai carvpiokous Tovs Havas, which as Pearson
shows (Soph. Fragm. i, p. 85) do not suit the text of Theocritus.

3 Cf. also the Culex, 11. 94, 115. * Soph. Fragm,, L. c.

® I do not see why (as Dr. A, B. Cook, Zeus, i, p. 702, suggests) these
creatures should, if they are Pans or modelled on Pan, be necessarily
associated with nymphs and carry the syrinx whenever they appear.

¢ Figs. 14, 15.
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probably masks, implies that the painter had some performance
in mind, or is at least representing imaginary performers,
and not merely imaginary creatures. But the performance
need not be a satyr-play; it may either itself be imaginary, or
may be based on some rustic amusement in which Pans were
represented dancing, and not on a theatrical performance. If,
however, it is based on a theatrical performance, it may be on
some comedy ; there are other vases which show members of
comic choruses with their flute-player, and there were comedies
which had choruses of goats—at least the Afyes of Eupolis
had. (If the scenes on the vase are connected—but this is
very doubtful—the Pandora of Nicophon suggests itself.)
On the other side of the crater a female chorus, perhaps repre-
senting nymphs, is rehearsing its dance, with flute-player and
trainer; and below them (in the lower half of the vase) a
number of horse-men are playing. The latter are perhaps
thought of, not as performers, but as the original wild creatures;
the absence of costume does not indeed prove this (see below),
but at least suggests a distinction between this and the other
scenes. (The scene which represents the making of Pandora
does not look like a theatrical representation at all.) The vase
is, in any case, too late to be good evidence for the early
period of satyric drama; it is not earlier than about 450 B. c.
On the other hand, it has been thought that some vases on
which horse-demons appear may be reminiscent of actual
satyric plays; and if this is true, they confirm the belief that
the satyr-drama had a chorus of such creatures. Among these
is a celebrated early red-figured vase of Brygos! in which
Hera and Iris are assailed by horse-satyrs and Heracles is
coming to the rescue; on others satyrs are shown in various
situations along with Heracles, Perseus, or other heroes.2 It

! Figured in Wiener Vorlegebl. viii, pl. 6; Furtwingler-Reichhold, i,
pl. xlvii. 2; Kithnert, 1. c., p. 467, &c. This vase must belong to a very
early date in the fifth century.

® Some represent the Cyclops of Euripides or other poets: one
(Gerhard, 4. V. 153-4) shows the satyrs in captivity to Amycus; the
crater from Bonun, where Poseidon, Amymone, and satyrs (in costume)
appear has already been mentioned. Reisch also notices a vase of
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is true that the horse-satyrs on the vases of Brygos and
Douris are represented as naked, not as men dressed in the
stage-costume of Satyrs; but this does not necessarily mean
that the scene was not suggested by the theatre, for (as
Wilamowitz has pointed out?) vase-painters did not invariably
copy the theatrical costume, even when presenting scenes
taken from drama ; and the attitude of the satyrs to Heracles
is in aceordance with the remark of Aristides,>—#8n Oéris xal
Sdrvpos Tav éml oxyviis karnpdearo 7@ ‘Hpakhei, elrd v
ékcvre mpooibvros kdrw. The scenes on these vases are just
such as the satyric drama appears to have offered, and though
the connexion cannot be proved, it is at least very likely.
Wemay take it then as practically certain that the choruses
of the Athenian satyric drama were of the equine, not of the
caprine type, and that there are no goat-demons in Afttic art
early enough to support the opposite view. The suggestion
is often made that the early satyr-choruses in the Peloponnese
were caprine, but that when they were transferred to Athens by
Pratinas they became equine, the Athenians being familiar
with the equine type; or that, having been caprine early in
the fifth century, they gradually became equine. But there is
really no evidence to support either of these views, and we do
not know at all what the costume of Peloponnesian satyr-
choruses was. It may just as well have been equine as
caprine, even though Peloponnesian people were also familiar
with caprine demons. Suggestions of this kind are generally
due to a refusal at any cost to abandon the idea that rpayeol
are singers dressed like goats,® and that tragedy is derived

Douris (Brit. Mus. Cat. iii. X 788 ; Wiener Vorlegebl. vi, pl. 4; Flickinger,
Gk. Theater, p. 31), on which there are ten horse-men, with an eleventh
dressed as a herald; its date is about 480 B.c. Most of these vases
are mentioned by Kiithnert, 1. ¢., pp. 500 ff.; ¢f. O. Jahn, Philolog. xxvii,
pp. 1 ff.

V' Neue Jahrd. xxix, p. 464.

* Aristid. xlvii. 2. 310 (quoted by Kiihnert).

® This, however, is not the case with Flickinger (Gr. Theater, p- 32),
who thinks that Pratinas changed his Dorian goat-men—(do we know
that they were goat-men ?)—into horse-men on bringing them to Athens;
that fifty or sixty years afterwards the attempt was made to introduce
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from the songs of such goat-satyrs. We shall shortly consider
whether such an interpretation of Tpayedoi is necessary or
probable.

§ 8. But it will be convenient first, to discuss the theory that
rpaywdol means singers dressed like goats, not as being goat-
like satyrs, but for various other reasons.

Reisch,' while preferring the interpretation of rpay@dol
which will be maintained later in this chapter, suggests that if
rpayedla must be interpreted as rpdywv @384, the rpdyor may
be thought of as a collection of persons performing for ritual
purposes as Tpdyol, in the same way as other groups performed
a8 fwmot, Tabpot, pé\icaat, dpkror, &e.? But it is not necessary,
as we shall see, to take Tpaywéia as = rpdywv ¢d74, and this is
fortunate, since there is no proof of the existence of such a
Kultgenossenschaft of Tpdyor. It is certainly not proved by
the passage of Hesychius, which shows that af képar diovice
dpyidfovaar wore goatskins and were called Tpayngbpor: and
such xopal sometimes wore other skins instead,—those of the
fox or the fawn.

Dr. E. Rostrup 2 elaborates a theory that the 7pdyor were
the class of young men who had just undergone initiation at
puberty, and were known by an animal name; and that the
Xopol waiddv, Tpayedia, and yopol dvépdy were the performances
of three age-groups (Altersklassen). But all the arguments
that can be drawn from the Australian Bush, Central Afriea,
and other remote regions can prove nothing about Greek
tragedy in default of all evidence from Greece itself.

Nilsson’s conjecture that the worshippers of Dionysus,
having slain the god in goat form in their mystic rites, dressed
up in goatskins and lamented him, and that tragedy arose

the goat-men (whence their appearance on vases at this period), but
without permanent success. But this view again is devoid of sufficient
evidence. We do not know what Pratinas’ satyrs were like, and the
vases do not justify a belief in the supposed attempt.

'L c., p. 468.

2 This is the view of Nilsson, Neue Jahrb. xxvii, pp. 687-8, and of
Reisch himself in Pauly-W., Real-Enc. iii, col. 2385, s. v. Chor.

S Attic Tragedy in the Light of Theatrical History.
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from these lamentations (together with certain other elements),
guffers from the same defect as some other theories—that
there is no record of any mystic rites of Dionysus in which
this happened. In some orgiastic rites various animals, in-
cluding the goat, were dismembered, but there is no trace of
lamentation in connexion with these; and the goatskin was
only one of various animal skins which might be worn by the
participants in such orgies.

Sir William Ridgeway ! thinks that tragedy was performed
by persons who wore goatskins because these were an ancient
costume which was retained in celebrating ancient heroes such
as Adrastus (Herodotus’ expression tpaytkol xopo{ being
interpreted as ‘ goat-choruses’). He tells us that ‘in Pelopon-
nesus, as well as elsewhere in Greece, and in Thrace and
Crete, goatskins were the ordinary dress of the Aborigines’,
and that for this reason the chorus which celebrated the
ancient heroes, such as Adrastus, wore the primeval dress of
goatskin and was therefore fitly termed a ‘goat-chorus’.
The natural answer to this has been admirably expressed by
Dr. Farnell? ‘At what time in Greece, since 1400 B.c,
were goatskins the universal garb? They were not worn
by the well-to-do of the age of King Minos or Agamem-
non or of any of the periods of archaic art. Nor do we
find actors of other races, when they wish to act the great
men of old, deliberately arraying themselves in the poorest
and vilest garb that may indeed have been worn by the
humblest subject of King Atreus, as it is still worn by the
poor Arcadian or poor Sicilian.” (Prof. Ridgeway himself
says that the goatskin was ¢ simply regarded as the meanest
form of apparel that could be worn by a slave’.) ¢Primitive
actors, Dr. Farnell adds, ‘acting heroic parts endeavour to
dress in some conventionally heroic costumes.’

Dr. Farnell’s own theory requires far more serious considera-
tion.> He naturally looks for some early stages of tragedy

} Orig. of Trag., pp. 87, 91-2.

2 Hermath. xvii, p. 15.

S JH.S8. xx1x (1909), p. xlvii; Cults, v, pp. 234 f.; Hermath. xvii,
pp. 21 ff.
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(which was part of the worship of Dionysus of Eleutherae,
after that god was introduced into Attica) to Eleutherae itself,
and there he finds evidence of a ritual duel between Xanthos
and Melanthos, ¢ fair man and black man’, which (following
Usener) he interprets with great probability as  a special form
of the old-world ritual fight between winter and summer or
spring’. In the story of this fight Dionysus MeAavaryls, the
god of the black goatskin,—i. e., according to the most probable
interpretation, the god of the nether world,—aids Melanthos
to kill Xanthos. (With this he compares the Macedonian
spring-purification investigated by Usener,! called r& Eavéixd,
and celebrated in honour of a hero called Xanthos.?) *This
play, he continues, ‘ spreading through the villages of Greece,
would easily acquire variety of motives; for many villages had
their local legends of some one who perished in the service of
Dionysus, and who had come to be regarded as the ancestral
priest-leader of the clan; he would take the part of Xanthos
or Melanthos as required : and thus early tragedy could easily
appear as in some sense a commemorative dirge of the heroic
dead, and acquire that dirge-like character which is deeply
imprinted on its earlier forms. Certainly the village of
Ikaria, the reputed home of Thespis, possessed an excellent
motive for primitive tragedy in the sad death of Ikarios and
Erigone; and actors who had reached the point of dramatizing
such stories as these would soon feel equal to any heroic
subject of the sorrowful kind. At that point the necessities of
the stage would compel them to drop the goatskin. Yet they
might continue to be called 7pdyor or Tpayedoi, just as the
girls at Brauron were called “bears” long after they had
discarded the bear-skin.’

1 Arch. f. Religionswiss., 1904, pp. 303 ff.

? The other legend about Dionysus Melavaryis—that in which he
maddens the daughters of Eleuther—has no immediate bearing on
the present subject (Suid.s.v. Mekavawyis). The story of the fight of
Xanthos and Melanthos is found in Schol. Aristoph. Ack. 146, and Schol.
Plat. Symp., p. 208 d. Dr. A. B. Keith (J. Asfatic Soc., 1912, and Sanskrit
Drama, p. 37) describes a very similar duel from India—a ritual slaying
by black-man, or winter, of red-man, or summer,

3183 M
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There can really be no doubt that Dr. Farnell has correctly
interpreted the Melanaegis story in itself; and his reply to
Sir William Ridgeway’s criticisms is so far entirely convineing.!
But the proof that tragedy originated from this particular
mumming at Eleutherae is not so satisfying. The principal
difficulties appear to be these :

(1) The identification of the Dionysus Eleuthereus of the
Attic theatre with the Dionysus MeXavatyis of the mumming at
Eleutherae is not quite made out. A god might be worshipped
in the same place under various names and with different
rituals on different occasions. No doubt the Dionysus of the
theatre was brought to Athens from Eleutherae ; but was it
in the form of MeXavaryis, and with that particular ritual?
And if the first tragedy in honour of Dionysus Eleuthereus
actually came from Icaria, there is the further difficulty that
we know nothing of the worship of Dionysus in goatskins, or
of Dionysus MeXavaiyis at all, at Icaria. -Dr. Farnell’s account
of the spread of the Mehavaryis play to Icaria (and other
villages) is not of course at all impossible, but it is only
conjectural.

(2) The one thing which appears to be tolerably certain
about the earliest Attic tragedy is that it was mainly a choral
performance. There could be no dyév without actors; and
the first actor was introduced by Thespis, the second by
Aeschylus. But the mumming at Eleutherae involves three
actors and no chorus, and is all dyév. Even if there were
bystanders included in the mumming (spectators in, and not
merely of, the drama) there is no hint that they wore goat-
skins—or indeed that Xanthos and Melanthos themselves did
so. If there was a play in honour of Dionysus at Icaria,
presenting or relating the deaths of Icarius and Erigone and
performing a dance round the slain goat, there would have
been a chorus there ; and it is quite possible that the primitive
tragedy of Thespis was based on some such choral dance; but
in that story we find no hint of goatskin dresses worn by the
dancers or of their being called rpdyor, and we have seen?

! Hermathena, 1.c. Cf. also Nilsson, Neue Jahrb. xxvii, pp. 674 ff,
686 f., and Wilamowitz, Neue Jahrb. xxix, pp. 472-3. % p. 103.
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that the bearing of the Icarian story on the origins of tragedy
is very uncertain.

It thus appears to be very difficult to accept the derivation -
of tragedy from the worship of Dionysus Meavaryis at
Eleutherae. But there can be little doubt that it was some
rustic performance—only a performance mainly choral —which
Thespis brought to Athens, and which was there rapidly
developed by the addition of actors and the infusion of high
literary quality into the lyrie portions, probably under the
influence of Peloponnesian choral lyric and of the contemporary
cyclic dithyramb.

§ 4. The interpretation of rpayeédia as the song of men in
goatsking has been thought to derive some support from the
modern performances at Viza in Thrace, deseribed by Professor
R. M. Dawkins.! Some parts of the drama enacted are very
like several ancient Greek ceremonies—a ¢adlogpopia and a
Awvopopin, for instance ; there is a ritual slaying and a resurrec-
tion, with some of the familiar features of agrarian magic; and
it has been suggested that we have here a dramatic ritual,
connected possibly long ago with the worship of Dionysus in
Thrace itself, his early home, and surviving almost unchanged
into modern times; and that it is ritual of just the kind which
(apart from the comparative unimportance of the ‘chorus’)
might be supposed to have given rise to Greek Tragedy.
Similar performances are recorded from Scyros, from Thessaly,
from Sochos in Macedonia, from Kosti on the Black Sea and
from other places, by various observers.? But as regards the
point which here concerns us, the fact that the performers at
Viza wore goatskins, it must be pointed out3 that earlier
observers saw the performance conducted by men who wore
skins of the fox, the wolf, and the fawn. Any of these
animals would afford an easy means of * dressing up’, but the

' J.H. S. xxvi (1906), pp. 191 ff.

? Lawson, Ann. B.S. 4. vi. 135 ff.; Dawkins, ibid. xi. 72 ff.; M.
Hamilton, Greek Saints, p. 205; Von Hahn, Albanesische Studien, i. 156 ;
cf. also Nilsson, Neue Jahsd. xxvii. 677 ff.; Ridgeway, Origin of Tragedy,
pp- 20 ff.; Headlam and Knox, Herodas, p. 1v.

% This is also noticed by Ridgeway, Dramas, &c., p. 20.

M2
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goat would generally be the easiest to catch. (In the same
way the satyrs of the Athenian stage,! though keeping their
horses’ tails and ears, might wear the skins of various animals.)
One feature of these modern rites, the procession, going round
and collecting gifts, has perhaps more affinity with the
primitive x@dpor with which the origin of comedy may be
connected 2 than with anything tragie.

Whether or not these modern plays are really a survival of
primitive Dionysiac worship is a difficult question. Now that
a good many of them are known, it is less easy than it was to
refer them all to one primitive type; parts of them are
parodies of Christian ceremonial; and there is a certain im-
probability in the supposition of an unbroken continuity
extending over more than two thousand years® But there
can be little doubt that the plays spring from a basis of rustic
ideas of very much the same kind as those which must have
promoted agrarian ritual, more or less dramatic and probably
leading up to the drama, in primitive times; and they have
therefore some interest as illustrations for classical scholars,
though they do not justify the suggested interpretation of the
word rpaywdol.

§ 5. If rpaywdoi does not mean singers dressed as goats or
in goatskins, what does it mean? It may be pointed out
first * that, if it did bear this meaning, it would be an exception
among the compounds of ¢é7, in which the first part of the
compound generally refers to the accompaniment or the
occasion or subject of the song. This is the case with adApdés,
kt0apedés, xopwdés, penpdsés. If Tpvyedés is not a parody-
word (and therefore not to be too minutely scrutinized), it may

! See above, p. 153. % Bee below, p. 248-250.

$ Perhaps too much stress may be laid on this. Nilsson (l. c.) makes
out a strong case for believing that the festival of the Rosalia, as cele-
brated in spring in parts of the Balkan peninsula down to the present day,
is a real survival of an ancient Dionysiac festival. In this case also the
resemblance to a primitive xduos, of which an aydy formed a part, is more
striking than any resemblance to tragedy.

¢ Reisch, L c., p. 467, presents the argument briefly and clearly, and
(though I had arrived independently at the same conclusions) I have only
added a few small points.
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mean the *singer at the vintage’, just as well as the ‘singer
stained with wine-lees’; povwdés really refers to the circum-
stances of the song, not to the personality of the singer ;
pavyedés does not mean that the singer was ‘a thing of shreds
and patches ’; and rpaywdés may well mean (as has often been
held) the singer at the goat-sacrifice ’ or (a very ancient view)
the ‘singer for the goat-prize’.! The first of these two
interpretations is to some extent supported by the line of
Eratosthenes, "Ixdpiot 766 mpdra mwepl Tpdyov dpxfoavro, for,
whether the immediate reference is to a ‘tragic’ performance,
or (as is more probable) to doxwAtacuds only, the story at least
records a dance around a slain goat. The second is supported by
the tradition that Thespis won a goat as a prize. The two may
even be reconciled, if the goat was first won and then sacrificed.
A more precise conclusion is impossible. (There is no record
showing that a goat-sacrifice formed part of the Great Dionysia,
though it may well have been a feature of the rustic festivities
of Attic villages.) But either of these solutions appears to be
better than those which make ‘ goat-singers’ = * singers cele-
brating the goat-god’, rpdyor &dovres, though this is not
impossible: or (as Frickenhaus suggests)? ‘singers (i.e. the
satyr-chorus) to the accompaniment of the goat flute-player
Silenus’. The latter solution breaks down, if tragedy was
not derived from the satyr-chorus; and Frickenhaus' theory
that Silenus was originally conceived of as goat-like seems to
be quite contrary to such evidence as there is; he only acquired
the more caprine attributes which differentiated him from the
satyrs at a comparatively late date.

§ 6. The result of the discussion up to this point is that the
conventional theory that Attic Tragedy originated from Satyric
play is not proved ; and that Tragedy much more probably grew
out of the fusion of the rustic, but non-satyric, plays of Thespis
with the choral lyric of the Dorian peoples. The attempt to go

! Euseb. Chron. OL. 47, 2 rois dywwnloucvais map’ "EXAnat Tpdyos é8{doro,
dg’ od kal rpayixoi éxAndnoav (Jerome: ‘his temporibus certantibus in
agone [de voce] tragus, id est hircus, praemio dabatur, unde aiunt
tragoedos nuncupatos’). See above, p. 98.

¥ Juhrb. Arch. Inst, xxxii, p. 11.
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behind Thespis can hardly succeed, with our present informa-
tion; but it is very probable indeed that the themes of Tragedy
became more and more varied by the inclusion, first, of the
various Dionysiac legends—those of Lycurgus and Pentheus,
for instance,as well as local Attic stories, such as those of Icarius,
Eleuther, &c.—and then of stories which were wholly or in part
ovdtv mpds Tov dibvvoov ; and that rude plays on many subjects
(perhaps mostly, but not exclusively, Dionysiac) were already
beingacted in Attic villages in the time of Thespis,and suggested
subjects to himself. (The ease with which ritual or religious
acting passes from its proper business to other themes is
illustrated by the performances of the Mexican dancers described
by Preuss,! and by the growth of the English mystery-play
into a drama independent of religious subjects.?) The details
of the early expansion of tragedy cannot be traced, nor can we
tell in what particular way such stories may have been treated
by a chorus with an éfdpyev or with a single actor; and we
have at present to be content with a general view of the main
lines of development.

IX

Ovdév mpds Tov Advvoov.

We have, however, to dispose of certain notices in regard to
the proverb Odd¢v mpds 7ov dibvvuoov, which are supposed to
support the derivation of tragedy from satyric drama.

Plut. Symp. quaest. 1.1,§ 5 domep odv Ppuviyov kai Aloxidov
v Tpaypdiav els pdbovs xkal wdln wpoaybvrev éNéxln, Ti
Tabra wpds Tov dibvvooy ; olirws Euotye - . .

It has already been pointed out? that if Plutarch intends to
imply that the plays of Thespis were not tragic in subject, he
can hardly be right, at least if the story of Pentheus was one

! Neue Jahrb. xvii (1906).

* Cf. Chambers, Mediacval Stage, i, pp. 202-3; ii, pp. 33, 55, 70 f,,
90, 131 ff., for illustrations of the ways in which the range of characters
presented in early drama may expand.

8 See above, p. 117.
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of his subjects. This passage at any rate gives no ground for
thinking that Thespis wrote satyr-plays.

Zenobius, v. 40. 008 wpds Tov dibvvoov. 'Emeidn Tov
xopdv é¢ dpxijs elbiopévav 8100pauBov §8ev els Tov Aibvuaov,
ol mounral Uorepov ékBdvres THv quviifeiay TadTyy Alavras kal
Kevradpovs ypdpew émexeipnoav. 80ev of Oeduevor akdmrovres
Exeyov, OU8tv mpds dibvvaov. 8id yobdv Tobro Tods Jaripovs
Uorepov €8ofev avrols mpoeiadyey, va pn Soxdow émravldve-
olac Tob Geod.

This notice seems to be a confused mixture of several
different reminiscences or traditions. (1) The Aristotelian
doctrine that tragedy was derived from dithyramb; (2) the
tradition, doubtless sound, that dithyramb and tragedy were
first occupied with Dionysiac subjects, and afterwards widened
their range ;! (3) the theory, probably based on Aristotle,
Poetics iv, that the early Dionysiac tragedy was performed
by a satyr-chorus; (4) the change made in the Dionysiac
festival in the fourth century, when each poet, instead of pro-
ducing three tragedies and a satyric play, produced tragedies
only, and one satyric play only was performed at the beginning
of the proceedings (whence mpoetodyew). Plainly this notice
is too frail a support for any theory; it certainly does not
support the theory under discussion.

Suidas s.v. O08év mwpos Tov Adibvvaov. ’'Emiyévovs Toi
S wvawviov Tpaywdiav els Tov dibvvaor morioavros, érepdvnody
Twes Tobro. 60ev B mapowpia. Pértiov 8¢ ofirws. TS mpbabev
els Tov dibvvoov ypdpovres TodTots Hywvifovro, dmep kal
ocatvpiks éNéyero. UoTepov 8¢ perafdvres els 70 Tpaywdias
ypdpewv, kara pikpdy els pvbovs kal ioropias érpdmnoav, unkér
Tob dwovigov pvnuovevovres. 80ev Tobto kal émePpdvnoav. kal
Xapahéwv év 18 mepl Oéomidos & wapamiijoia ioTopel.

The first explanation offered appears to mean that Epigenes

! Kevraipovs may perhaps refer to the Kévravpo of Lasus, if, as we have
seen to be probable, he wrote a dithyramb of the name. The reading
Alavras has been suspected of being a corruption of Iiyavras: but
Timotheus wrote a dithyramb entitled Aias éuparis, and other composers
may have written about the same hero before him, or the reference may
be to tragedies.
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wrote tragedy in honour of (els) Dionysus—probably under
the auspices of Cleisthenes—but not with reference to (wpés)
Dionysiac legend ; and this may be true; but it does not bear
upon our present point.!

The second explanation seems to be based upon Aristotle’s
Poetics; Aristotle had said that the beginnings of tragedy
were ‘satyric’, whatever he may have meant by the word;
and he had laid stress upon the introduction of actors, which
made uiifo: possible. It was evidently assumed by the writers
of this notice that ‘satyric’ could only refer to the satyric
drama, which was of course Dionysiac. But we have seen
that Aristotle was probably only indulging in conjecture
when he derived tragedy (if he did so) from satyric drama;
and Suidas (whose notice is taken almost wverbatim from
Photius) cannot carry more weight than Aristotle, his probable
ultimate source; nor have we any reason to suppose that
Chamaeleon, the pupil of Aristotle, was better informed than
his master. (How much is covered by wapamAfoia it is
impossible to say.)

In fact, what is plain from these notices is that nobody
knew exactly what the real origin of the proverb was. That
it arose out of the introduction of non-Dionysiac themes into
performances in honour of Dionysus was agreed ; but whether
this was the work of Epigenes, Thespis, Phrynichus, or
Aeschylus was plainly disputed; we have to do, not with
history, but with guess-work,? and guess-work which, by
making satyric drama the predecessor of tragedy (whether at
Sicyon or at Athens), ignores the much more probable tradition
(recorded also by Suidas) that it was Pratinas (many years
after the appearance of Thespis) who wpdros éypavyre catipovs.

! Flickinger (Greek Theater, p. 13) thinks that Epigenes may have
written plays els Awdvvoor without introducing the satyrs whom his
andience would expect to find with Dionysus; this is of course only a
conjecture, and perhaps not a very probable account of the origin of the
proverb, but it is at least as good as those of the old grammatici. (See
above, p. 138.)

* A different set of guesses is recorded by Plutarch, de prov, Alez., § 30.
(See above, p. 105.)
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X

Special problems about Satyrs and Dionysus.

Before we dismiss the satyrs, and the theory of tragedy as
the song of the goat-men, there are some minor points in con-
nexion with them which may be briefly discussed.

§ 1. It has been assumed in the preceding pages that the
satyrs and sileni were imaginary creatures of the wilds,
generically akin to the centaurs and other similar beings
found, in varying shapes, in the mythology or folk-lore of most
Indo-Germanic peoples, and existing in the imagination of
Greek peasants even down to the present day.! In the Vedic
poems we find the Ghandarvas, who like the satyrs and their
kinsmen the centaurs,? were drinkers of wine and lovers of
the nymphs; they are, moreover, closely associated with Shiva,
who is in many respects the counterpart of Dionysus; and they
are as ‘impossibly-behaved '—to borrow Professor Murray’s
happy rendering of dunxavoepyoi—as the satyrs. It has
already been mentioned that the folk-lore of Sweden, Russia,
Germany, and other countries is familiar with similiar beings.®
This is not the place to discuss these parallels in detail; they
are mentioned in order to lay stress on the wide prevalence of
these fancies, and the inadequacy of any theory about them
which is confined to Greece alone, to the exclusion of other
Indo-Germanic peoples.

It is therefore necessary to reject the interesting suggestion

! See Lawson’s Modern Greek Folk-lore, pp. 190 ff., for an account of
the KaA\wdvr{apo:, who resemble the Ghandarvas down to minute details.
It is disputed whether there is any etymological connexion between
Ghandarvas and Kévravpor, and also whether the KaAAwdvr{apo: are a
product of the native Greek mind. (See Rose, Primitive Culture in Greece,
p- 46, for a brief statement of the view that they are of Slavonic rather
than Greek origin. Mr. E. H. Sturtevant, Class. Philol., 1926, p. 239,
makes Kévravpos & Thracian word, equivalent in sense to ®ikermos.)

? The close relationship of the satyrs and the centaurs 1s well illus-
trated in Miss J. E. Harrison's Prolegomena, pp. 380 ff. though I cannot
agree with some of her interpretations.

¥ See Kiihner in Roscher’s Lexicon, iv, pp. 513 ff,
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of Leake,! revived by Sir William Ridgeway,? that the
Sdrvupot were simply the Satrae, a wild Thracian tribe devoted
to Dionysus, represented in the light in which their more
civilized Oreek neighbours regarded their half-bestial ways.
This theory does not account for the existence of similar
creatures in the beliefs of other peoples, where we can find no
such conveniently named tribe by which to explain them;
and it may be added that if the satyrs were originally only
a human tribe which worshipped Dionysus, their *super-
natural ’ character is not explained.

§ 2. We must also dismiss the theory, favoured by Dieterich?
and others, that the satyrs were really ancestor-ghosts.
Dieterich supposes that there was, to begin with, a dance
of satyrs about the car of Dionysus at the Anthesteria,® one
day of which was devoted to the placation of the dead, while
Dionysus had the main part in the three days’ celebration.
This dance, he supposes, was made into a work of art, and
freed from its association with the particular cult, by Thespis;®
and into the tragedy, the song of the goat-men, thus estab-
lished, another feature of the Anthesteria, viz. the publie
lamentation for the dead, the fpfjvos, also found its way ; and
finally the whole was transferred by the tyrants to the newly
established festival, the Great Dionysia. The satyrs, he sup-
poses, represented the spirits of the dead, who surrounded
Dionysus in his chthonic aspect. The identification of the
satyrs with the spirits of the dead is supposed to be justified
by the fact that on certain vases (and especially on one to
which Dieterich particularly refers®) the dvodos, or resurrec-
tion from the ground of Kore, or of the earth-spirit, is repre-
sented as accompanied by dancing satyrs, surrounding the
rising goddess.

! Travels in Northern Greece, iii. 190.

* Origin of Trag., pp. 12 ff., 50.

% Arch. /. Rel. xi (1908), pp. 163 fI. 4 See above, p. 115.

® It has already been noticed (p. 112) that there is no evidence for the
attribution of a satyr-chorus to Thespis.

¢ Some of these vases are figured by Miss Harrison, Proleg., pp. 277,
278, 640; Themis, pp. 419, 422,
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But (1) there is not a particle of evidence to support the
idea that satyrs, or similar creatures imagined by any primi-
tive people, ever represented the spirits of the dead. It is
hard to imagine a frame of mind in civilized or uncivilized
man, which would lead him to represent his forefathers in a
monstrous (and commonly ithyphallic) shape, with the limbs of
horses or goats. (Both forms appear on the vases on which
the dvodos is depicted ; but those which surround the car of
Dionysus are uniformly horse-demons, not rpdyor, and this is
not favourable to Dieterich’s theory.) The satyrs dancing
round Kore surely represent simply the joy of wild nature at
her return.!

(2) There is not the least proof that these vases have any-
thing to do with the Anthesteria, or represent any actual
ritual or performance.? The painters may well have been
exercising their imagination.

(3) There is no evidence to show that any dramatic per-
formance was connected with the Anthesteria at Athens, with
the possible exception of the dydves xirpivoi—only recorded
at a very late period, and quite probably not dramatic at all,
though in some way concerned with the selection of comic
actors: still less is there evidence that the Anthesteria included
a public pijvos for the dead.* In fact the business of the last
day of the festival (Xvrpor) was not, so far as we know, one of
lamentation at all. It is still worse for the theory that the
celebrations of that day had nothing to do with Dionysus as
lord of souls, but with Hermes, the conductor of the dead;*
and this makes their supposed transference to the Great

! A somewhat different view of these vases is taken by Miss Harrison,
Essuys and Studies presented to Wm. Ridgeway, pp. 136 ff.; but as it has
no bearing on tragedy, I do not discuss it here.

? Comp. a nearly allied group of vases, representing the dvodos of
Dionysus and Semele (Farnell, Cults, v, p. 246), which hardly admits of
a ritual interpretation.

3 See Farnell, Cults, v, p. 219 ; Haigh, Att. Theat.®, p. 31. The day was
one of ‘tendance’ of the dead, rather than of lamentation.

4 See Nilsson, Stud. de Dionysiis Atticis, p. 131. The word Atovice in
Schol. ad Aristoph. Ach. 1076, and in Suidas, s.v., Xérpo: appears to be
an interpolation.
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Dionysia even more difficult to accept than it would have
been in any case.

§ 3. Too much has probably been made by some scholars of
the parallel drawn by Strabo between the satyrs and the
Kovpfites who attended upon the infant Zeus. Hesiod indeed
ascribes to them the same ancestors ;* but Hesiod’s genealogies
are an obviously artificial construction; it would be natural
enough to couple together the two sets of ‘sportive dancers’;
and, in faet, all that Strabo himself does3 is to compare the
relation of the Kovpfires to the infant Zeus with that of the
satyrs to Dionysus. After discussing at length the records of
the Kovpfjres as primitive inhabitants of Aetolia, he passes to
the mythological Kovpiires in the following words: 7& &
arorépe Tijs vmobécews TavTys, dAAws 8¢ dia Ty Juwvvulay
els TadTov Umd 76V ioTopLkdy dybpeva . . . ékelvov pév diapépe,
€otke 8¢ palXov 7@ wepl Satipwv kal JeXnvdy kal Bakydv kai
Turdpwv Aoy TowoUTous ydp Tivas Satpbvas 1) wpombovs Oedv
Tovs Kovpfirds ¢pagw of mapadévres ra Kpyrika kal 7a Pplyia.
The point is repeated later:* dore of Kovpijres fjror Sia 70
véor kal kbpor Svres Dmovpyelv 1) Oia TO kovpoTpogeiv Tov Ala
(Aéyerar yap duporépws) Tavrys HfidOnaav Tijs wpooyyopias,
olovel Jdtupol Twves vres mepl Tov dia.

On the strength of this one point of contact—the service
of Kouvpfires and Sdrvpor as mpémodot to two different gods—
it would be obviously wrong to infer that they were parallel in
any other sense; and even if Miss Harrison is right in treating
the Kovpfjres as the representatives of the ancestors of the
tribe, into whose company the kofpo: were initiated—an
interpretation which cannot but be held doubtful—it could not

! As Nilsson points out (Neue Jahrb. xxvii, p. 617 n.), it is no contra-
diction of the view here taken that in late times there was some ceremony
or performance in the theatre at certain non-Attic Anthesteria, e. g. at
Cyzicus in the third or second century B.c.; C. I G. 3655, 1. 20 (rods
8¢ mpurdvets grepavdoar 'AmoAAddwpoy Tois AvBearyplors v 7 Oedrpo).
There is no hint of drama here, any more than in C.I. G. 3044, re-
ferring to the Anthesteria at Teos, circ. 470 B.c. (xabnpévov Tdydvos
"Avfearypiowrw kai "Hparheiowrw kai Alotaw).

% See above, p. 151, 8 X, vii, p. 466.

* X, xi, p. 468,
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be legitimately argued that the satyrs also were to be regarded
as ancestors.!

§ 4. The question whether Dionysus was ever thought of in
the form of a goat, as well as of a bull, has been the subject of
a controversy between Sir William Ridgeway? and Dr.
Farnell® The evidence collected by the latter in his Cults of
the Greel States* really places beyond all doubt the fact that
at & number of places Dionysus was so conceived, either on
particular occasions, or as a regular object of worship,® and
that the goat was offered to him as a sacrifice on certain occa-
sions. (Sir William Ridgeway’s statement that the goat
was equally an offering made to heroes will not bear examina-
tion. It rests on the offering of a goat to Asclepius at Balagrae ;
but, as Dr. Farnell points out,® Asclepius was very commonly
worshipped as a god, and the other examples of goat-sacrifices
to heroes are late and uncertain.)

It happens, indeed, that there is very little evidence of the
goat as a sacrifice, or of Dionysus conceived as a goat, in con-
nexion with the city Dionysia at Athens. There was certainly
the sacrifice of a bull; and Thespis, we are told, received the
goat as a prize. This might have been a serious matter, if we
were committed to the belief that rpaywdia was the song of
men dressed in goatskins as the worshippers of the goat-god.
But we do not require either goat-men or goat-god to explain
rpay@dla, and in any case the name must be considerably
anterior to the organization of the city Dionysia as known to
us ; so that the controversy is not of great importance for the
history of tragedy.

! If there is anything in the suggestion that the satyrs, attendant
upon Dionysus, are parallel to the Ghandarvas in their relation to Shiva,
then it is pro tanto likely that they were very distinct in popular belief
from the Koupijres, who resemble rather the Marifts, the armed dancers
of Sanskrit mythology. Professor A. B. Keith (Journ. R. Asiat. Soc. 1909,
p. 200) gives strong reasons against the view that the armed dancers in
Indo-European mythology represented the souls of the dead at all.

? Onvig. of Trag., ch. ii. ® Hermath. xvii, pp. 22 ff.

¢ vol. v, pp. 165 ff., with the refs. given; and pp. 303 ff.

8 Cf. also A. B. Cook, Zeus, vol. i, pp. 672-77.

¢ Hermath, 1. c., p. 16.
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§5. It is impossible to trace in detail the route or routes by
which the worship of Dionysus, with or without a dramatic or
semi-dramatic ritual, reached Athens. Dionysus was certainly
a god of the Thraco-Phrygian stock, and it is probable that he
was worshipped both in Thrace! and in Asia Minor? long
before he was received in Greece. His worship may have
come to Greece by sea, by more than one route; and the
tradition of the arrival of the god by sea persisted, as has been
already noticed,® in Athenian art, ritual, and literature. But
it may also have travelled from north overland ; and there is
little doubt that Delphi assisted its propagation. There are
legends of his reception at Icaria, at Acharnae and at Eleu-
therae ;¢ and while an elementary form of drama, probably at
Icaria and very possibly in other Attic villages also, was the
foundation of the tragedy of Thespis, the worship of the god
in the Peloponnese (whither also it had travelled by unrecorded
stages) contributed, in all probability, the higher lyric elements
which found a place in tragedy, and also the satyr-play which
was brought into Athens from Phlius. We do not know
when the equine satyrs first came to be especially associated
with Dionysus; probably they were originally independent of
him and had existed from immemorial antiquity in the imagi-
nation of the primitive Greeks; but once attached to him,
they remained his companions to the end.

XI

Further consideration of Sir William Ridgeway’s theory.

It will be convenient at this point to complete our considera-
tion of the theory that tragedy originated in hero-worship at
the tomb, rather than in the worship of Dionysus, by noting

! e.g. by the Bessi, whom Herodotus especially mentions as his wor-
shippers: cf. A.B. Cook, Zeus, vol. ii, pp. 268 ff,, for a very interesting
discussion, though I cannot follow Dr. Cook in all his conclusions.

? See above, ch. i, p.17 . ® See above, pp. 16, 115-186.

* Hyginus, IL iv; Steph. Byz. s. v. Spuayidar; cf. Euseb. Chron. i,

p. 80; Stat. Theb. xii. 623 and Schol. ; Philochorus, ap. Athen. ii, p. 88¢,
and Paus. 1. ii, § 5.
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briefly such of the arguments used in support of that theory
as have not already been discussed.

§1. Sir William Ridgeway bases an argument! upon
certain stage properties mentioned by Pollux, iv. 123 «kal
axnvi) pév mokpirdv {Siovt 1) 8¢ dpxfioTpa Tob Xopod, év §j kal
) Bupéhn, elra Bipd 7 odoa, elre Bopds. éml 8¢ Tis aknris
kal dyvieds €ékeiro Popds mpd Tdv Bupdv, kal Tpdmela méppara
éxovaa, 9 Oewpls dvopdfero ) Quwpls. €neos & 7v Tpdmela
dpxala, é¢’ v wpd Oéombos eis Tis dvaBas Tois Xopevrais
dmekpivaro.

With this passage he compares the passage of the Etymo-
logicum magnum: Quuérn: 3 Tod OedTpov pexpl viv dwd T7s
Tpamélns dvépacral, wapk 10 én’ adriis TG OUn pepifeabar,
rovreatt Td Oubpeva iepela. Tpdmela 8 fy e fs éordreEs év
Tols dypots fidov pimw Tdfw AaBolans Tis Tpaywdias.

These notices appear to mean that in the orchestra stood the
Ouvuéry, and (perhaps beside it) a table for the cutting up of
victims, used in very early times as a rude stage on which
s member of the chorus conversed with the rest;? while on
the stage stood an dyvieds-stone, with a table for offerings, in
front of the palace which served as a back-scene. (Mr. A. Gow,
in a learned discussion ® of all the evidence with regard to the
meaning of Gvuéln, is no doubt right in explaining the notice
in the Etymologicum magnum as an attempt to account for
the later use of OGuué\n as = ‘stage’ by identifying the
Oupérn with the éxeds.)

Sir William Ridgeway thinks that the dyvieds-stones which
stood before house-doors ‘ were probably the grave-stones of
ancient worthies’. This is absolutely contrary to all the
evidence that exists about dyvieds-stones, which were the
most primitive form of dedication to Apollo (dating from
the aniconic period of his worship), and were placed before
house-doors in order to claim the protection of the god. Yet
from this mistaken interpretation of the dyvieds-stone Sir
William Ridgeway argues that there has been a superimposi-
tion of the Dionysiac cult upon that of the dead; such an

1 Orig. of Trag., pp. 39 . ? See above, pp. 118-120.
3 J.H. 8. xxxii (1912), pp. 213 f.
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argument plainly has no value. Dr. Farnell’ has called
attention to other mistakes in it, e.g. the assumption that
the Oewpls or Gvwpls on which fruit and cakes were offered
would be more appropriate to heroes than to Dionysus. In
any case there is no ground for regarding the dywvievs-stone in
the theatre as primitive ; it was a common property of house-
fronts, and no doubt first appeared in the theatre when the
palace-front became a regular or frequent back-scene—i.e,
probably not till after the first third of the fifth century; and
so it tells nothing of origins.

The Ovuéry, Sir William Ridgeway tells us, was originally
the tomb of the hero, and only afterwards became the altar
of Dionysus; and he thinks that the circular hole in the
middle of the orchestra at Epidaurus and in the later Athenian
orchestra may represent the Bé6pos into which offerings to
dead heroes were poured. Pollux cannot really help him here.
The natural explanation of the words eiTe Bijud 7t odoa elre
Boués is surely that Pollux knew of the later use of Guuéy
for “ stage ’, and also of its common use for * altar’, and there-
fore mentioned both. Sir William Ridgeway translates Sopuds
* an altar or a tomb’; and it is true that in some late inserip-
tions on tombs, and also in some late epigrams in the Anthology*?
the word Bwués is applied to a tomb. But that the words
Bwubs and ¢ tomb’ were not really identical is indicated by
such lines as

Abobviov 8dmwedov, Boubs @’ 60¢ ahjud e kpimrer®
and '
rdpov Tov Svra wAnaiov, Bopby 0’ dpa

and Bwuds is never applied to a tomb except in a context in
which there is separate mention of the tomb. It is not there-
fore likely that Pollux would use it to mean ¢tomb’, where
any reader would naturally understand it to refer to the use
of Quuéan as an altar. As to the holes in the orchestra,

1 Hermath. xvii, pp. 12, 13.

* Anth. Pal., App. 130, 262, 331; cf. Jacobs, 4. P., vol. iii, p. 922.

s Ep. 130.

* Ep. 331. In No. 262 the use of Bopds is more than half metaphorical,
even if it applies to the tomb at all.
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nothing definite is known—certainly not their date, which is
not very early. There is at least a possibility that they were
used to fix small altars in their place.!

Sir William Ridgeway attempts to support his view by the
assertion that the ‘tomb of Darius almost certainly forms the
thymele’. There seems to be no justification for this asser-
tion, though the question of the theatrical arrangements of
Aeschylus’ early period, and of the setting of the Persae in
particular, is an extremely difficult one.? Nor can it help him
to quote the words of the chorus in the Choephoroe (1. 106),
aldovuévy oot Bwudy &s rouPov warpés, which only mean that
the chorus held Agamemnon’s tomb in as great reverence as
if it were an altar. His statement? that the central object in
the setting of the Supplices was a sepulchral mound is an
assumption and nothing more. The dead are appealed to in
1. 25, but so are the gods above (Il. 22, 24, &c.); and it is most
unlikely that the dead had any share in the xotvoBwuia of the
gods about which the play centres, or that the kowoBwuia
itself was planted on a tomb. xwpls % Ty Gedv.

The result of Mr. Gow’s exhaustive discussion is to show
that the word Quué\n is primarily equivalent to éoydpa,
a hearth or place of fire, rather than to Swués, which implies a
raised structure; * though fuuérn came to be used also of Bwpuof
properly so called, from the mere fact of their upper surface
being a Qupénn in the strict semse. The word was certainly
applied to the altar of Dionysus in the theatre; and Mr. Gow
suggests that there may have been a special reason for this,
because some of the ceremonies preceding the theatrical con-
tests at the City Dionysia brought Dionysus Eleuthereus into
special connexion with an éoxdpae, from which the Ephebi
escorted his image into the theatre.® He conjectures that the

! See Haigh, Attic Theatre®, p. 108. Petersen, Die attische Tragidie,
p. 547, can hardly be right in denying that the orchestra contained an
altar at all: but it would take too long to discuss this here.

* 1 hope to recur to this at a later date. *lec., p. 128

+ Cf. Pearson’s note on Sophocles, Fragm. 38.

® C. I A. ii. 470 eloiyyayor 8¢ rai oy Atdrvaor dmd Tis éoxdpas Booavres 76
fegi : and 471 elogyayor 8¢ kal Tov Adwwoor dmd Tis éoxdpas els T6 Oéatpoy
pera pwrds.

3182 N
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altar of Dionysus in the theatre itself may originally have
been an éoxdpa and not a Bwuds. 1f so, this would lend some
support to the idea that at the City Dionysia there was some
consciousness of the chthonic aspeet of Dionysus, though this
could not be regarded as certain,since éoyxdpa: were not confined
to chthonie powers.! But it could certainly not be taken to
show that Dionysus himself was once a #jpws, or that his cult
was superimposed upon that of a fpws. It must be added
that there is no evidence that the altar of Dionysus in the
theatre was ever actually called an éoxdpa.

§ 2. The most impressive evidence in favour of the origin of
tragedy in hero-worship consists in the occurrence in many
plays of scenes in which a tomb-ritual is enacted, or a solemn
lamentation performed; and to these must be added a few
scenes in which the ghosts of the dead appear. These latter
scenes are so few that in any case not much stress ean be laid
upon them—we have the shade of Darius in Aeschylus’ Persae;
the ghost of Clytemnestra hounding on the Furies in the
Eumenides ; the ghost of Polydorus in Euripides’ Hecuba ; and
the ghost of Achilles in the lost Polyxena of Sophocles?
The imagination of the poet was certainly equal to the inven-
tion of such scenes, without the assistance of any grave-ritual ;
we have no independent evidence of dramatic grave-ritual in
Greece in which the spirit of the deceased appeared as a
character; and in the Eumenides and (so far as can be seen)
in the Polyxena the appearance of the shade does not take
place in response to, or in connexion with, any grave-
ritual.

Apart from these appearances of ghosts, there are certainly
plays in which & heroic tomb or a grave-ritual are prominent,
either in the body of the play itself, as in the Persae, the
Choephoroe and the Oedipus Coloneus, or else in the prologue
or epilogue, which, nominally prophesying the origin and
institution of such ritual, may sometimes, it is said, imply
the actual performance of ritual in which the story of the
play was dramatically presented. Such ritual, it is argued, is

! See Mr. Gow's note, 1. c., p. 238,
2 Bee Pearson’s edition of Sophocles’ Fragments, vol. ii, p. 163.
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indicated in the Helena, in which the tomb of Proteus plays
a prominent part ; in the Hecuba, in which Polyxzena is sacri-
ficed at the tomb of Achilles, and in the Rhesus: while the
lamentations for the deaths of herces in many plays are
supposed to carry with them the same implication, that hero-
worship at the tomb was the origin of tragedy. Such plays
are the Septem contra Thebas and the Choephoroe of Aeschylus,
and many plays of Euripides,—the Supplices, Andromache,
Troades, and Phoenissae; together with some which have
a Opfivos of less regular form—the Alcestis (in which the
farewell of the chorus to the heroine is so treated), the Hippo-
lytus and the Iphigeneia in Tawris (in which funeral rites
are prepared for Orestes). It will be best to defer the special
consideration of these plays until we discuss the much more
carefully reasoned theory of Professor Murray, which has
some points in common with that which is now criticized, and
raises the whole question of the aetiological significance of
tragedy in a fresh form. E‘ or the present it is sufficient to
say that no such tomb-ritual can be shown to be implied in
nearly all the extant plays (nor even in some of those men-
tioned) without great straining of the evidence';]and that as the
stories selected by tragic poets are generally stories of disaster
and death, no ritual explanation is needed to explain the
occurrence of lamentations and scenes at the tomb. What is
valuable in the theory is simply the recognition that such
scenes of mourning naturally took their form from the kind
of mourning which was in vogue in contemporary Greek life
or in the heroic age as recorded in Homer.! No more than
this is required to explain the xouués and other forms of
lamentation ; and the adoption in the plays of those forms of
mourning with which the Greeks were familiar—for why
should any other have been adopted %—does not prove that the
Greek dramsa was not Dionysiac in origin. It must be re-
peated that there is no evidence which will bear inspection
that the stories of the deaths of heroes were dramatically
acted at their graves, though certain ritual pfjvor are known

1 See above, pp. 19, 123, 124
N2
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to have been performed.! Tragedy no doubt did, though
originally Dionysiac, borrow many of its themes from local
hero-stories, but the particular kind of ritual from which
tragedy is stated by Sir William Ridgeway to have sprung,
exists only in his imagination.

§ 8. It will be convenient to interpolate here a note upon
some suggestions made by Dieterich? upon the origin of
tragedy, because they also aim at explaining the persis-
tence of Bpfvoc in the plays. His attempt to trace these fp7vo
to a public lamentation at the Anthesteria has already
been discussed.? He further suggests that the 6pfvor or
koppol of tragedy may have been modelled, if not on any
public mourning for the dead, at least on the mourning for
Kore at the time of the Eleusinian mysteries. But we know
nothing of the nature of this mourning, nor whether it had any
regular or artistic form at all; and Dieterich’s conjecture can-
not really derive much support from the fact that Aeschylus was
profoundly influenced in his religious attitude by the mysteries,
and was accused of revealing them in his plays. (The alleged
adoption by Aeschylus of the dress of the Eleusinian hiero-
phant for his principal actor is a point which requires separate
discussion ; but it does not carry with it any conclusions as to
the koppol.) It must again be said that the existence of Opijvo
in a tragedy needs no explanation, and that the form of them
is to be explained from Homer and from Greek funeral
customs generally.*

§ 4. Sir William Ridgeway supports his case for his theory
that Greek tragedy arose among the tombs by an impressive
array of descriptions of dramatic ceremonies in honour of the
dead from all over the world. In regard to these it is almost

! See above, pp. 189-40. These also may well have followed the con-
ventional type of mourning.

* Arch. f. Rel., 1908, pp. 181 ff.

3 Above, p. 170.

¢ For the existence of a more or less stereotyped form of mourning in
actual Greek life, cf. Nilsson, Neue Jahrb. xxvii (1911), pp. 622 ff. He
quotes especially Plut. Vit. Solon. 21 and Plato, Laws xii. 947 c. He

notices (p. 619) the continuance of what is practically the Homeric form
of mourning down to the present day in Greece.
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enough to refer to the comments of Nilsson (1. ¢.) and Farnell.!
It is probable that Sir William Ridgeway has misinterpreted
some of these ceremonies; but even if his interpretations were
all well-founded, they would prove nothing whatever about
Greek tragedy. Before parallels can be drawn, the things to
be compared must be separately substantiated ; and we cannot
infer from ceremonies belonging to all grades of culture among
distant and unrelated peoples, and on the ground of resem-
blances which when investigated are very slight, that the
ceremonies of the Greeks are to be similarly explained. At
most, such parallels can be used to lend a general probability
to an explanation for which the other grounds are very strong;
and it is just these other grounds which we have seen to be
fatally weak. Accordingly, interesting as Sir William Ridge-
way’s compilation is, it really contributes nothing to the
solution of our present problems.?

§ 5. In the Cambridge University Reporter for 21 April,
1925, there appears a summary of a paper by Sir William
Ridgeway on ‘ Euripides in Macedon’. The main contention
of the paper appears to be that the Archelaus, Bacchae, and
Rhesus were performed at Aegae, at a festival in honour of
the deceased Macedonian kings who were buried there, and
not in honour of Dionysus.

That the Archelaus may have been performed at Aegae
cannot be denied, because there is no evidence to show where
it was performed. But although it is certain that Aegae
possessed a theatre (in which Philip was murdered) it was not
the only theatre in Macedonia, and it is beyond dispute that
Dium also was the scene of dramatic performances. Sir William
Ridgeway speaks of Dium as a most unlikely place to hold
a dramatic festival’. It does not appear why he thinks so;
but it is remarkable that among the most striking ruins of
the town are the remains of a very fine theatre. There is a
conflict of authority as to the place at which the games and
dramatic contests were held on Alexander’s return from

! Hermathena, 1. c.

® The same must be said of the work of Dr. E. Rostrup, Attic Tragedy
in the Light of Theatiscal History, in so far as it follows the same method.
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Greece : Diodorus ! says they were held at Dium, Arrian? at
Aegae. Now if Dium were ‘a most unlikely place ’ for such.
contests, it would hardly have been mentioned as the scene of
them at all, unless they had really been held there: buf a study
of Diodorus’ actual words suggests that it was not really an
unlikely place, since Archelaus himself had instituted a
dramatic festival there : * 8:8d£as oDy adrods wepl Tod cupupépor-
Tos Kal mwapopufoas Si& Tdv Aoywv mpds Tods dydvas, Qusias
peyalompemels Tols Oeols ovveréeev év Aiw viis Makedovias,
kal cknvikods dydvas Aul kal Modoats, ods Apyélaos 6 mpofaat-
Aeticas mpdros karédetfe. The play Archelaus may therefore
have been performed at Dium (despite the lack of buried
kings there) at least as well as at Aegae; but of course the
absence of evidence makes it impossible to say definitely in
what theatre any of Euripides’ Macedonian plays were
presented.*

Towards the end of his paper, Sir William Ridgeway makes
yet another attempt to save the hero-theory of tragedy, by a
renewed effort to make Dionysus out to have been a hero.
He suggests that the Bdkyov mpogirns of the Rhesus, 1. 972,
described as dwelling on the Pangaean mountain, is Dionysus;
and he argues that Dionysus was not identical with Bacchus,
but was ‘an old Thracian chief who was regarded as a re-
incarnation of Bacchus’; and that when he entered Greece he
was regarded only as a hero.

Now the interpretation of the passage in the Rhesus is
extremely difficult ; but Sir William Ridgeway cannot dispose
of the old view, that the Bdxyov mpogiirys was Orpheus, by
the mere assertion that Orpheus ‘ was buried at Libethra on
Olympus, and there is no evidence that he ever expounded
Bacchus’. As regards the first point, he has overlooked the

! Diod. XVIL xvi, § 3. % Arrian, Anab. 1. xi.

® This is, of course, not certain ; but it is the natural meaning of the
words.

* 8ir William Ridgeway's arguments for the Euripidean authorship of
the Rhesus, and for assigning it to the poet’s Mucedonian period, are
interesting and ingenious; but it would be beside the point to discuss
them here.
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fact, to which Maass! called attention long ago, that although
the burial-place of Orpheus was usually said to be Leibethra
under Olympus (near Dium), there was a tribe called de:B46pioc
who lived under the Pangaean Mountain ? and paid reverence
to Orpheus. It is thus at least possible that Euripides found
a tradition of Orpheus’ burial there ; and since it was on the
Pangaean Mountain that (according to the Bassarai of
Aeschylus) Orpheus was slain by Maenads, it is not improbable
that legend should have given him a burial-place there also.
(Whether the story originally belonged to the district of
Pangaeum, and was transferred to that of Olympus, or
whether it travelled from the Leibethra near Olympus with
the Pierians who had migrated thence to Pangaeum, makes no
difference for the present purpose. On either hypothesis
Euripides could have found a tradition that Orpheus was
buried on the Pangaean Mountain.)

The description of Orpheus as Bixxov wpogrrns is sufficiently
explained by the fact that the rites of the Orphic brotherhoods
were to a great extent in honour of Bacchus or Dionysus? as
well as of Kore, and, unlike most forms of Greek religion,
involved definite doctrines, the exposition of which would
naturally be ascribed to the mythical founder. The reference
to these rites founded by Orpheus in the Rhesus, 11. 943—4:

pveTnpiov Te TV dmoppiTwy pavas

é8ettev 'Opopevs . . .
makes it likely that he had them in mind also in 1. 972-3, and
the words ceuvds Toiowv eidéowv Oebs (like Pindar’s words,
pwvdvra ovveroiow,* which refer certainly to Orphic doctrine)
suggest mystic rites, such as those ascribed to Orpheus. On
this interpretation the whole passage, 963 ff., hangs together

! Orpheus, p. 185.

* Himerius, Or. xiii. 4 AeiB7fptor pév olv Mayyalov mwpdooior "Opéa Tov
KaXAiorys, 7o Opgkiov, mpiv pév Snpooietey els atrods Tiv @dyw fiv mapa Tijs
pnTpods Tis Mobans €uale, é0atualdy e kai auvjdovro krh. The assertion of
Perdrizet (Cultes et Mythes du Pangée, pp. 29, 30) that the Pangaean
Leibethrii are a fiction of Himerius seems to be purely dogmatic.

3 Cf. Apollod. 1. iii, § 2 eJpe 8¢ "Oppets xal Ta Awviaov pvorTipia kT

¢ Olymp. ii. 93.
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well: ‘Rhesus will not die, for I will persuade Kore to let him
dwell on earth as a cave-god. She owes something to the
relatives of Orpheus, who propagated her mysteries; and he
will live like Orpheus, himself a buried god on Mount Pangaeum
and revered by the initiated !

The Bdkyov mwpo¢rirns then, the buried god or hero, is
Orpheus, not Dionysus. Dionysus doubtless had an oracle on
Mount Pangaeum, as Herodotus states;? but Sir William
Ridgeway is going beyond the text when he says that Dionysus
was buried there. Here are Herodotus’ words: 3drpa: 8¢
ob8evés ko dvbpdmov dmikoot éyévovro, Saov fuets iBper, dANL
Siatehediar 10 péxpe éued alel ébyres éxeddepor pobvor Opnikwr
oikéoval 1€ yap Opea OYmAd, {8poi Te mavrolnot kal byt
cvvnpedéa, kal elol T& moNéuia dkpor. obror of Tob diovicov
70 pavriiby elot kekTnuévor 7 8¢ pavriiov Todro €oTi pév émi
7év dpéwv TdY IrmhotdTwy, Bnoool 8¢ rov Zarpéwv il of
wpopnredovres Tob (pob, mpbuavris 8¢ 5 Xpéwoa kard mwep év
dexpolat, xal o008y mokiddrepov. Dionysus need not have
been supposed to be buried, in order to give oracles through
a priestess, any more than Apollo at Delphi; and the un-
doubtedly chthonic character of his divinity in some places of
his worship does not imply that he was supposed to have been
once a mortal.?

It is difficult to agree with Sir William Ridgeway when he
tries to prove that Bacchus and Dionysus were distinet, on
the strength of such expressions as ¢ Bakyeios dibrvoos (Hom.
Hymm to Pan, 46), émefiunoe diovdocw Bakyelp Tehecbivar
(Herod. iv. 79), 6 Bakyeios Oeds vaiov én’ dxpov dpéwv (Soph.
0.T.1105). His statement that the meaning of the termina-

! Wilamowitz (Hermes 1xi, pp. 285 ff.) objects that Orpheus was not a
god. But we know too little of Orphic mysteries to deny that he wasa
god to the initiated (roicw elddow) ; cf. Tertull. de anim. 2, p. 301 * pleros-
que auctores etiam deos existimavit antiquitas, nedum divos . .. ut
Orpheum, ut Musaeum’ ete.

? vii, 111,

® I do mnot see the point of Sir William Ridgeway's reference to
Arigtotle, de Ausc. Mir, p. 842 f.; the passage only shows that there
was a precinct or temple of Dionysus in Crestonia, the region next to
that of the Bisaltae.
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tion -efos i8 “son of’, *sprung from’ is against most of the
evidence. It cannot be so explained in words like ‘Opu#petos,
’Emwkovpetos, ITvbaybpeios, Adkeros: much less where the
termination is not combined with a proper name (avépeios,
yvvaikeios, dvOpdmetos, Boeios, olkelos, immetos, &c.). It simply
means ‘ appertaining or belonging to’, ‘related to’, in whatever
way. No doubt it is sometimes patronymic, as sonship is a
common kind of relation, but it is by no means always so.
Bakyeios itself is applied to Bérpus, vépos, pvbubs, &e.; and
when we remember that the worshippers of the god were
called Bdxyot, we need not hesitate to translate the word as
used by the Hymn-writer, Herodotus, and Sophocles as ‘lord
of the Bdxyot’, or * worshipped by the Bdxyo.’. The word may
possibly mean ‘frenzied’ or ‘inspired’, when Aristophanes®
applies the words 7dv Baxyeiov dvakra to Aeschylus. It
certainly does not mean  son of Bacchus’.

The attempt therefore to treat Dionysus as a buried hero
and as distinet from Bacchus seems to fail on all grounds.?

XI1

Professor Murray’s Theory.

§1. In an Appendix to ch. viii of Miss J. E. Harrison’s
Themis, Professor Gilbert Murray attempts to explain certain
recurrent forms or elements of Greek tragedy by the hypo-
thesis that these are survivals of the forms of a spring ritual
or dromenon in honour of Dionysus, a ritual identified by
him with the dithyramb from which, according to Aristotle,
tragedy sprang. The fact that in nearly all extant Greek
tragedies these forms, or some of them, appear as part of the
presentation of the fortunes, not of Dionysus, but of some
hero or heroine, is explained by the hypothesis which plays so

! Frogs, 1259,

? For other arguments on this subject, see above, pp. 12-14. Just as
these pages were going to press, Sir William Ridgeway's paper appeared
in full in Class. Quart. xx (1926), pp. 1 ff,, but I do not think that any
alteration in the above is called for.
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large a part in Themds, that both Dionysus and the prineipal
heroes of Greek legend were alike forms of what Miss Harrison
and Professor Murray term the ’Eviavrés-daipwy, who repre-
sents the cyclic death and rebirth, not merely of the year, but
of the tribe, by the return to life of the heroes or dead
ancestors, Such heroes, like Dionysus, we are asked to
believe, had their dromena, essentially the same in type, and
closely akin to, or identical with, such initiation-ceremonies as
(on Miss Harrison’s showing) were those of Kouretes. (The
reader of Themis will find that Miss Harrison is not perfectly
clear in her theory of the relation of these various rites to
each other and to the dithyramb; and it is also not quite clear
how far Professor Murray follows her in detail, but so far as
has been stated above, his language appears to imply his
agreement with her.) The forms into which tragedy falls are
to be explained, according to the theory, as modifications of
the forms of the original ritual of Dionysus or the *Eviavrés-
Adaipwy,—the dithyramb or spring ritual; and tragedy had
for its business originally, and continued to have, the repre-
sentation of the ai7iov, the supposed historical cause, of the
ritual, whether Dionysiac or heroic. What then was this
ritual ? It will be best to quote Professor Murray’s own
words :

¢ If we examine the kind of myth which seems to underlie the
various "Eviavrds celebrations, we shall find :

1. An Agon or Contest, the Year against its enemy, Light
against Darkness, Summer against Winter.

2. A Pathos of the Year-Daimon, generally a ritual or sacrificial
death, in which Adonis or Attis is slain by the fabu
animal, the Pharmakos stoned, Osiris, Dionysus, Pentheus,
Orpheus, Hippolytus torn to pieces (owapaypds).

3. A Messemger. For this Pathos seems seldom or never to be
actually performed under the eyes of the audience. . . .
It is announced by a Messenger . . . and the dead body
is often brought in on a bier. This leads to

4. Threnos or Lamentation. Specially characteristic, however,
is a clash of contrary emotions, the death of the old being
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also the triumph of the new: see p. 818f., on Plutarch’s
account of the Oschophoria.

5 and 6. An Anagnorisis—discovery or recognition—of the slain
and mutilated Daimon, followed by his Resurrection or
Apotheosis, or, in some sense, his Epipkany in glory.
This I shall call by the general name Theophany. It
naturally goes with a Peripefeia or extreme change of
feeling from grief to joy.

Observe the sequence in which these should normally occur:
Agon, Pathos, Messenger, Threnos, Theophany, or, we might say,
Amnagnorisis and Theophany.’

He illustrates the theory by applying it to three plays
of Euripides, the Bacchae, Hippolytus, and Andromache.
Now he himself points out that, in one very important point,
the theory does not apply even to them ; nor, in fact, does it
apply to any other play. There is not a single extant play in
which the epiphany is the epiphany of the god or hero who
has been slain. ¢In the Bacchae it is Pentheus who is torn,
but Dionysus who appears as god.” Does this really matter
less, as he suggests (p. 345), because Pentheus is only another
form of Dionysus himself ?! If there was any consciousness
of this on the part of poet or audience the play is reduced
to a more bewildering series of riddles as regards the
personality of the characters than Dr. Verrall or Professor
Norwood ever conceived. When is Pentheus Pentheus, and
when is he Dionysus? when is Dionysus the enemy of Pen-
theus, and when is he another form of him? and how are these
transitions between ego and alter ego managed?®> However this
may be, ‘ In the Bacchae it is Pentheus who is torn, but Diony-
sus whoappears as god. In the Hippolytus it is not Hippolytus
who appears as god, but Artemis, his patroness.® In the Andro-
mache the persons are all varied: it is Peleus and Menelaus

! T do not think that this 1s & quite accurate view, but the point is of
no importance here,

! There is the same difficulty with regard to Dionysus-Orpheus in
the lost Bassaras of Aeschylus, as interpreted by Professor Murray,
p. 349.

% I do not think any one has yet suggested that Hippolytus is a form
of Artemis.
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who have the contest; it is Neoptolemus who is slain and
mourned ; it is Thetis who appears as divine Now this is
surely a very serious difficulty. The kernel of tragedy, accord-
ing to the theory, is the death and resurrection or epiphany
of a slain daimon. Yet there is not one single tragedy in which
the epiphany is that of the daimon or hero who has been slain,
nor have we the faintest indication anywhere of any tragedy
in which a slain character is resuscitated, with the possible
exception of the Alcestis, which is more of a satyric play than
a tragedy, and in which the year-daimon (if there is one)
is not Alcestis but Heracles. Is it possible to come to any
other conclusion than that the theory simply does not fit the
facts ?

Further, it is extremely doubtful whether, in any ritual known
in Greece, the representation of the death, and the representa-
tion of the resurrection of the god or other object of the cult were
ever combined in the same ceremony.! They were, in fact,
almost inevitably supposed to take place at different times of the
year, if they represent the phenomena of winter and spring.
Smapayubs is a winter ceremony, and in Greece seems to be
generally trieteric: and in the omrapaypds-rites of which we
have any account no resurrection follows as the sequel to the
death. Moreover, we have no hint anywhere of any tragedy
in which Dionysus was torn or slain: and the Zagreus
mysteries (in which, in a sense, this did happen) cannot be
shown by any evidence to have any connexion whatever with
tragedy, or with the dithyramb. (In any case dpopayia,
the devouring of the god who has been torn or slain, is not
a ceremony naturally followed by resurreetion, and belongs
to a different type from the vegetation-ritual of death and

! The one doubtful instance, the awakening of Liknites at Delphi, is
far too uncertain to build upon. Dr. Farnell, Cults, v, pp. 186 ff.,, has
a more probable explanation. The resuscitation of the ox at the
Bouphonia is not a ‘Resurrection’, but a pretence that the ox has not been
slain ; and in any case does not help us much in regard to Dionysus and
the heroes. It seems to be only in such modern performances as those
at Viza, &c., in which the original meaning of the ritual is forgotten,
that these two are combined.



Professor Murray’s theory 189

resurrection, its object being rather what is loosely called
‘communion’)) It seems most probable that the supposed
ritual, with which the origins of tragedy are connected by
the theory under discussion, never existed in Greece at all;
but it will be well to consider more in detail how far the
theory serves to explain the extant remains.

¢ 2, Assuming that the original ritual contained a theophany,
a mepuréreia from sorrow to joy,! what does Professor Murray
suppose its history to have been? It may be objected, as he
rightly sees (p. 843) that ‘Our tragedies normally end with
a comforting theophany ’ [even this, as we shall see, appears
to be an over-statement] ‘but not with an outburst of joy’.
‘No’, he replies, ‘ but it looks as if they once did. We know that
they were in early times composed in tetralogies consisting of
three tragedies and a satyr-play . . . The satyr-play coming
at the end of the tetralogy, represented the joyous arrival of
the re-living Dionysus and his rout of attendant daimones at
the end of the Sacer Ludus’. The theophany then is to be
looked for first in the fourth play, the satyr-play of the old
tetralogy.

Now at what period is the satyr-play supposed to have
represented the theophany of a slain god or hero, or indeed
a theophany connected with the story of the other three plays
at all? It has been contended above? that the tetralogic
arrangement is itself probably far from original in tragedy;
but whether this is so or not, the alleged phenomenon does
not take place, so far as the evidence goes, in Aeschylus. The
most certain Aeschylean theophanies to which Professor
Murray points all come in the third play of the trilogy—the
appearances of Apollo and Athena in the Ewumenides, of

! It is difficult to follow Dieterich, as Professor Murray does, in drawing
a parnllel between the Eleusinian Mysteries and Tragedy. True, there
is a mepiréreia from sorrow to joy in the mysteries. But was there any
enactment of the wdfos, the rape of Kore ? (It is also rather inconvenient
to use the word mepiméreia of tragedy in two senses: Aristotle, of course,
states that a wepiréreia may be of either kind, but the wepuréreia which
he treats as characteristic of tragedy is the wepuréreia from joy to sorrow.)

? pp. 89, 93 ff.
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Aphrodite in the Danaid trilogy, and possibly of Zeus in the
Prometheus-trilogy, if Professor Murray’s interpretation is
correct. (None of these daimones had been previously slain.)
In the Theban trilogy Oedipus really may have reappeared in
the satyric play, the Sphina, but apparently Professor Murray
interprets this trilogy otherwise, and looks in the Sphing for
the epiphany, not of Oedipus, but of Dionysus as the deliverer.
The interpretations suggested of other lost plays of Aeschylus
are for the most part too conjectural to serve as evidence, but
there is no suggestion of an epiphany in the satyric play of
any daimon connected with the preceding plays. If then this
ever happened, it must have been before Aeschylus. But
before Aeschylus we have no hint of tetralogies, and the very
slight indirect evidence that there is does not favour the
hypothesis of their existence.!

In his account of the theophanies which are extant (or can
be inferred to have happened in lost plays), Professor Murray
seems almost to give up Sophocles. In fact, nothing of the kind
happens except in the Philoctetes, in which in many ways the
influence of Euripides is traceable. It is above all in Euripides,
much more even than in Aeschylus, that theophanies and some
of the other forms occur more or less as they should,—of course
now within the single play, not in tetralogies. This is not
very easy to understand. Presumably the poet is supposed to
have been conscious that he was reproducing a year-god’s
ritual, or at any rate something not to be tampered with; for
after an enumeration of all the extant theophanies in Euri-
pides and a demonstration of the strong resemblance between
them, we are told that if this were free and original composi-
tion, the monotony would be intolerable and incomprehensible :
we can understand it only when we realize that the poet is
working under the spell of a set traditional form’, A poet
can scarcely do inartistic things under sheer compulsion with-
out being conscious of the compulsion. But why was Aeschylus
so much less ‘monotonous’, and Sophocles hardly under the spell
at all, though his poetic career coincided for two-thirds of its
length with Euripides’ own? Can we accept the theory when

! See above, p. 89.
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the exceptions are so significant a proportion of the whole
material ?

It may be said parenthetically that the Euripidean
monotony ’ does not really seem to be at all intolerable or in-
comprehensible ; it is hard to understand how any one who has
seen many Euripidean plays acted, whether in the original or
in Professor Murray’s own incomparable translations, can
think them so. The form of the plays appears to be admirably
adapted for presenting just the ideas which Euripides wished
to present, and it is because his ideas, rather than any pre-
seribed ritual, follow the same lines over and over again, that
his plays are made to do 8o, often by very bold modifications of
the legends. But it would require too long a digression to
discuss this here in detail.

“Our tragedies’, we are told, ‘ normally end with a comfort-
ing theophany’. The three trilogies of Aeschylus, the course
of which is more or less clear, certainly ended in a scene of
reconciliation, effected by divine interposition-—by the agency
of Aphrodite in the Danaides, of Athena in the Eumenides,
and possibly of Zeus in the Prometheus-trilogy ; and the same
thing may have happened in some of the lost plays or'trilogies.
The contending claims are reconciled and given their due place
in the higher unity. But it will still remain possible that this
was due, not to the constraining force of a primitive ritual
sequence, but to the genius and the comprehensive theological
thinking of Aeschylus himself. In the Persae the appearance
of Darius is scarcely a comforting theophany. In the
Philoctetes of Sophocles also there is a reconciling theophany,
though otherwise, as Professor Murray points out, ‘the
sequence is rather far from any type’. In the other plays of
Sophocles there is very little to suggest a wepiméreia from
sorrow to joy. As regards Euripides, it is true that many of the
extant plays end with the appearance of a god, who arranges
matters conveniently, if ingloriously, and often institutes some
custom familiar to fifth-century Athenians; yet it is hard to
think of some of those appearances (e.'g. those in the Hippolytus
and Buacchae) as even a ¢ faded ’ form of mepiméreia from sorrow
to joy ; and many of them can hardly have been intended to be
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comforting. The viciousness and incompetence of the gods is
so plain that the tragedy is deepened unspeakably by these
theophanies ; that is, partly, why they are there; the consola-
tion offered to Hippolytus and Ion is very cold comfort, and
Ton’s attitude clearly indicates this. But what it is more im-
portant to notice is that though such ‘ comforting theophanies’,
if we are to call them so, are proportionately numerous in the
extant plays of Euripides, they were probably not characteristic
of him, if, as Aristotle says, ‘most of his tragedies end in
calamity 'l so that some of his eritics complained of their
dismalness.

Further, if the original ritual always ended joyfully, it is
less easy to explain why in most tragedies the ending was in
disaster,—at least if, as seems probable, it is not legitimate to
call in the satyric play to our aid. It would be easier to ex-
plain tragedy by a ritual which had originally no happy
ending—whether in the form of a theophany or not—than to
explain why, if a happy ending was an essential part of
the original ritual, the majority of tragedies should have got
rid of it. It seems more likely that happy endings, where
they occur, should be at least in part due to the cause to which
Aristotle refers some of them—the weakness of the spectators,
who wanted to go away cheerful. )

§ 8. It will be sufficient to state here in outline some of the
difficulties in regard to the supposed ritual forms, other than
the theophanies. (The application of the theory to the extant
plays individually will be considered briefly in an Appendix,
and a few illustrations only given here.) It may be said briefly
that it is only possible to find the Forms in the extant plays if
their order—Agon, Pathos, Messenger, Anagnorisis, Threnos,
Theophany,—which we were asked to observe, can be changed
to almost any extent, and the very broadest meaning given to
the terms themselves.

“Agon’, for example, in Professor Murray’s exposition will
cover almost any difference of opinion,—so much so that it
would scarcely be possible to conceive of any drama or work
of fiction without an ‘agon’ in this wide sense, apart from

1 Poetics, xiv.
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any ritual origins. In the Supplices of Aeschylus a song of
prayer has to do duty for the ©threnos’; there cannot be
a threnos, for there has been no ¢ pathos’; and the peripeteia
(if the word can be used at all of the promise given by the
king) comes in the wrong place. In the Persae Atossa’s dream
of the contest of Europe and Asia has to do duty for the agon.
In the Prometheus of course an agon—in fact a series of
agones—is inextricably involved in the very idea of the play,
though we may greatly doubt if they had any ritual counter-
part; the rest of the play—Prometheus’ long narrative and
prophecy to Io—is very imperfectly explained by the forms.
In the Oresteia, as Professor Murray truly says, the sequence
in the individual plays is upset and confused: but it is diffi-
cult to understand the reason which he gives—and which
I suppose he would give for the confusion of the sequence
in the individual plays of the other trilogies—viz. that the
full theophany is reserved for the last play. Surely that,
according to the theory, is just where it ought to be, at
least if it cannot be in the satyric play, and the other
forms ought to be distributed in orderly sequence over the
whole trilogy ; but if he means that the forms are to be sought
for in a complete sequence in each play, except for the theo-
phany, surely this should not involve such disturbance of the
order in each play that some of the forms should be omitted,
some doubled or trebled, and the sequence in fact practically
ignored. Besides this we are told that Orestes is a very
characteristic hero of the Eniautos-Daimon type,—he is re-
ported dead (and that by omapayués) and returns in triumph :
he is closely parallel to Dionysus himself, the forms of whose
ritual are supposed to be the basis of tragedy. Why then
should he above all ‘ always produce a peculiar disturbance in
the forms’? (p. 8356.) His story, if any, ought to fit into the
traditional mould. And yet the wilful dramatist postpones
the agon in which, according to the sequence, the hero ought
to be slain, until after the hero’s so-called resurrection! Is
not the solution simply that the Orestes story is not based on
any such ritual-sequence at all?

If the theory is to be applied to trilogies at all, probably

3183 (o]
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it ought to be applied not to individual plays, but (as has just
been suggested) to whole trilogies or tetralogies. It would
perhaps be possible to reconstruct the lost second play of the
Danaid trilogy in such a way as to compose a trilogy bringing
in all the forms; but this would of course be mere guesswork ;
and it would not be easy to treat the other trilogies in the same
way with any probability. As applied to individual plays of
Aeschylus the theory breaks down hopelessly. Where, for
instance, 18 the anagnorisis in the Supplices or the Septem?
(The term anagnorisis appears to be very loosely applied to
some scenes in other plays, for instance to the discovery of the
body of Ajax, and to ‘a kind of spiritual anagnorisis’ in
Euripides’ Electra. It was Dieterich who set the example of
using in a vague and inexact sense certain technical terms the
meaning of which is clearly defined in Aristotle, who first
applied them for the purposes of dramatic eriticism.) Pro-
fessor Murray’s own analysis of the plays of Sophocles shows
how remote that poet’s structures are from the supposed ritual-
sequence, and he has to invoke ‘atrophied’ messengers and
‘faded’ theopbanies to obtain even a semblance of corre-
spondence between the two. (The atrophied messenger in the
Ajax foretells the pathos, which he ought, according to the
sequence, to report ; and the pathos obediently follows.)

The stronghold of the theory is Euripides; but again Pro-
fessor Murray’s own detailed analysis shows how much inter-
pretation and conjecture is required before even Euripides
plays can be adduced in support of the theory. We have
to suppose that there was some other form of Hippolytus-
dromenon than any actually known, to explain the Hippolytus;
and that the Orestes (and also Aeschylus’ Choephoroe) had some
more complete predecessor, in which Agamemnon actually rose
from the tomb. In the Heracles, instead of a god, Theseus
appears ex machina ‘as it were’, and we are left in some
doubt where we are to find the agon; and so on, in almost
every play.

§ 4. Professor Murray’s theory appears to run contrary
to such literary and historical evidence as there is for the
origins of tragedy. The one thing which seems quite clear
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from such evidence is that tragedy began as a choral song;
the first actor was the creation (using the word loosely) of
Thespis, the second of Aeschylus, the third of Sophocles. It
takes two to make a quarrel. Where was the agon before
Aeschylus? (Even Aeschylus is not very skilful at first—in
the Supplices—in handling two actors; the only passage of
dialogue between the two is the brief dispute between Danaus
and the Egyptian Herald.) It is very difficult under the
circumstances to believe that an agon was part of the song
and dance from which tragedy sprang, or that there was
a messenger, announcing a pathos resulting from such an
agon, before Thespis. There can hardly have been a formal
agon until the second actor brought with him the possibility
of a clash of interests; and when it does come, it is never so
formal or persistent in shape as the agon of the Old Comedy,
which, as we shall see, was really primitive. Where (as some-
times in Sophocles and commonly in Euripides) there is some
formality in the dispute, this is probably a reflection of the set
speeches of litigants in the law-courts, and is not due to the
constraining effect of an original ritual.

§ 5. With his theory of the original ritual Forms of Tragedy,
Professor Murray connects the theory that every tragedy
represents the supposed airiov, or historical reason, of a rite
in vogue in the worship of Dionysus or in that of some hero,
or occasionally the airtiov of some other institution. Now
originally, we must suppose, the representation of the death
and resurrection of Dionysus must have been ritual with an
ulterior motive, not drama acted for its own sake; and the
ritual sanctity or exclusiveness must have given way con-
siderably before non-Dionysiac themes would be admitted.
But when this had happened, why should the poets (if there
were any at this stage) or the organizers of the representation
have necessarily represented the rituals of heroes, instead of
going to their stories, which no doubt (however aetiological in
origin some may have been) were by now current in detach-
ment from their rituals? And why should we require a ritual
origin for every detail of non-Dionysiac plays? For so con-
vinced is Professor Murray of the necessity of a ritual

02
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explanation that the dramatic and artistic reasons which are
produced for certain scenes are not sufficient for him; but
(e.g.) in order to explain the absence of a fpfjvos from the
Medea, he has to conjecture that there was no 6psjvos in the
Corinthian rite;! and after noticing the perfectly adequate
artistic justification of the Euadne scene in Euripides’ Supplices,
he adds ¢ but it must, no doubt, have some ritual justification
also’. Why must it ?

The transition from Dionysiac to non-Dionysiac subjects
evidently took place during the sixth century B.c.: all the
evidence points to that date. Now this was just the time
when the heroic legends were being collected and consolidated.
Are not the facts sufficiently explained when we observe that
just when the Dionysiac drama was being developed and
popularized, as it evidently was at this time, by Peisistratus
and other tyrants, a tremendous mass of legend was also being
made accessible to the dramatic poets and organizers?? It can
easily be understood how enterprising and imaginative poets
should have seized on the legends, experimenting freely, and
ultimately rejecting stories which did not make good plays,
and so settling down (as Aristotle says) 3 to the stories of a
few houses. By no means all these legends were aetiological
(though no doubt some were) ; and it is very doubtful whether
even in dealing with many of those which had been worked
up from an aetiological origin the poet would have been
conscious of this origin.

It is, however, desirable to deal briefly with one point upon
which Professor Murray lays some stress (being so far in agree-
ment with Sir William Ridgeway). Most plays, he rightly
says, deal with the death or pathos of some hero; and he
adds, ‘Indeed, I think it can be shown that every extant
tragedy contains somewhere towards the end the celebration
of a tabw tomb’* (The words ‘every extant tragedy’ seem

! In fact what we know of the Corinthian rite shows that it was quite
different in several points from anything that could be inferred from
the play.

% See below, pp. 199, 219. 3 Poetics, ch. xiv.

4 I do not discuss here the justification or implications of the adjective



Professor Murray's theory 197

to be an exaggeration, but this may be passed over for the
moment.) The answer seems to be partly (as was briefly urged
in reply to Sir William Ridgeway!) that the most striking
stories about most heroes, ancient and modern, are connected
with their death; that in almost every tragedy in the world
there is conflict, death, and lamentation; and that if the
Dionysiac Tpaytkol xopoi were already °tragic’—connected,
for instance, with stories like those of Pentheus, Lycurgus,
Icarius and Erigone,—it would naturally be stories of the
deaths of heroes that poets would select; nor is there any
need to go back behind the stories to the ritual of the heroes;
for it is surely not suggested that no tragic myths would ever
have come into existence but for the desire to explain ritual.
This would be as bad as the solar theory. Even if some of
the stories were explanatory of ritual, this would not neces-
sarily determine the literary form of the stories in their epic
shape, still less in any drama based on the epic stories.

But further, the actually and unmistakably aetiological
passages (whether referring to tomb-worship or to other
institutions) in the extant plays need some sifting.

It would appear that Aeschylus and Sophocles aetiologize
very little except about Athenian institutions. (It is not
really justifiable to treat the worship of Oedipus and his
children at Thebes as the airwov of plays in which that worship
is not 80 much as hinted at. The Septem ends with a very
gerious doubt whether Polynices will get any burial at all,
much less worship.) But the introduction of Athenian insti-
tutions in plays performed before an Athenian audience does
not need for its explanation the hypothesis that the whole
play is developed from the ritual of the institution.

On the other hand, aetiologizing about non-Athenian institu-
tions was certainly a hobby of Euripides —possibly, in part
because it gave a certain element of novelty to his work, but
mainly, we may surmise, because aetiologizing was popular at
the time. For it is by no means a peculiarity of the drama at
this period ; we find it in Pindar and Herodotus, and even in

tabu in this connexion. But it is a word to be used with some circum-
spection. 1 Above, p. 179.
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Thucydides. And in this popularity of aetiology we may find
a contributory cause to account for the explanation in the
dramas not only of grave-rituals, but of other institutions—
torch-processions, the Ionian tribes, the worship of Artemis at
Brauron, &. We do not need the hypothesis that if the
institution of a hero-cult is brought in at the end of a play, it
is because the play is somehow based on the hero’s ritual.

§ 6. With regard to the kind of ritual from which Tragedy
is supposed to have sprung, there is great difficulty. Professor
Murray speaks of this ritual sequence as the Dithyramb or
Spring Dromenon of Dionysus; but when we ask what this
was, we are referred to cbapter vi of Themis. Now it is
almost impossible to discover what Miss Harrison means by
‘ Dithyramb’; the word, in her hands, seems to be applicable
to anything—the lyrics of the Bacchae, the ritual of the
Kouretes, a spring-song of magical fertility for the New Year,
an initiation ceremony, and a good many other things, most
of them very different from one another, and all of them quite
different from the dithyramb as known to us from literature.
But it can be safely said that neither in Themis nor in any
records of Greek ritual is there any trace of a ceremony called
Dithyramb on good authority and taking the form Agon,
Pathos or Sparagmos, Threnos, Anagnorisis, Resurrection;
nor does any known Dionysiac ritual contain such a combina~
tion of elements. We know little enough of the Dithyramb;
what is known has been (no doubt imperfectly) collected
in the preceding chapter; but it was nothing like what
Professor Murray and Miss Harrison require.

The other rite which is supposed to have contributed to
Tragedy is the Eleusinian. Professor Murray follows Dieterich
in comparing the prologue of Tragedy with the prorrhesis of
the hierophant before the sacred dromenon. But it is
only necessary to read the passages to see that there is
really no resemblance at all between the parody of such a
prorrhesis in the Frogs (354 ff.), and the prologues or intro-
ductory scenes of Tragedy. Professor Murray’s allusion to
the Proagon, which was not part of the play, but a ceremony
on an earlier day, is not very easy to understand ; and when
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he states that if our knowledge were a little fuller, we should
very likely be told who mpéros €ypayre mpordyovs’, he forgets
that we are told ; it was Thespis, of whom no special connexion
with Eleusis is recorded.

It should be repeated that there is no hint in any extant
evidence of any connexion between tragedy, as performed in
honour of Dionysus Eleuthereus, and the ritual of Dionysus-
Zagreus (in which, it appears, omrapayués did take place,
though without any resurrection). It was under Peisistratus
that the festival of Eleuthereus was organized at Athens, and
that Thespis appeared there; it was Peisistratus, probably,
who encouraged the collection by Onomacritus and the
systematic publication of epic legend ;! it was under Peisistratus
that Onomacritus diovdocw guvéfnker Spyia and put together
the Orphic legend of Zagreus into something like coherent
form. If the Zagreus ritual had been also the basis of the
newly organized Tragedy—the one thing which we are not
told—is it likely that not a hint of it would have been pre-
served ? It is perhaps permissible to add that the application
of the conception of the Eniautos-Daimon to Hamlet ? and
St. John the Baptist® is not likely to win belief in the
soundness of Professor Murray’s theory.

Note on the application of Professor Murray’s theory to
certain plays.

As regards the plays of Aeschylus, little need be added to what
has been said above. The real difficulty, as has been indicated,
is to know whether we are to look for traces of the Ritual Forms
in a trilogy as a whole, or in single plays. It may be doubted
whether in the last play of the Danaid trilogy Aphrodite really
founded the institution of marriage based on consent, and there-
fore whether the last scene gave the airiov of the plays. (A little

! Whatever difficulties of detail there may be, there can be little doubt
as to the Collection of Epic poetry at this time; cf. Cauer, Grundfr. der
Homerkritik 13, pp. 130 ff.  Murray, Rise of the Greek Epic.® pp. 304 ff.

? British Academy Shakespeare Lecture, 1914.

3 J. E. Harrison, Class. Rev. xxx (1916), pp. 216 ff.; see also ibid.
xxxi, pp. 1 ff,, 63 f.
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difficulty arises at times, because Professor Murray sometimes
speaks of the ritual as the afrwv of the play, and sometimes of the
play as representing the airiov of the ritual. The two conceptions,
however, are obviously not irreconcilable.) A different view of
the Danaid trilogy is taken by Wilamowitz (Interpr., pp. 21£).
No tomb is conspicuous in this trilogy ; probably the forty-nine
sons of Aegyptus had to be buried somehow; but it may he
doubted whether they were aceorded a heroic ritual either in the
play or in the legend on which it was based.

In the Persae no one has been killed ; there has been no pathos
of Darius, who rises from the dead, and it is difficult to find any
afrwov in this play. The play certainly does not explain the worship
of Darius, nor is he much like a year-god.

As for the Prometheus trilogy, we are left in doubt whether the
theophany is reserved for the third play, or whether (as is suggested
on p. 357) the earthquake has to do duty for the theophany. The
difficulty of making Hermes serve both as messenger (though he
reports no pathos), and as disputant in an agon, is obvious.

Professor Murray assumes that the last scene of the Sepiem
contra Thebas is genuine. The difficulties of this view seem to be
almost insuperable (see Wilamowitz, Inferpr., pp. 88 ff. ; Robert,
Oidipous, pp. 8761ff.); and in any case the statement that the
scene gives the airwov of the grave-ritual of Eteocles and Polynices
is open to the objections already stated (p. 197). There is no agon
in the play, unless the seven descriptions and counter-descriptions
of heroes are to be called an agon, and no theophany, though
this might be thought of as reserved for the Sphinz.

The confusion of the order and the character of the supposed
Ritual Forms in the plays of the Oresteia is too obvious to need
further comment. Professor Murray’s suggestion (p. 355) that
the great evocation in the Choephoroe may be softened down from
some more complete predecessor in which Agamemnon actually
rose from the tomb appears to have no evidence to support it.

‘When we come to Sophocles, the difficulty of detecting the Ritual
Forms and finding aira which will explain the plays increases.

In the Ajax there is no trace of any institution of ritual.
Professor Murray’s conjecture that the play actually contained
‘some great final pomp representing the burial’ is unsupported
by evidence, and seems to be out of keeping with the tone of
the play, which, so far as the survivors are concerned, is one
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of quiet resignation to fate. He reminds us that ‘among the
dromena of the Aianteia was a woumf, and that the funeral bier
of Ajax uerd mavorMius karexoopeiro’. Surely the absence of the
least hint of anything of this kind from the play is significant of
its independence of this ritual. The simple and pathetic funeral
rite foreshadowed in the play (1403 ff.) needs no ritual to explain
it. The suggestion of a year-ritual in which the dead hero reap-
peared in the spring in the flower which was marked with his
name is pretty, but hardly probable—certainly not proved by any
evidence. Other points have already been dealt with (p. 194).

The Electra illustrates the impossibility of fitting the story of
Orestes to the Ritual Forms. (See above, p. 193.)

In the Oedipus Tyrannus there is absolutely no hint of the death
or resurrection of a hero or daimon; and Professor Murray’s
description of 1. 1451 ff. as ‘ Threnos, with suggestion of Oedipus’
flight to Kithairon to become a Daimon’ is surely unjustified.
Oedipus only asks to go to Kithairon to die as his parents had
intended he should.

dAN &a pe volew Speaw, &vba xhplerar
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Nothing could be more unlike Sophocles than to distract atten-
tion from the all-absorbing human tragedy presented in this
play by any suggestion that Oedipus was to be a daimon after all.
No doubt there was a grave of Oedipus at Eteonos—probably, as
Robert argues, the only grave of him known in early times, that
on the Areopagus being a much later invention ; but Sophocles
never hints at any worship there. On the other hand, the Oedipus
Coloneus is much more aetiological, and the references to the
connexion of Oedipus with Colonus in Athenian belief are clear
enough, though whether he had any ritual at Colonus is less
certain. He had no known grave there—it was to be kept a
secret. As for the Forms, the last speech of Oedipus (consisting
of prophecies and airia, with thunder and lightning) is treated by
Professor Murray as a faded theophany. The theophany there-
fore precedes the pathos and messenger.

The airwov of the Antigone is thought by Professor Murray to be
the same as that of the Seplem—*some Theban hero-ritual com-
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memorating the children of Oedipus and their unhallowed ends—
the buried living and the unburied dead’. But was there any
ritual, Theban or other, involving a commemoration of Antigone
and Haemon, as well as of Eteocles and Polynices? As regards
the latter Pausanias gives a brief account, which raises problems
whieh it would be beside the point to discuss here (Paus. 1x. xviii,
§ 3). As regards Antigone he only tells us (1x. xxv, § 2) that
tradition gave the name Spua *Avriyéims to the ground through
which she dragged Polynices’ body, to cast it on to the same pyre
ag that of Eteocles. The story of Haemon’s death, as presented
in the play, may have been Sophocles’ invention; the earlier
version makes him one of the victims of the Sphinx. One has
only to read Robert’s exhaustive treatment of the legend of the
House of Oedipus to realize the freedom of invention which poets
allowed themselves, and the hazardousness of attributing to any
particular version a ritual origin.

The Trachiniae—or rather a section of it—contains some of the
required scenes (1. 734 ff.) ; but these all have to do with the fate
of Deianeira, so that even if the appearance and burning of Heracles
can be construed as an apotheosis, the scheme of the forms is not
satisfied, and the same scene has to serve both as pathos and
epiphany. There seems to be no evidence for the suggestion
that the burning and apotheosis were represented on the stage by
Sophocles, or that Sophocles himself treated the death by fire as
an apotheosis, though no doubt the two things were sometimes
connected. As in the Ajaz and the Oedipus Tyrannus, he leaves
the human tragedy unrelieved.

To the Philoctetes, apart from the dews ex machina (though
Heracles is not a slain daimon) the forms really cannot be fitted.
It is enough that Professor Murray himself finds that the sequence
is rather far from any type.

The full discussion of Professor Murray’s interpretation of the
plays of Euripides by means of the forms would require a long
investigation of some of the heroic legends, and for the present
purpose a less detailed indication of the difficulties must suffice.

As regards the Medea it can only be said that the Corinthian rite
having reference to Medea’s children had nothingin common with
the play, but presupposed the murder of the children by the
Corinthians, not by their mother; and the conjecture that there
is no threnos in the play because there was none in the Corinthian
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rite is really therefore beside the mark. (On the whole subject
see Roscher’s Lexicon, s.v. Medeia, and esp. Farnell, Culfs, i,
pp. 201-4.)

The airwv of the Heracleidae is said to be the dyos of Eury-
stheus’ death and his sacred grave. These are of course referred to
at the end of the play, but it is difficult to think that the story
grew up simply as an aetiological explanation of them. The play,
however, is so incomplete that it is difficult to tell where the
balance of interest was laid. The absence of all reference to
Macaria’s sacrifice after 1. 629 is too brutal to have been intended
by Euripides, and we may at least suspect that she rather than
Eurystheus was the real centre of the play. But conjecture is of
little value. If Professor Murray’s view is right, the messenger
precedes the agon and the pathos of Eurystheus, the ritual hero
of the play; and Eurystheus has to serve both for the suffering
hero and the feds dmd unyaris.

In the Hippolytus Artemis establishes a fpjvos for Hippolytus
at Troezen, and institutes the rite in accordance with which
Troezenian maidens before marriage laid a lock of their hair in
Hippolytus’ temple. This is a familiar kind of hero-cult, but
contains not & hint of resurrection: and the Troezenians seem to
have felt uncomfortable about their identification of Hippolytus
(Paus. 11. xxxii, §§ 1-4) with the constellation Auriga. The real
difficulty, however, is to find any evidence that he was of the
‘Year-daimon’ type at all: and Dr. Farpell’'s account of him
(Hero-cults, pp. 64 ff.) harmonizes all the evidence much better.
He points out (what is significant for our purpose) that there is no
reflection at all in any ritual of the owapayuds of Hippolytus by
the horses.  As regards the appearance of the supposed ‘forms’
in the play, it must surely be said that there is no 6pfjvos—or if
any, not till after the epiphany (not of the slain Hippolytus, but)
of Artemis, i. e. not till the last nine lines of the play.

As regards the Andromache there is the same difficulty as en-
counters us in so many plays—the almost complete insignificance
of the supposed airiov (the grave ritual of Neoptolemus) in the play
itself. The messenger’s speech describes Neoptolemus’ death, and
Thetis orders him to be buried at Delphi, among other elements
in the general settlement of affairs which she makes ; there is not
a hint of cult; the object of burying him there is that the tomb
is to be Aeldois dveildos—an idea which would appeal to good
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Athenians in the Peloponnesian War, when the oracle was no
friend to Athens. The part played by Orestes (and the absent
Neoptolemus) in the play is of altogether secondary interest. The
difficulty of applying the forms to this play has already been
noticed (above, p. 187).

In the Hecuba the forms are crowded into the early part of the
play (centring round the death of Polyxena) with a ghost at the
beginning instead of a theophany at the end (p. 354), though the
latter is (according to an earlier suggestion, p. 853) represented by
‘the fey and dying Thracian hero, and his announcement of the
Aition of Kunos Sema’. (The bero also announces the death
of Agamemnon, but that apparently is unimportant.) In all
seriousness, are we to believe that the whole pathetic story
of Hecuba and Polyxzena or even of Hecuba and Polydorus, grew
out of an aetiological explanation of the name Kuwvos ofjua, or that
the play embodying the story introduced the Kwvés ofjua at all
excopt as a kind of convenient ‘rounding off’? It explaing
nothing in the play.

Of the Supplices something has already been said (p. 196), as
regards the Euadne scene. The threnos is here said to include
all the play from 778 to the theophany, interrupted only by the
Euadne scene.

It may be noted that none of the plays of Euripides which have
been so far considered contains an anagnorisis (unless Polydorus’
discovery that Hecuba has outwitted him is one), still less an
anagnorisis of a slain hero or daimon. The Heracles on the other
hand presents this feature, in Heracles’ ‘ recognition ~ of the children
whom he has slain. So far as we know, there was no hint of any
resurrection of the children, or of any ritual connected with them,
though their tomb was exhibited at Thebes in Pausanias’ day
(Paus. 1. xli, § 1; 1x. ix, § 2). In the play they are promised
burial, but no rite. Heracles is promised worship at Athens after
his death, but he has not been slain or *recognized’, and it is
surely very difficult to treat the speech of Theseus as equivalent to
a theophany. In the play, Theseus is king of Athens, with no
touch of the supernatural about him.

The Jon moves on completely different lines from the supposed
ritual-sequence, which does not really explain the form of the
play in any degree. The play is not about death and resurrection
at all. There is, of course, a conflict, as in almost every tragedy
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which the world has seen (without any assistance from ritual);
but there is no pathos, and the messenger cannot really be called
a pathos-messenger ; there is only the detection of a plot (unless
the death of the birds is the pathos); nor is the choral ode, 1229-
1250, a threnos, but a lively anticipation of punishment. There
is a fine anagnorisis, but not one of the kind demanded by the
Ritual Sequence; and the theophany, as in all other cases, is
not the appearance of any being who has been slain.

The form of the Troades is, as Professor Murray says, from
the point of view of the forms, ‘in many ways peculiar’. It
starts with the theophany; there is no anagnorisis; and we
look in vain for an alriov.

In the Electra Professor Murray finds (combined with the
threnos) ‘a kind of spiritual Anagnorisis and Peripeteia’; this
peripeteia is certainly not from sorrow to joy, as the forms
demand : and it is surely not justifiable to treat the realization by
Orestes and Electra of the character of their act as the equivalent
of the anagnorisis of a slain daimon. The Dioscuri at the end of
the play foretell, not the origin of the Areopagus (on which point
they correct Aeschylus’ deviation from the orthodox legend) but
the institution of the rule that equality of votes should give
acquittal, and explain how and where most of the persons con-
cerned are to be buried ; but it will hardly be suggested that their
story and their place in the plot came into existence as an attempt
to explain their tombs,

In the Iphigeneia in Tauris and the Helena there is no real
pathos ; and whatever else may be dispensed with in the Ritual
Sequence, a pathos seems to be essential. The truth seems to be
that in these and some other plays (e. g. the ZTon}, so far from being
constrained by ritual forms, Euripides is striking out on quite
new lines, which are not those of Tragedy in the strictest sense.
It is difficult to miss the irony of the speech of the Dioscuri in
the Helena, and we need not take their aetiology too seriously.

The Phoenissae presents many difficult problems, which it would
take too long to discuss here, and it would be unfair to insist upon
difficulties which Professor Murray obviously feels. He also does
not discuss the structure of the play fully in this connezion. It may
be doubted whether there was an Oedipus-dromenon at all, but there
is little doubt that in the earlier versions of the story, Oedipus did
go from Thebes to Mount Cithaeron and was buried at Eteonos.
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In the Orestes, as Professor Murray’s exposition (p. 855) shows,
the order of the parts is much mixed, and some are doubled.

The difficulty in regard to the Bacchae has already been stated
(p. 187), and the Iphigeneia in Aulis is too incomplete to be profit-
ably discussed. In the Rhesus the ritual forms will at best explain
one section of the play.

Any one who reads carefully Professor Murray’s own account of
the emergence of the Ritual Forms from the plays can hardly
come to any conclusion but one—that he is trying to find one
explanation for phenomena which are too various to be explained
in one way ; or, in other words, that the supposed phenomenon
which he is trying to explain—the intolerable and incompre-
hensible monotony of the plays of Euripides (not to speak of
Aecschylus and Sophocles)—does not exist. Euripides does show
a certain uniformity in his use of the deus ex mackina in many of
his plays: in nearly all of these there appears a strongly ironieal
or critical attitude towards the gods, which could be very con-
veniently expressed in this way, without spoiling the purely
human interest of his main plot. (So far Verrall’s view seems to
be sound.) There also appears a tendency to conneet the story of
the play with living institutions of his own day, sometimes even
with current events (e.g. the Dioscuri in the Electra go off to join
in the Sicilian expedition) ; we may suspect that this (though not
without a concealed irony) gave a flavour of piety to the endings
of his plays, which would be satisfying to the old-fashioned, though
most of the writers of the fifth century dabble in aetiology. But
the mere recital of the plots of the plays seems enough to show
that the supposed ritual sequence simply does not explain them,
and can only be made to do so by the most unrestricted distortions
of the sequence ifself, and some very improbable general assump-
tions about the relations between legend, plot, and ritual.

Note on the death and sufferings of Dionysus.

The idea that the origin of tragedy is to be found in some
kind of passion play representing the death or sufferings of
Dionysus appears to rest in part upon what seems to be a
misinterpretation (or, at least, a very doubtful interpretation)
of certain passages in Herodotus. One of these, Herod. v. 67,
has already been considered at length (pp. 135 ff.), and all
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that need be noticed here is that Herodotus does not say that
the 7payikol yopol at Sicyon had to do with the ndfn of
Dionysus at a>ﬁ, but only that the choruses which had been
concerned with the wdfn of Adrastus were transferred to
Dionysus. In subject they may well have been odd¢v mpos Tov
dibvvgov, and at least one explanation of this proverb connects
it with these early choruses at Sicyon (see above, p. 167).

The other passages are those in which Herodotus, identifying
Osiris with Dionysus (and even interchanging the names),
gives accounts of the ritual of Osiris in Egypt. Inii. 61, 132,
170 he shows that the death of Osiris was an dppnrov, and the
mourning for him at the feast of Isis a mystic rite,—in ch. 61
at Busiris, in chs. 132, 170 at Sais: and from this it appears to
be concluded that there was in Greece a mystic rite in which
the death of Dionysus was enacted, the story being dppnrov.

In ii. 144, Herodotus, it is true, identifies Osiris with
Dionysus: "Ocipis 8¢ éori dibvvaos kara ‘EXAdda yAdooav.
But that this identification must be taken with reserves is
shown by the equation (in the same chapter) of Orus, son of
Osiris, with Apollo, who must therefore (if the identification
is to be taken seriously) be regarded as son of Dionysus. In
fact the identification seems to have been made by Herodotus’
Egyptian informants, from whom he got a good deal that was
only very partially true in regard to Greek religion: this
appears (e.g.) from ii. 42 Oeods yap 87 od Tods alrods dmavrTes
ouolws Alyvmrior céBovrat, mAdv “Ioiés e kai 'Ogipios, Tov 87
dibyvooy elvar Néyovar TodTous 8¢ duolws dmavres céBovrar.
It certainly cannot be inferred from this that every rite which
occurred in the worship of Osiris in Egypt occurred in that of
Dionysus in Greece. Still less can this be inferred from ii. 48,
where a particular festival of Osiris (Dionysus) is described :
7@ 0¢ diwovidow Tis dpriis Tf Sopmin Xoipov wpd Tdv Oupéwy
opdfas ékaoros 8ibol oin'og)e'peaeou 7OV Xolpov alT® 7$ dmodo-
péve Tév ovBaréwr. THY 6¢ dAAYY dvdyovat pTiv T diovicw
ol Alybmrior mA\y xopdv kara Talta oxedov wdvra “EXigor
dvrl 8¢ ¢palrdy &A\\a @i éari éfevpnuéva, boov Te TyYVaia
aydAparae vevpbomasra, Td wepipopéoval katd kduas yvvaikes,
vediov 70 aldoiov, oU woAAD Téw ENacaov édv Tod dANov cdpuaros’
mponyéerar 8¢ avAds, al 8¢ Emovrar deldover Tov Aibvusov.
Otbri 8¢ pélov Te Exer TO albolov kal kiwéel podvor Tod aduaros,
éori Abyos mepl avrod ipds Aeyduevos. But this feast clearly
has nothing whatever to do with any mystic or dramatic
death of Dionysus or mourning for him; it is a public pro-
cession of the phallic type, and has nothing to do with the
mystic ritual described in ii. 61, 132, 170. Herodotus may
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be comparing it with the procession at the City Dionysia in
which phalli were carried, or he may not be thinking of
Athens at all.

The tale of the death of Dionysus does occur in the Zagreus-
legend, and no doubt was in part a tale explanatory of ritual;
but there is no hint anywhere of the connexion of any public
dramatic ceremony, still less of early Attic or Peloponnesian
drama, with Zagreus or with Orphic ritual.

There was current also at Delphi, perhaps from the third
century B.C. onwards, a peculiar form of the legend of the
death of Dionysus, at the hands either of the Titans, or (after
his Indian tour) of Perseus. The authorities are given in full
by Dr. A. B. Cook, Zeus, vol. ii, pp. 218-220, and they are most
confused and unsatisfactory. In one version Zeus is said to
have entrusted the half-cooked limbs of Dionysus—the accounts
differ as to whether they were roast or boiled—to Apollo, who
buried them beside the tripod ; and it is elear that Philochorus
(third century B.c.) knew that there was a tomb of Dionysus
at Delphi, with an inscription : &oriw 8eiv Ty Tagyy adrod &
Adelois waps Tov AmbéAwrvae Tov xpvoobyr. BdOpov 8¢ i elvar
vmovoetrar 1y oopbs, év & ypdperai, 'Ev0dde keirar Oaviv
dibvvaos éx Sepérys (Miller, Fr. Gr. Hist. i. 387); and an
unknown poet, Deinarchus (who cannot have been much
earlier than Philochorus, since he mentioned Dionysus’ Indian
tour, the legend of which was later than Alexander the Great),
told the same story. There is no suggestion of any mourning
for Dionysus at Delphi, or any dramatic ritual connected with
the tomb; and if the death of the god was publicly proclaimed
on the tomb, it obviously was not dppnror at Delphi. We
are told nothing (in this connexion) of any resurrection of
the god.

X111

Dr. A. B. Cook’s theory.

§ 1. Among the many subjects treated in the first volume of
his monumental work on Zeus,! Dr. A. B. Cook discusses the
origin of Tragedy and Comedy. He starts with the Cretan
ritual of Dionysus-Zagreus, and argues that Zagreus was
regarded by his Cretan worshippers as Zeus reborn after
being slain, and that the ritual included a yearly drama in
which the worshippers performed all that the boy (Zeus or

1 pp. 645 fF.
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Zagreus) had done or suffered at his death ; the ritual (which
included an duopayia, a bull being in course of time substituted
for the human victim) was a magical means of reviving the
life of all that lives, and the worshippers came to be, through
the omophagy, identified with the god.

It is not necessary to discuss here the arguments used to
prove that Zagreus was Zeus reborn, though in fact the
evidence appears to be very late and unsatisfactory, and
Dr. Cook’s thesis can hardly claim to rest on anything but a
series of very ingenious conjectures. It may, however, be
admitted to be quite probable that the Cretan ritual included
the kind of omophagy which Firmicus Maternus (about
A.D. 350) describes, though it would be more accurate to
describe it as ritual than as a drama or ‘passion-play’. (Of
course no hard and fast line can be drawn.)

Dr. Cook passes from the Cretan ritual to the Lenaes, and
argues that the ritual of the Lenaea was of the same type,
except that a goat took the place of a bull; that it ended in
the revelation of the god reborn, and that the passion-play
thus enacted developed into Attic tragedy. On this view,
Tragedy must have been connected originally with the Lenaea
rather than with the Great Dionysia, and Dr. Cook exactly
inverts the ordinary account, and assigns the origins of Tragedy
to the Lenaea, of Comedy to the Great Dionysia. He thinks
that at the Great Dionysia the union of Zeus and Semele, the
begetting of Dionysus, was represented, and at the Lenaea,
just ten lunar months afterwards, his birth.

We have to ask what is the evidence for this.

§ 2. The evidence for connecting a passion-play involving
the death and rebirth of Dionysus with the Lenaea is hardly
good enough even to prove that Semele, the mother of the
reborn god as well as Dionysus himself, had a part in the
festival. The Ravenna Scholion on Aristophanes, Frogs 479,
does not prove that there was a passion-play, or that Semele
figured in it, but only that at some point in the festival
Iacchus was invoked as son of Semele;! and whether he was

! Schol., 1. c., kd\es Gedv . . . év Tois Anvairois dydow Tob Awwoov 6
3qdolixos karéxwy Aapmdda Aéyet ** kakeire fedy ™, kai ol imakoboyres Bodow

3189 P
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really invoked as an infant, and not (as mAovrodéTa suggests)
as a full-grown god, may well be doubted. The fact that
Semele had some part in the ritual of the Lenaea at Myconos!
does not necessarily show that the same thing happened in
Athens. On one vase of the series which Frickenhaus?
believes to represent the Lenaean ceremonial, a Maenad is
carrying an infant; but it is very doubtful indeed whether
the ceremonial represented is that of the Lenaea at all—the
question is too complicated to discuss here *—and even if it
is, there are only one or two vases among all those which
appear to represent this ceremonial, in which the infant is
depicted, and it is not at all certain that the infant 4s
Dionysus.* It must therefore be regarded as very doubtful
whether the Lenaea really represented the birth of the god
at all, though it did include an invocation of Iacchus.

For the representation of his death, we are referred to a
passage of Clement of Alexandria ® and the Scholiast thereon.
It is very doubtful whether the crucial word in the passage
means what Dr. Cook takes it to mean. The passage is as
follows:

~ 8\ 5 ’e ~ 4 e’ 0 ~

mp 67 odv pvbos kevols memiaTedkare, Oéhyealar povoik]

2 ~ e 4 k] Ve \ [3 -~ A ré by
78 (Ba VmolapPdvovres; dAnlelas 8¢ duiv 76 wpbowmov T
Ppai8pdv pbvov, os Eoikev, émimhacrov eivar Soxel xal Tois
amorias dmomémrokey dpfaiuois. Kibaipowv 8% dpa kal
‘Ehkav kal & *O8pvodv dpn kal Opakdv, TeheoTiipia Tis
wAdvys, (Oid) 78 pvoTipia TebelaoTar kal kabbpvyral. éyd

¢ Sepeldjie "Takye mhovroddra™ : cf. Farnell, Cults, v, p. 209, whose account
of the Lenaea is entirely satisfactory.

! Dittenb. Syil. Inscr. Gr.5 no. 1024 (vol. iii, p. 173).

% Lenaeenvasen, Winckelm.-Progr. (1912),

® See Robert, Gotz. gel. Anz. 1913, pp. 366 ff. (whose arguments against
the reference to the Lenaea seem to be conclusive); Petersen in Rhein.
Mus. 1xviii (1913), pp. 239 ff,, and Nilsson, Jahrb. Arch. xxxi, pp. 326-32.
‘Whether Petersen and Nilsson are right in explaining the vases (though
in somewhat different ways) by reference to the Anthesteria seems rather
doubtful.

* The infant may be a human infant carried by its mother while she
takes part in the worship of Dionysus.

¢ Protrept. i. 2. 2 (p. 4 Stdblin), and Schol., p. 297 (Stihlin).
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pév, el kai pibés elor, Svcavaoyerd TocaiTats ékTpaywdov-
pévais ovupopals duiv 8¢ xal Tév kakdv af dvaypadai
yeybvaai 8pdpara kal Tédv Spapdrov of dmokpiralt Guundlas
Bedparat. dANG yap 7o pdv Spduara xal Tods Aqvallovras
mouyrds, Té\eov 8y mapowoivras, kiTTd mwov dvadicavres,
dppaivovras ékrbmws teerfi Bakyikf, odv kal 1@ EAAe
Sarpbvov  xopd, ‘Eikdve xal KiBaipéve xaraxielocopev
yeynpakéow, kardyoper 8¢ dvwlbeyv éf obpavod dA7jfeiav kTA.

Here Dr. Cook translates Anvaifovras ‘Lenaean poets’: and
the scholiast evidently thought there was a reference to the
Lenaea. His note is as follows:

Anvaifovras® dypoikiky) oo éml 76 Anvd ddopévy, §) kal adry
mepieixev Tov diovdoov omapayubv. wdvv 8¢ edduds kal
Xdpitos éumhéws TO kitTe dvadfoavres Téfeikev, dpod pév T
dre dwovbow T& Afvaia dvdkeirar évéetfdpevos, dpod 8¢ kal
os wapowvia Tadra kal mapotvoiow dvlpdmois kal peddovory
aquykekpéTnTaL.

But it may be doubted whether there is really any reference
to the Lenaea at all. The first part of the Scholiast’s note is
evidently borrowed from somewhere else—probably from a
note on some other passage in which some song was named,
because Apval{ovras cannot be paraphrased by &84, (That he
wrongly connects the word with Anvés and not with Afvac
does not here matter.) The meaning of Apvaiforras is
* behaving like Afjva: or Maenads’—i.e. ‘frenzied’, or con-
ceivably ‘ inspired '—here in an ironical sense; and it has no
necessary connexion with the dfvaia (another derivative from
Afivar). The meaning of Agrallewr appears from a later
passage,! in which Clement quotes Heracleitus’ words: ** wdros
8¢ "Awdns kal dibvuaos, érep palvovrar kal Aqvaifovow”, o dia
v uébny Tob cdparos, ds éyd olpai, Togodrov boov Sid THY
émrovelbigTov Tijs doelyelas iepopavriav. Here the scholiast
quite rightly says: Anvaifovow: Bakyedovow: Afvar yap ai
Bdkxar?

1 Ibid. ii. 34-5 (p. 26, Stiihlin), and Schol. on p. 307.

% The latter part of the first of the scholia on Clement need not be

discussed here; the scholiast, thinking that Ayvaiorras referred to the
P2
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Even if the scholiast were right in seeing a reference to the
Lenaea in the first passage, his note would only show that a
chant sung at the Lenaea told of the omapaypués of the god,
not that there was a passion-play in which the omwapaypués
was re-enacted. But in fact we do not know what the
dypoikikyy &84, to which his note originally referred, may have
been.

For the suggestion that the supposed passion-play at the
Lenaea ultimately developed into Attic Tragedy, the only
evidence offered is that of Suidas’ notice about Thespis. The
statement that Thespis disguised his face with white lead
is supposed to connect him with the Titans, the original
devourers of the Cretan god, who whitened themselves with
gypsum. Dr. Cook, indeed, quotes Suidas as saying that ¢ for
the purpose of his tragedies he first smeared the faces of the
performers with white lead’—<as if’ (he adds) ‘they were so
many Titans smeared with gypsum’ But Suidas says only
that he smeared his own face with white lead ; whereas if his
play were really based on the devouring of a vietim by
frenzied worshippers corresponding to the Titans, it should
bave been the faces of his chorus. Suidas is plainly speaking
of the experiments in disguise which Thespis tried when he
appeared as an actor distinct from the chorus, and that no
special ritual significance was attached to this one is suggested
by its being immediately given up.! But Dr. Cook also urges
that the attribution to Thespis of plays called Pentheus and
A0Ne ITehiov indicates that he treated the rending and devour-
ing of Dionysus by Maenads (Afjra:) and the rejuvenation of
Pelias by boiling. We have seen that the genuineness of the
titles of the plays ascribed to Thespis is disputable;? but it is
obvious that in the story of Pentheus as acted in a play
Pentheus must already have been clearly distinguished from
the god, as he is in Euripides,® and his dismemberment cannot

festival, naturally continued his note on that assumption. The crowning
with ivy would be an appropriate testimony to the poet’s frenzy or
inspiration quite apart from the Lenaea, cf. Eur. Bacch. 81.

1 See above, pp. 1101, * See above, p. 116.

§ See above, p. 187.
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be regarded as representing that of Dionysus. It is also very
doubtful whether a play entitled 40ra ITefov (whether AOra
means * contests’ or ‘ prizes’) would have included his boiling,
however true it may be that a regeneration-ritual lies behind
the myth of the boiling, and behind that of the cooking of
Pelops, which (as a favourite tragic theme) Dr. Cook also cites
in support of the view that tragedy is based on a regeneration-
drama. The connexion of the other stories which Dr. Cook
cites! (Hippolytus, Orestes, Apsyrtus) with regeneration-ritual
is very thin indeed, but they need not be discussed now.?

On the whole, it is difficult to come to any other conclusion
than that the Lenaea, though doubtless a more primitive
festival and containing elements which recall those of various
mysteries, cannot be shown to have involved any passion-play
of the required kind,® and that there is no reason to disturb
the traditional belief that Tragedy came to Athens from the
villages of Attica and was grafted into the Great Dionysia in
the middle third of the sixth century B.c.

§ 3. But, Dr. Cook tells us, the dithyramb, performed at the
Great Dionysia, represented the begetting of Dionysus, as
Lenaea represented his birth. The arguments for this are as
follows :

(1) The two festivals were ten luvar months apart. This,
however, may be due to other causes. The Anthesteria and
the Rural Dionysia were also ten lunar months apart, and
accordingly Dr. Cook connects these occasions also with the
begetting and birth of the god. To the Anthesteria and Rural
Dionysia we shall return; it need only be noticed here that
the date of the latter varied in different places, and there is

1 1 c. p. 680.

# Dr. Cook works into his discussion the line of Eratosthenes about
the origin of doxwhiagpds (see above, p. 102); but we have seen that it is
uncertain whether this can be brought into connexion with Tragedy at
all. His suggestion (p. 689) that ‘doxelaouds originated as a serious
rite, designed to bring the celebrants one by ome into contact with
the sacred beast’, as in the rite of the Aiws kwdiov, in which also the
¢ celebrants ' stood on one leg on the skin, is very ingenious, though the
coincidence may be a coincidence and nothing more.

$ This is also the conclusion of Farnell, Cults, v, p. 176.
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some reason for thinking that (e.g.) at Iearia the Rural
Dionysia took place in spring.!

(2) We are offered the derivation of 816JpapBos from -fop-,
“leap’ or ‘ beget ’; but this is itself very conjectural, and can
scarcely be used as a basis of argument.?

(8) We are referred to Plato’s description ® of the dithyramb
as diovdaov yéveais, olpar, 8i0dpauBos Aeyduevos, and we are
told that yéveois includes yévwnois. Bub yéveois certainly
cannot exclude ‘ birth’; and if the proper subject of dithyramb
were yévvnats, as distinet from the birth ten months later, it
would have to do so. The passage cannot really be treated in
this way.

(4) Dr. Cook suggests * a reinterpretation of the evidence
about the Pandia, a festival which immediately succeeded—or,
as he says, formed the concluding act of—the Great Dionysia,
8o as to make it commemorate the union of Zeus, not with
Selene, as tradition appears to have affirmed, but with Semele.
The arguments used, though highly ingenious, are not con-
vinecing, depending, as they do, upon the making of emenda-
tions in the authorities : eertainly no reliable conclusion could
be based upon such conjecture.

As to the supposed representation of the birth of Dionysus
at the Lenaea, Dr. Cook’s position does not seem to be clear,
If the parallel which he draws between the Lenaean and the
Cretan ceremonies were correct, the birth ought to be a rebirth
after being slain,® not a normal birth consequent upon a
matrimonial union ten lunar months before. Dr. Cook can
hardly ‘have it both ways"’.

§ 4. There are further difficulties in the theory that the
Anthesteria (like the Great Dionysia) commemorated the be-
getting, the Rural Dionysia (like the Lenaea), the birth of
Dionysus, and that rudiments of Comedy can be found in the
former festival, of Tragedy in the latter.

! Haigh, dttic Theatre®, p. 29; Farnell, Cults, v, p. 206.
? See above, p. 15. $ Laws, iii, p. T00b: see above, p. 7.
4 p. 733

5 Such at least seems to be Dr. Cook’s view of the Cretan ritual,
pp. 645 f.
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Dr. Cook conjectures! that the baskets handled by the
Gerairai 2 on Anthesterion 12 (the day of the Choes) contained
phalloi, and that the rite performed on that day (on which alone
the temple of Dionysus Acuvaios was opened) was a phallic
rite, and connected with the begetting of the god,—probably
the rite which some MSS. in § 78 of the Speech against
Neaera (our only authority) called ©eéyvia. But (1) this is
almost all conjecture—though there is nothing improbable in
Mr. Cook’s guess as to the contents of the basket; (2) the
passage gives no ground for assuming that the Theognia (or
Theoinia) and the Iobakcheia, mentioned at the same time,
took place on Anthesterion 12; they are only spoken of as
celebrated év rois kafirkove: xpbrvors. (3) Mr. Cook hardly
succeeds in disposing of the difficulty that it was probably on
Anthesterion 12 that the iepds yduos took place between
Dionysus, who cannot therefore have been thought of as an
infant, and the wife of the Archon Basileus. It is true that
there is no direct statement to this effect in our authorities.
But the indirect evidence is very strong. So solemn a
ceremony must have belonged to one of the great festivals of
Dionysus. The Lenaea was a mid-winter festival and an
unlikely time, therefore, for the marriage of the god; the
Great Dionysia was too modern for so ancient a ceremony;
the Anthesteria, at the beginning of spring, would be a natural
time for the lepds yduos. Further, it is very difficult not to
associate the solemn ceremony in the Limnaeum, described in
the Speech against Neaera, with the iepds yduos in the
Boukolion, Demosthenes emphasizes the necessity of the
Basilissa being pure of origin and of life, and describes the oath
of purity which she administers to her assistants, the yepatpal,
—an oath taken év kavols, such kava as played a special part in
an Attic marriage. All this looks like a ceremony preliminary
to a marriage ; and in § 73 of the Speech the administration
of the oath and the sacred marriage are mentioned in the
same breath,—éfdpkwaé Te Tas yepaipas Tas vwnperolgas Tols
lepois, é£e860n 8¢ 7& Awovboa yuvil, Empate 8¢ dmép Tijs woAews
7& wdrpia kTA. Probably then the yepaipal accompanied the

! p. 684, ¢ Dem. in Neaer. 73, 78, 79.
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Basilissa from the Limnaeum to the Boukolion for the marriage
rite.

As to the supposed traces of Comedy at the Anthesteria,
little need be said. There was a x@uos beyond doubt, and
Comedy, of course, might have arisen out of this; but did it,
in any sense? There were dydves xirpiwou at the Anthesteria,
but practically nothing is known about them.! Finally,
Apollonius of Tyana, according to Philostratus,® being in
Athens at the Anthesteria, ‘supposed that the citizens were
flocking to the theatre in order to hear solos and songs,
choruses and music, such as you get in Comedy and Tragedy’,
but actually found that they did something else, and abused
them for it! Surely this is not even the semblance of proof;
and the suggestion that the pelting of Dicaeopolis at his
‘Rural Dionysia’ in the Acharnians® is the relic of an
original orapayués of the god at that festival is difficult to
take seriously. As a matter of fact it is clear that in the
phallic procession organized by Dicaeopolis, Xanthias acts as
phallophorus and Dicaeopolis represents the chorus or x&pos
who chant the phallic song of the god ;* he certainly does not
represent the god. (The meaning of this scene will be more
fully discussed in connexion with the origin of Comedy.)

Dr. Cook has constructed a most ingenious two-year calendar,
working in the two Dionysiac years corresponding to the two
pairs of festivals; but there is obviously no need to discuss
this, if we cannot accept his account of the meaning of the
festivals; and similarly the analogy drawn between the per-
formances at certain festivals in the modern Greek world ® and
the supposed performances at the Lenaea only has value if the
latter are independently proved, and this is just what it is
hard to believe.

§ 6. Tragedy, we are told, originated at the Lenaea, Comedy
at the Great Dionysia. With the origin of Comedy we shall

! See Haigh, 4ttic Theatre®, pp. 81, 44,and above, p. 171; also Nilsson,
de Dionysiis Atticis, p. 57, and O'Connor, Chapters in the History of Actors
and Acting in Ancient Greece, pp. 54 ff.

* Vit. Apoll. iv. 21. ® Aristoph. Ach. 237 ff.

¢ See Athen. xiv. 622 ¢, d, and pp. 237 ff, below. ® pp. 694-5.
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be concerned later on, and it is only necessary here to note
the non sequitur in Dr. Cook’s argument from the performance
of phallic rites at the Dionysia. The argument appears to
be :—the City Dionysia included phallic rites; comedy (accord-
ing to Aristotle) originated from phallic rites; therefore comedy
originated at the City Dionysia—a simple case of ‘undistributed
middle’. We shall see that the phallic rites which perhaps
gave rise to some elements in comedy were in all probability
quite different from those associated with the City Dionysia.
But Dr, Cook also argues! to his conclusion from the order
in which the performances at the two festivals are mentioned
in the Law of Euegorus (Dem. ¢n Me:d. § 10) and in C.I.A. ii.
971, iv. 971,—tragedy before comedy at the Lenaea, comedy
before tragedy at the City Dionysia. He assumes? (1) that
the order of enumeration is the order of performance, and not
the order of importance at the two festivals; (2) that the
more primitive part of the festival was necessarily performed
first. Both assumptions are very doubtful. As to (1) it is
most probable that the inscriptions in question and the Law
of Euegorus alike followed the order observed in the official
inseriptional record made at the time of the performances;
but the order in that record would not necessarily, as Dr. Cook
thinks, be that of the official programme—i.e. the order of
the performances. The order of enumeration in an official
record might well depend upon the order of importance of the
several kinds of performance at the two festivals, Tragedy
being originally connected with the Great Dionysia, Comedy
with the Lenaea, and each being treated, at its own special
festival, as the crown of the festival and mentioned last. The
text of Aristophanes, Birds, 786 ff,, implies that the comedies
at the Great Dionysia were performed after the tragedies, and
Dr. Cook has to emend the text in order to bring it into line
with his view.® In view of the evidence of Aristophanes, it

1
p. 683.
% T repeat part of this and some other arguments from my review of
Zeus in Cl. Rer. xxix (1915), p. 84; cf. Haigh, A#tic Theatre3, pp. 23 ff,,
and for the inscriptions the Appendix to that work,

3 The text runs: alriy' tudy 7ép feardy € Tis v Omdmrepos, | eira wewav
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seems probable (though no proof is possible as regards the
first two days) that the performances from Elaphebolion 10-
14 were—on the 10th, boys’ choruses and one comedy; 11th,
men’s choruses and one comedy; 12th, 13th, 14th, three
tragedies, one satyric play, one comedy.

Dr. Cook’s other assumption (2) seems to be quite arbitrary,
and without it his argument fails. Accretions might obviously
either precede or follow the original performance.

Dr. Cook suggests that if the supposed Lenaean drama was
the true parent of Attic tragedy, it was presumably followed
by a satyric display. He adds in a note that ‘this is not
definitely recorded, but our records are very incomplete’. But
the inscriptional record of Lenaean tragedies for the years
420/19, 419/8 B.c. (C. 1. A. ii. 972),' though mutilated, show
quite clearly that in those years at any rate there was no
satyric play attached to the tragedies presented by the two
competing poets: the inscription allows no room for the
mention of anything more than the tragedies. What little
evidence there is is thus distinctly against the suggestion
made. In view of this, it is not worth while to discuss
whether the vases on which satyrs are represented as assisting
or rejoicing at the Anodos of the Earth-mother are, as
Dr. Cook suggests, reminiscent of Lenaic satyr-play. There
is no positive evidence at all for any such connexion.?

X1V

Summary.

The result of the long investigation with which this chapter
has been occupied may be briefly summarized. As the worship
of Dionysus spread over Greece, there came with it or
developed out of it into various forms several types of per-
formance. One of the most widespread was the dithyramb;
Tois xopoist Tdv Tpaypddv fxfero, | demrduevos dv ofros Aplornoer Afiw

oikade, | kdr’ &v éumhnobels ¢’ fuds adbis ad karémrero. Dr. Cook has to
adopt the emendation rpvypdar., See Haigh, 1. c.

! Haigh, l. e., p. 356. ? See above, p. 170.
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this became a literary composition in the hands of Arion at
Corinth ; its history thenceforward, though it is very incom-
pletely known, has been traced in the previous chapter.
Another type was the dance of satyrs or sileni, to which Arion
gave metrical form, and which doubtless continued in vogue
in the north of the Peloponnese, until Pratinas brought it (in
a more or less developed dramatic form) from Phlius to
Athens, at the end of the sixth century; it then became
partly assimilated to tragedy, and remained a constant element
in the reorganized City Dionysia.

More important for humanity than either of these were
those dramatic or semi-dramatic performances, which, however
crude or even grotesque they may once have been, contained
from the first elements of solemnity, and dealt with death and
sorrow. At first they were purely choral, though probably
led by an éfdpxwy ; but, perhaps in the Attic village of Icaria,
Thespis created an actor’s part, and brought his plays to
Athens just when the spring Dionysiac festival was being
reorganized and extended, and on to this festival his drama
(which may have originally been performed in autumn) was
grafted. This village drama met and mingled in Athens with
another outcome of the solemn side of Dionysiac ritual, the lyries
which were composed to music in the rpayikds Tpémos invented
by Arion, and were in vogue also at Sicyon and perhaps at
other places; and by its union with these, and under the
influence of contemporary Greek lyric poetry generally, tragedy
became elevated into a supremely noble form of literature, as
we see it in Aeschylus. By a singularly fortunate coincidence,
the early days of tragedy fell in the time when the mass of
legends, whether already in epic form or still in process of
being so composed, was being collected and consolidated, and
so tragedy was not confined to local or floating legend, but
was given ready-made a rich store of material upon which to
draw. Its literary form was improved first by the addition
of a prologue and set speeches, delivered by a separate actor,
to the original song and dance of the chorus; then by the
addition of a second and a third speaker, in the very natural
manner which is recorded.
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But the attempts to explain tragedy by deriving it from
dramatic representations at the tombs of deceased heroes, or
by the forms of a supposed passion-play, however conceived,
appear to run contrary to the evidence. Equally improbable
is the belief that tragedy, even in its early stages, was ever
acted by a chorus of satyrs; the evidence on the whole tends
to show that dithyramb in the strict sense, satyric drama,and
tragedy were always distinct, and followed each-its own line
of development.

It has not been possible in this discussion to deal with the
archaeology of tragedy—the nature and historyof the Dionysiac
festivals, the costume of the actors, the character of the
theatrical presentation, and the early history of the theatre.
It is hoped that these and similar matters may be dealt with
in another volume. In the meantime it will be convenient to
undertake in regard to comedy an investigation similar to
that which we have now concluded in reference to tragedy.



III

THE BEGINNINGS OF GREEK
COMEDY
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Adppendiz B. On Mr. Cornford’s theory of the Origin of Attic Comedy
(pp. 329-49).

. The theory of a ritual sequence (pp. 329-30).

The marriage (pp. 330-6).

. The new god or king (pp. 336-41).

. The Pharmakos (p. 341).

The Agon (pp. 341-5).

. Rejuvenation (p. 345-7).

. The sacrifice (pp. 347-8).

. The masks, &c. (pp. 348-9).
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I
The kapos.

§1. I~ discussing the origins of Greek, and particularly of
Attic, comedy, it will be convenient to take as a starting-
point the statements made by Aristotle in the Poetics, ch. iii,
v, and v.

Ch. iii: 86 kal dvrirowobvrar 7is Te Tpaywdias kal Tijs
kopuwdias of dwpiels (tijs pév yap kwuwdias oi Meyapeis of Te
évratla ds émi Tiis map’ abrols Snuokparias yevouévys xal of
éx Sikehlas, ékelfev yap nv 'Emixappos 6 montis moAAg mwpbre-
pos dv Xiwvidov kai Mdyvnros kal viis Tpaywdias évio. rov év
ITehomovvijow) wotovpevor T& dvéuara onuelov' adrol pév yap
Kkdpovs Tas mweptoikidas kaleiv pacw, Abnralovs 8¢ Sjuovs, ds
koupbods ovk dmd Tob kwpdlew ANexbévras, dAN& 7§ kara
kduas wAdvy dripadouévovs ék Tob doTews kal TO moteiv adTol
pév Spdv, Abnvaiovs 8¢ mpdrrew wpooayopedety.

« What is of value in this passage is the evidence which it
gives of a tradition in Aristotle’s day—he does not support or
deny it himself—that comedy originated among Dorian peoples,
and that something which could be identified by name with
comedy was found in Megara in Greece proper (between about
581 B.c. when the tyrant Theagenes was expelled, and 486, the
date of Chionides’ appearance in Athens), and also in Megara
Hyblaea, where Epicharmus was composing at a considerably
earlier date than Chionides and Magnes. The value of these
traditions will be discussed later, along with other evidence ;
in anticipation it may be said that both appear to be suffi-
ciently well founded. On the other hand the linguistic argu-
ment adduced is worthless: there can be no doubt that xwpue-
8la is connected with kduos (kwpd(ev), not with kdpun, and

siss Q
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that in any case kdun was a good Attic word, at least in the
fifth century B.c., though it referred to a quarter of the city,
not to a country town or village.!

Ch. iv connects the subjects of comedy with the lighter
poems of the Epic age, such as the Margites, in which the poet
dealt not with personalities as in earlier days, but with general
topies of a humorous kind, of yréyov dAN& 76 yeXolov Spaparo-
mofoas, the process being parallel to that by which tragedy
developed out of encomiastic poetry, with grand Epie as an
intermediate stage in which the interest had ceased to be
personal. This is too vague to be very valuable ; Aristotle is
obviously theorizing and propounding a logical scheme of
classification as if it were an historical order of development;
and there is in fact some doubt whether the Margites was
earlier than the comedy of Megara and Sicily. If there is
anything in the ascription of it (by Suidas and Proclus) to
Pigres of Halicarnassus, the uncle of the Artemisia who fought
for Xerxes, it may well not have been so.?

Aristotle further writes: yevopévns & odv dn’ dpxis airo-
oxebiaoTikijs—«kal abri) (i.e. ) Tpay@dia)kal 1) kopedla kal j pév
dmo 1év éfapxbyrov Tov 8i100papBov, §) 8¢ dmwd TéV T@ Palhik
& &ru kal viv év moAhais Tdv wohewv Siapéver vopilopeva—rkara
pikpdy nogh0n krA.

! See Bywater, ad loc. Bywidter omits to notice Aristoph. Lysisir. 5
7 éu) ropjris—an earlier instance of the Attic use than any which he
gives. [Mr. H. P. Richards (Cl Rev. xiv. 201 ff.) shows that there is no
clear instance in Attic of 8papa applied to Attic comedy until the time of
Plutarch, so that the part of the argument quoted by Aristotle which turns
on 8pdpa and dpav must refer to tragedy. Seeabove, pp. 144-5.] Forthe
dates of Chionides and Magnes, see below, pp. 286 ff. Bywater wrongly
refers the notice in an inscription (C. I. 4. ii. 971), recording a victory of
Magnes, to 464 B. ¢.: there can be no doubt that the date of the victory
was 472, though we do not know if it was his first victory (cf. Capps, Introd.
of Comedy into City Dionysia: Wilhelm, Urkunden dram. Auff., p. 174).

? The ascription is perhaps a conjecture based on the facts that
(1) Pigres interpolated the Iliad with pentameters, (2) the Margites con-
tained iambics irregularly mixed up with the hexameters (cf. Hephaest.,
p- 60, 2 Consbr.). Perhaps it was assumed that not more than one poet

was likely to have tried this kind of experiment. In the pseudo-Flatonic
Alcibiad. ii, p. 147 ¢, the Margites is ascribed to ‘ Homer'.
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If we were right in concluding above that Aristotle is con-
structing in this chapter a theory as to the origins of tragedy
and comedy, and that in deriving tragedy from dithyramb he
was probably mistaken, we cannot accept without further in-
quiry his derivation of comedy from phallic revelry, such as
survived in his own day in a number of cities;? he may well
have seen in such revelry features common to it and to the
Old Comedy, and may not unnaturally have treated the latter
as an offshot of the cruder type of performance. Asin the cage
of tragedy, it is the actor’s part, not that of the chorus, which
he regards as developing. We must, therefore, inquire care-
fully what is to be known of such phallic revelry, and test
Aristotle’s theory accordingly. But first it will be convenient
to quote his statement in ch, v.

Ch. v: ai ptv odv Tijs Tpaywdias peraPdaeis kai &' by éyé-
vovro o0 AeNifaaiy, B 8 kwpwdia 8ia 7O py omovdd{eofar
¢t dpxiis Enabev: kal yap xopov kwpwddv dyé more 6 dpxwy
Bwkev, dAN’ éfedovral foav. #8n 8¢ oxipard Twa alris
éxodans of Aeybuevor avrijs monral pvnuovebovrar. tis 68
mpbowma dmédwkev 1} mwpoldyovs # mwAGOn Vmokpirdy kal doa
rotebra, fHyvohrar. 70 8¢ uvbovs woielv [ Emixappos kal
Dépuis] 10 pev €f dpxiis éx Sikedlas AOe, Todv 8¢ ABfvnow
Kpdrys mparos npfev dpéuevos Tis lapBikijs (béas xabohov
motelv Aéyovs kal pdfovs.

The date at which the archon can be supposed to have
granted a chorus to a comic poet was doubtless the date at
which Chionides appeared, 486 B.c. The text of the last
sentence is uncertain, but it evidently ascribed the first com-
position of plots of general interest to Epicharmus and Phormis
in Sicily (for even if the names are a gloss, the reference must
still be to these poets)? and to Crates in Athens. The last
sentence but one seems to imply the existence, in Aristotle’s

! Cf. Athen. x, p. 445 a, b (speaking of Antheas of Lindos, a poet of
late but unknown date) ofros 8¢ xai kwpupdias émoler kat d\Aa woAha év TovTe
165 Tpdme TOV mompdrey, & éfjpxe Tois ped’ atrod Gardoopoioiy.

? Bywater, who brackets *Enixappos kai ®dppis (after Susemihl), supposes
that the names originally formed part of a sentence after jAfe, e. g. foav
yap "Em. xat ®. éxeifev.

Q2
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belief, of a comedy earlier than that of which he had detailed
knowledge, in which there were not masks® nor prologues nor
several actors; an investigation of the records of phallic and
similar performances suggests that he may have had some
facts to suggest such a belief. To this investigation we may
now proceed.

§ 2. The locus classicus in regard to such performances is
Athenaeusxiv,pp 621d,e, 622 a~d : mapé 8¢ Aakedaipoviors kop-
kijs madids v Tis Tpbmos makaibs, ds ¢noL SwoiBios, oik dyay
omovdaios, dre 8 kdv TovTots 7O Mrdv TS Swdprys peradio-
kovans. épipeito ydp Tis év edreel T Aéfet kNémTovTds Twas
dmdpav 1) fevikdv larpdy Totavri Néyovra, (622 e) ds ANefis &
Mavdpayopilopévy 8ia TobTwr wapicryow:

éav émixdpios
larpos elmpy “ TpuBAiov Tovre Sbre
wricdvys &olev”, karaPpovoduer edbéws’
dv 8¢ mrigdvay xal TpouBAiov, Qavudfopev.
kal wdhw éav pdv tevrAiov, wapeiopev.
éav 8¢ oebrhov, dopéves frodoapey,

t b

@s o0 76 gebrAov TalTdy dv TG TevTAlp.

ékalobvro & of peribvres THv Tora¥rny wawbav mapd Tols
Adkwat Setkn\ioral, ds &v Tis okevomoiods ? elmy kal pipnrds.
(The quotation will be continued shortly.)

Sosibius appears to have lived about 300 B.c., a generation
or so after Aristotle. The performances which he deseribed
were evidently little acted plays, very like the mimes of later
days,?® and treated by Plutarch as virtually the same thing, in
the anecdote which he tells in the life of Agesilaus, ch. i, xal

1 As already stated (pp. 122, 123), I see no reason for following Capps
and Flickinger in rendering mpéowna by * characters’.

2 gkevorroids is used by Aristophanes, Aristotle, &e., of the maker of the
dress and general ‘ make-up' of the actors. See Bywater on Ar. Poet. vi.
1450 b 20.

® The theory of Thiele (Neue Johrb. 1902, p. 411) that the performance
of the Scknliorar was a puppet-play seems to be based on no evidence
that will bear inspection, and he admits that no direct proof of it has
been found Tt is contradicted by Plutarch’s equation- of them with
Ripo.
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more KaA\urmidns 6 1@v tpaywddv dmokpiris Svopa kal 86fav
Exwv & Tois "EXnou kal aomovdaflbuevos Smwd mdvrwv, wpdTov
ptv dmivrnoey avtd Kkal wpooeimev, Eémeita gofapds els Tovs
ocvpmepimarotvras éufalwy éavrdy émedelkvuro, vouifwy ékeivor
dpfewv Twos PuloPpoaivys, Téhos 8¢ elmev, © ovk émytyvdakers
pe, & Bagired”’ ; kdkeivos dmofAéyras wpods adTdv elmev,  dAN’
ob ot ¥y’ éoal Kahurmibas 6 SeiknAikras ™ ; obrw 8¢ Aaxedai-
pbvior Tods plpovs xadobor. (The point of the insult lay in
the fact that the actors of tragedy and comedy regarded the
actors of mimes with contempt; at a later date the diovdoov
rexvirat never admitted them to their Society.)

The expression ckevomowods xal pipuntds is partly explained
by the lexicographers’ synonyms for deikyAa, which some-
times meant the ¢ masks’, sometimes the ‘imitation’, i.e. the
performance. (Hesychius gives both mpéswma and also elkéves,
dpotdpara as equivalents of felkpha : other lexicographers
give elkdouara, ppfjuara. The word occurs first in Herodo-
tus ii. 171 in the sense of ‘ representations’: the mysteries of
Sais are said to have included SefknAa év mabéwy, exhibitions
of the sufferings of Apries. The scholiast on Apoll. Rhod. i.
746 explains SetknhioTas as Tods okeWTIKODS, TOVS €V TG TKD-
wrew dAAov Twa pipovpévovs.) It may safely be assumed that
the O&eiknAiorar performed in a costume which included
masks,!

It happensthat Plutarch? recordsa custom of Spartan boys—
apparently a part of their strange education—which suggests
that the scenes represented by the deiknAiora: were based on real
life: xal pépovar kNémwrovtes of pév émitods kifmwovs Badifovres,
ol 8¢ els Td T&v dvdpdy cvariTia mapetopéovTes €U pdAa wavoip-
yos xal mepuiaypuévos: &v 8 dAS, moAkas AapBdve: mAnyas T
pdotiy pabbuws Soxdv kXémrew kal dréxves. kNémrove: 8¢
kal év auriov 8 Tt dv Svvewrar, pavldvovres elpuds émirife-

! Reich, Mimus, i, p. 257, n., has shown that the statement commonly
made that mime-actors wore no masks can be made with certainty only
of Roman mimes. Athen, x, p. 452 f. describes a certain KAéwv a8 ’Irakwav
piuwy dpioros abrompdowmos moxpirys, and this implies that his authority
must have known of mime-actors who wore masks. The date of this
Cleon was probably early in the third century B.c. (Reich, ibid., p. 528).

¥ Vit. Lycurg. xvii.
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e Tois kabebSovaw §) padbpws puhdagovar 78 8¢ dNbvTL (nula
mAnyal kal 76 mewiy. Pollux! also mentions a Laconian
dance—its name was probably piunAii—8 fis éutpodvro rods
éml T khomy TGV éwAdy kpedv 2 dAiokopévovs.

Now these records are of importance, because they introduce
us to character types with which Greek comedy was familiar,
The fruit-stealer was known to Epicharmus? The thief of
food of other kinds appears on one of the vases representing
the performances of the phlyakes of South Italy,* whoserelation
to early Peloponnesian performances and to Sicilian comedy
will often be referred to hereafter; and we may find a trace
of the same character in Aristophanes’ Knights, 1. 417 ; though
the cunning stealer of food is so common a resource of low
comedy in all ages, that it would not be right to lay stress on
this character in an argument as to orgins or influence. It
is of more significance that the quack-doctor is found not only
in the passage of Alexis quoted by Athenaeus, but in Crates,
a poet of the Old Comedy, and that in Crates he speaks
Doric® The doctor occurred also in the Endymion of
Alcaeus, and tried to cure the hero’s somnolence. In a frag-
ment of Theopompus (a poet of the later Old Comedy) a similar
character, the apothecary, is a Megarean, though whether he
is so called because the occupation was commonly followed
by Dorians, or because this was a character in Megarean
comedy, we do not know.

Whether the detknAiorar were phallic is not definitely stated.
The actors of mimes frequently were, and their kinsmen, the

v, 104.

? MSS. pepav: perhaps éolopepav (Kiihn) is the right reading. (For
the whole passage see below, p. 258.)

® ap. Zenob. v. 84 Siwehds dudaiferar”, . . . perevipexrar 8¢ dnd rév Sikekdv
ris dBpdrovs Sudakas Kherrdvrov. Epich. fr. 239 (Kaibel).

* Heydemann, Jahrb, Arch. i, p. 278 d: Xanthias appears to be hiding
away a stolen cake.

b dA\& gubar woriBald rou, kal T Afs émooxdow (fr. 41). The doctor was
still & character in mimes in the time of Choricius in the sixth century
A.D. (see Rev. de Phil. i (1887), p. 218) as he is still in Christmas
mummings. In primitive times the doctor was, probably very often, an
itinerant practitioner, and so came often to be represented as a foreigner.
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Graeco-Italian phlyakes, were so regularly ;! and it is probable
that Athenaeus thought that the deikphiorar were similarly
costumed. We shall return to the Se:xnAioraslater.
Athenaeus continues: ? 700 8¢ elSovs 7@y SetknAiaTdy ToAAal
katd Tomovs elol mpoonyopiat. Sikvévior ptv yap paAlo-
dbpovs adrods kadobiow, dAXot & abrokaBddNovs, of 8¢ PpAvakas,
@s 'Iraloi, copiaras 8¢ of modol: OnBaior 8¢ kal Td moAA&
{8iws voudlev elwbbres éfedovrds.® ... Shuos 8¢ 6 difhios év
& mepl waidvor, © of adTokdB8aot”, ¢noi, ¢ kakoduevor éaTe-
Pavopévor kirrd oxédny émépawov phoes. orepov 8¢ lapPo
2 z ) I'd \ \ z >~ € ¥ A
wvopdobnoav avrol Te kal T& morjuara avrdv. of 8¢ lBipai-
Xot”’, pnai, “ kadobpevor mpogwmeia peBvévrwy éxovot kal éoTe-
Pdvovrai, xeptdas dvbwas Exovres: yirdot 8¢ xpdvrar peco-
Aedkos kal mepiélovTar Tapavtivoy kaAUmTov abrods uéxpt Tdv
opupdy. ouypy 68 8id ToD mUAGros elgeABévres, drav kartd
péanyv v dpxrioTpay yévevray, émotpépovay els T Oéarpov
Aéyovres
dvdyer', ebpvxwpiav mot-
elre 70 Oew é0éNer yap
& ]
’
(6 Beds) 8plds éodpudwpuévos
dia péoov Badifew.
of 8¢ pardopbpor”, ¢noiv, “ wpoocwmweiov ptv ov Aapfdvovoiy,
z ) 4 ’ Ay ’ b4 4
wpoakdmiov & éf épmiANov mepirifépevor kal maidépwros émdvw
Tobtov émiTiOévTar aTéPavor Saody lwv kal kiTTol" Kavvdkas Te
rd ’ € \ 2 14 i \ \
wepiBefAnpévor mapépxovrar of pév éx mwapbdov, of 8¢ xara
péoas tas @Vpas, Baivovtes év pulud kal Aéyovres,

ool, Bdryxe, Tdvle poboav dylailopev,
dmhody pvbudv xéovres aléde péet,
kawdy, drapbévevrov, off Ti Tals mwdpos

’ 1 ~ 3 E] 3 4
kexpnuévay @balow, aAN’ dkipatov
katdpyouev Tov Uuvoy.

! See Reich, ibid,, i, pp. 17, 258, &ec. 2 xiv, pp. 621 {, 622,

3 That Aristotle, Poet. v, speaks of primitive performers of comedy as
édehovrai is doubtless only a coincidence. It could not be inferred that
he had the Theban performances in his mind. Kérte, however (Pauly-W.
xi, col. 1221), suggests that éfeloprds in Athen. is a gloss upon a local
Theban name which has dropped out of the text, and this is highly
probable, as the word is by no means one peculiar to Thebes.
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elra mpoorpéyovres érdbafov obs [dv] mpoélowro, orddyy &
Enpartov 6 8¢ parhopépos (0 Badifov raramaclels albire.”

(The text at the end is uncertain : karamacfels is Kaibel’s
emendation for karamAnoleis.)

The date of Semus of Delos is perhaps early in the second
century B.C.! The passages quoted must be used with great
caution, since it is clear that Athenaeus has failed to distin-
guish between non-choral performances like those of the
Setknhiorar and ¢PAdaxes, and, on the other hand, distinctly
choral performances like those of the ¢paAlogpspor and (67¢par-
Aoy, which can only be said to belong to the eildos 76w
Seiknhiordy in a very general sense. We shall see that this
distinction is of the greatest importance.

With regard to the names adrokdBdalot and cogioral not
much can be said. In Aristotle’s Rhetoric 111 vii adroka-
BédAws is opposed to geuvds, and in ch. xiv adroxdBlada may
mean ‘off-hand’, *unprepared’. In Lycophron 745 adroxd-
Béatov akdpos is an improvised boat. In Hesychius adroxd-
Béala is paraphrased by adrooyédia woifjuara edreXsj: and the
Etymologicum Magnwm gives the meaning as 76 ds &rvye
pvpaliv drevpor (kdfos being a word for a measure of corn,
which is found in the lexicographers). The meaning as
applied to poems is clearly ‘improvised ’,2 and perhaps oyéény
(‘quietly’) in the text of Athenaeus should be emended to
oxediny (‘at once’, * off-hand ’).3 In any case improvised gices
can hardlyhave been choral. The adroxdB8alot, ivy-crowned,do
not appear to have been masked. The name go¢ioral certainly
can apply to a body of musicians or poets as well as to indi-
viduals,* and in Cratinus, Apyihoxot fr. 2, it is used of poets
(olov ooty opufjvos dvedipiioare), though whether of the
chorus of the play or not is uncertain; in fr. 1 of Iophon it

! See Jacoby in Pauly-W. Reel-Enc. ii A, col. 1357-8; Bapp, Leipz.
Stud. viii, pp. 99, 121.

* Aristotle, Poet. iv, regards both serious and comic poetry as
originating ultimately from adrooyedidopara.

® It and the parts of oyédios are used in this semse in Nicander,
Babrius, &c. (see Liddell & Scott).

* In Pindar, Isthm. iv. 25 it is used of the do:dds, in Eur. Rhesus, 923
of Thamynris.
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is used of the satyr-musicians accompanying Silenus (kai ydp
eloediAvler | moAAdy godiardv opufives éfnprnpuévos), and it
could probably be used of clever performers of any kind, many
or single.!

It is not clear what Semus meant by saying that the
avrokdB8aiot and their poems were afterwards called ZaufBo,
in the absence of any indication of date or place. There is no
other instance of the word fauBo: being applied to persons,
though Athenaeus speaks of lapBiorai at Syracuse.?

The (8Yparlot wore the masks of drunken-men, and garlands
on their heads; they wore also a tunic with a white stripe,?
and flowered (or gaily-coloured) sleeves, and a rapavrivor—
a fine transparent robe (mostly worn by women)—falling to the
feet. Their own costume was not phallic, but they escorted
a phallus (perhaps set on a pole) into the theatre, marching
in silently, probably through the central door in the mpoakijviov,
and then facing the audience and singing their song demand-
ing * room for the god’, whom they escorted. Unfortunately
Semus tells us nothing of the ceremony, nor even the name of
the town, in which this performance took place: for it was
obviously a formal ceremony, not a mere revel, though not
dramatic; and this appears to differentiate it from the
behaviour of (e.g.) the festive young Athenians mentioned in
Demosthenes’ Speech against Conon, who called themselves
avrorfikvloi* or [@dpaldot, initiated themselves to "IfipaAlos,

! There seems no reason to think that the use of the word was
ironical, as Lorenz supposes, in application to performances of the eidos
tav dexnhiordv. Thiele (Newe Jakhrb. 1902, p. 409) thinks that the word
implies professionals, as distinct from the Theban éfedovrai : and though
this is not proved (for he seems to rely on the analogy with the
wandering teachers to whom the name of ‘sophist® was given), it is not
impossible that the de:xphiora: and coiorai and the Syracusan iapBiorai,
and also the Graeco-Itulian ¢Avaxes, were professionals, as distinct from
the 8idpaltor, dpakloddpor, and adrokdBdaror.

% v. 181 ¢ kafdhov 8¢ Biudpopos v 7 povowky mapa Tois "EXAyot, tdv pév
*ABnvaiwy Tols Atovuaiakods yopols kai ToUs kukhious wporiudytev, Supakooiovy
8¢ rods lapBiards, d\Not 8¢ dANo i,

3 For further explanation of perdhevkos see Reich, Mimus, 1. 276.

¢ Dem. in Conon., § 14. The meaning of alrolqjxvfor (see Sandys’
commentary) is probably ‘men who carried their own Ajxvfo:’, instead
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and attacked and insulted respectable citizens in their revels,
But there is little about the (6dpailot of Semus which helps
to an understanding of comedy.

Is it otherwise with the ¢paAogpdpor? These wore garlands
of pansies and ivy on their heads,! and hung flowers in front
of their faces, but were not masked ; they were clad in thick
wool-lined garments? and marched into the orchestra, some
by the parodos, some by the central doors in the 7pocxivior,
keeping time and singing some iambic lines in which they
profess to be offering to Bacchus an entirely new song—no
doubt supposed to be improvised on the spot. They then ran
up to any of the audience whom they chose to select and made
fun of them. The phallophorus proper had his face disguised
with soot. (Probably he carried, but did not wear, the phallus,)
The words orddnyv 8¢ émparrov seem to mean that the per-
formers did not dance.

How far then does this account help us with regard to the
origin of comedy ?

In the first place it is quite uncertain (as in the case of the
{0Yparor) of what performance Semus is speaking. Athenaeus
states that gpaAlogbpor was the Sicyonian name for the eidos
Tév detknAiordv—a statement obviously false, for the per-
formance of the @aXlopipoc was choral, while that of the
SetknAiorar was not. Whether Athenaeus’ authority for con-
necting the ¢pardogpdpor with Sicyon was Semus or Sosibius
or neither does not appear from the text: the quotation from
Semus begins subsequently.? The iambic lines of the song

of taking slaves with them, and so * gentlemen-tramps’: cf. also Robert,
Die Masken der neueren Atlt. Kom., p. 24, n. 1, who quotes passages
showing that the word connoted poverty.

1 Cf. Plato, Symp. 212 e, where Alcibiades wears the same garland.

? For ravvdrcar see Aristoph. Wasps, 1137, &c., and Starkie's note ad
loc. Theyseem to have been made of thick cloth, lined with sheep-skin,
and to have been worn by slaves and Orientals.

$ Hence the suggestion of Poppelreuter (de Com. Att. primordiis, p. 14)
that in ascribing the phallophori to Sicyon, Semus was influenced by
a desire to assign a Dorian origin to comedy, after Ar. Poet. iii, hangs in
the air. (Poppelreuter traces a similar desire in an epigram of Onestes
in Anth. Pal. xi. 32 (date unknown).)
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are not in the dialect of Sicyon, but in the conventional lyrie
dialect used by Attic poets.! Bethe? calls the phallophori
‘Delians’, and it is of course possible that Semus was describing
what happened in his own home ; but there is not much to be
said for this view, as he was apparently writing a general
treatise,” and need not have been thinking of Delos in
particular. Possibly the ceremony of the phallophori was of
a common type, differing little from town to town.

In the second place, there are no dramatic elements in the
ceremony. The performers impersonate no one, and remain
themselves throughout. It is true that not too much stress
must be laid upon this. For the part of the Old Comedy which
the phallophori are usually supposed to explain is the para-
basis, and the parabasis may originally have been non-dramatic.
On this point it is well to be as precise as possible. The state-
ment sometimes made that at the beginning of the parabasis
the chorus threw off their dramatic costume is an exaggeration :
at most they probably threw off only their outer garment, for
greater ease in dancing ;* they did not throw off their masks ;5
and while the ‘ anapaests’ delivered by the leader are usually
(not always) ® irrelevant to the plot, the dramatic character is
retained, as a rule, in the epirrhema and antepirrhema,
though plenty of topical allusion and personal satire are com-
bined with it. But the parabasis does make a break in the
dramatic structure ; and the fact that we can trace the steps
by which Aristophanes attempted to work it better into the
whole, suggests that if we were able to trace its development
backwards, we should find that it was originally a non-

1 See above, p. 147. * Proleg., p. 54.

8 The quotation is from the Hepi ratdvor of Semus, not from the Anhiakd.

* e.g. Ach. 627; Peace 129 ; Lysistr. 614, 634, 662, 686. The fact that
the chorus behave similarly when the dramatic action is at its height in
Wasps 408, Thesm. 655, shows that their object was freedom of movement,
not freedom from their dramatic character.

& Cornford, Origin of Att. Comedy, p. 121, states that they did, but gives
no evidence, and on pp. 126, 127 he appears to take the other view.
Navarre, Rer. Et. Anc. 1911, p. 256, also without offering evidence, states
that the chorus laid aside their masks in the parabasis.

¢ o.g. in the Birds.
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dramatic performance, the executants of which only acquired
masks and a dramatic character when brought into union
with actors of a really dramatic type and of different origin,
But this does not really help us much: since the other points
of contrast between the phallophori and the parabasis are
very marked.

For, in the third place, it seems clear that the chorus in the
parabasis danced—at least in the ode and antode, and probably
throughout the epirrhematic portion,! whereas the phallophori
arddny EmparTov.

In the fourth place, the form of the phallophoric ceremony
is of an entirely different type from anything that we find
in the parabasis. In the latter, after the delivery of the
‘anapaests’, there is a perfectly formal epirrhematic structure,
the ode and epirrhema being followed by an antode and
antepirrhema which exactly balance them. In the former,
there is nothing to suggest any such symmetry; and when we
come to consider the phallic kduos presented in the Acharnians
(in many ways like that described by Athexjans), we shall see
that the phallic hymn there sung is unlike anything in the
parabasis.

Lastly, there is nothing in the parabasis, or indeed in comedy
at all, to correspond to the black man who seems to be the
é¢dpywv of the phallophori, and who reminds us of the sweep
or the black man (under whatever name) who is a figure in
English mummings at Christmas and May-day, and in the
rustic play of many other peoples.? If it be suggested that
the black man and the phallophori correspond to the actor
and chorus of comedy, it must be pointed out that though the

! Bee Appendix A, p. 296.

2 It is sometimes thought that the Maypole itself began its career as
a phallic emblem. Dr. Farnell (Cults, v, p. 211) compares the black man
of the phallophori with the yohoels or ‘sooty omes’ in a ceremony at
Orchomenus (Plut. Quaest. Gr. ch. 38), and the blackened figure in the
modern rural dramatic performance at Viza (J. H. S. 1906, p. 191). Ido
not feel sure that the yrohosis are really parallel ; they seem to belong to
a more serious sphere, like the MeAavfos of Eleutherae (see above, p. 161).
It is very doubtful whether the phallic k&pos, at least in historical times,
was usually more than a revel with little religious significance.
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black man carried a phallic emblem, there is nothing to
show that he wore the phallus, whereas the Athenian comic
actor commonly (though not always) did so in the most
indecent fashion.! In fact the actor, as we shall see, has
probably quite different affinities, and his whole costume was
quite different from that of the phallophori.

Accordingly we have no real points of contact between the
phallophori of Semus and the Old Comedy, except that in both
a chant or invocation was or might be followed by mockery of
the bystanders; and the points of contrast are so marked,
that though we may still connect comedy with some kind of
primitive x@pos, this particular kind helps us little. It will be
best to consider next a type of phallic ceremony not unlike that
described by Semus, but certainly belonging to Athens itself.

$ 8. This ceremony is that which Aristophanes connects
with the Rural Dionysia, and it cannot be ruled out of
consideration on the ground that the festival with which
comedy was originally connected at Athens was the Lenaea.?
This is almost certainly true: but it is at least highly probable
that the festival called at Athens by the name ‘ Lenaea’ was
the ‘Rural Dionysia’ of primitive Athens itself, and cor-
responded to the Dionysia ka7’ dypods of the rural demes.

! This has been disputed by Thiele, Neue Jahrb. ix, p. 421, and others;
but Aristoph. Clouds 537 ff. is unintelligible unless the practice were at
least common, and it is not likely to have been common unless it were
quite primitive and at one time essential. The schol. on Clouds 542 is
probably right in saying : loréov 8¢ 6rt mdvra Soa dv Aéyy els éavrdv Teiver,
ToUs yap PdAyras eloqyayer év ) AvaioTpdry, Tov 8¢ kdpdaxa éx Tois S¢nfi,
Tovs 8¢ uhaxpols év Elpivp, Tov 8¢ mpeoBirny év"Opwear, xTA. Passages in
which the wearing of the visible phallus seems certain are Acharn. 158,
592; Wasps 1343; Lysistr. 991, 1077, &c. Other passages in which
there is little doubt of it are enumerated by Korte, Jahrb. Arch. viii, p. 66,
and Pauly-W, Real-Enc. xi, col, 1219. Probably it was conventional that
one or more phallic actors should appear in each play, and Aristophanes
only modified the grossness of the custom without entirely abolishing it
(cf. Eupolis, fr. 244 K.). There is little evidence that a phallic costume
was worn by leading characters taken from life ; Kinesias in the Lysisirata
is the one extant example: it was probably confined almost entirely to
typical or fictitious personages of the SwuoXdyos type (see below, pp. 270 ff.).

% See above, p. 217.
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We know that the Lenaea originally took place in or near the
siteof the lateragora:! but this was almost certainly north-west
of the Acropolis, and outside the most primitive city, which lay
mainly to the south and south-west of the Acropolis; so that
the festival in fact took place év dypois, although, when that
district came to be included in the city, the rural character of
the festival disappeared, and it was transferred to the theatre
on the south side of the Acropolis.?2 Although, therefore,
there is no direct evidence connecting a phallic procession,
like that depicted by Aristophanes, with the Lenaea, but only
some kind of procession in wagons, from which the riders
jeered at the bystanders? it is at least likely to have included
a phallic k&pos also, as the Rural Dionysia did.

In the Acharnians, Aristophanes shows us Dicaeopolis cele-
brating the Rural Dionysia, with what is obviously a skeleton
procession of the phallophoric type. Dicaeopolis’ daughter
walks in front as xavyn¢bpos, with a basket probably contain-
ing the cakes and instruments for the sacrifice; Xanthias
follows carrying the phallus; Dicaeopolis acts chorus*—he is
obviously non-phallie, like the phallophori of Semus—and
sings the hymn to Phales, companion of Bacchus; his wife
(representing the crowd) looks down from the roof. The
hymn contains, one, if not two, satirical personalities, corre-

1 Cf. Haigh, Attic Theatre®, App. C: but I prefer the interpretation
now given of the passages quoted on p. 378 to that which I there offered.

? That the Lenaea was the same festival as the Rural Dionysia of other
districts is also suggested by the fact that no Attic townships can be
shown to have had both festivals; and, indeed, there would have been
no object, from a religious or ritual point of view, in having two winter
festivals of the same kind. See Farnell, Cults, v, p. 2183.

3 Suidas, 8. v. v& éx TdY duafév okoppara . . . "Abjvnos yap év T THv
Xodv éopryj oi kwpdlovres émwi Tév dpafdv Tols dravravras okemToV TE Kal
é\oddpovr. 76 & adré kai Tois Anvaiots Sarepov émoiovw: and s.v. é£ duakfs
7 Aeyopévy éopry) wap’ 'Abnpvaiots Afyawa.

* Korte (in Pauly-W. xi, col. 1219) seems to regard Dicaeopolis as the
étdpxwv, without a chorus. There is no objection to this, unless it is
that the title éfdpywr belongs more strictly to the ¢aAlogdpos proper
{bere Xanthias): Dicaeopolis is rather the coryphaeus. But Kérte
emphasizes the essential point, the entirely non-dramatic character of
the kdpos as depicted.
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sponding to the mockery of the bystanders deseribed by Semus.
What differentiates this ritual from that recorded by Semus
is that its central feature was evidently a sacrifice. It might
also appear, at first sight, as if it were a purely domestic
function. Dicaeopolis says (ll. 247 ff.) :

kal pfyy kaXéy vy’ €7’y & dibvvoe Séomora,

kexapiopévos oot ThHvle THy moumny éut

méuravra kal Obcavra perd TdV olkeTdv

dyayely Tuxnpds T& kat dypods diovigia.

But, as the context shows, this is only because he has got
his treaty all to himself, and therefore performs, all by himself
(or with a few slaves), what should really be a social or choral
ceremony ; 8o that the parallelism with the ritual described
by Semus holds good. In neither is there anything dramatic;
the agents represent no-one but themselves.

At the same time, the procession in the Ackarnians does
not really bear much more resemblance to anything in the form
of comedy than does the ceremony described by Semus. We
have a chant and in it (though not, as in the parabasis, after
it also) there are satirical allusions of a personal kind; but
the chant itself is of a very different type from anything in
the parabasis. It has the look of those popular chants in
which stanza might follow stanza to any length, so long as the
singer’s stock of personalities lasted: the only parallel to it
in Aristophanes is found in the Iacchus song in the Frogs
supposed to be sung in procession to Eleusis; but there are
other instances in Greek literature,! and it is in any case
a very different thing from the strictly symmetrical double-
form of the parabasis. The ridicule of the bystanders, or the
satirical allusions, whether in Semus’ performance or in the
Rural Dionysia of Dicaeopolis, offer a very slender thread of
connexion with comedy ; for such ridicule occurred on many

1 See Cornford, L c., p. 40, for some interesting parallels. Such chants
often have a refrain, in which the revellers join, while the leader ex-
temporizes words leading up to it. In Dicaeopolis’ chant, there is no
trace of such a refrain, but the chant is of a kind which might go
on indefinitely, if it had not been broken off by the irruption of the
chorus.
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different occasions in Athenian life—on the return of the
mystics from Eleusis, at the Anthesteria, at the Stenia, &e.; and,
quite apart from the ritual employment of abusive language,!
it may be suspected that any occasion on which Atheniang
came together to watch a merry procession was unlikely to
pass without a good deal of banter between the performers
and the bystanders.?

It seems, therefore, at least possible that Aristotle, in
deriving comedy from the phallic processions, was once more
theorizing, not recording an ascertained historical development.
Knowing that the Old Comedy involved phallic actors, he came
to his conclusion without realizing that in all probability the
phallic actor of comedy was derived (as we shall see) from
a quite different type of performance, the Dorian mime or
farce or burlesque.

But if the phallic k@uos as portrayed for us by Aristophanes
and Semus cannot be shown to have had much to do with
the beginnings of comedy, we are bound to ask whether any
other form of k@pos is of more use for our purpose: for that
comedy arose out of a x@duos in some sense the name itself
does not permit us to doubt.

§ 4. Before proceeding directly with this problem it will be
well to inquire rather more closely into its conditions. For
it is not the parabasis alone for which we have to account.
Assuming (for reasons which will appear later) that the
iambic scenes, a series of which for the most part succeed the
parabasis, are not to be explained by reference to the xapos,
and neglecting for the moment the prologue and all that pre-
cedes the entrance of the chorus, we find closely connected
together in an Aristophanic play (1) a scene in which the chorus
enters, not infrequéntly in some haste and excitement, and
which we may conveniently term the Parodos;® (2) a scene of

! e.g. as recorded in Herod. v. 82. I cannot subscribe to the view
that the origin of such ridicule or abuse was always in ritual.

2 See Nilsson, Gr. Feste, p. 282.

® The name has no ancient authority in connexion with comedy, and
different modern writers use it to cover varying portions of the first half
of a play. See Appendix A for details.
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confliet, calming down to a formal debate or Agon, which ends
with the victory of one party in the dispute; (3) the Parabasis.
These scenes are all for the most part in long metres (anapaestic,
iambic or trochaic tetrameters, or occasionally Eupolideans or
long verses nearly allied), and they present in greater or less
perfection the symmetrical structure which is known as
epirrhematic,! and though Aristophanes (who represents the
last stage in the development of the Old Comedy) varies this
structure in many ways, and is never closely tied to strict
symmetry except in the parabasis, it is plain that he is basing
his variations on a more or less definite conventional form, and
that in the parabasis he was much more strictly bound by it.
The kind of k&uos to which this points is one in which the
chorus enters singing and excited; a dispute arises—and is
fought out, at first violently, and then by a debate in set form;
Jjudgement is given, and the revellers, having so far been con-
cerned with themselves only, now address themselves to the
audience, in the conventional form of the parabasis, consisting
essentially of an address, not concerned with the subject of
thedispute, followed by an epirrhematic system (ode, epirrhema,
antode, antepirrhema), the two speeches included in this being
topical or satirical. Throughout, the division of the chorus into
two semi-choruses is easily made, and in the parabasis is regular.

Now it seems virtually certain that parodos, agon, and para-
basis form one whole, and it is probably a mistake to inquire
whether the agon or the parabasis is the earliest or most
essential element, though much trouble has been expended on
this problem ;2 and there is obviously a presumption in favour
of the normal order, as found in the Old Comedy, having been
the original one. If the parabasis was once the opening of

! See later.

? Cf. Mazon, Essal sur la Comp. des Com. d'Arist., p. 174 ; Zielinski,
Glied., p. 186 ; Kaibel in Pauly-W. Real-Enc. ii. 987 ; Poppelreuter, 1. c.,
32 ff.; Korte in Pauly-W, xi. 1247, The view taken above is (so far) the
same a8 that of Zielinski; the arguments to the contrary appear to be
very inconclusive. The fact that the form of the agon is more liable to
vary than that of parabasis suggests that the epirrhematic form is more
essentinl to the latter and probably therefore originally belonged to it
and was transferred to the agon.

31p8 R
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the performance, as some scholars suppose, it is difficult to
account for the existence of a more or less regular manner of
entry in the scenes preceding the debate : but there seems to be
no difficulty in imagining an excited x@pos-like entry, followed
by (or bringing with it) a dispute, or in the disputants then
calming down to the debating-temper, and when the debate is
over, talking at large to the crowd.! (In the parabasis of the
play they usually solicit the favour of the audience for the
poet ; in the k@dpos, especially if they were expecting gifts,
they would ask it for themselves.)

There is, however, a certain difficulty about the debate or
dispute. For in the plays of Aristophanes the dispute is only
exceptionally (in fact, only in the Lysistrata) a dispute between
two semi-choruses ; and that this was not the original form is
almost proved by the dislocation of the normal structure which
is thereby entailed.? The dispute is either between one
personage and the chorus, or between two characters, one of
whom is closely connected with the chorus and is virtually
their representative. Probably then the dispute may, in the
original k@pos, have been between one of the revellers and the
rest, and any set debate may have been between this one and
a champion or representative of the rest.

1 The word mapdBacsis does not seem to be a real obstacle to this view.
It (or the verb mapaBaivew which is used in Ackharn. 629, &ec.) need not
denote the first entrance on to the scene; it may equally mark the point
where the revellers, having so far been entirely engaged with one
another, turn to address the bystanders or audience (cf. the regular use
of wapépxopar of the orator who comes forward to address his hearers).
I find it difficult to accept the view of Radermacher (Ar. Frische, p. 34)
that it denotes a *march past .

? The normal form of parabasis is entirely destroyed. I cannot (with
Cornford, op. cit., pp. 125, &c.) treat the parabasis of the Lysistrata, in
which two semi-choruses are opposed, as the original form of parabasis,
or the parabasis as originally an agon. The Lysistrata is quite unique
among the plays of Aristophanes in this respect; there is nowhere else
any trace of opposition within the parabasis, and the only other instance
of a sharp distinction between two semi-choruses is in the 'Odvoosis of
Cratinus as (not quite convincingly) reconstructed by Kaibel, Hermes, 2xX,
pp. 711 (esp. 79ff.). The division of opinion in the Acharnians is quite
momentary.
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If this is so, it is not easy to accept the solution offered by
Navarre,! who thinks that the x&pos which gave rise to
comedy was a phallic k&pos, such as Semus describes ; that the
dispute began when the revellers began to chaff the bystanders ;
that the latter produced their champion, and so the brawl
arose, and, as they calmed down, the debate. This does not
really correspond to the facts of the Old Comedy, in which the
addresses to the bystanders do not occur until the parabasis
is reached: in the agon there is no consciousness of the
audience ; the x&puos is there self-contained. Nor is it satis-
factory to account for the fact that the comic chorus consisted
of twenty-four members (instead of twelve as in early tragedy)
by supposing that it was really a double chorus, half repre-
senting the phallic revellers, half the bystanders: for, again,
there is nothing in the Old Comedy to support this idea; the
chorus generally speaks (through its leader) as a whole, and
the fact that on some of the occasions when the members of
a procession chaffed the bystanders (e.g. on the road to Eleusis)
the latter seem to have joined in and retaliated, does not
really prove anything as regards comedy. May not the
explanation of the large number of the chorus lie in the nature
of a kdpos ? Twelve would make a very thin kduos.

Now it must be admitted without reserve that we have no
direct evidence for the existence of the exact x@pos which we
want to explain the epirrhematic parts of comedy : but in truth
the existence of a form so persistent in type as that of the
Parados-Agon-Parabasis structure can almost itself be taken
as evidence for the existence of a x@uos of a similar type before
the Old Comedy (which combines this with scenes of a quite
different origin) was produced: and along with this x®puos-
sequence, we must postulate the existence of a conventional
epirrhematic form—surely a very simple and natural form—
associated with it.> This assumption, though of course it is

! Rev. Et. Ane. xiii (1911), pp. 245 ff.

3 It seems unprofitable to discuss whether Sieckmann is right in
supposing that the parabasis borrowed the epirrhematic form from the
agon, or Korte in supposing that the agon borrowed it from the para-
basis. If either borrowed, it was probably the agon, as suggested

R2
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conjectural, seems more satisfactory than the attempt to
extract comedy from the phallic revel, which meets the
required conditions so badly: and we may therefore pro-
visionally suppose that comedy arose, not out of the specifically
phallic element in the Lenaea (which may have been like
Dicaeopolis’ procession at the Rural Dionysia), but more
probably out of a k@uos associated with the festival, taking
a form something like that which we have postulated.!

§ 5. There is however one type of x@uos known to us which
partly meets our conditions, and accounts for some elements
in early Attic comedy which we have so far left out of account;
and this may be thought of either as a variety of the x&puos
whose existence we have postulated above, or as another type
which was also pressed into the service of comedy, and
blended with the one which we have imagined. This type,
which existed in Athens, as well as in other parts of the Greek
world,? was one in which the revellers masqueraded as animals,

above (p. 241), since the strict form is only consistently preserved in the
parabasis (see later, pp. 296, 300 ff.). But it may bave been a conventional
form used with different degrees of strictness for the whole performance.
(I am not convinced by Zielinski’s attempt to show (Glied., pp. 235 £
that the epirrhematic form is derived from music in which flute and
voice performed alternately.) In any case, on the assumption that
comedy derives something from such a x&pos-sequence as we have
postulated, it is confirmatory of the close association with that
sequence of the long tetrameter metres which the epirrhematic form
employs, to find that in the plays of Aristophanes the chorus (or its
coryphaeus) takes no part in the scenes in iambic trimeters in any play
before the Peace, and when the coryphaeus does so in the Peace, it is
still in long metres that he speaks. In and after the Birds he sometimes
speaks in iambic trimeters.

! It may seem inconsistent that after rejecting the ritual-sequence by
which Professor Murray would explain Tragedy, I should put forward
a hypothetical xduos-sequence as the explanation of Comedy. But there
are two differences: (1) I do not think that Professor Murray’s ritual-
sequence does explain tragedy; (2) I think there is enmough evidence
—it will be given below—to show that something like the x@puos-sequence
may really have existed, while I can see no such evidence for the ritual
of the Eniautos-Daimon.

? For very early animal dances in Greece see A. B. Cook, J. H. 8. xiv,
pp. 81 ff.; Bosanquet, ibid. xxi, p. 388; Cavvadias, Fouilles de Lycosure,
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or rode on animals, or carried about an animal as, so to speak,
their representative. Indeed, the practice of dressing up in
the guise of animals is world-wide; in some countries it may
go back to a totemistic origin; in others (or in the same) it
may be connected with magic rites for securing the fertility
of the ground or of the human species ; and very often, prob-
ably oftener than anthropologists always allow, it may have
been done just for fun, either because any religious reason for
the custom had long been forgotten, or (perhaps more often)
because the child in mankind dies hard.

The evidence for the existence of the animal masquerade in
Athens has been well marshalled by Poppelreuter in his small
but valuable dissertation de Comoediae Atticae primordiis,
in which he uses in part material already published by
Mr. Cecil Smith.! This evidence must be briefly recalled. In
the British Museum there is a black-figured oenochoe,? repre-
senting a flute-player with two dancers disguised as birds; it
is at least probable that the painting represents a primitive
bird-chorus, the two dancers standing for the whole chorus,
in accordance with the conventions of vase-painting. The
date of the vase is placed roughly between 520 and 480 B.C.,
and the probability is thus rather in favour of its being
anterior to the earliest state-recognized performance of comedy
in 486 B.0.® Again, an amphora, now in Berlin,* though less
striking, has also, along with a flute-player, two figures which
seem to be wearing crests and wattles like cocks,® though there
p. 11, pl.iv (showing a procession of various animals headed by flute-player
on robe of the goddess of Lycosura); cf. also the girls who sacrificed
to Artemis at Brauron as dpkrot (Schol. Ar. Lysistr. 645; Harp. s.v.
dperedoar; Suid, 8. v, dpkrod) ; and cof Mannhardt, Mythologische For-
schungen, pp. 143 ff., and Poppelreuter, op. cit., for illustration of this
kind of dance from Germany and other countries. There are plenty of
instances of such dances in which the dancers ridiculed the bystanders
and prominent men as part of the performance.

1 J. H 8. ii, pl. xiv, pp. 309 ff, * Fig. 16.

3 See below, p. 286. ¢ Fig. 17.

8 Cf. Dieterich, Pulcinelia (esp. pp. 237 ff.}, for the history of the
cock-costume. It would take us too far to discuss his theory that

Mr. Punch is the remote descendant of the cock-masks of early Greece
and Italy,
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is a strong likeness to pigs about their faces; they wear long
cloaks, but these might be thrown off in dancing and reveal
a complete bird-costume or some grotesque half-animal
appearance. More interesting still is another amphora in
Berlin,! which was bought in Rome, and according to Panofka
probably came from Caere. It presents a flute-playerin a long
robe, and facing him, three bearded men, wearing loosely the
masks of horses (their own faces appearing below) and horses’
tails, and stooping down with their hands on their knees. On
the back of each is a helmeted rider, wearing a breastplate;
the riders’ hands are raised as though to strike their steeds,
The picture bears the inscription EIOXEOXE (‘Gee-up’),
which Poppelreuter amusingly describes as sensw carens; the
horses doubtless understood it. Here we cannot fail to
recognize a comic procession of knights on horseback, and it
was probably just such a performance that Aristophanes
adapted to his use in the Knights. For as Poppelreuter (partly
following Zielinski)? points out, the chorus in that play cer-
tainly had steeds of some sort, and the lines (595-610) which
they address to their horses in the parabasis gain immensely
in point if the ‘horses’ were really men on whose backs
they were riding :
& goviopev totaw Immois, PovAbuead’ émaivéoar.
déior & elo’ edhoyetobar woAld yap O3 mpdypara
évvbuiveykav ped’ fudv, éoBords Te kal pdyas.
dA\\& Tdv T y§i pév avrdv ovk dyav Bavudlope,
ds 67’ és Tas immaywyods elcemidov dvlpikds,
wpidpuevor kdOwvas, of 8¢ kal axbpoda kal kpbppve
€ita 185 kdmwas Aafbvres, domep fuels of Bporol,
éuBarévres dvefplafav, * lanmamat, Tis éufalel;
Aqmréov pdlov. 7i Spduev; odk ENds, & cappbpa;”
KTA. )
The vase is in the early black-figured style and probably
nearly a century earlier than the Knights, and affords good
! Fig. 18.
* Qliederung der alt. att. Kombdie, p.163. Zielinski shows that the use

of the words é\are, kovioprés, &c., proves that steeds of some kind were
employed.
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evidence of the familiarity of Athens with the kind of
masquerade which appears in the play; and when we
remember how many choruses of fifth-century comedy were
disguised as animals, we can have little hesitation in finding
in the animal masquerade one of the roots of the Old Comedy.
(Magnes appears to have written Birds, Frogs, and Gall-flies:?
Aristophanes himself wrote the Wasps, Birds, Frogs and
Storks : there were the ©npla of Crates, the Goats of Eupolis,
the Ants of Plato, the Ants and Nightingales of Cantharos,
and the Fishes of Archippus.?) Our information does not
enable us to connect such animal processions with any
particular festival: probably they could attach themselves to
any occasion of popular enjoyment; and it is perhaps not
a very extravagant supposition that they may have come to
form part of the Lenaea ; and, though of course this is only
conjecture, it has not the difficulties of the attempt to extract
comedy from the phallic processions. We cannot indeed show
that any special song or any form of contest was connected
with these animal dances; for this we have to rely partly
on the analogy of the animal dances of other peoples,® which
certainly included satirical attacks on the bystanders; partly
on the strong probability that such merry-making would be
accompanied by song; and partly on what we know of other
varieties of the animal-kdpos in Greek lands. Of these, the
most helpful is one to which attention has lately been recalled
by Radermacher, and which is described in the scholia to
Theocritus.?

The description is that of a xduos of Bovkodiacral at

! See later, p. 289.

2 An old Attic vase shows men riding on one part upon dolphins, on
another upon ostriches, accompanied by flute-players (Robinson, Cat. of
Vases in Boston Museum, No. 872 ; Flickinger, L. ¢., p. 40). On the other
hand, the dances enumerated by Athenaeus (xiv, p. 629, &c.) and
Polluxz (iv. 103) under animal names—yAaif, Aéwy, dhamnf, yépavos, oxdyr,
&c., were probably all solo-dances, and not relevant here (ef. Reich,
Mimus, i, pp. 479 ff.). 3 See above, p. 244, note 1.

4 Beitr. zur Volkskunde aus dem Gebiet der Antike, pp. 114 ff,, and
Aristoph. Frische, pp. 4-14; cf Reitzenstein, Epigramm und Skolion,
pp. 194 ff. ® Ed. Wendel, p. 2.
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Syracuse, at a festival of Artemis Avaia.! (In the worship of
Artemis at Syracuse various ceremonies seem to have been
held, which at Athens were associated rather with Dionysus,)
The revellers carried round a great loaf, on which all kinds of
animal shapes were fashioned, and other objects; they them-
selves wore stags’ horns and carried hunting-spears; there
was some kind of contest of song between members of the
k@pos, and the unsuccessful party went round the villages
jesting, collecting gifts of food, and invoking good luck on
those who gave to them. The words of the scholiast (under the
heading Efpeais 7dv BovkoAikdv) are as follows: 6 8¢ dAybis
Abyos oUros. év Tals Supakoboais ordoeds mwore yevouévns xal
TOANGY TwoAiTdY PBapévrav, eis dubvoav Tob wAfOovs mare
eloeXObvTos Elofev "ApTeus alria yeyovévar rijs StaXlayis. of
8¢ dypoixor 8dpa ékbpiaav kal Thy Oedv yeynléres dvipvnoay,
émeira Tats (18v) dypoikwv @bais Témov Edwkav kal cvvibeiar.
ddew 8¢ paow abrods dprov éfnprypévovs Onpiwv év éavrd
mAéovas TUmovs Exovra kal whpav wavomweppias dvdmhewy kal
olvov év alyelp dokd, omovéiy vépovras Tols Pmavrdot, oré-
pavby Te mepikelobar kal képata éNddpwy mwpokeloBar kal perd
xeipas €xev AaywfBoéhov. 7ov 8¢ wvikfoavra Aapfdvew tiv
Tob veviknuévov dprov: Kkdretvov ptv émwl Tijs TGV Svpakoveior
pévewr moléws, Tods 8¢ veviknpévous els Tas meplokibas wpeiv
dyeipovres éavrols Tas Tpopds. &dew Te EANa Te waibids kal
yélwros éxbueva kal evPnuodvras émréyew:

8éfar Tav dyabav Tixav,

Séfar Tav dyleiav,

av Qépopes wapd Tds feod

av 1 ékheddokero T Thva.

(dv 7 éxaAéoxero, Radermacher)
The account given by the scholiast contains many rather

obscure features, which this is not the place to discuss:* but

! Eisler (Orph. Dion. Myst.-Ged., p. 260) speaks of these Sovkohwaoral
as Dionysiac, on account of the wineskin which they carried. Buta
wineskin would be a natural * property " of any xdpos. On some features
of this xdpos see Cook, Zeus, vol. ii, p, 1140.

* The whole affair (despite the aetiological story attached to it) reminds
us of the companies of children collecting gifts and wishing good luck
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what is clear is that we have here a kduos of revellers wear-
ing an animal head-dress, including an agon among the
revellers themselves, and ending with something not unlike
the exodos of some Aristophanic comedies. We cannot show
that the Athenian animal-masqueraders held such an agon,
though it is likely enough that as they departed from the
scene they wished their friends good luck ; but a fragment of
Aristophanes’ Danaides! (also noticed by Radermacher) speaks
of a time when the chorus in rough rustic garments danced
with all kinds of things good to eat packed under the arms :

6 xopds & dpxeir’ dv évayrduevos 8dmidas kal orpwparédesua,
Stapacyalivas avrdv oxeXiow kal Ppvokais kal padaviow.

We have here a definite point of contact between the
Sicilian and Athenian x@pot, and the resemblance may well
have extended to other features. At least the evidence leaves
us free to maintain provisionally our conjecture that some
form of Athenian k&uos may, like the Syracusan, have
included a kind of agon? which early comic poets might

on May-morning, and the similar rounds made by early (and modern)
Greek children carrying a swallow (and singing the swallow-song) or
a crow (Phoenix of Colophon, fr. 2: Powell, Coll. Alex., p. 233). Rader-
macher (Ar. Frische, 1. c.) notices these, and also a procession, which
perhaps took place at Naxos, of young men carrying a fish. (Is it
fanciful to remember also the organ-grinder’s monkey ?) In the Anecd.
Lstense, iii (Wendel, ibid., p. 7) the story is repeated verbatim, but the
horns and spear are conjectured to be imitative of Pan as the shepherd's
deity. (But did Pan wear stag's horns ?) In the account of the pro-
ceedings given by Diomedes (Gramm. Lat. i, p. 486, Keil) the contest
took place in the theatre, but this was probably a later development.
The procession (like similar x@pot in other countries) was doubtless
believed really to bring good luck: see Nilsson, Gr. Feste, pp. 200 ff. ;
and for medieval and modern «épot in Greek lands involving both an
agon and a procession collecting gifts, see Nilsson, Neue Jahsb, xxvii,
pp 677-82, and above, pp. 163-4 (the performance at Viza). On modern
parallels to the stag-disguise see Nilsson, Arch. Rel. xix. 78; Schneider,
ibid. xx. 89 ff., and other refs. there given.

! fr. 263 K. lagree with Radermacher (L c., p. 11) as to the meaning
of dapaoxakivas.

* The fondness of the Greeks for an agon needs no proof. Navarre
(Rev. Et. Anc., 1. ¢.) regards Aristophanes’ Frogs, 1. 395, as showing that
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develop. This would be more satisfactory thap to suppose!
that the agon of the Attic Old Comedy (in which the chorus
always assisted, if only as judges) was borrowed from, the
agon as developed by Epicharmus, who, so far as we can tel],
did not write choral comedy at all, and with whom the agon
does not seem to have been an element in a larger structure.?
Such an account of the earliest stages in the development of
comedy would also have the advantage that, though xepedla
is derived from k&pos and not from xduz, it would recognize
some measure of truth in the persistent tradition (mentioned
by Aristotle and recurring down to late Byzantine times)
which associated the rudiments of comedy with the village,
and in the expressions used by some early grammatici, who
also knew of a tradition of comedy as once a begging-pro-
cession. This tradition was known to Varro?® and is also
found in Tzetzes, who, though his authority for this statement
cannot be traced, sometimes preserves scraps of historical
information of some value.

It is perhaps not carrying conjecture too far to suggest that
such masqueraders as we have been considering may not have
confined themselves to animal disguises, but may have repre-
sented (e.g.) foreigners, just as modern children (and not
children only) dress up as niggers or Red Indians.* The

the yeupio és on the return from Eleusis involved a contest (evidently
of wit), the victor in which was crowned with a rawia, (Such a rawiais
found in Art in the hands of Nike.) This is possible ; but it may be that
the passage is really a prayer of the chorus for the victory of the play
which they were acting.

! With Sieckmann and others. * See below, pp. 396 fi., 404,

$ Diomedes, de Poemat. ix. 2 (Kaibel, Fragm. Com. Gr. i, p. 57)
‘Comoedia dicta dmé 76y kopdv . . . itaque iuventus Attica, ut ait Varro,
circum vicos ire solita fuerat et quaestus sui cause hoc genus carminis
pronuntiabat’. Tzetzes, Prooem. de Comoed. (Kaibel, L c., p. 27) mepl
mouréy mohhdkis duiv édiddapey kal mept Tis dyopaias kai dyviaridos xwpgdias
«al dyvprpldos, 81t Te yewpydv efpyua krh. Varro’s authority was doubtless
some Greek writer earlier than himself.

* Whatever may have been the case with r& ¢pallcd, the object of
which was probably at first magical or religious, il may be suspected that
the psychological explanation of the x&uos was much more often the love
of fun,
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choruses of Magnes included a chorus of Lydians; Aristo-
phanes wrote a Babylonians, Pherecrates a Persians; and
these may have had their forerunners in some masquerade.
From foreigners it would not be a very great step to the
representation of groups with well-marked characteristics—
Huarp-players, Acharwions, Prospaltians, and so on.

The end of the x@uos from ;which comedy sprang was, no
doubt, the departure of the revellers, marching or dancing as
the case might be, possibly with a song of victory raised by
the party who had won the contest and perhaps shared by all.
The exodos of the comedies of Aristophanes varies in type, and
will be discussed later;! it is never epirrhematic, and was
probably not derived from a primitive x&uos-sequence; but
a song of victory occurs in it several times, though it must
be admitted that it is likely that the victory of which the
song speaks is (as a rule) the anticipated victory of the
comedy over its rivals; and there are generally vivid antici-
pations of a feast. These are features which familiarity
with such a «x@dpos as we have been discussing would render
natural.

The result, then, of the foregoing discussions is the hypothe-
sis that the epirrhematic portions of the Old Comedy are an
adaptation of a native Athenian xduos (possibly of more than
one variety of xduos) in the course of which some kind of
contest developed, and in which it had become customary to
conclude with addresses, no doubt in part satirical or jesting,
to those standing by; and that in these addresses and the
chants which preceded them, as well as in the agon and the
lively entrance scene, the epirrhematic structure, employed
with varying degrees of strictness, had become conventional.
Such a hypothesis would account for this distinet and co-
herent section of comedy, and there is, at any rate, some
evidence for it in the facts and the passages which have been
adduced.

It should be added that Aristophanes once or twice intro-
duces a different kind of agon from that which arises as it
were naturally out of the xauos, viz. the agon between such

1 pp. 809-10.
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abstract conceptions as the Just and Unjust Argument, and
between Poverty and Wealth. Such contests of abstractions
may also have been employed by Epicharmus,! and there are
instances in Alexandrian times, when the contest was virtually
a self-contained little work.? (It may also have been such in
Epicharmus.) Aristophanes may thus have availed himself of
what was possibly a popular form of entertainment, whether
among Dorian or other peoples® If we knew for certain in
what guise such abstract conceptions appeared on the stage,
we might be able to judge whether they could be supposed to
have any connexion with the x@uos, or whether (as seems
most likely) they belonged to the same type as the Dorian
mime : but the scholia which profess to give us this informa-
tion about the Just and Unjust Argument possibly (though not
necessarily) contradict one another, and neither tells us quite
enough to be useful.*

It has been noticed already that Aristotle appears to have
had some notion of a primitive comedy without masks or
prologues or a number of actors. The phallophori from whom
he derived comedy probably wore no masks, as we have seen,
nor did various other kinds of xwpuacrai: so that, though in
all probability some kind of masked x@pos had most to do
with the beginnings of comedy, the notion of an unmasked
comedy was a natural one enough. The x@puos almost certainly
can have had no prologue, and probably no actor who was
more than temporarily distinet from the general body of the
revellers; but this temporary distinctness of one (or two) of
them for the purposes of the agon would render the intro-
duction of a, regular actor easy when the x@pos took more
definite shape as comedy. It is plain that in all this we are

1 8ee below, pp. 396 f.

* e.g. the episode in Callimachus' Iambi on the dispute of the Olive
and the Laurel ; and see below, p. 404.

¢ Perhaps an agon of this kind occurred in the Persae of Pherecrates,
but the context of the fragments is not certain.

* Schol. Ven. on Aristoph. Clouds 889 says that the two Adyo were
brought on in cages like fighting-cocks (tmokeivrar émi orqrijs év mhexrois

olkiokos ol Adyor dikny Spvibwy paydpevor). The Schol. on 1. 1033 says that
év dvdpav oxipare elanxbnoav.
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but theorizing, as Aristotle was; but it may be that our theory
is as near the truth as his; it does not claim to be more than
an attempt at a more satisfactory hypothesis.

I

Dorian elements : Susarion.

§ 1. There is a considerable part of the Old Comedy which
the kduos, whether phallic or other, is powerless to explain;
and we have therefore to return to the consideration of the
view which derives at least some elements in it from Dorian
sources.

We have already seen?® that the Spartan detknAiora:, whose
virtual identity with the later mime-actors is clear from
passages of Plutarch and Hesychius, gave performances which
had some points in common with Attic Comedy, presenting
such scenes as the advent of the itinerant physician with his
nostrums, the detection of the orchard-robber or the thief who
stole the meat after the feast—all of them characters in the
real life of the times. We saw that the SewxnAiorar wore
masks and were quite probably phallic. The mimes of later
times were not specially connected with the worship of
Dionysus, and there was no trace in them of satire or per-
sonalities at the expense of the audience; they were short and
had little or nothing in the way of a plot of connected scenes;
and possibly these characteristics belonged also to the mimes
of the detknAiorai, though there is no evidence beyond what
has already been given. These performances in any case must
have been really dramatic, and in character throughout; and
if Attic Comedy grew from the combination of these and other
more or less similar representations with the non-dramatic
kdpos, we should have an explanation of the source from
which the dramatic element in comedy came.

§ 2. Another link appears to connect Attic comedy with

! See above, pp. 228 ff,



954 TuE BrEecinniNes oF GREEK CouMEDY

Sparta, though the precise history of the connexion is nolonger
to be traced.

In the course of their excavations at Sparta in 1906, the
members of the British School at Athens discovered a large
number of clay masks! most of which appear to belong,
roughly speaking, to the period between 600 and 550 B.c,
They were doubtless votive copies of the actual masks worn
by the performers of some ritual dance in honour of Artemis
Orthia, in whose sanctuary they were found and to whom
they must have been dedicated ; and since the dedication of
votive copies is generally a later thing than the offering of the
real object, it seems fairly safe to assume that these dances
existed at least in the latter part of the seventh century s.c,
Among these masks are many which represent an old woman
with a much wrinkled face and a very few teeth.? Now just
such an old woman was a regular personage in Attic comedy
throughout its duration, and extant comic masks, as well as the
description given by Pollux of the masks of the New Comedy,
illustrate the character, though it had naturally become
differentiated into slightly differing types in the course of
time. Such masks are figured by Robert,?> and the important
passage in Pollux (iv. 150, 151) is as follows: 7& 8¢ 7av
yuvaikdv, ypaldiov loxvov i Avkaiviov, ypads mwaxeia, ypaidiov
olkovpdy 7 olkerikov 1 680, TO pév Avkaiviov dmwbpnkes' purides
AerTal kal wukvai Aevkby, Unwxpov, oTpeBAov 70 dppa. 1 6
maxeia ypais maxelas Exer puridas év edoapkia, kal Tawidoy
ras Tpixas mwephapBdvov. T 8 olkovpdy ypaidiov aipby, &

! The members of the School kindly showed me these when I was at
Sparta in 1909, and I afterwards had the advantage of discussing the
whole subject with the late Capt. Guy Dickins. A short account of the
masks by Prof. Dawkins and Mr. Bosanquet is to be found in the
B.S. A. Annual, vol. xii, pp. 324 ff., 338 fi. The relevant literary
references are practically all collected by Nilsson, Gr. Feste, pp. 182 ff.;
and in Neue Jahrb. xxvii, p. 273, he recognizes the importance of the
Spartan masks.

? Figs. 19-26. I am indebted to the authorities of the British School
for permission to reproduce these masks.

8 Die Masken der neueren Atf. Rom., p. 47. See Figs. 27-31. Comp.
Navarre, Rev. Et. Anc. xvi (1914), pp. 1 .
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Fias. 24-26. Clay Masks from Sparta.
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ékarépg T craybye éxarépoley dva Ovo Exer youplovs. We
find exactly the type—wrinkled and with a few teeth—in
Aristophanes’ Plutus, 11. 1050 ff. :
NE. & Iovromwéoeibov kal Beol mwpeaPurikol,
év 73 mpoodme Tdy puridwy Soas Exer.
I'P. &g,
v 8G8a i pot wpbodep’.
XP. €U pévror ANéyer
éav yap adriv els pbvos omuwbip AdfBy
domep malaiav elpecidvny kavoeral.
NE. PBodher 8ia xpbvov wpbs pe maioar;

Y

P, ol TdAav ;
NE. adrod, Aafoboca kdpva.

I'P. madiay tive

NE. néoovs &xes 606vras.

XP. dAA& yvdoouat

kdywy'* &e yap Tpeis lows 1 Térrapas.

NE. dnbrewcor: &va yap ybppiov pbvor dopel.
Arigtophanes also testifies to the occurrence of a drunken
old woman, dancing the xépdaf, in the comedies of his con-
temporaries,! and the xdpdag, as we shall see, was one of the
regular dances in honour of Artemis in the Peloponnese2 In
Greek Comedy, and in the Roman Comedy which in this
respect followed the Greek, the drunken old woman occurs as

a nurse, or a midwife, or a laena.?

As to the type of dance in honour of Artemis in which such
a character may have figured, we get some light from the
notices (textually corrupt though they are) in Hesychius about
the BpvAhixioral* at Sparta, whose dances were performed
by men dressed as women and, almost certainly, also by

! Clouds 553-6. Eupolis had treated Hyperbolus’ mother in this way
in the Maricas (Schol. on Ar., ad loc.).

2 In the Sphinz of Epicharmus a dance of Artemis Xerwyén was per-
formed (see below, p. 392).

¥ See ‘Dionys., fr. 5; Alexis, fr. 167 ; Menand., fr. 397; Plaut. Curcul.
96 ff., Asin. 802; Ter. Andr. 228, &c.

¢ BpuM\iyiorai seems the most probable form of the name, and BpiAkixa
of that of the dance. The corruptions are easily explained.
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women dressed as men and wearing pailol. (The interchange
of costumes is a device, familiar to anthropologists, for
deceiving evil powers who might otherwise interfere with the
sexual magic which is the purpose of such dances.!) The
principal passages in Hesychius are these:

Bpvddiixa: wpbowmov yuvaikelov mapd 70 yehotov kal aloypdv
mepiriferai? . . . kal yvvaikela {pdria évdédurar, G0ev kal Tds
t uaxpas t2 Bpvdatiyas karodor Adxwves.

BpvA\ixioral of aloxpd mpocwmeia meptépevor yvvaiketa
kal Duvovs &dovres.

Bpvakikrar moeuikol bpxnoral per’ ailolov* *IBukos xal
Srnoixopos.

Similar (and certainly indecent) dances to Artemis, who was
in early days in the Peloponnese a goddess of fertility of a
primitive type, were the kaAXaBiles or kaAraBibia of Spartan
women and girls, and the dances of the «kvpirrol, whom
Hesychius describes as of éxovres 7¢ {UAwa mpbowma xard
‘Itallav kal éoprdfovres 7fi Kopvfahia yehoiaorail The
mention of Ibycus and Stesichorus confirms the belief that
such dances were known in Magna Graecia, where dances in
honour of Artemis were evidently familiar, and these were
doubtless derived in part from the Peloponnesian mother-cities
of the colonists: cf. Pollux iv. 108 70 8¢ lwvikoy Aprémde
apxoivro Sikehdrar pdhiora’ 70 8¢ dyyeXikdv éuipeiro oxif-
para dyyélwr: and Athen. xiv, p.629e mapa 8¢ Svpakosiors

! Cf. the couvade, and (at Sparta) the dressing of the bride in male
attire. Cf. also Philostr. Imag. L. ii (p. 298, 10 ff.), where the exchange
of costumes is spoken of as characteristic of certain xapot.

% The text reads aloypdy épp .. . reear pivfe Tiv dpxporpay kal yvvaw . ..
{pdria évdédurar. No convincing emendation has been proposed.

3 dkpibas, Wilam.

4 mokepixol may be corrupt; the other words are corrections (by Lobeck
and others) of &pxnrar péy aldoimov. Hermann emends to: moheutxol
dpxnoral® Bpvakirkrar pevédovmor (a supposed quotation).

® Nilsson notes that the word xvpirroi suggests phallic dances. For
women's dances to Artemis in male costume, cf. Hesych. 5. v. AdpSar
ai ) 'Aprémdi Bvoidy dpxovoar ard Ths kard wadiay gxeviis® ol yap dhyres
oVrw xahoivrar. There were dances of women to Artemis Kopvfahia at
the Tithenidia at Sparta (see Nilsson, Gr. Feste, pp. 182 ff.).

3183 8
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kai Xirovéas Apréudos Spxnois tis éorw (dios kal athnaus.
v 8¢ 1is kal "Toviky) 8pxnots wapolvios. kal Ty dyyehuchy &
wdpowov fkpiBovy Spxnov.

A further account of early Laconian dances may be found
in Pollux iv. 104-5! fy 8¢ Twa kai Aakwvikd Spxfiuara &g
Maléas. Zeqrol & floav kal i’ avrots Sdrvpor Umbrpops
dpxovpevor «kal {Oupfor émi Adiovioe, xal Kapvdrides &'
Apréuidi?  kal Bapbdhixa, 70 pév ebpnpa PapvAAiXov, wpos-
wpxobvTo 8¢ yvvaikes AméA\ove kal Apréud. ol 8& Hmo-
yomwves yepbvtov mwd Bakrnplais Thv plpnew elyov, of &
yUmoves fulivov kdAwv émifPaivovres wpyodvro, Siadavi
TapavTiviia dumexépevor. kal piv  EoxapivOov spxnpa, émé-
vopov & fiv 1ol edpbvros adAnrob. TvpLaciav & éxdloww T
Spxnua 10 SibupapPikby. pipnTikny (Y pepnAikny) éxdlovw
8 7s éuepodvro Tovs éml T Khomfj T@V éwAdv kpedy® dhioko-
pévovs. NopBpbrepov & fv & dpxobvro yvuvol edv' aloypo-
Noyla. 7y 8¢ kal Td oxioTds EAkew,t oxijpa dpXfioens Xopikis'
€8t 8¢ mndavra émaldTTew Td TKéN.

The interest of this passage is that it not only introduces the
thief of stale food and the BpAAixa (under a probably corrupt
name), but also a dance of old men leaning on sticks (ymoyd-
moves) ; and it is noteworthy that many of the masks found in
the precinct of Artemis Orthia are those of old men. The old
man—not infrequently with a stick—is a regular character in
the New Comedy and in Plautus and Terence; he is to be
seen on the vases on which the performances of the Italian
phlyakes are depicted; his long-bearded mask is among those
enumerated by Pollux iv. 144, in a description which recalls
some of the Spartan masks; and if this character (as distinct
from the old rustic who is the hero of so many comedies of
Aristophanes) does not come out so clearly in the Old Comedy,

! I give what seems to me the best text with little discussion; the
MSS. have many obvious corruptions. In $wé Baxrypias the preposition
seems simply to denote *‘ attendant circumstances’, as it not infrequently

does in late Greek. AouBpdrepov is read by Bethe for MSS, Aapmpdrepor.

2 For Kapuvdrides see Nilsson, 1. ¢., pp. 196 ff.

8 MSS. pepav: perhaps éwhopepiv (Kiihn) is the right reading.

¢ What this was is uncertain. Hesych. has oxfipa modds™ & oxlopara,
xal 8pxnuTikdy oxijpa, bub this may be corrupt.
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it may be because Aristophanes deliberately gave him up,
along with other stock tricks of his contemporaries: ef.
Clouds 540 fF. :

008’ Eokafre Tods Ppataxpols, ovdt xbpday’ elAkvoev,

ovde mpeafvrns & Néywv Témy vh Baxrnple

TOmTEL TOV Wapbvr' ddavifwv movnps ckdppara.

The occurrence of such characters—the wrinkled and gap-
toothed old woman and the old man with his stick—in Spartan
dances does not of course prove that they got into Attic
comedy directly from that source; but it does add weight to
the other evidence for the view that some of the stock
characters of Attic comedy became familiar to the Athenians
from intercourse with Dorian peoples. Any people can easily
devise * comic’ old men and old women, and the uglinesses and
infirmities of old age are an unfailing source of popular
merriment ; but their occurrence in Attic comedy just in their
Spartan forms is at least confirmatory of the theory that
Dorian influence was responsible for some features of comedy,
and in particular for the introduction of eertain character
types familiar either through performances like the later
mirmes, or through well-known cult-dances.

§ 8. This theory derives further confirmation from the
regular occurrence in Attic comedy of the kordax. That it
was a common feature is plain from the passage of Aristophanes
just quoted, and the scholiasts and lexicographers describe it
as bpxnots kwpukd. We cannot point to a definite instance of
its introduction into a play by Aristophanes himself, and if he
deliberately abjured it, as he claims to have done, this is not
surprising. (A scholiast does indeed state that it occurred in
the Wasps, and he must be referring to Philocleon’s dance,
11, 1487 ff.: but this is probably a mistake, as Philocleon is
evidently travestying some tragic dance.) But there can be
no doubt of its employment by Eupolis and perhaps by
Phrynichus. It was a dance associated with drunkenness and
was of a lascivious kind (Schol. on Ar. Clouds 540 calls it
Kotk . . . fris aloxpds Kwel Ty dopvy :1 cf. Mnesimachus,

1 Cf. Hesych. xopdaxiopoi* & rav pipov yeloia kal waiyna,

s2
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fr. 4 mpémwoois Xwpelr Némerar kbpdaf’ | drodacraiver vods
petpakiov: and Theophr. Char. vi treats it as a sign of dmévoia,
opxetofar vijpwv 7OV képdaxa). Its exact nature is (perhaps
fortunately) undiscoverable, as the attempts to identify with
it the dances on a number of vase-paintings rest on no sufficient
evidence: there was more than one kind of vulgar dance! It
is clear from Aristoph. Clouds 553-4 that the dance was
associated with a drunken old woman:

Etmolis ptv 7ov Mapikdv mwpériarov mapelhkvaey
ékarpéfras Tovs fuerépovs ‘Imméas kakds kakds,
wpoofels adrd ypaiv peBiony tob kbpdakos ofvey’, Hv
Ppivixos wdAat wemoiny’', fiv 7O kijTos fjoliev?

and a passage of Pausanias (V1. xxii, § 1) shows its connexion
with Artemis; it was danced in honour of Artemis Kopddka
in Elis (mpoeX@bvrt 8¢ . . . onueid éorwv iepod Kopddkas
émixAnaw Aprépidos, 6t of Toi IIéNomos dxbrovlor T émwikia
flyayov wapa 1 Oed TavTy kai pxfoavro émixdpiov Tois mepl
7ov Zimvlov kbépaxa Spxnow). He derives the dance from
Asia Minor, and it is true that there were similar dances in
honour of the Ephesian Artemis, the Asiatic mother-goddess;?
but the derivation was perhaps a false inference; the Pelo-
ponnesian dances were probably very primitive and were
connected with the coarsely-conceived goddess of fertility who
afterwards became identified with Artemis; and Ottfried
Miiller (followed by Schnabel) may be right in the conjecture
that the later worshippers of Artemis, the goddess of chastity,
tried to account for, and excuse the connexion of, such dances

1 The last and most thorough attempt—that of H. Schnabel (Kordaz,
1910)—is rightly set aside by Korte (Deutsche Littzg. 1910, pp. 2787-9;
Bursian, Jahresber. clii, p. 236) and others, though his work contains
much nuseful material. Other attempts are enumerated by Warnecke,
8, v. képdaf, in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Enec. xi, col. 1384. I doubt if it can
be inferred from the passage of Pausanias that the xdpdaf was danced
at Elis by men,

* Phrynichus doubtless travestied the story of Andromeda.

® Autocrates, fr. 1 ola wai{ovow ¢ihac | wdpfevor Avday kdpar | kotda
mndboar képav | rdvaxpovoicac xepoiv | "Edpeaiay map’ *Aprepy | kaAMioray, kai
oty loxiaw | 10 pév kdra, 76 8 ab | els dvw ¢faipovaa | ola riykhos dNNerar,
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with her, by ascribing them to a foreign source. However
that may be, the association of the dance with a drunken old
woman and with the worship of Artemis in the Peloponnese
confirms the indications already mentioned of Dorian influence
on comedy.!

We may add to these indications the fact that another
primitive Peloponnesian dance, the ué6wv, was occasionally
introduced into Attic comedy. This dance was perhaps that
of the uéfwves—the liberated helots of Laconia—as Ottfried
Miiller conjectures:* Photius describes it as dpyxnua poprikdv
kal kopSakddes. It is danced for a moment by the Sausage-
Seller in the Kwnights 697 dmemvédpica pébwva: and the
Scholiast’s description of it seems to identify it with the
dance of the Spartan Lampito in the Lysistrata 82:

yvuvdbdopar yap kal wori mvyav dAlopat,

and with a Spartan dance mentioned by Pollux iv. 102, in
which &8¢t dANeddar kal Jrabew Tois wool wpds Tas mvyds.

§ 4. A further argument (again not perfectly conclusive,
but still increasing the probability, otherwise established, that
Dorian influence must be taken into account in judging of
the origins of Attic comedy) is drawn from a comparison of
the costume of the Attic comic actor with that worn by
a number of figures which appear on Peloponnesian vases.
There is little doubt that the Attic actors commonly secured
comic effect by extravagant padding of the person, in front
and behind, the exaggerated figure being clad in & short tight-
fitting tunie, usually cut short so as to show the phallus which
was often worn.® (The extravagant padding was evidently

! There is no doubt that at a much later date the dance was associated
with Dionysus (Lucian, nepi dpxno. § 22; Hpokakiud 6 Awv. § 1, &e.). But
there is no evidence of any early connexion of it with him. The attempt
of Hincks (Rév. Archéol. xvii (1911), pp. 1-5) to find such evidence depends
on the identification with the xépdaf of & dance in the presence ofan appa-
rently Dionysiac personage in a panther-skin, depicted on an aryballos
in the British Museum ; but this identification is quite unproved.

¥ Dorier, ii, p. 338.

3 Various kinds of upper garment, mantle, &c., might be worn as
required; see Miiller, Bihnen-dliertimer, pp. 249 ff.; and the comic
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used in the Clouds 1287, 1238, where Strepsiades is mocking
Pasias:

ST. arolv Siacunxbels dvaur’ &v obroot.

ITA. ofy’ ds katayelds.

ST. & xoas xwpioerar,

and in the Frogs 663 f., where Dionysus is certainly wearing
the mpoyaorpidiovl) The costume appears also on various
terra-cotta statuettes of comic actors,? and on an Attic vase at
St. Petersburg,? representing a scene in a theatrical dressing-
room, probably early in the fourth century, before the Attic
comedians had given up the phallic costume. But it is
significant that there is no trace of this costume on early
Attic vases, where we should expect to find it worn by
Dionysiac figures, if it were proper to the members of the
retinue of Dionysus or in any way connected with his cult.
His followers on the early vases are all satyrs or sileni. Nor
are such figures like the human xwgasral on the vases. And
this absence of the costume from early Attic paintings gives
point to its occurrence on a considerable number of Pelo-
ponnesian vases; the two facts together strongly suggest that
the Attic stage derived the costume from a Peloponnesian
source. (If it were not for these facts, it would be open to us
to believe that, as padding and indecency are obvious and
universal methods of obtaining a low comic effect, the

poets no doubt exercised great freedom in the matter. Some of the
terra-cotta statuettes and figures on vases wear a short chiton distinet
from the close-fitting vest, the name of which is unknown.

1 He is called ydorpoy in 1. 200, and the Schol. explains: elodyover yap
Tov Awdruooy mpoydoropa kai 0lddheoy dmd Tijs dpylus kai olvoAuylas.

? Bieber, pl. 69-71. Korte gives a long catalogue of these (Jahrb.
Avrch. Inst. viii, pp. 77 ff.). Most appear to belong to the fourth century:
but he argues that the type of costume familiar from the Old Comedy
would probably have lasted om, as long as parody and mythology, and
not real life, were the subjects of the plays. The type of statuette is
certainly Attic in origin. The account given above, like that of all
writers on the subject since 1893, necessarily (and gratefully) takes
Korte's article as its basis.

S Fig. 32: the two right-hand figures are phallic in the original. (See
Bieber, 1. c., Abb. 124.)
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Athenians would have no need to go to the Peloponnese for
them.)

The costume is found upon & sixth-century Corinthian
amphora (now in the Louvre), which has been much discussed.!
On the left is a flute-player, padded before and behind and
wearing a short close-fitting vest, but not phallic: and facing
him a bearded demonic figure labelled Etivovs. Then follow
two figures carrying a wine jar: they appear to be naked;
the right-hand one is labelled *Ogéxardpos: on the right they
are being approached by a naked and grossly phallic figure
labelled 'Oppikés, with a stick in either hand; the situation
seems to be that he is detecting the two in the theft of the

wine jar.? The names appear to be those of Dionysiac demons,
'O¢éravdpos (who is semi-phallic) a giver of fertility, Edvovs an
incarnation of goodwill, and ’Oppikés probably a by-name
of Dionysus himself, as it certainly was in the form
"OuPpixés (cf. Bekk. Anec. Gr. i, p. 224, s.v. Bdkyos. ol &¢
'OpBpikds omd A\ikapvdooewv Bdkyos. Halicarnassus was
at least partly Dorian). That the vase represents some
kind of performance burlesquing mythological characters in
o scene of theft is often thought to be indicated by the flute-
player. But it is at least possible that the flute-player and the
dancer form a pair apart, and that the whole is not taken

! Figured by Kérte, 1. ¢, p. 91; Bieber, p. 129, &c.
? This was conjectured by Dimmler, who figured and discussed the
vase in Ann. dell’ Inst. 1885.
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from an actual performance, but is a fancy picture of
a Dionysiac group, two of whom are amusing themselves,
while two others are detected in wine stealing by Dionysus:
the fact that the group of three are entirely naked makes it
doubtful whether the vase can be intended to reproduce an
actual performance. But this does not affect the main point—
the association of the costume with the Dionysiac demons
imagined by Corinthian artists. The only difficulty in con-
necting these with the Attic comic actor lies in the fact that
the figures which wear the tight vest are not phallie, while
the phallic figures are naked. This difficulty, however, grows
less, when we consider that not all Attic actors were phallic
either ; and it is at least possible that in many plays (especially
of Aristophanes) and in many Corinthian burlesques the tight-
fitting vest and the padding were considered enough. A very
similar costume, but including the phallus, appears on a black-
figured Corinthian amphoriskos of the early part of the sixth
century, representing the return of Hephaestus to heaven,
when he was brought back by Dionysus in order to liberate
Hera from the chair in which she had been imprisoned by
his devices! The interpretation of the vase in detail is
disputed,? but it is agreed that the two phallic figures thus
costumed are supernatural or demonic. (Loeschke regards
them as demonic attendants of Dionysus; Schnabel, with less
probability, as Dionysus and Zeus.) The subject is not
specially Dorian, and is found on Attic and other vases, not all
of which can be regarded as imitations of Corinthian pottery,
even though the Corinthian vase is the earliest representation
of the subject : but this does not diminish the importance of
the discovery of this particular costume as worn by demonic
figures in a burlesque Dionysiac scene on Dorian pottery.
(The vase does not depict a performance, but a scene in which
none the less some of the performers wear costumes like that
worn probably by actors of burlesques.?) The short tight

1 The vase is figured by Loeschke, Azh. Mitt. xix, pl. viii. Cf. ibid,,
pp. 510 ff,, and Bieber, Abb. 122, p. 129. For the subject see below, p. 391.

? See Loeschke, 1. ¢., and Schnabel, Kordax, p. 55.
8 Similar figures occur on a representation of the return of Hephaestus
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vest is worn by the distorted Dionysiac figures which occur
on a number of early vases—mostly of the sixth century—
painted either at Corinth or under obvious Corinthian influence.
On a good many vases these figures, which are dancing in
pairs and sometimes carrying drinking horns, are not phallic,

Fia. 83, Dancers on Corinthian phiale.

and the type varies somewhat while remaining generically the
same,!

on a Corinthian vase in the British Museum, B. 42. (Figured by Walters,
Ane, Pottery, i, pl. xxi. Prof. Beazley informs me that this vase is real
Corinthian work, not imitative as stated in the B. M. Catalogue.)

* Besides those specially mentioned, I have examined the originals or
figures of the following: phiale, Baumeister, Denkm., p. 1963, fig. 2099
(fig. 83 in this book); the dolphin shows that this scene does not repro-
duce an actual performance : phiale in British Museum (figs. 34, 35), not
previously published: phiale, 'E¢. 'Apx. 1885, pl. 7 (both these sets of
figures much padded and dancing in pairs): two pinakes in Berlin, 4nt.
Denkm. i. 8. 19 a and ii. 39. 9 (both wearing the characteristic vest, and
non-phallic, but neither quite like the dancers on the last two vases):
phiale from Sabouroff Coll. (Furtw. i, pl. 48. 1), on which the figures wear
short purple chitons, two of them spotted like one of those on the
earliest Corinthian Hephaestus vase, and are only slightly padded (not
all in front) (fig. 36): krater in Louvre, E. 620, Pottier, pl. 44, dancing
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It seems then to be beyond question that the costume
commonly worn by the Attic comic actor, with or without
phallus, was particularly connected, before the fifth century,
not with any Attic figures, but with the Dionysiac ‘demons’
represented mainly on Corinthian vases. We need not discuss
whether these demonic figures are to be regarded as Dorian,
or as belonging to the pre-Dorian population, but continuing
to hold a place in the imagination of the Dorian settlers, as
some scholars believe.! In the latter case they would have
their origin in fancies of an earlier date than that of the
introduction of Dionysiac worship into the Peloponnese (when-
ever this happened), but would naturally have attached
themselves to that worship, as we find them attached, in
a burlesque form, on some of the vases. There is no ground
for expressly connecting them with Artemis> though it is
likely enough that there was some transference of ideas between
the primitive cult of Artemis and that of Dionysus, when it
arrived.

The special association of the costume with mythological

mainly in pairs and slightly padded: votive plate, Benndorf, Gr. and
Sic. Vas., pl. 7 (very roughly executed figures, some slightly, but not
conspicuously, padded, but some apparently phallic) : phiale from Akrai
(Benndorf, pl. 43. 1) with two figures (? women) in tight vests, and one
bearded ; an elderly bearded figure, perhaps Dionysus (fig. 40 opposite):
aryballos in Brit. Museum (Rev. Arch. xvii, 1911, p. 1) with dancers in
tight vests, also in presence of an elderly naked figure (? Dionysus)
{figs. 37-9): stamnos in Brit. Mus. B. 44, with three bearded dancers,
wearing close-fitting purple vests (fig. 41) ; Rayet-Collignon, Céram, p. 63,
fig. 33 (dancing pairs, with flute-player, non-phallic). See also Addenda,
p- 418 below. A similar garment appears on two grotesque figures, one on
each side of a crater, on a vase (4rch. Ztg., pl.12. 1 and 13. 4; Pottier,
Vases du Louvre, iii, D ¢, pl. 8) now considered to be Laconian (rather than
Cyrenaic) and certainly in Peloponnesian style. Of one or two vases cited
by different writers in this connexion I have been unable to see figures;
several others appear to be really irrelevant to the subject. An amphora
from Vulei (Roulez, Vases de Leide, pl. v) shows not only a dance of sizteen
padded non-phallic figures in short closefitting vests, but, as its main
subject, a dance of satyrs (phallic and horse-tailed) and bacchants. Ido
not know whether the two types are found together on any other vase.

! Loeschke, Ath. Mitt. xix, p. 519 ; Bethe, Proleg., pp. 48, 49, &e.

? The idea that these dancers are dancing the xpda is quite unproved,
and this ground for connecting them with Artemis disappears,
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burlesque (and probably with dances performed in the guise of
demons) is not only suggested by its occurrence in the entourage
of Dionysus and Hephaestus, but by its reappearance in the
fourth and third centuries on South Italian vases representing
the performances of the ¢pAdares, who burlesqued mythological

F1a. 40. Phiale from Akrai.

legends, These performances, as has already been suggested,
had almost certainly descended directly from those of the
Peloponnesian mother-cities of the Graeco-Italian colonies;
and the inclusion of such burlesques among the types of
performance which we can ascribe to the Peloponnese increases
the probability that the Attic comic poets also got both the
costume and the mythological burlesque, which forms so large
a part of Attic comedy, from Peloponnesian sources. (Such bur-



968 TuHE BreinNINes oF GREERK CoMEDY

lesque is & main part of the stock-in-trade of Epicharmus, who
lived in two Dorian colonies, Megara Hyblaea and Syracuse.)
The @Adakes-vases were enumerated and many of them
figured by Heydemann, and these have frequently been
figured since.! Many of the actors depicted on them wear the
tight-fitting garment (some with a short chiton over it), and
are grossly phallic; their chief peculiarity, as compared with
(e.g.) the dancers on the Corinthian vases, in addition to their
greater general coarseness of feature and figure, is the wearing
of striped trousers or ‘tights’ of a type which seems to be
confined to these vases. The idea which was at ome time
current 2 that the gpAdakes got their subjects and costume from
the Attic comedy itself has long been given up. As Korte
has argued, it is very improbable that the plays of the Old
Comedy were ever acted in Magna Graecia, or outside Athens
at all; they would have been partly unintelligible elsewhere:
and the ¢pAvaxes are dated from fifty to a hundred years after
the disappearance of the Old Comedy, though the costume of
the Attic actors may not have changed quite so early. The
idea that one of the vases represents a scene from the Frogs
of Aristophanes was clearly mistaken ;® and when these vases
present scenes, as they often do, which recall comedies of the
Menandrean rather than of the Aristophanic type—the
drunken son stealing home, the finding of the exposed infant,
the boastful soldier, the lover at the window of the courtesan—
they still present them in the grotesque and phallic costume

1 Heydemann, Jahrb. Arch. Inst. i, pp. 260 ff. ; von Salis, op. cit. ; Bieber,
pp. 188-53, pl. 76-86. Those noticed or discovered since Heydemann’s
article are enumerated by Zahn in Furtw, Reich., Griech. Vasenm. (series iil),
pp. 178 ff.; he dates those assigned to Assteas about the middle of the
fourth century. The occurrence of a stage in many of the paintings
shows that the vases represent performances, but a literary form seems
first to have been given to this kind of performance by Rhinthon of
Tarentum (circ. 300 B.c.). Comp. Nossis’ epigram (4nth. Pal, vii. 414)
‘Plvwv elp’ & Zupaxdoios | Movodwr SNiyn mis dpdovis® A& Avdkev | éx
Tpaykdy oy koady é8peyrdpeba.

* Refs. are given by Kbrte, Jahrd, Arch, Inst. viii. 61,

$ Heydemann, 1. c., p. 283; von Salis, L c., p. 23 ; Korte, 1. c., pp. 61,
87. See also Robert, Archacol. Hermeneutik, pp. 286-7,
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which the New Comedy had abandoned. But the use of this
costume, both in the Old Comedy and by the ¢pAdakes, may well
be due to its having been taken by each from Peloponnesian
burlesques.

Any further inference is perhaps hazardous. It certainly
cannot be argued that such primitive Peloponnesian plays
included any and every subject which we find on the ¢rvaxes-
vases ; but Robert and von Salis may be right in thinking that
Heracles (who recurs frequently on them) was a favourite
figure in early Dorian burlesques! Peloponnesian as well as
Italian ; and von Salis would add Odysseus also, though the
evidence is much less strong.? It seems in any case reasonably
safe to conjecture that both Epicharmus and the ¢Adakes, in
their mythological travesties and their comedy of low life,
were continuing the traditions of their ancient mother-cities
in Greece proper.

The stage on which the @¢Adakes performed seems to have
been a temporary affair, like that used by conjurers and early
mime-actors ;3 and such a stage may also have been in use
by the early Dorian players in Greece.

It has been usual, in discussing the actors’ costume, to refer
to some grotesque paintings on vases found at Thebes, mainly
in the precinct of the Kabeiroi.* On these phallic figures oceur,
much distorted—Odysseus, Bellerophon, Cadmus, &c.; and it
has been thought that these are parallel to the impersonations
of the ¢pAdaxes: but Korte ® is almost certainly right in deny-

1 We shall see reason later to think that Heracles was a stock-figure
in the comedy of Megara. The position occupied by Heracles as a Dorian
hero makes this natural enough.

2 yon Salis also conjectures that the overloaded slave, who occurs on
some of the vases and was a stock jest of the Old Comedy (cf. Aristoph.
Frogs 13-15, and fragm. 323), may have been a character in early Dorian
buffoonery ; but the character is one which would occur readily to any
Greek comedian. A food-stealing slave, Xanthias, is seen on one of the
vases (see above, p. 230). 8 Reich, Memoirs, i, pp. 605-7.

¢ See Bethe, Proleg., p. 58 ; Bieber, Denkm., pp. 153-5, pl. 87, fig. 1345,
and Ath. Mitt. xiii, pl. 11, &e.

% Neue Jahrd. xlvii (1921), pp. 311-12. Kbdrte criticizes deservedly the
surprising statements made by Dr. Bieber on these vases.
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ing this. Some of these figures are represented as naked, not
as clad in tight garments, and they are not masked ; they have
no traceable connexion with any kind of stage-performance,
and for our present purpose may be left out of account, except
in so far as they illustrate the general readiness of the Greeks
to travesty their mythological legends.

§ 5. We have found sufficient traces of Dorian burlesques
of mythological scenes and of grotesque Dionysiac dances, both
associated with the costume which was afterwards worn by
the Athenian comic actor, to justify the conjecture that there
was a connexion between such Dorian performances and Attic
comedy. We have also found that some of the standing types
of Attic comedy seem to have their fore-runners in the mime-
like performances of Dorian peoples, or in dances in character,
associated with Dorian ritual—the old woman, the old man
with his stick, the quack-doctor, the detected food-stealer.
It is possible that some further suggestions may be derived
from a consideration of other types which constantly recur in
Attic comedy.! '

A considerable part of many plays of Aristophanes consists
of scenes in which a person of absurd or extravagant preten-
sions is derided or made a fool of by a person who plays the
buffoon—scenes (to use the convenient Greek terms) between
an d¢lafév and a Bouodrixos? The dxafdv may be a sophist
or philosopher—Hippo in the ITavémra: of Cratinus, Socrates
in the Clouds of Aristophanes, and the Kévvos of Ameipsias;
or a politician (Cleon), a quack-doctor or apothecary, a star-
gazer (Meton), a prophet, an ecstatic poet (Cinesias, &e.),
a boastful soldier (Lamachus), an elegant aesthete (Agathon)—

! I have made much use of the writings of Siiss, De personarum antiquae
comoediae Atticae usy atque origine (Bonn, 1905), and Zur Komposition der
altattischen Kombdie (Rh. Mus. 1xiii (1908), pp. 12-38, though I am unable
to agree with him on some points of detail.

* Cf. the Tractatus Coislinianus (which no doubt in this takes up
points made by Aristotle), § 6 #6y xwpwdias 7d e Bupohdya kal Ta elpwricd
kai td@ T&v dhafévwr: cf. Ar. Rhet. 111, xviii. 1419b 8 ff, Eth. Nic. II. vii.
1108 a 21, &ec., Iv. vii, 1127a 21. Of the elporicd the extant remains
give us plenty of illustrations, especially in the person of the parasite :
they are full of the d\e{dr and the Bwuodyos.



Dorian elements 271

any one who feels himself to be out of the common and takes
himself too seriously. Euripides and even Aeschylus in the
Frogs have something of the dAa¢év in them! The dAafdv
was brought up to date or worked into the character of some
living person, with very different degrees of skill or brilliancy
by different poets and in different plays: but the regularity
of his occurrence in such scenes, and the persistence of the
type in certain forms even in the New Comedy, suggest very
strongly that the dAa¢dv was a stock-character in the older
forms of buffoonery to which Attic comedy owed much, and
that the quack-doctor of the deiknAioTa:r was only one variety
of a type constant in essentials-—i.e. in dAadovela, though
taking more than one shape.? It is some confirmation of this
view that the type is found in Epicharmus, in the fragments
of whom we shall find the quack wise-man prominent and the
pdvris mentioned; and that in another form, that of the
swaggering soldier, we find him in the representations of the
@pAdakes? It is natural to explain these coincidences between
Dorian and Attic comedy by a common source.

The BwpoAéxos in Aristophanes generally takes one of two
forms—the old rustic and the jesting slave. His business is
much the same wherever he appears. He makes nonsense of
what another speaker says, or gives an indecent or vulgar turn
to it—sometimes taking words literally where they are not so
meant, or otherwise playing upon them ; sometimes interrupt-
ing with silly or indecent remarks or anecdotes, particularly
in the agon ; sometimes making asides or (quite undramatically)
addressing the audience. He also has a particular function in
the prologue—that of stating the subject of the play, request-

! Aeschylus embodies not only the characteristics of the great poet,
but some of those associated with the terrific soldier, in so far as he is
half identified with his warriors in their extravagant panoply.

? Siiss appropriately quotes the catalogue in Aristoph. Clouds 831 ff.
i@ 8ri mhelorous alrai Bdokovor copriords | Qovpropdyress, larporéyvas,
oppayidovuxapyoxopnras | kukhiwy T€ xopdv doparoxdumras, dvdpas perewpo-
¢évaxas | o08év Spdrras Bdorove” dpyos, St Tadras povaomratoio.

3 o.g. on vase G, Heydemann, loc. cit, The character is recognizable
in Archilochus fr. 58 (Bergk*), and is found in one form or another
throughout the history of Greek comedy.
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ing the goodwill of the audience, and attracting their favour
by some preliminary jesting ; and he is usually the principal
character in those scenes of buffoonery which normally
succeed the parabasis, and in which one elaimant for recogni-
tion after another, whatever the degree of his dAafovela, is
derided and driven away. In almost all the earlier plays of
Aristophanes the Bwuohéxos of the second half of the play is
the old rustic or a character very like him—Dicaeopolis,
Strepsiades, Trygaeus, Philocleon, Peithetaerus. Inthe Achar-
nians and Clouds the old rustic also prologizes; but in the
prologue the part is more commonly taken by a slave (some-
times two slaves)! introduced for the purpose (as in the Knights,
Wasps, Frogs, and Plutus), or by a companion of one of the
principal characters—Euelpides, Kalonike, Mnesilochus—=the
role of the companion being perhaps a later modification of that
of the slaves. As a rule (though Mnesilochusis an exception)
neither slave nor companion is prominent in the second part
of the play. In the preparations for the wedding or the feast
with which many of the plays end, the Bwuohéxos gets free
play for his greed and his obscenity.

It is possible to trace the manner in which Aristophanes
progresses in his handling of these types, in abating their
grossness, and in working them into a plot which forms
a unity. The Bwpoléyos of the rustic kind, as has already
been indicated, seems to belong primarily to the iambic scenes
in which he makes a fool of a series of dAaféves or characters
not far removed from diadéves. It is in these iambic scenes
that Dicaeopolis, Strepsiades, Trygaeus, Peithetaerus, Blepyrus,
play a characteristic part ; and when this type of BwuoAéxos
is prominent in the first half of the play, as Dicaeopolis is in
the Acharnians, it is often in contact with some form of
alafoveia (Pseudartabas, Lamachus, Euripides) that he shines,
though he may also be a protagonist in the agon (as Peithetaerus
is), and so form a bond of union between the essentially dis-
similar epirrhematic and iambic scenes? The other type,

1 As regards the two slaves, see below, p. 277.

* Another bond of unity was the prologue, though it is possible that
the primitive mimes sometimes had prologues or preliminary speeches
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the slave or companion, appears, as has been said, most
characteristically in the prologue, but also as the vulgar
interrupter of arguments, the irreverent bystander in the agon.

Now it seems to be at least a possible explanation of these
characters, that they carry on a primitive type of buffoonery,
very like the mimes of later days, taken over by the
Athenians from Dorian peoples. The fact that the BwpoAéyos
sometimes addresses the audience as the spokesman of the
poet, suggests that he comes from a performance which had
no chorus; for it was the chorus which had this function in
epirrhematic comedy. The old rustic was probably a character
in the Aypworives of Epicharmus; and as at least some forms
of dAafovela—the quack-doctor, the swaggering Heracles—can
be traced back to Dorian mimes, the explanation is not with-
out confirmation. Another stock character, the parasite,
appears in Epicharmus, before we have any sign of him in
Attic comedy; and he may also have been a well-known
Dorian type. (One of the three masks for the parasites of the
New Comedy, asdescribed by Pollux, was still called 5ikeAixés.?)
The jesting and disrespectful slave would be bound to get into
the comedy of any Greek community ; but he too may have
begun to play his characteristic part in the mime-like perform-
ances of the Peloponnese.?

It would be absurd to pretend that these suggestions are
anything but conjectures; but they are conjectures which
appear to be in accordance with the few known facts.

§ 6. Thus it seems probable that while the epirrhematic
scenes in the Old Comedy are mainly of Attic origin, the
lambic derive most from Dorian sources. It is, however,

to the audience. (Choricius, i. 2, makes it clear that the mimes of his
own day had, and the mime seems to have remained more or less the
same, ut least in some of its types, from first to last.)

! See Robert, Die Masken, pp. 68, 109.

? Some interesting comparisons of the “‘dhafdv versus Bouokdyos” scenes
of Greek comedy with modern performances of low comedy are to be
found in Reich, Mimus, i, p. 689, &c.; Poppelreuter, op. cit.; Cornford,
op. cit., pp. 142 ff. The history of the Bwuordxos type is traced with
much ingenuity, though sometimes in a highly speculative way, in
Dieterich’s Pulcinella.

3183 T
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impossible to trace the steps by which the two elements came to
be combined,—how a variety of Doriancharacter-types,realistic
scenes from ordinary life, mythological travesty,! a peculiar
costume, were united with the Attic x@uos, whether the
xwpacral were disguised as animals or not. Nor do we know
by what route the Dorian elements travelled to Attica. But
there is reason to suspect that Megara may have been a half-
way house for comedy, as it was for the traveller by land.
The question of the nature of Megarean comedy is a well-worn
one, but it needs less argument now, since Wilamowitz, the
chief of those who were inclined to deny the existence of
Megarean comedy, has long abandoned that view.?

The claim of the Megareans to have originated comedy,
recorded by Aristotle in the passage of the Poetics which
has already been quoted, is not likely to be entirely devoid of
historical foundation. Comedy arose, they said, in the time
of their democracy. This democracy lasted from the expulsion
of Theagenes, about 581 B.c. down to 424 B.C., when the
oligarchical party re-established itself with the aid of Brasidas;
but the only period which concerns us is that which precedes the
appearance of Chionides at Athens in 486 B.c. Plutarch? re-
cords that after the expulsion of the tyrant the Megareans for
a short time showed a spirit of moderation, but soon indulged
in extremes of liberty under the leadership of demagogues.
Such an atmosphere would be favourable enough to comedy.*
Wilamowitz 5 conjectures that Aristotle derived his knowledge

1 Moessner {(Die Mythologie in der dorischen wu. altattischen Komidie,
pp. 49 f£) argues that the first Attic Comedy based on mythological
travesty was the 'O8veaeis of Cratinus, but this is far from certain,

2 Compare Gott. Gel. Anz. 1906, p. 619, with Hermes, ix (1875), pp. 319

3 Quaest. Gr., ch. 18 Meyapeis Ocayévy Tov Tvpavvoy éxBaldyres Ghiyoy
Xpdvoy éowdpirmuarv kard Ty wolirelav, elra woA\qv, kard I\drwve, kai
dkparoy abdrois éhevbeplav TGy Onuaywydy olvoyoolvrwv krA. (Plato is
probably not the authority for Plutarch’s statement, but only the source
of the metaphor.)

¢ The national temperament of the Megareans seems to have included
a biting wit, if the saying ascribed to Pittacus is justified—Meyapeis d¢
eiye mdvras, elot yip mkpoi: the ascription itself is very doubtful.

8 Goit. Gel. Anz. 1906, p. 619,
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of the Megarean claim from his contemporary Dieuchidas of
Megara ; this is possible, but it is permissible to be sceptical of
the suggestion, which Wilamowitz next propounds, of a kind of
warfare of claims between Athenians and Dorians with regard
to the origination of literary forms—the Megareans claiming
comedy, and pretending that Susarion was a Megarean, and the
Sicyonians tragedy (as the work of Epigenes and Neophron),
while the Athenians replied with a tradition of Icarian comedy
and of Thespis performing before Solon. We shall return to
Susarion ; but it is improbable that he would have been claimed
as a Megarean unless Megara were actually a very early home
of some kind of comedy. (It is perhaps not irrelevant to
notice that Megara had a cult of Artemis 'Opfwsia,! who is
not likely to have been very different from the Artemis
Orthia of Sparta, and may have been worshipped by similar
cult-dances.)

Most of the very slight information which we have about
Megarean comedy is drawn from a passage from the prologue
of Aristophanes’ Wasps, a passage of Aristotle’s Ethics, and the
scholia on both. These must be quoted in full:

Ar, Vesp. 54 ff.:
Pépe vuv karelmo Tols Bearais Tov Abyoy,
85 SNy’ &76’ dmemov mpdrov avTolow Tall,
bty map’ Hudv wpoodokdv Aav péya,
18 ab yérora Meyapbfev xexhepuévov.
Bty yap otk éor’ olre xdpv’ ék Popuidos
dodAw Giappimrodvre Tols Oewpévors,
60 o8’ ‘Hpak)fjs 76 Setmvov éfamardpevos,
008’ avlis évaceryawbpevos Edpuridns
o008 e KNéwv y' E\ape Tiis TOxns xdpiv,
ablis Tov adrdv dvépa purTwrevoouey.
dAN éotv Huiv AoyiSiov yvoduny Exov,
65 Oudy ptv altdr ovxl Oefidrepov,
koupdias 0¢ PopTikils ToPdTepoy.
. 61. évacedyawbuevos Herm.: dvacedyarvépevos codd.:
daeyavobuev els Evpuridny van Leeuwen (after Schol. Rav.xar’

1 C I G. 1064,
T2



976 THE BreinnNinegs ofF GrEER CoMEDY

Edpuridov moA\& Néfopev doehyd). The reference (as Schol.
Ven. shows) is perhaps to the treatment of Kuripides in
Aristophanes’ ITpodyey in 423 B.C.

Schol. # ds wotnrdv Tivev drd Meyapidos duoloar kal dvis
ockontbvrov, § &s Tév Meyapéwr kal dAAws Peprikds
yehowafbvrov. Edmokis IIpocmakriors 70 axdpp’ doelyes
kal Meyapikdv appbdpa.

Ar. Eth. Nic. IV.iii év pév yap tols pikpols Ty Samavnudroy
woAN& dvallokel (sc. 6 Bdvavoos) kal Napmpiverar maps
péos, olov épaviaras yapikds éoTidv kal kopwdols Xopyydy
v 7§ mapbdp mopPipav elopépwy, bomep of Meyapeis.

Schol. ovvnbes év koppdia rapamerdopara Oéppets mwoeiv, ob
mopdupidas. Muvpriros év Tiravémaot . . . “70 Oev’
droves; ‘Hpdk)ets, Todr’ éori oot | 70 oxdpp’ doelyes
kai Meyapikdv kal opb68pa | Yyuxpbv' yed (ydp, ds) dpds
7d waidia.” Oracvpovrar yap oi Meyapeis koupdia, émel
kal dvrirololvral avTijs ®s wap adrols wpdTov edpedeions,
el ye kal Sovoapiwv ¢ kardpfas kepedias Meyapels. s
poprikol Tolvvy kal yruxpol StaBdAovrar kal moppupldL
Xpdpevor év T mwapdde. «kal yodv ApicTopdyrys émiokd-
wTov avrols Aéyer mov, “ und al yéieta Meyapblev
kekheppévor.” @A\ kal’Expavridns maaibraros woiyris
T@v dpxaiov ¢noi, “ Meyapikijs | kopwdias aop’ (ob)
Slewp’ ' aloxdvopar | 70 Spdpa Meyapikov morety.” Seixvu-
Tat yap ék wavrov 61t Meyapeis Tijs koppdias edperal.

Cf. also Pseudo-Diog. iii. 88 yéiws Meyapwbs: éml 7o
adpws Opvmrovrav: fkpace yap 7 Meyapiki) kopedia éml
Xpévov, iy ABnvaiot karapwxduevor éyélwv.

(The fragment 70 oxdup’ doedyes krA. is no doubt from
Eupolis’ ITpoomdArior, not from Myrtilus. The nature of the
okdpue may perhaps be suggested by Aristoph. Clouds 539
Tois watdlots v’ 3 yélws, where the laughter is provoked by
the wearing of the phallus.)

These passages, while they show that the scholiasts had
no more definitely historical knowledge of Megarean comedy

! &opa dicipar codd. The right reading is quite uncertain, but this
does not affect the present problem.
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than ourselves, also show that in the fifth and fourth centuries
there was a type of comedy not only known as - Megarean’,
but associated with Megara, and that this was vulgar and
probably indecent. Aristophanes illustrates the ‘laughter
stolen from Megara’ by (1) a pair of slaves throwing nuts
out of a basket to the audience; (2) Heracles cheated of his
dinner.! The latter obviously suggests mythological burlesque,
such as was employed by Epicharmus of Megara Hyblaea and
Syracuse. But the persistence of this particular theme in
Attic comedy is proved by the pride which Aristophanes takes
in having discarded it (Peace 741-2):

Tovs @' ‘HpakAéas Tods pdrrovras kal Tods mewdvras éxelvovs
ééfhac’ dripdoas mwpdros.
The former reminds us of the pair of slaves who open the
Knights, the Wasps, and the Peace, though they do not act
exactly in the manner described; and of the reference in
Plutus 796 ff. to the scattering of figs and sweetmeats among
the audience (a passage very like that quoted above from the
Wasps) :

érara kal TOv Qbprov éxdiyoipuer dv.

o yap mpemddés éori 78 SibagrdAe

loxddia kal Tpwydhia Tols Oewpévols

mwpofaAévt’ éml Tobrois €lr’ dvaykdlev yeldv.

In the Peace (962 ff.), Xanthias does, at Trygaeus’ bidding,
throw some of the grains of sacrificial barley to the spectators.?
Possibly the practice was in vogue in Megarean comedy as
known to Aristophanes.

Further, in the 4dckarnians 738, the Megarean speaks of the
disguising of his daughters as pigs as Meyapixd ris paxavd,
and this may indicate, though it does not necessarily do so,

! The coupling of these two ofire ... offre shows that they form the
explanation of Meyapdfey xexhéupevor as distinet from the mockery of
Euripides and Cleon, which are introduced by odd¢.

' I cannot accept Mr. Cornford’s conjecture (pp. 101, 2) that the
object of this was to make the spectators partakers in a communal
meal. It seems to have been simply a rather vulgar captatio favoris
CEXAnppes dei maides).
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that disguise-tricks were a speciality of Megarean comedy: ?
and a fragment (fr. 2) of Theopompus speaks of the apothecary
—probably own brother to the quack-doctor—as a Megarean :

v olkiav yap ebpov eloeN@dv Ay
kioTnqv yeyovviav ¢pappakordlov Meyapikod.

These references are consistent (to say no more) with the
conjecture that some elements in Dorian farce found their way
into Athens through Megara.

Besides this, certain masks were associated with Megara.
One of these was the paiocwr, though the accounts given of
this are peculiarly confusing. According to Athenaeus?
Chrysippus derived the name from pacdsfa: and took it to
connote gluttony, while Aristophanes of Byzantium said it
was the invention of a Megarean actor named Maeson. On
the whole the passages of Athenaeus and Zenobius seem to
point to a definite person of the name, rather than to a
character-type, corresponding to the Manducus of the Atellane
farce, with whom Dieterich ® and others identify paiswv:*

! Reich, Mimus, i, pp. 478-9, notices the occurrence of such animal-
disguises in mimes, perhaps as early as Sophron : and it is quite possible
that Megarean comedy was more like mime than like choral comedy.

% xiv, p. 659 a ékdhovy ol wahawol To¥ pév molirikdy pdyeipoy paiceva, Tov
8¢ ékrémeov Térriya. Xpioummos & 6 pihdooos 7oy palowva dwé Tod pacicbar
olerar kekhijobat, oloy Tov dpabij xal wpds yaorépa vevevkdra, dyvosv 61 Malowy
yéyover kopedias bmokpirns Meyapeds 16 yéyos, 8s kal 16 mpogwmeioy efpe O
dn’ abrod xakovpevov Maloova, os’Apioroddrs Pnoiv & Buldvrios év ¢ mepl
Tpocbraey, ehpelv alrdv Pdokwy kal 10 Tob Bepdmorros wpdowmov kai TO TOD
payeipov. kal elkdras kai T& TolTots wpémovra akbppara kakeitar paiToVKd . . .
réy 8¢ Maicwva MoAépwy év Tois wpds Tipatoy ék THv év Sikelig Pnow elvar
Meydpwy kai odk éx Tdv Nioaiwv., The proverbial expression dvr’ ebepyeoiys
"Ayapéuvova Sigay *Axatol (used kard vév dyapicrwv) is quoted by Zenobius
ii. 11 with the words ¢aci 8 adrjy imd Méowvos (= Mailowvos) Tob
Meyapéws memotijofar : and there does not seem to be much to supporb
Crusiug’ conjecture (Philol. Suppl. vi. 275) that it was quoted from a
comedy (perhaps of Epicharmus) in which it was spoken by Malowr =
Manducus.

® Pulcinella, p. 87; cf. p. 89. The existence of types like Maccus,
Bucco, Manducus, &c., outside Italy, is too readily assumed by Dieterich.

* There is the same difficulty about the foreign cook, rérnif, whom
some regard as a character-type named after the cook’s irrepressible
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but the creation of eponymous inventors was so common a
thing that the matter must remain doubtful, and it can only
be regarded as possible, not as proved, that the cook was an
early Megarean character. The same is the case with the
slave, whose mask—or at least that which in the New Comedy
was associated with the leading slave, the fepdmrov fyépwy —
Aristophanes of Byzantium also described as the invention of
Maeson.

Robert notices several masks and terra-cotta statuettes?!
which (on fairly good grounds) he considers to represent the
paicwv. One of these is supposed to have come from Megara
itself; but all are much later than the Megarean comedy
which we are discussing, though one at least is earlier than
the New Comedy. The paicwy and the Gepdmov jyéuwy wear
their hair in the form of the oweipa, which is characteristic
of early fifth-century statues from Dorian countries;? and it
may be noticed in passing (as confirming in some slight degree
the presence of early Dorian elements in Attic comedy) that
Robert also dates back some other masks to the time of the
Old Comedy, e.g. those of the o¢npromdywv type, and the
‘second ‘Epudvios’ (of Pollux’ catalogue),® both of which pre-
serve the pointed beard of the fifth century; and he thinks
that as masks with such pointed beards are common on the
PAvakes-vases, both the Attic comedians and the gAJakes may
have derived them from the Dorian farce, which was an
ultimate source of both. (The same vases also depict masks
which correspond to those of the fepdmaw xdro Tpixias of
Pollux, and at least one specimen of a mask like that of the
rérrif, though it is worn by a dancing silenus, not by a cook.

loquacity, while others (after Clem. Al. Protrept. 1. i) state that there
was an actor of the name. The former view is strongly supported by
Robert, L. c., p. 72. (Fig. 46 represents the rérr..)

! Figs, 42-5. Navarre disputes the identification of fig, 45 with the
paicwv, perhaps rightly (Rev. Et. Anc. xvi, pp. 1£.).

* Robert, ibid., p. 109. Navarre (l.c.) interprets the oweipain a different
manner from Robert, and if he is right, it is not characteristically Dorian.

% The first ‘Epudwos with its ampler beard may belong to the last
quarter of the fifth century, when Hermon, the supposed inventor of
both, was acting : see Robert, 1. c., p. 63.



280 THE BreinvNings oF GREERK CoMEDY

The masks of the rdmmo. wearing beards, which were out of
fashion in the time of the New Comedy, must also, he con-
siders, go back to earlier models.)

Some late and uncertain notes! are preserved about a poet,
Tolynus of Megara, who was earlier than Cratinus, and
invented the metre usually attributed to the latter. His
existence must remain very doubtful; but the tradition at
least attests a belief in Megarean comedy in the writer (who-
ever he was) from whom it was derived.

But in fact the tradition of Megarean comedy rests almost
entirely upon the passages of Aristophanes and Aristotle,
The evidence from other writers which goes to prove the
existence of such a tradition can add but little weight.
Perhaps the most significant indication, among these fragments
of evidence, is that which (as has been already indicated)
makes Susarion a Megarean ; this would hardly have done if
there had been no such thing as an early Megarean comedy.
Our next task therefore is to examine the records in regard to
him.

§ 7. The first extant mention of Susarion is in the Parian
Marble ? (the date of which is about 260 B.c.), under a year
which may fall anywhere between 581 and 560 B.C.: d¢’ oD év
Ab[v]ars kope[ddy xolp[ds Hvplédn [ornlodv[twy alriv] Tév
Ikapiéwr, edpbvros Sovoapiovos, kal ablov éréln mpdrov
loxddio[v] dpaixo[s] kai oivov pe[T]pnris. The restoration of the
inscription is uncertain in places, but it evidently connected
Susarion with Icaria and with the first comic chorus at Athens.

! Etym. Magn., p. T61. 47 Tohdmov' 10 kahotpevoy Kpariveioy pérpov
nolvoivberor,  kakeirar kai ToAlwoy dmd 10D Meyapéws Tolbvov' éori 8¢ mpo-
yevéorepos Kparivov. Meineke, however (Hist. Crit. i, p. 38), suggests that
the metre was really called TeXAjveiov, after TeAAjy, a contemporary of
Epaminondas (Plut. Apophth. Epam. 20, p. 193 £.), and on this theory the
name TdéAvwos would have been invented to account for the corrupt
ToAdmov. The conversion of Tellen into a comic poet might be easier if
his music was of a ludicrous kind, as is suggested by Leonidas’ epigrams
(Anth. Pal. vii. 719), TéN\qvos 88¢ ripBos, Exw & tmd BdAel mpéaBuv | thvoy,
7dv wpdrov yvdvra yehowopedelv. Bub these speculations are very un-
profitable.

? Ed. Jacoby, p. 13.
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Clement of Alexandria also speaks of Susarion of lcaria as the
inventor of comedy :! xal usv lapBov ptv émevénaev Apxioxos
6 Hdpios, xwrdv 8¢ fapBov Inmavat 6 "E¢éaios, kal Tpayediay
utv Oéamis 6 Anvaios, xopwdiav 8¢ Sovaapiov ¢ 'Ixapieds.
For all other notices of Susarion we have only the authority
of late and mostly anonymous scholiastic writers, of whose
authorities we know nothing certain.2 The story upon which
several of these writers are more or less agreed is as follows:?
Once upon a time certain rustics of Attica had been injured
by some wealthy Athenians who lived in the city : they came
therefore into the city at nightfall, went into the streets where
their oppressors lived, and loudly proclaimed their grievances
outside the doors, though without mentioning names. In the
morning the neighbours, who had heard the clamour, investi-
gated the matter, and the rulers of the city, thinking that the
exposure of the oppressors, which resulted from the inquiry
was a salutary thing,* compelled the rustics to repeat their
story and their invective in the theatre (or in the market-
place). For fear of being recognized by their oppressors, the

1 Strom. i. 16, 79, p. 866 P. Kaibel (C. G.F., p. 77) compares with
this the Schol. in Dion. Thrac. (Cramer, dnecd. Oz. iv. 816) kai elpéfn i pév
Tpaywdia imd Oéomidds Tivos 'Abnyalov, 7 8¢ kwpwdia tmd Enuxdppov év Zwelia
kai 6 lapBos Ymd Sovoapiwvos kTA,

* Kaibel, die Prolegomena mept xopwdias, argues with some force that
a considerable number of the statements in these writers were derived
from the Chrestomathia of Proclus (fifth cent. A. D)), but Proclus’
authorities are quite unknown.

* Kaibel, Com. Gr. Fr., pp. 12 ff. The Prolegomena which he quotes
include six or seven versions of the story.

* Joannes Diaconus, Comm. in Hermog. (Rh. Mus. Ixiii, p. 149), gives a
different motive: perd yoiv Tév djuepov Biov peraBolis émi 10 Behriov
ywopévns draXlayévres of dvbpwmor tijs Bakavodayias kal éni yewpyiav Tpamé-
pevor dmapyiv TOV ywopéveyr kapmdv tois feols dveriflevro, fuépas alrois els
maviyVpets kai éopris dmoveipavres kal €v tabrais dvdpes ool 76 THS dvéTews
dhoyor émixdmrovres kai Bovhdpevol Tas maviylpers Aoyikns madids peréxery
Ty xepwdiay éPedpor’ s Adyos mpdroy xardpfar Tév Sovoapiova Euperpov
abtyy gveTnoduevoy. évarivar péy yap kara 6 ovwnles Ta Awovioia, év TolTe
8¢ 1§ xup@ THY yvvaixa Tovtov peraMAdfar Tov Blov* kai ToUs pév Bearas
émfyrev abrdv bs wpds Tds Toravras émielfets ebpua, Tov 8¢ wapehdovra Aéyew
rijv alriav kai dwoloyovpevov elmeiv Tavra’ (1l 1-4 of the fragment follow)
kai elmdrros Tdde eddoxipfcat wapd rois drxovovot.
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rustics smeared their faces with wine-lees (7pd¢) before com-
plying. Still more convinced of the salutariness of the
performance, the Athenians next encouraged poets to take up
the task of denunciation, and Susarion was the first of the
poets who did so, but all his works were lost except the few
lines to be discussed presently.

It is possible that this absurd story may preserve a grain of
genuine tradition—the origin of comedy in some kind of
kdpos,! and perhaps this kduos may have been organized into
a display in the theatre at about the date indicated in the
Parian Marble ; but the evidence is too poor to prove any-
thing.

One or two other writers simply mention Susarion as the
inventor of comedy without further particulars; but Tzetzes?
(who is at times even more fatuous than the anonymous
scholiasts) speaks of him as a Megarean,? son of Philinus, who
in revenge for the desertion of his wife, entered the theatre at
the Dionysia and delivered himself of the lines aseribed to
him:*

dxovere Aép' Sovaapiwy Aéyer Tdde,

vids Pidivov Meyapélev Tpimodiokios

kakdy yvvaikes' dAN’ Suws, & Snubrad,

ovk &otiv olkelv olkiav dvev kaxod'

kal yap TO yfipar kal 70 uy yHpar kaxby.
These lines are quoted by some writers with, by others with-
out,® the second of the five, which makes Susarion a Megarean:
but the lines are certainly not genuine. They are in Aftic,
not Doric: the word dnuéra: suggests an Attic writer: and

! Though one of these writers (Kaib., p. 14) derives xopedin from
xdpa, because it was invented at the hour of sleep.

? circ. A.D, 1180: see Kaib., p. 27. An earlier note gives the slightly
different version of John the Deacon.

3 The Megarean tradition was known to the Schol. on Ar. Eth. N.1V.vi,
quoted above (p. 276), but he evidently doubts it.

* It is doubtless because of these lines that Schol. Dion. Thrac., p. 748 B,
and John the Deacon call him the author of metrical comedy.

® It is omitted by Stob. Flor. 69. 2, and Diomedes, p. 488. 26; it is
included by Schol. Dion. Thrac., p. 748 B (Kaib., p. 14), Tzetzes, and
John the Deacon.
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probably even in the forgery the second line is an interpola-
tion designed to reconcile the tradition of the Megarean origin
of comedy, with that of its invention by Susarion. The
sentiment and style suggest the Middle or New Comedy. It
is, in fact, very doubtful whether such a person as Susarion
existed at all; Korte! thinks that he was an invention, but
that the inventor made him a Megarean, and gave him a
naine unlike any Attic name. Other scholars think of him as
a Megarean who migrated to Icaria—an obvious resource of
the reconciler. Of his supposed work we have no account
except the statement of an anonymous writer (or possibly, as
Kaibel thinks, of Tzetzes) that Susarion and his contempo-
raries introduced their characters in a disorderly manner, and
that it was Cratinus who first reduced comedy to order; and
further that they aimed only at amusement, and not at the
moral improvement of the audience.? (This may be intended
as a contradiction of the story of the rustics.) In any case it is
very unlikely that these earliest supposed or actual forerunners
of the Old Comedy composed literary works; they must belong
to the age of adrosyedidouara, and but for the spurious lines
no one would have ascribed metrical comedy to them. Whether
they used wine-lees as a disguise is as uncertain as everything
else: it would be a natural thing for kepacral to do: but we
here touch once more the theory of rpvyediz as the origin of
Tpaywdia and koppdia, and of both as performed at vintage
festivals, at which (according to some of the scholiasts) a bottle
of new wine (rpd¢ in its other sense) was given as a prize?
The truth about this is irrecoverable ; there may have been

! Pauly-W. Real-Enc. xi, col. 1222.

? Kaib., p. 18 «kal adr) 8¢ §) makast abrijs Sahéper xal ydp of & 17
"Arric] wpéhroy cvernodpevor T émrndevpa Tis xoppdias (foav 8¢ of wepl
Sovgapiwva) T& mpdowmra drdkTws elofyov. kai yéhws v pdvos 1O kara-
arevalduevov xrA. Cf. Diomedes, p. 488. 23 K. (Kaib., p. 58)  poetae primi
comici fuerunt Susarion, Mullus et Magnes. Hi veteri disciplinae
iocularia quaedam minus scite ac venuste pronuntiabant ’.

% The Marm. Par. also mentions a basket of figs, and this too points to
sutumn. Some traditions made this part of the prize for tragedy also
(see above, pp. 104 ff.). It might well be a prize for any performance,
serious or comic, of rustic origin and in simple times.



98¢ THE BEGINNINGS OF GrEEx CoMEDY

an autumn festival including both tragic and comic elements,
but, as has been said, 7pvywdia was probably in origin simply
a comic parody of rpaywdie, giving to comedy a name which
was both ludicrous and also suggestive of wine and the wine-
god in whose honour the performance took place.

The records of Susarion, therefore, leave us with nothing
of historical value, except the tradition, of an early Megarean
comedy (without which there would have been no point in
assigning him to Megara), and of some formless Attic comedy
early in the sixth century.?

I

.+ Early Athenian Comic Poels.

§ 1. The names which are associated by Diomedes with that
of Susarion are those of Euetes, Euxenides, and Myllus.
According to Suidas (s. v. ’Ewriyappos) the life of Epicharmus at
Syracuse coincided with the activity of Euetes, Euxenides,
and Myllus at Athens? seven years before the Persian Wars;
1. e. they were practically contemporary with Chionides.

With regard to Euetes, the difficulty lies in the fact that
the only Euetes of whom we know anything (even by con-
jecture) is a tragic poet, whose name occurs in the inseriptional
list of tragic poets victorious at the City Dionysia between the
names of Aeschylus and Polyphradmon,® as having won a

! See Nilsson, Studia de Dionysiis Atticis, pp. 88-90 ; and for explana-
tions of rpuyedia, Schol. on Aristoph. Ach. 398, 499 ; Clouds 296; Ann.
de Com. in Kaibel, p. 7, &c.

2 The date assigned to Susarion by the Parian Marble would make
him, roughly speaking, a contemporary of Thespis, if the latter was
really at Athens before the death of Solon. It is not impossible that
two such persons should have come to Athens about the same time, with
their pexformances, but it cannot be regarded as historically certain. On
the suggestion of & common origin of tragedy and comedy see above,
p. 107. ‘

 See below (pp. 287, 353 f1.).

* C. LA 1977 a; see Wilhelm, Urk., p. 100, and Capps, Introd. of
Com. into City Dionysia. The restoration of the name seems certain,
though the first two letters are missing.
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single victory ; and it is strange that Suidas should mention a
tragic poet here, or that if he wished to mention one, he should
not have mentioned Aeschylus. If, on the other hand, there
was & comic poet of the name of Euetes, why should he have
been mentioned in preference to Chionides, whom Aristotle
and Suidas recognize as a landmark? These questions admit
of no certain answer.

Euxenides is mentioned nowhere except in these two
passages. Wilamowitz once conjectured! that the names
given by Suidas were derived from some authority who
wished to prove that Athens had comic poets as early as the
Dorians of Sicily, and invented names beginning with EJ- to
prove his case. In his later references to the subject 2 he does
not repeat this suggestion, but substitutes a rather different
one? still, however, based on the assumption of a warfare
of fictions between Athenian and Dorian champions. Such
speculations must be received with great caution.

Several writers speak of a comic poet named MdAXos, and
when we are asked to regard MvAXos as a character-type (like
Maiowy),* it is right to notice, as Wilamowitz does,® that
Zenobius S clearly distinguishes the comic poet from the
proverbial udAXos who is supposed to constitute the character-
type. His words are: MoAXos wavt’ dkodwy' alry réraxrat
éml TOV kwpdrnra mposmoovuévey kal wdvta dxovbvTwy.
pépvnrar adtiis Kparivos év KheoBovAivais. éori 8¢ xal
kouedidy montys 6 MvAhos. Arcadius (53) also mentions
MYAhos among the disyllabic proper names ending in -AXos
and adds woiprds kwpuikés: both Hesychius and Photius speak
of & MdANos (the name is sometimes corrupted) as mounrys
éml pwpla kop@doduevos: and the reference of Eustathius? to
an actor of the name, if not free from suspicion, at least con-

! Hermes, ix, p. 341. ? Qott, Gel. Anz. 1906, p. 621.

3 See above, p. 275,

! Wilamowitz, Hermes, ix, p. 338; Capps, l. c., p. 5; Korte in Panly-W.
Real-Enc. xi. 1227,

8 Gott. Gel. Anz., 1, c. 8 v, 14,

" On Od. xx. 106 M{X\es kipiov mokpirod wahaiod, & pikrwvels, Paot,
mwpoowmeios éxproaro.
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firms the use of the word as a proper name. Wilhelm ! knows
it as a proper name in inseriptions from Thasos and Hermione,
Accordingly, poor though the evidence is, we have to admit
the possibility of a poet of the name.?

§ 2. It is a relief to turn from these unprofitable names to
two poets of whom at least some facts are certain—Chionides
and Magnes. Aristotle mentions them,® evidently because
they were the first Attic comic poets properly so called, in
connexion with the Megarean claim to priority. His informa-
tion doubtless came from official records;* and these records
would begin as soon as comedy was granted a chorus by the
archon at a Dionysiac festival. Of the date of this first grant
we have two indications; Suidas’ account of Chionides, and
the great didascalic inseription C. I. 4.1i. 971, both contain the
record of contests at the City Dionysia. The former is as
follows : Xwwvidns Abnvaios, kwpikds s dpxaias kopodias,
v kal Néyovor mporaywvieThy yevéslas Tijs dpxaias koppdias,
8i8dokeiv ® 8¢ Ercow Skrw mwpd Tdv Ilepokdv. Tédv Spapdrev
avTob éorl kal Tabrar “Hpoes, Iltwxol, Ilépocar 1} Asaipior
The statement that he was the mpwraywrioris of the Old
Comedy can hardly mean anything else than that he was
victorious at the first contest,® and so was the first or leading

! L., p. 247.

? Those who take the word simply as an adjective (used as the name
of a type), accented upvAAds, differ as to its meaning. Wilamowitz
(Hermes, 1. c¢.) and Dieterich (Pulc., p. 38) took it sensu obscaeno, Kaibel
(Com. Gr. Fr. i, p. 78) as = xvAAds Or arpeBNds = diearpappévos iy Sy,
alio oculis alio mente conversis.

8 Poet, iii éxeiflev yip fjv "Emixappos 6 mouyris moAAG mpdrepos Sy Xwwpidov
kai Mdyvgros. It can hardly be doubted that he refers to them also in
ch. v #0n 8¢ oxipard Tiva abrijs éxodons of Neydpevor abrijs mwouqrai pimpuo-
vevovrat. I cannot think that Bywater is right in thinking Aeyduevor con-
temptuous. It means simply those whose names were kmown, as distinct
from those who Aehjfac.

* See Capps, Introd. of Comedy into City Dion., p.9. (I follow Capps’
admirable discussion closely in this section.)

® Capps perhaps goes too far in suggesting that Suidas has actually in
mind a didascalic record, Xiwyidys ¢diSacker : d:iddokew in this sense was
not confined to such records.

¢ The meanings of mporayorars are fully discussed by K. Rees, The
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representative of the art ; and Suidas’ dates seem generally to
be connected with some important event in a writer’s career,
such as this victory would be. *Eight years before the Persian
Wars’ may mean either 488/7 B.c., or, if the reckoning is
inclusive, 487/6 B.c.! Either of these dates is possible, but
Capps finds it easier to reconstruet the inscription mentioned
on the assumption that the latter date is the correct one, and
this may be provisionally accepted. This date is quite con-
sistent with the statement that Epicharmus was composing
much earlier than Chionides and Magnes, since Epicharmus
must have been composing at Megara before his migration to
Syracuse,? and may well have been writing as early as 510 B.C.
It is also consistent with the most probable view of the
inscription C. I. 4.ii. 977 d (Capps) or i (Wilhelm), which gives
the list of comic poets victorious at the City Dionysia in the
order of their first victories.?

Rule of Three Actors in the Classical Greek Drama, pp. 81 ff. He rightly
declines to emend mpwraywncriy to mpérov dywmoriy (Wilamowitz) or
mwpoayonariy (Schenkl).

1 The year of the Persian Wars is assumed to be 480/79 B.cC.

2 See below, p. 853,

$ It is practically certain that the eighth line contained the name of
Magnes ; for though only the last letter of the name and the number of
victories is preserved, the missing letters must have been five in number,
and the number of victories, eleven, is that ascribed to Magnes by the
Anonymous writer preserved in Cod. Estensis and the Aldine Aristo-
phanes. Suidas’ ascription of two victories only to Magnes is probably
a simple mistake. Aristoph. Knights 521, says that he set up mAeiora
Xopév Tdy dvrirdhey vikps Tpémara: and the attempt to justify Suidas
(whose numbers are very often not such as to inspire confidence) by
supposing that he refers to Lenaean victories only fails, because the
numbers in such literary notices of victories are always those of
Dionysian and Lenaean victories together or of Dionysian alone, and
Suidas elsewhere always gives the total for both festivals (see Capps,
Ann. J. Ph. xx, p. 398); and it is now generally agreed that Lenaean
contests in comedy were not state-managed and recorded before (cire.)
442 B.c. Allowing two lines for the heading of the inscription, there
will have been five names before that of Magnes, and of these Chionides
must have been the first, (The four intervening poets must have been
so obscure that Aristotle passed them over. One of them may have
been Alkimenes, as Wilhelm, p. 107, suggests; he is only mentioned by
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Probably the texts of Chionides’ plays were not preserved
in Aristotle’s day; he can only tell us that the comedy of
these first recorded poets had already a certain form, and it is
not likely that any texts of comedies earlier than those of
Cratinus long survived their production. We do not know
what authority Suidas had for the names which he gives to
supposed plays of Chionides; Athenaeus shows that the
II7wyof was known to be spurious in the third century A,p}
The fragments of the poems are of no importance, even if
genuine.

Magnes won a victory in 473/2 B.c.,> and eleven victories
in all. The statement of Suidas that he was 'Ixapiov mé)ews,
Arrikés, 1 ABnvaios kwpikés, probably betrays an attempt

Suidas). Now if Magnes’ victory in 473/2 B.c. (C. 1. 4. 971 b) were his
first we should have six victorious poets over a space of fifteen years
(487/6 B.C.-1473/2 B. c.)—a quite possible number; but in fact some of
Magnes’ victories may have fallen before 473/2 B.c. Four lines below
the name of Mdywylsin C. I A. ii. 977, comes a name which is almost
certainly restored as Eigpdv]ins, with one victory. Euphronius won a
Dionysiac victory in 459/8 (C. I. 4. 971 a), fourteen years after Magnes’
victory in 473/2; and as the four poets intervening between Magnes
and Euphronius in the list of victors won only one victory each, most
of the victories of these fourteen years must have been won by Magnes
and his predecessors, including, presumably, Chionides. The whole
record works out easily if Magnes® victory in 473/2 fell somewhat before
the middle of his career, and if Chionides won a large number of
victories. Sir William Ridgeway (Dramas, &ec., p. 410) appears not to
have considered the evidence in regard to these dates.

! Athen. iv. 137 e, xiv. 638 d.

2 C. I 4.1 971 b (Wilhelm, Urkunden, pp. 16 f£.). Capps’ calculations
(L c., pp. 14-22) fix the date with certainty, and he disposes easily of the
reasons which used to be given for a later date. The choregus was
Pericles, and earlier scholars assumed that he would have been too young
to undertake the choregia in 472 B.c.: bub a very young man might
be called upon if he were rich enough, and the choregia did not depend
upon, or lead to, political eminence. In Lysias xxi, 1 we find a choregus
of eighteen years of age. Suidas’ statement that Magnes émifSdAle
"Emixdppe veds mpeaBiry causes no difficulty (see below, p. 855, n. 1); but
Sir William Ridgeway can hardly be right in translating émBdAie by
‘attacked’. The word sometimes means to succeed or follow; and so
here it practically means to overlap.
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to connect him with Susarion and Thespis. Aristophanes
(Knights 518 1) tells us that he fell out of favour in his
old age:

duds Te mélar Swayiyvdakev émerelovs v Pplow dvras,

kal Tods wpotépovs TGV TONTHY dua T® yhpe wpodidévras
Tobro ptv eldws dmale Mdyvns dpa Tals molials katiodoais,
8s mhelora Xopdv 1@V dvrimdAwv vikys ErTnoe Tpomala,
wdoas & dulv pwvas lels kal YdAov kal wrepvyifewv

kal Nbi{wy kal ymyi{ov kal Bamréuevos Barpaxeiots

ovk éffprecer, dANG Teevrdv éml yfpws, ov yap ép’ fBns,
é£ePA10n mpeaBiTns v, 6TL ToD grdmTEW dmeneipOn.

The titles of his plays, according to Suidas’ notice, were
BapBirioral (hence YdAAwv), “Opribes, Avboi, ¥ijves, Bdrpayor,
The significance of these titles, and particularly of the animal-
choruses, has already been referred to.!

Plays called di6vvaos and Ilodarpia (‘ the Haymaker’) were
also ageribed to him,? but the critics of the early centuries A.D.
were aware that the extant plays bearing his name were either
spurious or had been revised and greatly altered.®* Probably
not a line really written by Magnes survives; the fragments,
even if genuine, are quite trivial.

Sir William Ridgeway* appears to go beyond the evidence
when he says that ¢ we know from Aristophanes that Magnes
continued to adhere to the old Megarean farce’. Neither our
knowledge of Magnes nor our knowledge of the Megarean
farce can justify such a statement. It seems much more
probable that Magnes followed the lines of a native Athenian
k&pos, including choruses dressed as animals, though even this
is no more than a conjecture.

§ 3. The last of the poets who appeared before the great
period of Attic comedy opened with Cratinus is Ecphantides.

! Above, p. 247.

? Athen. ix. 367 f; xiv. 646 e; Schol. Platon. Bekk. 336.

3 Athen., 1, co.; Hesych. Avdi{wr® xopedwr® dia Tods Avdots, of cblovrar
uév, Sieokevaopévor & elolv: Phot. Avdifwy' Avdol Mdywyros 7o kepixod
Sieokevdabnaay. * Dramas, &c., p. 410.

5183 U



200 Tue Breinvinegs oF GREEK CoMEDY

In the list of comic poets victorious at the City Dionysia ! his
name appears to be correctly restored, with four vietories,
before that of Cratinus, and after that of Euphronius (of
whom nothing more is known). His first victory must have
been won in or shortly before 454 B.c. A scholiast ? describes
him as walatbraros wounTi)s 7év dpxaiwy, and Korte takes this
to imply that he was the oldest comic poet of whom any play
was preserved; this, however, appears hardly certain. The
contempt of Ecphantides for Megarean comedy has already
been mentioned, and he may have attempted to produce some-
thing more refined. The only title of a play of Ecphantides
which has been preserved is Sdrvpot, a line of which, referring
to boiled pigs’ trotters, is quoted by Athenaeus.® In addition
we have only a salutation to Bacchus, and the superlative
kaknyoploraros. The scholiast on Aristophanes’ Wasps, 1187,
states that, like Cratinus, Telecleides, and Aristophanes, he
attacked a certain Androcles.* Aristotle refers5 to a tablet
dedicated by Thrasippus, who had been choregus to Ecphan-
tides, and from the context the date of the dedication appears
to have been a considerable time after the Persian Wars.
Ecphantides is said to have been nicknamed Kawvias,® though

t C.IA. ii, 977 i (Wilhelm, Urkunden, pp. 106 ff.). See Geissler,
Chronol. der altatt. Kom., p. 11.

2 See above, p. 287; cf. Korte in Pauly-W. Real-Enc. xi, col. 1228,

$ Athen. iii. 96 b, c.

* "AvBpokhéa 8¢ Kparivos Sepiplos pnar Sodhoy kai mroxdy, év B¢ "Qpais
firatpnrdra "AptoToddins Tov abréy, Tnhekheidys 8¢ év “Hoiddois kal "Expayridys
BaX\avrioTduo,

® Pol. vIIL vi. 1341 a 36.

¢ Hesych., s. v. amvias, says of Ecphantides that xamvias émekaheiro dia
10 undév Aapmpoy ypdpery, adding, xai olvos 8¢ kanvias Aéyerar 6 kexkammopévos.
Schol. Ven. on Aristoph. Wasps 151 says: rov imexhvdpevov olvdv paai Twes
kamviav Néyeafai, év 8¢ rois mept Kparivov Sidpiorar 1 7dv dmiferov kal
malawdy, 86 Toév *Expavtidny Kamviay kahota:. Either the nickname meant
‘obscure’, ‘dull’, without reference to the oivos kamvias at all, but only
to kamvds, a word not uncommonly used as a nickname; or there is a
reference to the wine. But the meaning of kamvias as applied to wine
was disputed in the time of the grammatici. Some explain it by the
grape xdmvy (eldos dumélov Enpdraroy kal dpipdraror oivoy morovons, Spolws
rkawvg mowodvra ddkpua), and this would suit Pherecr. fragm, 132 K,, but
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different reasons for the name are given. Hesychius preserves
a story that he was helped in the composition of his plays by
his slave Choerilus.!

would only suit Anaxandrid. fragm. 41, 1. 70 yAuxds adfryerns 780s kamvias,
if the expression is ironical (as is just possible). Others think it means
‘old, choice wine’, long accustomed fumum bibere, and this is the sense
of the second view mentioned by the scholiast. Others (also referred to
by the scholiast) thinks it means ‘flat’.

! 8, vy, éxxexorphopévy and Xoipidoy *ExpavriBovs. See above p. 97,

U2



APPENDIX A

ON THE FORM OF THE OLD COMEDY
§ 1.

It was argued above that the extant comedies of Aristophanes
show clear traces of an original xdpos-sequence, which may
for convenience sake be summed up as Parodos-Agon-Parabasis,
or Parodos-Proagon-Agon-Parabasis, all of these elements
showing, with different degrees of completeness and symmetry,
the same type of metrical structure. Part of the business of
this Appendix will be to illustrate and amplify this statement.
But in the extant plays this sequence is combined with scenes
of another type, in iambic trimeters, separated by choral odes,
and (at least in many plays) of an ‘epeisodic’ character, only
slightly connected with the plot which has come to some kind
of conclusion with the decision of the agon, but usually at
least illustrating the results of that decision ; very often these
form simply a series of farcical scenes, in which one ridiculous
character after another tries to impose upon the victor, and is
driven off with scorn or violence. The plays of Aristophanes
show a gradually increasing success in welding these two
main elements in the play, the epirrhematic and the iambie,
intoa whole. In all the plays there is an introductory scene or
prologue which serves as a bond of unity (and this, in its known
form, may have been the invention of Aristophanes himself);
and there is often an iambic scene between the agon and the
parabasis, inserted evidently to prepare for the scenes which
are to follow the parabasis. Aristophanes also, especially in
the later plays, while adhering more or less to the general
outline which has been indicated—Prologue, Parodos, Proagon,
Agon, Transition scene (if any), Parabasis, Iambie scenes,
Exodos—introduces many variations, as the accompanying
analysis of his plays will show, and in particular he sometimes
introduces among or near the end of the iambic scenes a
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second parabasis or a second agon, of a shorter form than the
parabasis or agon proper. It cannot be too plainly stated
that the poet is not bound by these conventional forms ; he
evidently stands at the end of the development of the Old
Comedy, and, especially in the latter part of his career, he
experiments freely; but it is obvious that he is conscious of
them to the end. '

No discussion of the form of the plays of Aristophanes can
begin without an acknowledgement of the debt which all
students of the subject owe to Zielinski,! whose thorough and
ingenious discussion is necessarily the basis of all other work;
the discussion was carried further by Mazon,?and contributions
to it have been made from time to time by others. But both
Zielinski and Mazon appear to postulate too rigid a structure
for comedy, and to leave too little freedom to the poet; and
Zielingki in particular is led to frame a number of very
unconvineing theories, partly in regard to the revision of
particular plays, partly in regard to metre and delivery, to
account for our text being at certain points divergent from
the assumed structure. These theories we shall have to reject,
but the poet's consciousness of something like a normal
sequence of scenes of certain definite types appears neverthe-
less to be certain.

The number of elements in the simplest complete epirrhe-
matic scene i four—ode (@), antode (a’), epirrhema (b), ant-
epirrhema (0’), and the order of these may be aba’d’, bab’a/,
abl’a’, aa’bl’, and perhaps bb'ua’. Such a fourfold scene has,
since the appearance of Zielinski’s work, been called an epirrhe-
matic syzygy. This structure may be enlarged (1) by the pre-
fixing of two (or sometimes more) lines to the epirrhema or
antepirrhema, usually containing a command or encouragement
to each party to state his case ; these are the karaxeheveuds and
avrikarakeevauds, (2) by appending to the epirrhema and ant-
opirrhema, which are always in tetrameters (anapaestic, iambic,
or trochaic), a number of dimeters of the same type, sometimes
(when delivered by one speaker) termed wviyos (probably

Y Die Gliederung der altattischen Komddie, 1885,
? Essai sur la composition des comédies &’ Aristophane, 1904.
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because of the pace at which they were delivered in one breath)
or pakpéy, and often introducing language of a more violent
or vulgar character than the tetrameters, as a kind of climax.
It is convenient to use the term * antipnigos’, for the dimeters
of the antepirrhema.! The whole may be preceded by an
invocation or prelude, and rounded off by a o¢payis or con-
clusion, emphasizing the issue.

Except in the parabasis, the epirrhemata and #viyn may be
shared between several speakers, of whom one may be the
leader of the chorus or of one of the semi-choruses composing it,
and the ode and antode may be entirely given to the chorus,
or may be shared by the actors or interrupted by ‘mesodic’
tetrameters or other lines not strietly lyric. But in the
parabasis there are no such divisions ; the ode and epirrhema
belong to one semi-chorus and its leader, the antode and ant-
epirrhema to the other semi-chorus and leader.

The ode and antode always correspond exactly, as strophe
and antistrophe. In the parabasis the epirrhema and ant-
epirrhema also correspond exactly, and the number of lines in
each is always a multiple of four (usually sixteen); but in other
epirrhematic scenes there may or may not be such exact
correspondence, and we shall have to discuss various cases
separately.

It will be best to begin our consideration of the normal
elements in comedy with the parabasis, which adheres far
more strictly to type than the other varieties of epirrhematic
scene. In the parabasis, in its complete form, the epirrhematic
Syzygy, in which the epirrhema and antepirrhema are always
in trochaic tetrameters, is preceded by (1) the xoupdriov, a
brief farewell to the persons who are quitting the scene, or
a *word of command’ to the chorus to begin the parabasis,
(2) the anapaests’ regularly so called, though sometimes the
Eupolidean or other metres are employed2?—an address,

! For the terminology and the authority for it in antiquity see Korte in
Pauly-W. Real-Enc. xi. 1242, The words dvricaraxelevopds and anti-
pnigos have no ancient authority, but are conveniently coined.

* Korte, in Pauly-W. Real-Ene. xi, col. 1243, finds evidence of about
twenty parabases of lost plays in metres other than the anapaestic, and
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normally in anapaestic tetrameters, by the leader of the chorus
to the audience, usually and originally in the poet’s name and
interest, and concluding with (8) a #vfyos in the same metre.
(2) and (8) are sometimes called the ‘parabasis’ in the
narrower sense of the word.

§ 2. The Parabasis.

The parabasis is found in its complete form in the
Acharnians, Knights, Wasps, and Birds, and (except for the
absence of the mviyos) in the Clouds. In the Lysisirata the
chorus is divided into two semi-choruses (of men and women
respectively) throughout, and all the parts of the parabasis
are accordingly duplicated (see analysis). In the Frogs the
epirrhematic syzygy is complete, but there are no xoupdreov,
anapaests, or mviyos. In the Peace there are the xouudriov,
anapaests, wriyos, ode and antode, but no epirrhemata. In
the Thesmophoriazusae we find the xoppdriov, anapaests,
mwviyos, and epirrhema only. The only plays without a para-
basis are the two fourth-century plays, the Ecclesiazusae and
Plutus.

In the Knights, Peace, and Birds there is a second parabasis
in the form of a simple epirrhematic syzygy, the only variation
being the termination of the epirrhema and antepirrhema in the
Peace by a short viyos. In the Clouds a single epirrhema of
sixteen lines addressed to the judges takes the place of a
second parabasis. In the Wasps (1265-91) is a second para-
basis of irregular shape.

These facts are sufficient evidence of the normality of a
parabasis,
thinks that as practically all of these are based on the popular chori-
ambic dimeter metre, they may be older (in Attic comedy) than, and
may have been ousted by, the anapaestic tetrameter used by Epicharmus.
But the strong predominance of the anapaestic metre makes this very
doubtful, and the ascription to the parabasis proper of some of the
passages to which he refers is very uncertain. The majority of the
passnges are in Fupolideans, but a parabasis of Eupolis’ "Agrpdrevra
in the metrum Cratineum is certain, and fr. 30, 81 in a choriambic-
iambic metre are probably from the parabasis proper of Aristophanes’
Amphiaraus.
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In the extant parabases the epirrhema and antepirrhema
always contain sixteen or twenty lines each, and are of the
same length; except that in the Lysisirata there are two
epirrhemata and two antepirrhemata, each of ten lines. There
is no direct evidence as to the way in which these portions
were delivered ; but it may be taken as almost certain that
the epirrhema and antepirrhema were delivered in recitative
by the leaders of the two semi-choruses, and that they were
accompanied by dancing movements!—perhaps executed by
the semi-chorus whose leader was not reciting, as its formation
would be complete, whereas if the other semi-chorus were
dancing we should have to suppose either that it danced with-
out its leader, in incomplete formation, or that he delivered his
address while in motion; neither of these things is impossible,
but both seem improbable. The exact symmetry of the
structure (as compared with that of some other epirrhematic
scenes) is probably due to the necessity of conformity with the
orderly evolutions of the dancers.

The parabasis inevitably makes a break in the action of the
play, and the facts suggest that at first the action—or at
least an action—was virtually complete before the parabasis
began. In the Acharnians, Dicaeopolis has already got his
Peace, and the subsequent scenes only show its farcical conse-
quences ; in the Wasps, Philocleon has submitted, and the
scenes after the parabasis do not really touch the main issue
of the play ; in the Peace, the corresponding scenes only show
the consequences of the newly-recovered Peace; and those in
the Birds display Peithetaerus in the City of the Birds which
he has won before the beginning of the parabasis, though the
final settlement with the gods is left over to the end of the
play. There can, of course, be no doubt that Aristophanes
attempted, and with greater success as time went on, to make
his plays a unity and to include the parabasis itself within
the whole; and in the Knights, Clouds, Lysistrata, Thesmo-

! There is no direct evidence of this, except in the Lysistrata ; but the
fact that the chorus prepared for the parabasis by shedding some of its
garments would be meaningless otherwise (e. g. Ach. 627, &c.); the ode
and antode are always very brief and would not be worth stripping for.
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phoriazusae, and Frogs (the latter perhaps the most artistic
play and the completest unity of all, as well as the most free
in its handling of traditional forms) the plot extends over the
whole play and the issue is not decided until the end. But
unless the parabasis had originally involved a breaking off
from an action already decided, it is hardly conceivable that
any poet would have invented or accepted such a break in the
middle of his play. '

The parabasis makes a break, not only in the action, but in
the dramatic function of the chorus.! In the first five extant
plays the * anapaests’ are an address of the poet to the audience
in his own defence? and have nothing to do with the play,
though the chorus resumes its stage character in part in the
epirrhema and antepirrhema. Again the poet strives for
greater unity, and in the Birds the anapaests also are in
character, expounding the ‘ new theology’ associated with the
government of the Birds; in the Lysistrata and Thesmo-
phoriazusae the dramatic character of the chorus is maintained
throughout, and there is nowhere any marked divergence from
the subject of the play; in the Frogs the mystae retain their
character in the epirrhema and antepirrhema, though the ode
and antode consist of satire directed against Cleophon and
Cleigenes. In the first four of the six plays which have a
second parabasis, the subject of it is independent of the plot; in
the Peace the rustics sing of the country and country-life at
different seasons; in the Birds the chorus remain in character
except for an address to the judges in the antepirrhema.

The natural conclusion from these facts is that the parabasis
was originally a semi-dramatic, or even a non-dramatic, sequel
to the dramatic action of the agon by the xopasrai’

' The recovery from {his break is sometimes very imperfect. Many
of the odes which separate the epeisodic scenes, after the parabasis,
might be sung by any chorus, and no one would suspect (from their
contents) that they were sung by Anights or Wasps or Birds. (See later.)

? That this had been their use before Aristophanes seems to be

implied by his statement in the Acharnians that that play was the first
in which he himself had used them for the purpose.

* See above, p. 241. Mr. Cornford's idea that an agon between two semi-
choruses (as in the Lysistrata) was itself the original form of parabasis is
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§ 3. The Agon.

It is convenient to confine the use of the name ‘agon’ to
the formal or set debate between two parties which is so
common in Aristophanes, and to treat the preliminary conflicts
which lead up to it under other heads.

The facts may be briefly stated as follows. We find an
agon in regular form, including an epirrhematic syzygy, and
presenting only slight variations in other respects, in the first
part (i.e. before the parabasis) in the Kwights, Wasps, Birds,
and Lysistrate, and in the second part in the Knights (on a
larger scale than the first agon), the Clouds (where there are
two such contests after the parabasis), and the Frogs (though
in this play there is some irregularity as regards the odes).
In the Peace there is not, strictly speaking, an agon as regards
either matter or form, perhaps because it would have been
dangerous to discuss seriously the policies of war and peace;
but in form there is a fragment of an agon (601-56) including
katakeleusmos and epirrhema, and the epirrhema is certainly
contentious in matter. (Hermes gives a paradoxical account
of the causes of the war.) In an earlier scene (346-430) there
is more of the agon as regards the matter, where Trygaeus
persuades Hermes not to tell Zeus of the plan for raising Peace,
and as regards form, this scene gives us a strophe and anti-
strophe, each succeeded by what, but for its being in the
iambic trimeter metre, would be respectively an epirrhema and
antepirrhema of almost equal length, and the whole concluded
by a o¢payis in trochaic tetrameters. It is clear that if it was
a general rule that the first half of the play should contain
something like an agon, the Peace is not a very violent
exception, and there seems to be no need for Zielinski’s strange
theory as to the nature of the play.!

In the Clouds it is remarkable that both contests are post-
poned to the second half of the play; the natural place of the

rendered improbable by the fact that, except in the Lysisirate, a play in
many ways unique, there is scarcely any trace of opposition between
the semi-choruses in the parabasis (see above, p. 242),

! op. cit., pp. 63-78.
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agon in the first half is taken by Socrates’ instruction of
Strepsiades in the new religion. But it is practically certain
that the Clouds as we have it is neither the play in its original
form nor yet a completed revision, and Zielinski may be right *
in thinking that in the first edition this scene may have been
more like a formal agon. The discussion between Socrates
and the incredulous Strepsiades would certainly lend itself to
this; and one or both of the existing agones may belong to
the unfinished second edition of the play.

There are two plays in which the matter in the first part of
the play is exactly of the kind to make a good agon, but in
which the form is abnormal—the Acharnians and the Thesmo-
phoriazusae. In both these the place of the epirrhemata is
taken by set speeches in iambic trimeters, and the reason is
obvious,—that the speeches are parodies of the orations
delivered in the law-courts (Acharnians) or the assembly
(Thesmophoriazusae), and the iambic trimeter was the metre
conventionally appropriated to such set speeches on the stage; in
the Acharnians also there is obvious burlesque of the ¢ forensic
contests’ of tragedy. So in the Acharnians there is first a
kind of proagon (358-92) with symmetrical semi-lyric odes and
a karakehevopds (364, 5), but with the first epirrhema replaced
by Dieacopolis’ first defence in iambic trimeters (366-84) while
for the second, which we expect after 1. 392, is substituted
the farcical scene between Dicaeopolis and Euripides. Then
follows what in matter is a real agon, with short semi-lyric
odes,? Dicaeopolis’ defence for epirrhema, and for antepirrhema
the presentation of the other side pour rire in the person of
Lamachus. This is of course only an imperfect substitute for
the proper epirrhematic structure, but it is near enough to
it to be regarded as a deliberate variation of it. In the
Thesmophoriazusae, in addition to the substitution of a debate

! ib., pp. 84-60. The details of his reconstruction of the original
play are not at all convincing.

¥ These odes do not perfectly correspond in our texts. In 11 490-6
there are two pairs of dochmiac lines separated by two iambic trimeters,
in 1. 566-71 there are six dochmiacs; but the difference is not very
noticeable.
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in iambie trimeters, there is the further irregularity that the
kind of ¢ battle-scene ', which usually leads up to the agon, in
this play follows the quasi-agon or debate, and in fact the
whole structure of the first half of this play is very formless,
though as a plot the play hangs together well, and there is no
reason to suspect any loss or displacement, granted that the
poet was not rigidly tied down by conventions.

The postponement of the agon in the Frogs to the second
half was plainly necessitated by the nature of the plot, which
covers the whole play.

When all exceptions are allowed for, it may fairly be said
that in Aristophanes’ plays there is a marked preference for
an agon, regular or modified, before the parabasis, and there
can be little doubt that this was its normal place, though the
poet did not hesitate to modify both the position and the
epirrhematic structure of the contest, if his plot demanded it.
The structure may be preserved, even if the matter (as in the
Birds) is less that of an actual contest than an exposition to
the incredulous of a paradoxical thesis, and if in consequence
the leading part in the epirrhema and antepirrhema cannot
be assigned to two different parties.

It has already been noticed that the symmetry between
epirrhema and antepirrhema, which is observed without
exception in the parabasis, is not so strict in the agon. The
two are not always in the same metre, though the metre is
always some species of tetrameter.? In the first agon in the
Kmights the symmetry is perfect, except that six mesodic
trochaic tetrameters (391-6) in the antode correspond to eight
such lines (314~21) in the ode; it is at least possible that two
lines may have been lost, though the irregularity is not so

! The term is borrowed from Mazon.

* The species seems to be chosen, at least sometimes, with a view to
the character of the contestant. The better side tends to be given
anapaestic tetrameters (the Just Argument, Aeschylus), and this metre
generally goes with an elevated or mock-heroic argument (the proof of
the divinity of the Clouds or the Birds, &c.); while the iambic tetrameter
generally suggests something more degraded (the Unjust Argument,

Euripides, Pheidippides' justification of - mother-beating, Cleon, &e.).
But the distinction is not quite constant.
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surprising as a want of correspondence between the lyric
portions of the ode would be. In the second agon in the same
play (756-941) 61 lines of epirrhema are answered by 68 of
antepirrhema. In the Birds there is exact correspondence;
the epirrhema and antepirrhema have each 61 lines. In the
Lysistrate each has 47 lines, and the symmetry is thus
complete. Inthe Wasps the 69 lines of the antepirrhema just
fail to correspond with the 72 lines of the epirrhema. In both
contests in the Clouds the correspondence is slightly inexact
(epirrhema of 47 lines, antepirrhema of 49 lines in the first; in
the second 33 and 46 lines respectively ; and slight differences
in the mviyy). In the Frogs the lines of the epirrhema and
antepirrhema are 64 and 71 respectively. Thus the symmetry,
though, as a rule, roughly observed (as would be natural in a
fairly ordered debate, and in a structure freely adapted from
that of the parabasis) is not rigorously exact; the chorus
(though they may begin as partisans) are judges, or at least
¢« keepers of the ring’in the agon: they are accordingly not
dancing but listening, and there would therefore be no need
to provide for symmetrical evolutions of the chorus during
the discussion by the litigants.! In one agon only, so far as
can be seen, were the chorus in motion; in the Lysistrata
(539—42) the singers in the women’s chorus exhort each other to
move and help their friends, and declare that dancing will never
tire them (§ywye yap dv olimore kdpoiy’ dv dpxovpéyn). Zielinski
argues (and though the argument is not conclusive, he may be
right) that this cannot refer to the brief dance during the antode,

1 Zielinski’s argument from the Schol. on Aristoph. Clouds 1352 is
most inconclusive. Tho scholium runs: xpy 8) Aéyew mpds rov xopdy
olrws Ieyov mpds yopdv Aéyew, 8ri rob Umokpiroi Siamifepévov v fhow
& xopds dpxeiro. 0id éxhéyovrar ds émi TO mheioTov €v Tois TotoUTOls TE
rerpdperpa, i Td dvamawoTicd §) Ta lapPBid, Sid To padilws éuminrey év Tolrois
rov Totoiroy pérpov. The scholium is nonsense as an explanation of the
passage, which simply means ‘to tell the chorus’; but it may have
some meaning if applied not, as Zielinski suggests, to the agon, but to
some of the scenes before it, in which the chorus are often in violent
motion. (The mention of the imoxpirjs excludes the parabasis.) But
it seems doubtful whether any importance at all should be attached to
80 confused and obscure a scholium,
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but must mean that they will dance through the antepirrhema,
as the men’s chorus has (ex hypothesi) just danced through the
epirrhema. But if the phrase ‘ dancing never tires me’ does
not refer to the antode or is not perfectly general—if it means
that the chorus danced throughout—we have here one of those
exceptions which prove a rule. Forin this agon the two semi-
choruses do not pretend to be judges, but are keen partisans;
they have no judicial calm, and may quite well be in movement
all the time. (The contest isleft drawn, when the Proboulos and
Lysistrata divide the cppayis between them.) It is confirma-
tory of this that the agon is perfectly symmetrical.

Zielinski however wishes to impose exact symmetry every-
where, and to raise the number of lines in every epirrhema
and antepirrhema to a multiple of four; and to accomplish
this he has to assume pauses of from one to four lines’ length
in many places,! and to suppose that these were filled with
instrumental music to which the chorus danced. But the
distribution of these pauses is very unconvincing; in some
places the suggested pause is not only unnecessary but
unnatural, nor is there anything in the matter to account
for the varying lengths of these pauses. The explanation
above given of the want of symmetry, namely that symmetry
was unnecessary to the performance, because the words of the
agon had not to be correlated with dancing movements of
the chorus, seems much more likely.

§ 4. The Preparatory Scenes.

The scenes between the prologue (or introductory iambie
scene) and the agon vary much more in form than those
which we have been considering, and if we were right in

! e.g. in the second agon of the Knights he makes up the epirrhema
and antepirrhema to multiples of four, with pauses of three lines’ length
at 11, 780 or 784, 867 and 880; of four lines’ at 889: of one line’s at
849 and 905. Again, pauses are inserted at Clouds 1429, 1436, and the
epirrhema cut down to thirty-two lines by joining I. 1385 to the mviyos.
In the Wasps also epirrhema and antepirrhema are raised to eighty
lines each, with pauses of four lines' length at 559 ; two lines' at 695
and 899 ; three lines’ at 706 ; and one line’s at 577, 589, 600, 615, 649, 663,
703 (some of these are most improbable).
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deriving them from an original k@pos-sequence there is
nothing unnatural in this; a band of revellers breaking in
upon the scene might behave very freely and variously before
coming at length to the conventional agon and parabasis.
But one of the commonest types of scene which we find in
this place in Aristophanes is that which Zielinski conveniently
terms a ‘proagon’ (though the technical use of the word in
antiquity was different) and which often takes the form which
Mazon calls a * scéne de bataille’. The business of this scene
is to single out and present the disputants in the coming agon
to the audience, to calm them (and often the chorus which at
first sides with one of them) down to the debating point, and
generally to arrange the terms of the debate, to which, often
after a violent beginning, the scene leads. The proagon often
includes symmetrical elements of an epirrhematic type, at
least in the earlier plays. Thus in the Acharnians 280-3857,
there is a completely symmetrical epirrhematic scene, of the
abl’a’ form, with karakehevoubs and oppayls: the chorus are
evidently in energetic movement all the time)! In the
Kmights it is difficult to distinguish proagon from parodos
(R42-302) ; the scene is all in trochaic tetrameters, but after
the karakeAevoubs or invocation by Demosthenes, the speeches
(247-68) are symmetrically arranged, though the dialogue
afterwards becomes unsymmetrical until it terminates in a
mwriyos (284-302). In the first part of the Clouds there is no
distinet proagon: but in the Wasps there is a long and
elaborate scene (817-525), portions of which are plainly of
the (roughly) symmetrical epirrhematic type (see Analysis),
e.g. 333 to 388 or 402, and 403-525.2 In the Peace the
preparatory scenes are very freely constructed, but there are
marked symmetrical elements, viz, 346-430 (strophe and

! The schol. says they are dancing a xdpdaf, but was this a choral
dance at all ?

' 403-4 correspond with 461-2; 405-29 correspond with 463-87,
except that the latter part of the antode (463-71) is mot exactly in
accordance with that of the ode (405-14); there is an epirrhema
(430-60) of thirty-one lines, and an antepirrhema (488-525) of thirty-
eight lines. ‘
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antistrophe with iambic scenes, almost equal, for epirrhemata,
and o¢payfls) and 459-511 (a similar though not exactly
correspondent structure) ; the whole passage from 346-600
leads up, by its vigorous action (the raising of Peace), to the
half-agon (601-656). In the Birds the ‘battle-scene’ (352-432)
which succeeds the parodos is not epirrhematic; nor are the
scenes in iambic tetrameters (350-81, with wviyos 382—6) and
trimeters (887-466) which precede the agon in the Lysistrata,
In the Thesmophoriazusae and the Frogs (in which the agon
is postponed) there is no proper proagon, though in the second
part of the Frogs the iambic scenes from 830 to 904 deserve
the name; and in the Eeclestazusae (520-70) and the Plutus
(414-86) the same purpose is again served by an iambie
scene. In plays in which an agon occurs in the second half
of the play, it may also be preceded by a scene which is
recognizably of the proagon-type, at least as regards matter,
e.g. Clouds 1321-44; Kmights 611-755, which is also in
syzygy form, but with iambic scenes (nearly equal) in place
of epirrhema and antepirrhema; Frogs 830-94. The first
agon in the Clouds is preceded by a preliminary contest in
anapaestic dimeters between the two A4éyor (889-948).

The term ‘ Parodos’ is nowhere defined in ancient writers
with reference to comedy,! and its use by modern writers on
the subject varies, and that almost inevitably: for the actual
entrance-song of the chorus is so closely connected in many
plays with passages which follow it (and more rarely, asin the
Birds, with passages which precede it), that to separate them
would be unnatural, so that for convenience sake the term may
well be used to cover these. In the Acharnians the parodos
proper or entrance-scene (I1l. 204—41) is quite symmetrical in
structure, and the first part epirrhematic (bad’a’) ; the parodos
in the wider sense includes Dicaeopolis’ celebration of the Rural
Dionysia, after which the battle-scene or proagon follows.
The parodos (or proagon) of the Knights with its symmetrical
opening has already been mentioned. In the Clouds the
parodos proper consists of an ode and antode sung by the

! The definition which Aristotle (Poet. xii) gives of it for tragedy is
clearly inapplicable to Comedy.
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chorus unseen, with an invocation in anapaestic tetrameters
preceding them and a brief dialogue in the same metre
dividing them, the whole section (263-313) forming a rough
epirrhematic syzygy of the form bab’a’: in the wider sense
the parodos will include the dialogue which follows, down to
the exchange of greetings between Socrates and the now
vigible chorus (356-63). In the Wasps the chorus enter
stumbling and talking (280-72) in jambic tetrameters (only
exchanging a few words with the link-boy’ who is lighting
their way); they then sing an ode, in strophe and antistrophe
(273-89), and take part in a quaint antistrophic xouués with
the boy (290-316); but strictly epirrhematic structures do
not appear till the next scene, which we have treated as part
of the proagon. The parodos of the Peace (301-45) is in
trochaic tetrameters with a #wvfyos; it would be unnatural
to include the next scene, which is essentially a discussion
between Hermes and Trygaeus. The parodos of the Birds is
elaborate and beautiful. The invocation-scene (209-66) is
really an integral part of it; each song of the Epops is suc-
ceeded by four iambic trimeters: the parodos proper begins
with the trochaic dialogue at 268, during which the birds
enter one by one, till they join in the ode and antode
(separated by a few trochaic lines), and then bring on the
‘battle-scene’. In the Lysistrata the divided chorus enters
in two semi-choruses, the men (I1. 254-318) with a long speech
which (after a xarakelevouds) falls into the form of an
epirrhematic syzygy, followed by a strophe and antistrophe
and thirteen iambic tetrameters. The women (319-49) are
content with a karakelevouds, strophe and antistrophe. In
the Thesmophoriazusae the chorus enter as the herald makes
the proclamation opening the assembly; they sing an ode;
another proclamation follows, and an ode which does not
correspond exactly with the preceding one, and the herald
reads the notice convening the meeting and calls for speakers.
The parodos of the Frogs, containing the incomparable lyries
of the mystae, is quite unique, and may be, as Zielinski
suggests, founded upon the actual pr ocession of the initiated
to Eleusis, with the accompanying oxdppuara. The parodos
3183 X
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of the "Ecclesiazusae consists of a few iambic tetrameters
followed by lyries; that of the Plutus of a dialogue in iambie
tetrameters between the chorus and Cario, followed by five
lyric strophes, which the chorus and Cario sing alternately.
This summary illustrates the predominance of tetrameter
metres in the first scenes after the prologue, and the occasional
occurrence of definitely epirrhematic structures, as well as the
possibility of great variety of form in this part of the play.

§ 5. Tambic Scenes.

Having now reviewed the scenes which we have regarded
as probably derived from the x@uos, we may conveniently
consider the iambic scenes which form the greater part of the
last half of each play, i.e. of that portion of the play which
succeeds the parabasis, when there is one.

These scenes are treated by the poet in two different ways.
(1) They may be paired, and associated with a parallel ode and
antode, so as to form what (when dealing with epirrhematic
scenes) we called a syzygy. In such cases it is usual to find
that there is an evident relation in subject-matter between
the coupled scenes, and that (as in an epirrhematic syzygy)
they are not interrupted by lyrics (whether original or
parodied), or by the entry and exit of speakers.! It would
probably be right to think of these iambic syzygies (if the
term may be used) as modelled on the epirrhematie, but
affected also by the structure of tragedy, the influence of
which upon Aristophanic comedy is very plain. (2) On the
other hand, we find iambic scenes strung together without any
structural relationship, and divided from one another, not by
a corresponding ode and antode, but by a yopikér or ardorpov
complete in itself and including both strophe and antistrophe

! The facts, as regards Aristophanes, have been carefully worked out
by Zielinski. He points out that where the scénes are parallel in
matter, or form two stages of the same action, and yet are not grouped
in syzygies, it is usually because the poet wished to introduce Iyrics
into the dialogue. He considers (Gliederung, p. 219) the two or three

apparent exceptions to the rule against introducing such lyries into
iambic syzygies.
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together (whereas the separated ode and antode form a
separate strophe and antistrophe). Several virtually separate
scenes of this kind may follow in succession without any
choral interlude, In these epeisodic scenes (as scenes of this
class have been termed) casual lyries may be introduced where
required, and there is no restriction on entrance and exit.
Writers on the subject ! often add that the choral odes which
separate these iambic scenes are irrelevant to the subject of the
play. It is, however, only a limited number of the odes which
are thus irrelevant, so that this supposed irrelevance cannot
be used to prove the original distinctness of the iambic scenes
from the epirrhematic, in which the choral odes are relevant;
and indeed their distinctness is plain cnough without.

As regards the relation of the scenes which follow the
parabasis to the plot of the play, it occasionally happens (as
has already been said) that the main plot is carried over the
whole play, and the issue not finally decided till the end.
This is certainly so in the Knights and the Frogs, and (in a
smaller degree) in the Thesmophoriazusae, in which indeed
the discomfiture of Mnesilochus by the women is complete
by the middle of the play, but the question whether he will
or will not escape remains open to the last. But in general
the second half of the play, though it may include some

! e.g. Cornford, op. cit., p. 108. The lyric interludes between the
iambic scenes have been carefully studied by Wist, in Philologus, 1xxvii
(1921), pp. 26—45. He distinguishes (a) a type closely modelled on the
oxéhoy (as known from Athen. xv, pp. 693ff.) and composed in short,
similar stanzas, usually of four lines, relevant to the action and scarcely
ever including any attack upon contemporaries; (b) a type composed
usually in 10- or 11-line stanzas, irrelevant to the action, containing
satire on individuals, and commonly ending with a oxdppa wapa mpoadokiav
—a type derived, as he supposes, from the yepuvpiopol or oxkdppara éx rév
dpatov of Athenian processions (the Lenaean among others). His classifi-
cation is not exhaustive, and there are some slight overlappings between
the two types, while the derivation of the second from yepupiopol is not
more than a conjecture; but on the whole the distinction which he draws
corresponds to the facts. Neither type is found (except for special
reasons) in the first half of the play. Typical instances of (a) are
Aristoph. Ach. 929-51, Eccles. 938-45 ; of (b) Ach. 1150-78, Knights 1111-
50, Frogs 416-33 ; but both occur in nearly all the plays.

X2
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minor action of its own, for the most part illustrates or
carries somewhat further—it may be to a climax !'—the results
of the decision reached in the first half by means of the agon,
This is so in the Acharnians, Wasps, Peace, Birds, and
Lysistrata, as well ag in the two plays which have no
parabasis, the Ecclesiazusae and Plutus.?

In the early plays one particular type of iambic scene is
particularly frequent,—that in which one ridiculous or pre-
tentious character after another comes in, tries to ‘get round’
the victorious hero, and is driven away discomfited. Most
of the iambic scenes in the Acharnians, the Peace, and the
Birds are of this kind; so are the scenes between Strepsiades
and Pasias and Amynias in the Clouds and the scenes in the
Wasps (1387 ff., 1415 ff.) in which the Aprémeoiis and the Karij-
yopos figure, and perhaps one scene (1216 ff.) in the Lysistrata ;
and though this kind of scene is not much employed by
Aristophanes after the earlier plays, he reverts to it in the
latter half of the Plutus. The characters who appear in this
way belong to well-known contemporary types, and the
farcical treatment of such types was just what we saw reason
to conpect with early Dorian buffoonery.

We sometimes find iambic scenes in the first half of the
play, belonging both to the paired type and to the epeisodic;
but usually there are special reasons for this. We have
already seen the reason for the two iambic syzygies which
replace the agon (and part of the proagon) in the Ackarnians.
In the Wasps (760-1008) there are two scenes, divided by a
lyric interlude, which are epeisodic and precede the parabasis,
and yet are not in principle exceptional, since they illustrate
the consequences of Philocleon’s submission. (The second half
of the play is really a separate action, and represents his
*education’ and its consequences.) In the Peace the iambic

! As in the Acharnians, where the last discomfiture is reserved for
Lamachus himself, the incarnation of bellicosity ; and still more in the
Birds and the Plutus, where at last the results of the action are displayed
as discomfiting the gods themselves.

? The Clouds, with its two contests in the second half, is peculiar in its
present form. See above, p. 299.
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scenes which (with the intervening lyries) follow the parodos,
are grouped in a more or less symmetrical structure. (This
may be connected with the fact that they replace the
epirrhematic scenes which would be normal) So do those
in the early part of the Thesmophoriazusae (e.g. 312-80,
433-530), though the analysis will show that this play is
very irregular in form. In the Frogs the section of the play
which precedes the parabasis forms a clear syzygy. Of the
two fourth-century plays, the greater part (early as well as
late) consists of iambic scenes, and the structure cannot be
considered typical of the Old Comedy.

Separate mention must be made of one special kind of
iambic scene—the transition-scene which often leads from the
agon to the parabasis, e.g. in the Knights, Clouds, Peace, and
Birds, and also in the Lysistrata (unless 1l. 608-13 are more
conveniently regarded as the o@payls of the agon). This
scene owes its function mainly, perhaps, to the union of two
originally distinct kinds of performance in Attic comedy, and
serves to knit the two together, preparing, in the first half, for
the action, or at least for the incidents, of the second half. Its
structural value is obvious. In some of the later plays—the
Birds, Lysistrata, Ecclesiazusae, and Plutus—there is a some-
what similar scene before the agon, making a break in the
succession of tetrameters, and serving as a proagon or part
of one.

§ 6. The Exodos.!

It is clear from the extant plays that there was no
stereotyped method of concluding a comedy, though there are
features which recur in several of the final scenes. Thus in
the Achurnians, Wasps, Birds, and Ecclesiazusae the last
stage of the play begins with a ‘Messenger’s Speech’,
evidently based on tragic models and announcing what is
to follow. A messenger also appears in the Knights, and the
servant in the Eeclesinzusae performs the same function.

! The word ought perhaps to be confined to the final utterance of
chorus (cf. Tract. Coisl. #£08ds éare 78 émi Té\et Aeydpevor Tob xopoi); but it
has become usual to include under the term the whole final scene.
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In several plays the last scene is marked by gross indecency,
generally in connexion with a ‘ wedding -scene (which in the
Birds appears in a greatly refined form). The meaning of
these scenes will be more conveniently considered in eon-
nexion with Mr. Cornford’s theory of comedy; the plays in
which such scenes—decent or indecent—occur at or near the
end are the Acharnians, Knights, Wasps, Peace, Birds, and
Lysistrata.

In some plays there is a song of victory or for victory.
The Acharnians ends with the rjveAda kaAlévikos, which is
led by Dicaeopolis to celebrate his victory in the drinking-
match, as the context makes plain.® In the Birds the strain
of victory is blended with the wedding-bymn; in the
Lysistrata also, while singing a wedding-hymn, the choruses
dance &s émi viky, and it is ds éml vicy that the two semi-
choruses dance their way to the feast in the Fecclesiazusae.
. There can be little doubt that the victory of which the chorus
' sings in these three plays is their own anticipated success in
the dramatic contest ; otherwise the confusion of the hymeneal
and triumphal songs would hardly be natural, and in fact the
victory of the hero of the play is long past.

When there is not a wedding, there may still be a feast;
even in the Frogs Pluto gives an invitation to a banquet.
(We may well believe that ancient, as well as modern, seasonal
k@por ended in feasting.)

The chorus sometimes leaves the scene marching, but not
dancing. This is clearly so in the Acharnians and Clouds,
and probably was so in the Peace, Birds, Thesmophoriazusae,
Frogs, and Plutus® On the other hand, they depart dancing
with extreme vigour in the Wasps, Lysistrata, and Ecclesia-
zusae. Occasionally, as in the Clouds, Thesmophoriazusae,
and Plutus, the exit of the chorus follows very abruptly upon
the termination of the action, and they only speak a few words
of a more or less formal kind.

! In L 1227 he says, ‘See I have emptied the wine-skin—rfveNa
kalAivicos’, and the chorus join in d'Sovres oé xal Tév dakdv.
% The conclusion of the Knights is lost.



On the Form of the Old Comedy 311

§ 7. The Prologue or Introduction:

We have left the Prologue or Introduction until last. It is,
in Aristophanes, always a scene in iambic trimeters,! usually
from 200 to 300 lines in length, and sometimes including a
prologue in the narrower sense, modelled at times upon the
tragic, and particularly upon the Euripidean, prologue.

The prologue in the wider sense constitutes (as Navarre has
noticed) a relatively complete little action by itself, generally
based on some paradoxical or fantastical idea,> which is just
about to be carried into effect when it is rudely interrupted
by the invasion of the chorus. The function of the prologue
is to introduce the subject of the play to the audience (whether
by a formal explanation, or by letting it reveal itself through
the dialogue and action); to put them into a good humour by
a number of jests, which may be unconnected with the subject
of the play; and to bring the action up to the point required
for the entrance of the chorus. As an iambic scene, coming
before the epirrhematic parts of the play, while other iambic
scenes follow them, it also serves to knit the whole together.
This form of introduction may have been the invention, or at
least a speciality, of Aristophanes himself. Certainly Cratinus
did not always employ it. Itsclose dependence upon Euripides
is very plain, whether it begins with a set speech}? or a
dialogue followed by a set speech, or a dialogue making the
situation clear, but without any soliloquy or address to the
audience.®

In the later plays Aristophanes, among other steps towards
the introduction of greater unity into his plays, confines his
prologues to what is relevant to the plot, and discards such
irrelevant jests as appear (e.g.) in the Wasps.

! Lyrics are introduced occasionally, e. g. in the Thesmophoriazusae
and the Frogs.

¥ A study of the lost plays of the Old Comedy makes it clear that
many of them also were based on such ideas --descents to Hades, voyages
to Persia, to the wilds, &ec.

3 Acharnians, Clouds, Ecclesiazusae, Plutus.

¢ Knights, Wasps, Peace, Birds.

® Lysistrata, Thesmophoriazusae, Frogs.
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ANALYSIS TOF PLAYS

Acharnians.
Prologue, 1-203.
Parodos, 204-79.
A. Parodos proper:
(1) Epirrbema, 4 troch. tetr., 204~7.
Ode (paeonic), 208-18. } Chorus.
Antepirrhema, 4 troch. tetr., 219-22.
Antode (paeonic), 223-83.
(2) Chorus, 3 troch. tetr., 284-6.
Dicaeop., 1 irregular line, 237.
Chorus, 8 troch. tetr., 238-40.
Dicaeop., 1 irregular line, 241.
B. Phallic procession (iambic scene and lyric monody),,242-79,

Battle Scene, 280-357.
karakelevopds (2 troch. and 2 paeon. dimeters), 280-3.
Ode (with troch. tetr. by Dicaeop. inserted), 284-301.
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 302-18.
Antepirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 319-34.
Antode (with troch. tetr. as in ode), 3356—46.
o¢payis (11 iamb, trim. spoken by Dicaeop.), 847-57.
Proagon, 358~489.
Ode, 358-63.
kataxelevouds, 364-5.
Iambic scene (speech of Dicaeop. 19 iamb.
trim.), 366-84. } ;
Antode, 885-90. Tembio py=yey
dvrikarake),, 391-2,
lambic scene (dialogue, 97 iamb. trim.),
393-489.
Quasi-Agon, 490-625.
Ode, 490-6.
Iambic scene (70 11.), 496-565.

Antode, 572625, I‘ Tambie syzygy.
Tambic scene (53 11.), 572-625.
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Parabasis, 626-718,
kopudriov, 626~7,
Anapaests, tetrameters, 628-58.
mviyos, 65964,
Ode, 6656~75.
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 676-91.
Antode, 692-702,
Antepirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 703-18,

Iambic Scenes and Lyric Interludes.
Iambic scene, 719-83b.
Stasimon, 836-59.

Iambic scene, 860-928.
Lyric dialogue, 929-51.
Tambic scene, 952-70.
Stasimon, 971-99,

Tambic Syezygy, 1000~68.
Introduction (8 iamb. tetr.), 1000-7.
Ode, 1008-17.
Iambic scene (19 11.), 1018-36.
Antode, 1037-46.
Tambic scene (22 11.), 1047-68.

Tambic Scenc and Stasimon.
Tambic scene, 1069-1142.
Stasimon, 1143-73 (anap. dim. 1143-9, sir. and ant. 1150-78).

Exodos, 1174-1238.
Messenger, 1174-89.
Finale, 1190-1238.

Notes,—(1) The passage from 1. 347 to 1. 489 might be differently
arranged as follows:?
Proagon, 347-92.
Tambic scene (4 11.), 347-57.
Ode, 858-65.
Tambic scene (19 11.), 366-84.
Antode, 385-92,

Tambic Transition Scene, 393-489,
(2) The ode and antode in the quasi-agon do not correspond
exactly, the two middle lines being iambic trimeters in the former
and dochmiacs in the latter.

! As by White, The Verse of Greek Comedy, p. 423.
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Knights.
Prologue, 1-241.
Parodos, 242-302.
karaxehevopds (5 troch. tetr.), 242-6.
Semi-chorus (8 troch. tetr.),

Cleon B » » )hlosrgs.
Semi-chorus (8 ,, ,, ),
Cleon 8 s )

Dialogue (15 troch. tetr.), 269-83. Proagon
(19 troch. dim.) 284—302.}' gon.

Agon I, 308-460.
str. o/, 308-13.
Ode {8 mesodie troch. tetr., 314-21.
str. 3, 822-32.
xatakelevopds (2 iamb., tetr.), 333-4.
Epirrhema (32 iamb. tetr.), 335-66.
wviyos (16 iamb. dim.), 867-81.
( antistr. o, 382-90.
Antode 1 6 mesodic troch. tetr., 391-6.
antistr. B, 897-406.
dvrikataxel. (2 iamb. tetr.), 407-8. i
Antepirrhema (32 iamb. tetr.), 409-40.
dvrurviyos (16 11.), 441-56.
adpayis (4 iamb. tetr.), 457-60.
Iambic Transition Scene, 461-97.
Parabasis I, 498-610.
koppdriov, 498-508.
Anapaests, tetrameters, 507-46.
mwviyos, 547-50
Ode, 551-64.
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 5665-80. ]
Antode, 581-94.
Antepirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 595-610.
TIambic Syeygy, 611-755.
Introduction (5 iamb. trim.), 611-15.
Ode, 616-24.
Tambic scene (59 11.), 624-82.
Antode, 683-90.
Tambic scene (65 11.), 691-755.

—
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Agon 11, 756-941.
Introduction (5 iamb. tetr.), 756-60.
xaraxehevapds (2 anap. tetr.), 761-2.
Epirrhema (61 anap. tetr.), 763-823.
(12 anap. dim.), 824-35.
Introduction and dvrikaraxed. (7 iamb. tetr.), 836-42.
Antepirrhema (68 iamb, tetr.), 843-910,
(80 iamb. dim.), 911-40.
appayls, 941,
Tambic Scenes and Tyric Interludes.
Tambic scene, 942-72,
Stasimon, 978-96.
Tambic scene, 997-1110.
Lyric dialogue, 1111-50.
Tambic scene, 1151-1263.
Parabasis 11, 1264-1315.
Ode, 1264-73.
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 1274-89.
Antode, 1290-9.
Antepirrhema (18 troch. tetr.), 1800-15.
Ezodos.
Solemn anapaests (messenger and chorus), 1316-34.
Tambic scene, 1335-1408.
Finale (lost).
Note.—In the first agon, the strict correspondence is only broken by
the insertion of an iambic trimeter line (441) in the dvrimiiyos, and
by the fact that there are only six mesodic lines in the antode.

Clouds.
DPrologue, 1-262.

Parodos, 263-863.
Epirrhema, invocation (12 anap. tetr.), 268-74,
Ode, 275-90.
Antepirrhema dialogue (7 anap. tetr.), 291-7.
Antode, 298-818.
Scene in anap. tetrameters, 314—63.
@Quasi-Half-Agon, 364-475.
Dialogue in anap. tetr., 864-438,
mviyos, 489-66.
Ode (lyric dialogue), 457-75.
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Transition Scene, 476-509,
rxarakehevopuds (2 anap. tetr.), 476-7.
Tambic scene, 478-509.

Parabasis I, 510626,
koppdriov, 510-17.
¢ Anapaests’ (Eupolideans, without miyos), 518-62.
Ode, 563-74.
Epirrhema (20 troch. tetr.), 575-94.
Antode, 595-606.
Antepirrhema (20 troch. tetr.), 607-26.

Tambic Syzygy, 627-818.
Jambie scene (73 11.), 627-99. %
Ode, 700-6.
Dialogue in dimeters (mainly), 707-22.
Iambic scene (81 11.), 723-808.
Antode, 804-13. %
TIambic Transition Scene, 814-88.
Proagon, 889-948.
Agon I, 949-1104.
Ode, 949-58.
katakehevouds, 959-60,
Epirrhema (47 anap. tefr.), 961-1008.
(16 anap. dim.), 1009-23. »
Antoede, 1024-31.
dvricarakek., 1032-5.
Antepirrhema (49 iamb. tetr.), 1036-84.
(4 iamb. trim. and 19 iamb. dim.), 1085-1104.
Tambic Transition Scene, 1105-18.

Parabasis 11, 1114-30,
xoppudriov, 1114,
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 1115-30.

Iambic Scenes and Lyric Interludes.
Jambic scene, 1131-58.
Lyrics (Strepsiades and Socrates), 1154-69.
Iambic gcene, 1170-1200.
Lyries (Strepsiades), 1201-13.
Tambiec scene, 1214-1802.
Stasimon, 1303-20.
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Iambic Transition Scene (or Proagon), 1321-1344.

Agon IT, 1345-1451.
Ode, 1345-50.
karakehevouss, 13561-2.
Epirrhema (83 iamb. tetr.), 1353-85.
(6 iamb. dim.), 1886-90.
Antode, 1391-6.
Gvrikarakel., 1897-8.
Antepirrhema (46 iamb. tetr.), 1399-1444,
(7 iamb. dim.), 1445-51.

Final Scene, 1452-1510.
Iambic scene, 1452-1509.
Choral exodos, 1510.
Notes.—(1) Lincs 314-438 might be grouped together in the half-agon.
In the present state of the play any analysis can only be tentative.

(2) The antode, 804-13, has two extra lines as compared with
the ode, but otherwise corresponds; and the dimeter dialogue after
the ode is unusual. Possibly these things are due to imperfect
revision.

(3) The mutual abuse (in dimeters) of the two Adyor, leading up to
the formal agon, may be conveniently treated as a kind of proagon.

(4) The correspondence between the non-tetrametric parts of the
epirrhema and antepirrhema of the agon is defective.

(5) Perhaps the whole passage from 1131-1302 should be treated
as one iambic scene, with lyrics inserted; the scenes 1212-1302,
however, seems to consist of two short scenes of the primitive
cpeisodic type.

Wasps.
Prologue, 1-229.
DParodos, 230 -316.
A. Entry of chorus (18 iamb. tetr.), 230-47.
B. Dialogue of boy and chorus (25 iamb. troch. 11.), 248-72.

C. Choral ode (str. and antistr.), 273-89.
(extra line), 290.

D. Lyric dialogue (str. and antistr.), 291-8186.
Proagon, 317-525,
A. Lyric monody of Philocleon, 316-32.
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B. Ode (with mesodic troch. tetr.), 838-45.
karaxehevapds (2 anap. tetr.), 846-7.
Epirrhema (10 anap. tetr.), 348-57.

(7 anap. dim.), 858-64,
Antode (with mesodic troch. tetr.), 365-78.
dvriaraxel. (2 anap. tefr.), 879-80.
Antepirrhema, (22 anap. tetr.), 881-402.

C. (1) 2 troch. tetr. (chorus), 408—4.
Ode, 405-14.

3 troch. tetr., 415-17.
2 11. lyries, 418-19.

8 troch. tetr., 420-7.
2 1L lyries, 428-9.
Epirrhema (81 1. troch. fetr.), 430-60. F

‘f
~—

(2) 2 troch. tetr. (Bdelycl.), 461-2.
Antode, 463-71.
8 troch. tetr., 472-4.
2 1. lyries, 475-6. ( &

8 troch. tetr., 477-85.
2 11. lyries, 486-7.
Antepirrhema (38 1L troch. tetr.), 488-525,

Agon I, 526-727,

Ode (with mesodic iamb. tetr.), 526—45.
kataxelevopuds (2 anap. tetr.), 546-7.
Epirrhema (72 anap. tetr.), 548-620,

(13 anap. dim.), 621-30.
Antode (with mesodic iamb. tetr.), 631-47.
avricaraxel. (2 anap. tetr.), 648-9.
Antepirrhema (69 anap. tetr.), 650-718.

(6 anap. dim.), 719-24.

oppayis (8 anap. tetr.), 7256-7.

Lyric and Iambic Scenes.

Lyric transition scene, 729-59. Strophe, 729-36.
Anap. dim., 787-42.
Antistrophe, 743-9.
Anap. dim., 750-9.

Tambic scene, 760-862.

Lyric interlude, 863-90.

Iambic scene, 891-1008.
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Parabasis I, 1009-1121.

xoppdriov, 1009-14,

Anapaests, tetrameters, 1015-50.
mviyos, 1051-9.

0Ode, 1060-70,

Epirrhema (20 troch. tetr.), 1071-90.

Antode, 1091-1101.

Antepirrhema (20 troch. tetr.), 1102-21.

Iambic Scene, 1122-1264.
Parabasis 11, 1265-91.
Tambic Scenes, 1292-1449.
Stasimon, 1450-78,

Exodos, 1474-1537.

Xanthias (as messenger), 1474-81.
Dialogue, anap. dim., 1482-95,

iambic scene, 1496~-1516.
Choral finale, 1516-37.

Notes.—(1) Lines 403-4 might be called a xaraxehevopds, but the corre-
sponding 11. 461-2 are not such.

(2) The latter part of the antode, 463-71, does not correspond
with that of the ode, 405-14, though the earlier part does.

(8) There are ten anap. dimeters in 11. 750-9, answering to seven in
11. 737-42 ; and before 1. 750 there is a passage outside the structure,
viz. O1. {d poi pot. BA. ol7os, ri pot Bogs ;

(4) The second parabasis is quite irregular in form ; White (p. 435)
regards it us a stasimon,

(5) The iambic scene, 1292-1449, falls into several parts or even
separate scenes, viz. 1292-1325 (Xunthias as messenger), 1326-63
(Philocleon drunk), 1364-86 (Philocleon and Bdelycleon), 1387-
1414 (the ’ApromwMis), 1415-41 (the Karjpyopos)—these two scenes

being of the primitive epeisodic type—, 1442-9 Philocleon and
Bdelycleon.

(6) The choral finale, 1516-37, consists of two anap. tetrameters, a
short strophe and antistrophe, and seven hyporchematic prosodiacs.
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Peace.
Prologue, 1-300.

Parodos, 301-45. (In troch. tetr. with m/iyos, 339-45.)

Series of Irregular Scenes, 346-600.
1. Ode, 346-60.
Tambiec scene (24 11.), 361-84.
Antode, 385-99. Tambic syzygy.
Iambie scene (26 11.), 400-25.
appayls, troch. tetr., 426-30.
I1. Introduction, iambic scene, 431-58.
Lyric dialogue tstr.), 469-72 (the
first attempt).
Iambic scene (13 11.), 473-856.
Lyric dialogue (antistr.), 486-99
(the second attempt).
Tambie scene (811.), 500-7.
appayls, iamb. tetr., 508-11.
iamb, dim., 512-19.
III. Tambic scene, 520-52.
Scene in troch. tetr. and dim., 553-81.
IV. Epode, 582-600 (corresp. to ode and antode in I).

Quasi-Half-Agon, 601-56.
kaTaxelevouds, 601-2.
Epirrhema, troch. tetr., 603-50.

troch. dim., 651-6.

Tambic Transition Scene, 657-728.

Parabasis I, 729-818,
kopudTiov, 729-83.
Anapaests, tetram., 734-64.
wviyos, 1656-74,
Ode, 775-96.
Antode, 797-818.

Iambic Syeygy, 819-921.
Tambic scene (37 11.), 819-55.
Ode, 856-67.
Iambic scene (4211.), 868-909.
Antode, 910-21.

Tambie syzygy.

} The final attempt.
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Tambic Syzygy, 922-1088,

Iambie scene (17 11.), 922-38,

Ode (with proodic and mesodic iamb. tetr.), 989-55.

Iambic scene (1711.), 956-73.

Anap. dim. dialogue, 974-1015. }

Tambie scene (7 11.), 1016-22,

Antode (with proodic and mesodic iamb. tetr.), 1024-38-
Tambic Scene (with hexameter passage), 1039-1126.
Parabasis 1I, 1127-90.

Ode, 1127-39.

Epirrhema, 16 troch. tetr., 1140-55.

3 troch. dim., 1156-8.
Antode, 11569-71.
Antepirrhema, 16 troch. tetr., 1172-87.
3 troch. dim., 1188-90.
Epeisodic Scenes, 1191-1304.
FEzrodos, 1805-66.

Invitation to wedding (iamb. tetr. and dim.), 1305-15.

Choral invocation (anap. tetr. and dim.), 1306-28.

Wedding procession and song, 1329-56.

Note.—(1) The ode, 11, 582-600, treated above as an epode corre-
sponding (as it does metrically) with the ode and antode, 11. 346-60
and 385-99, might (apart from this correspondence) be regarded as
the ode of the half-agon ; but the whole of the scenes between the
parodos and the parabasis are difficult to schematize. (White,
pp. 436-7, treats them somewhat differently.)

(2) White regards 1305-15 as a stasimon (1305-10=1311-15),
perbaps rightly.
Birds.
Prologue, 1-208.
Purodos, 209-351.
4. Invocation, 209-66. Lyric invocation, 209-22,
4 iamb. trim. 223-6. L
Lyric invocation, 227-62.
4 iamb. trim. 263-6.
B. Parodos proper, 267-851.

Irregular line, 267,

Dial. troch. tetr. (591L), 268-326.
Ode, 327-35.

Dial. troch. tetr. (711.), 386-42,
Antode, 843-51.

3182 Y
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Battle Scene, 352-432,
Dialogue, troch. tetr., 852-86.
troch. dim., 387-99.
Anap. dim. (chorus), 400-5.
Lyric dialogue, 406-34.

Iambic Transition Scene, 43550,

Agon, 461-637.
Ode, 451-9,
karakehevouds (2 anap. tetr.), 460-1.
Epirrhema, 61 anap. tetr., 462-522.
16 anap. dim., 523-38.
Antode, 538-47.
dvrikaraxed. (2 anap. tetr.), 548-9,
Antepirrhema, 61 anap. tetr., 550-610.
16 anap. dim., 611-26.
adpayis (anap. tetr. and dim.), 627-38.

Iambic Transition Scene, 639-75.

Parabasis I, 676-800.

koppdriov, 676-84.
Anapaests, tetram., 685-722,
mviyos, 723-36.
Ode, 727-52,
Epirrhema (16 troch, tetr.), 758-68.
Antode, 769-84.
Antepirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 785-800.

JTambic Syzygy, 801-902,
Iambic scene (50 11.), 801-50,
Ode, 851-8, }
Iambic scene (35 11.), 859-94.
Antode, 895-902.

Series of Epeisodic Scenes, 903-1057.

Parabasis II, 1068-1117.
Ode, 1058-70,
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 1071-87. }
Antode, 1088-1100.
Antepirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 1101-17.
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Iambic Syzygy, 1118-1266,
Iambic scene (7111.), 1118-88.
Ode, 1189-96,
Iambic scene (6511.), 1197-1261.
Antode, 1262-6.
Tambic Scenes and Lyric Interludes, 1269-1493.
Tambic scene, 1269-1312,
Lyric dialogue, Strophe, 1313-22.
2 lines, Peithet., 1323-4.
Antistrophe, 1325-34.
Iambic scene, 1336-1469.
Stasimon, 1470-93.
Tambic Syzygy, 1494-1705.,
Iambic scene (69 11.), 1494-1562.
Ode, 15563-64.
Iambic scene (129 11.), 1665-1693.
Antode, 1694-1705,
Exodos, 1706-6b.
Messengers’ speech, 1706-19.
Wedding procession, 1720-65.
Note.—The inmbic scene, 1335-1469, consists of three typical epeisodic
scenes.
Lysistrata.
Prologue, 1-253.
DParodos, 264-388.
4. (Men’s Chorus.)
xaraxehevouds (2 iamb. tetr.), 264-5.
Ode, 256-65.
Epirrhema (6 iamb. tetr.), 266-70.
Antode, 271-80.
Antepirrhema (b iamb. tetr.), 281-5.
Ode, 286-95.
Antode, 296-805.
Quasi-karaxeX. (1 iamb, tetr.), 306.
Epirrhema (6 iamb. tetr.), 307-12,
Antepirrhema (6 iamb. tetr.), 318-18.
B. (Women's Chorus.)
xaraxelevouds (2 iamb. tetr.), 319-20.
Ode, 321-84.
Antode, 335-49.
Proagon, 3560-86 (iamb. tetr. and dim.).

9
~
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Tambic Scene, 387-466.
Agon, 467-6138.
A. Introd. (9 iamb. tetr.), 467-75.
Ode, 476-83.
karaxehevouds (2 anap. tetr.), 484-5.
Epirrhema (47 anap. tetr.), 486-531.
(7 anap. dim.), 532-8,
B. Introd. (2 iamb. tetr.), 539-40.
Antode, 541-8.
davrikaraxel., 549-50.
Antepirrbema (47 anap. tetr.), 551-97.
(10 anap. dim. ), 598-607.
Tambic Transition Scene, 608-13.
Parabasis, 614-705,
A. (Men.) xoppdriov (2 troch. tetr.), 614-15.
Ode, 616-25, }
Epirrhema (10 troch. tetr.), 626-35.
(Women.) xoppdriov (2 troch. tetr.), 636-7.
Antode, 638-47, }
Antepirrhema (10 troch. tetr.), 648-58.

B. (Men.) Ode, 659-70. %
Epirrhema (10 troch. tetr.), 671-81.
(Women.) Antode, 682-95. 2

Antepirrhema (60 troch. tetr.), 696-705.

Iambic Scenes and Lyric Interludes, 706-1013.
Tambiec scene, 706-80.
Lyric dialogue (str. and antistr.), 781-829.
Tambic scene, 830-958.
Dial. in anap. dim., 954-79.
Tambic scene, 980-1013,
Agon IT (?).
Dial. of semi-choruses (paeonic and troch. tetr.), 1014-42.
Iambic Syeygy, 1043-1215,
Ode, 1043-71.
2 anap. tetr. (chorus), 1072-8,
Tambic scene (834 11.), 1074-1107.
4 anap. tetr. (chorus), 1108-11.
Tambic scene (77 11.), 1112-88.
Antode, 1189-1215.
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Tambic Scene, 1216-486,

Ezxodos, 1247-1319,

Laced. chorus, 1247-70,

Iambic trim. (Lysistrata), 1271-8.

Athen. chorus, 1279-96,

Laced. chorus, 1297-1320.

Notes.—(1) 608-13 might be treated as the oppayis of the agon.
(2) 830-1013 might be treated as a single scene, with lyric

interruption (as by White).

Thesmophoriazusae.
Prologue, 1-294. P

Parodos, 295-380.
Proclamation (prose), 295-311.
Ode, 812-30.
Proclamation (iamb. trim., 2111.), 331-51.
Ode, 8562-71 (not corresp. to 11. 812-30).
Proclamation, &e. (iamb. trim., 9 11.), 372-80.
Quasi-Agon, 381-530.
karaxehevouds (2 iamb. tetr.), 881-2,
Iambic speech, 883-432,
Ode, 433-42.
Ianibic speech, 443-58.
Lyric interlude, 459-65.
Tambic speech, 466-519.
Antode, 520-30.
Iambic Tetrameter Scene, 581-73.
Iambic T'rimeter Scene, 574-654.
Irregular Scene, 665-784.
Chorus, 4 anap. tetr., 655—8.
4 troch. tetr. and dim., 659-62.
lyrics, 663-86,
2 troch. tetr., 687-8,
Iambic scene (10 11.), 689-98.
Lyries, 699-701.
Dial. troch. tetr, (511.), 702-6.
Lyric dialogue, &e., lyrics, 707-25.
2 troch. tetr., 726-7.
Iambie scene (37 11.), 728-64.
Mnesilochus’ soliloquy, iamb. trim., 765-75.
Iyrie, 776-84,

|



396 TarE BeeiNnNINGgs oF GREEK CoMEDY

Parabasis (imperfect), 785-845.
koppdriov, 785,
Anapaests, tetram., 785-813.
wviyos, 814-29.
Epirrhema (16 troch. tetr.), 880-45.

Tambic Scenes and Stasima, 846-1159.
Tambic scene, 846-946.
Stasimon, 947-1000.

Tambic scene, 1001-1135.
Stasimon, 1186-59.

FEixodos, 1160-1231.

Tambic scene, 1160-1226.
Choral finale, 1227-31.

Note.—655-764 might be treated as an irregular iambic syzygy and
765-84 as an iambic transition scene.

Frogs.
Prologue, 1-328 (or 315).

Parodos, 324 (or 316)-459.

Iambic Scenes, §c., 460-74.
Tambic scene, 460-533.
Dial. in troch. dim. (22 11.), 53448,
Tambic scene, 549-89.
Dial. in troch. dim. (22 11.), 590-604.
Tambic scene, 605-73.

Parabasis, 674-787.
Ode, 674-85.
Epirrhema (20 troch. tetr.), 686-705).
Antode, 706-16.
Antepirrhema (20 troch. tetr.), 717-37.

Tambic Scenes and Stasima, 738-894.,
Iambic scene, 738-813.
Stasimon, 814-29,

Tambic scene, 880-74.
Stasimon, 875-84.
Iambic scene, 885-94.,
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Agon, 895-1098.

Ode, 895-904.
xataxehevopds (2 iamb. tetr.), 905-6.
Epirrhema (64 iamb, tetr.), 907-70.

(21 iamb. dim.), 971-91.
Antode, 992-1008.
dvrikaraxel. (2 anap. tetr.), 1004-5.
Antepirrhema (71 anap. tetr.), 1006-77,

(21 anap. dim.), 1078-98.

Tambic Scenes and Stasima, 1099-1499.

Stasimon, 1099-1118.

Tambic scene, 1119-1250.
Stasimon, 1251-60.

Tambic scene, 1261-1369.
Stasimon, 1370-7.

Tambic scene, 1378-1481.
Stasimon, 1482-99,

Frodos, 1600-83.
Dial. in anap. dim. 1600-27,
Choral finale (dactyl. hex.), 15628-83.

Notes.—(1) Ividently two of the three scenes, 460-673, might be
grouped, with the two trochaic dimeter passages, as a syzygy; but
the entrance of a new character in 1. 503 is against such a treatment
of the scene 460-533.

(2) The whole passage 830-94 might be regarded as a kind of
proagon, though not in tetrameters; or the scene 885-94 might be
taken as a transition-scene serving as introduction to the agon.

Eeclesiazusae.
Prologue, 1-284,

Parodos, 285-810.
Tambic Scenes, 311-477,

Second Parodos, 478-519.

Iambic tetr. and dim. (chorus), 478-508.
Iambie trim. (speech of Praxagora), 504-13.
Dial. anap. tetr., 514-19.

Iambic Scene, 520-70.
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Half-Agon, 571~709,

Ode, 571-81.

karaxehevouds (2 anap. tetr.), 582-8.

Epirrhema, anap. tetram., 584—688.

anap. dim., 689-709.

Iambic Scene, 710-29.
XOPOY.
Tambic Scenes, 780-1153 (with occasional non-choral lyries).
FEzodos, 1154-82.

Address to audience, 1154-62.
Choral finale, 1163-1182.

Plutus.
Prologue, 1-252.

Parodos, 2683-321.
Dial. iamb. tetr., 258-289,
Lyries, str. o, antistr. o',
str. B, antistr. 8. } 200-821.
epode.
Iambic Scene, 322-414,
Tambic Scene (Proagon), 415-86.
Half-Agon, 487-618.
kataxehevouds (2 anap, tetr.), 487-8.
Epirrhema, anap. tetr., 489-597.
anap. dim., 598-618.
Tambic Scenes, 619-1207 (mainly of the epeisodic type).
Ezodos, 1208-9.



APPENDIX B

MR. CORNFORD’S THEORY OF THE ORIGIN
OF COMEDY

§1. In a work on the Origin of Attic Co/medy (1914,
containing much that is interesting and illuminating, Mr.
F. M. Cornford propounds an explanation of the main
features of the Old Comedy by means of a supposed ritual
sequence, which is closely parallel to that by which Professor
Murray explains Attic Tragedy; indeed his conclusion is
that comedy and tragedy arose from the same ritual—that of
the agon, pathos or death, and resurrection of an ‘ Eniautos-
Daimon .

There was, however, more in the original ritual, according
to Mr. Cornford, than the agon, death, and resurrection ; how
much more, is never quite clearly stated, since the summary
which he gives (p. 103) does not include elements which (as
we gather from other passages) must have formed part of the
ritual. Before this ritual, as described on p. 103, begins, there
must apparently have been enacted the birth of a miraculous
infant, who developed with amazing rapidity ; this infant was
the son of the Earth-Mother. But all that remains of this
part of the ritual is contained in the personality of a drunken
old hag who appears in a number of plays, and it is not quite
clear how this was related to the phallic procession and its
incidents, to which most of the supposed ritual is said to have
belonged. At a certain point in the phallic procession there was
a sacrifice;! and in its primitive dramatic form this sacrifice
took the shape of a conflict or agon between the representatives
of two principles, ending in the simulated death of one of the
combatants. Still earlier, it must have been his real death by

! In the Acharnians, the sacrifice is represented by an offering of soup
and cake; presumably, however, Mr. Cornford imagines something more
sanguinary.
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orapaypubs—the Good Spirit was slain, dismembered, cooked
and eaten. But the personage thus slain was brought back to
life—sometimes by a process of boiling, such as was practised
by Medea upon Pelias. Then there followed the iepds ydpos,
when he was restored to life and youth to be the husband of
the Mother-Goddess, and the wedding was accompanied by
a choral song of victory, while the adversary was expelled in
the manner peculiar to the driving out of the Pharmakos at
the Thargelia. This ritual, it is claimed, explains the phallic
character of some of the actors, the invocations and abusive
language (which belonged both to the parabasis and the
phallic x@uos), the agon, the exodos (which often ends in
a marriage, a feast, and a song of triumph), and certain scenes
which Mr. Cornford considers to be relics of the simulated
death and resurrection of the Good Spirit. The series of scenes
in which the preparations for the feast are rudely interrupted
by one impostor or adversary after another are due to a multi-
plication of the agon between the Good and the Bad Spirit.
Thus the whole, or almost the whole, of Attic comedy grew
out of one germ,—the enactment of the conflict, death, resur-
rection, and marriage of a Good Spirit. (The variations in the
theory we shall notice at convenient points in the discussion.)
The question, whether there is any reason to suppose that
this complex ritual ever really existed, is one which Mr.
Cornford practically does not touch. It need only be said
that it would require very strong evidence indeed to prove that
one and the same rite included the birth of a wonder-child,
his agon, death, and resurrection, a sacred marriage in which
he took part, and the expulsion of a Pharmakos. The some-
what loose parallel with the modern folk-play at Viza (itself
very variously explained) is not nearly good enough evidence;
we certainly do not find these elements combined in any
ancient Greek ritual about which we have information. But
does the supposed ritual actually explain the plays?
2,)We will begin, as Mr. Cornford does, with the * marriage’,
which (on the strength of the scenes in some plays in which the
protagonist appears with a silent female figure) he concludes
to have been the climax of the original ritual. We must ask
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(1) Is a marriage so constant a feature of the closing scenes of
the Old Comedy that it can best be explained as the survival
of a ritual lepds ydpos, which was essential to the performance ?
(2) Who is the bridegroom? (3) Who is the bride? The
questions cannot be kept entirely separate.

One point appears at once—that in several of the plays we
have not one mute female figure in the place of the bride, but
two, and that the protagonist is quite happy with both. In
the Acharnians, Dicaeopolis has a courtesan on each arm; in
the Knights, two are similarly offered to Demos as represent-
ing the Jmovdal; in the Peuce there are both Opora and
Theoria, and though Trygaeus only proposes to marry the
former, the other is there and has to be disposed of. (She is
given to the president of the Council).! Surely these characters
resemble, not the single female partner in a lepds ydpos
(which was always, so far as our evidence goes, a solemn
ceremony), but the much less reputable characters, who, as
avAnrpibes, dpxnarpides, or what not, were adjuncts of the
more licentious kinds of quuméoia in Athens. A feast, as
Mr. Cornford rightly points out, was the most frequent ending
of a Greek Comedy, though it was not the invariable ending;
and it may well have been the ending of the original x&pos,
if this was at all like modern occasions of the sort; and it is
far more likely that these females came in as adjuncts of
a fcast in the Greek manner, than that they are survivals
of a ritual marriage. The process of doubling is one which
Mr. Cornford is fond of introducing; but it may be doubted
whether these pairs of females in the early plays of Aristo-
phanes got there by the doubling of the bride in a lepds ydpuos.

Moreover, before we leave this topie, it should be observed that,
though there is gross obscenity, Dicaeopolis does not suggest
marriage with either of the dpxnorpides, who are part of the
attractions of the feast to which the priest of Dionysus invites
him: and that the utmost that Philocleon in the Wasps (1353)
promises the adAnTpls is that if she is good, she shall be his con-
cubine when his son his dead. It is really impossible to agree
to the suggestion, which appears to be implied in Mr. Cornford’s

! Probably the Lysistrata should be added to the list; see below.
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remark (p. 11) that Philocleon *enters singing the opening
words of Cassandra’s mad Hymenaeal in the Troades’! that
this confirms his explanation of the scene as the relic of
a lepds ydpos. It is true that Philocleon begins a short lyrie
with dveye mdpexe, and that the Ravenna Scholiast says, ék
Tpwddwy Edpimridov, o0 Kaodvpa ¢naiv' dvexe, mdpexe, pids
¢épe krA. But the passage in the Wasps has only two words
identical with Cassandra’s, viz. dvexe, mdpexe; and it is very
doubtful whether these words were part of a specifically
hymenaeal cry at all, and are not merely a bacehic ery.
Aristophanes parodies Euripides continually in the most
dissimilar contexts, and it cannot be inferred that, because the
words as used by Cassandra are part of a ‘mad hymenaeal’,
referring to a ydpos which was anything but a lepds yduos,
the obscene passage in which Philocleon uses them was the
relic of a ritual marriage.

As to the other plays; there is no trace of any kind of
ydpos or indecency in the conclusion of the Clouds 2 or the Frogs,
and there is actually no feast in either, though in the Frogs,
Pluto invites Dionysus and Aeschylus to a meal before their
journey. In the Lysistrata, the heroine does indeed offer the
mute courtesan diadAay# to the various ambassadors (1114 1f);
and as the title of the play was once Avaierpdra 3} diaXhayal
it is just possible that more than one was offered, in which case
the play should be grouped with those previously discussed :
but it is surely unwarrantable to say that ¢ the reunion of men
and women in the final dance is itself a sort of remarriage’, if
it is intended by this that the scene is the relic of a ritual
marriage (evidently much multiplied on this occasion).® The
reunion is necessitated by the considerations (1) that the motif

1 Troades 308; cf. Eur. Cyclops 203, and Starkie on the Wasps 1326.
(The Schol. Ven., ad loc., is in agreement with the Ravenna Schol.)

* Or is Pheidippides’ threat to beat his mother a faint relic of an
original marriage ? If we are to be quite up to date, I suppose we must
call it a repressed Oedipus-complex.

* The suggested inferences (p. 14) from the mention of certain gods in
the choral song (1285 ff.) appear to be quite unwarranted ; but I do not
want to discuss every point in detail,
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of the play at the outset was a divorce, (2) that in comedies quar-
rels are wont to end well. Inthe Thesmophoriazusae there is no
hint of a feast, and it is certainly not evident that the indecent
scene in which Elaphion figures as a mute personage, to
distract the Policeman’s attention, is ‘ clearly an adaptation of
the marriage motive’. In the Ecclesiazusae the mute courtesan
is, according to Mr. Cornford, represented by the Oepdmraiva
who is sent to Blepyrus by his wife, to summon him to the feast.
The only reasons which he gives for this are ‘ that she is intoxi-
cated alike with Thasian wine and with the unguents of the
courtesan on her hair’, and that she swears vy v Appodirny.
But the context does not show her to be intoxicated, though
she recommends the wine which is in store for the feasters;
and it was not only courtesans who used unguents; they were
in common use at banquets. The oath by Aphrodite is cer-
tainly not conclusive in the context, The @epdmraiva is surely
the equivalent, not of the mute courtesan (whether one or two),
but of the messenger who frequently recurs in the concluding
scenes of Aristophanes’ plays, and who describes the prepara-
tions for the feast, and invites people to join in it. The
courtesans are in fact mentioned in 1. 1138, and were almost
certainly on the stage with her: and the fact that they are
plural confirms the belief that they were simply adjuncts of
a riotous feast.

The scene in the Plutus between the old woman and the
young man who rejects her advances can hardly be made to
prove anything as to a ritual marriage of the Old Year or
Good Spirit with a (presumably) young woman: but the Old
Woman is a subject for future consideration. The idea that
Plutus, the new Zeus-Soter, is to be installed in the Opistho-
domos of the Parthenon as the husband of Athena must rank
with the wildest of conjectures; indeed its real basis seems to
be itself a conjecture of Dr. Cook.!

! Dr. Cook's conjecture (unpublished) was that the double structure of
the Erectheum and Parthenon was to be explained by the reservation
of the western half of the building for the king or consort of the goddess,
and that Peisistratus in driving into Athens with Athena, wished people
to regard him as her consort. So Plutus here. It is true that Zeus-Soter
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Our conclusion, therefore, is that in several plays there is no
marriage at all ; that in several there is simply gross indecency
in the presence of one, or more often two, courtesans; and
that these courtesans are there as common accompaniments
of the feast, not as representing the female partner in a
ritual marriage. If it be urged that a ritual marriage
may not have had, in very primitive agrarian rites, the
solemnity of the later {epos ydpuos, we can only answer (1) that
such ceremonies are solemn rites when we come across them
in ancient Greece {and generally in the religion of primitive
peoples), and that we have no hint of anything else ; nor should
we expect it to be otherwise, if such rites were a serious piece
of agrarian magic; (2) that the modern folk-play at Viza, which
is no longer the performance of a primitive people, and which
contains elements drawn from Christian sources, and the
seriousness of which as magic may be doubted, is no parallel;
(3) that we still have to account for the fact that we have two
females as often as one. The one play in which there really
is a quasi-daemonic marriage is the Birds: but there the
explanation is that, since the whole plot turns on the super-
session of the gods by new rulers (a theme the reason for
which will be suggested later), the provision of a queen for
the supplanter of Zeus is practically inevitable, or, at least, is
so natural as to require no ritual explanation.

What of the bridegroom? On p. 20 Mr. Cornford states
that there can be little doubt that the protagonist in comedy
must originally have been the spirit of fertility himself, Phales
or Dionysus’, and that it must have been he who originally
led the final k&uos as male partner in a marriage. The evi-
dence for this does not appear; the fact that some Athenian
actors wore the phallus (p. 183) certainly does not prove it.
There is no trace of Phales as a character in any kind of

and Athena Soteira were worshipped together in certain cults both ab
Athens and in Delos: but this does not prove any nuptial relations
between them., The idea that Athena was ever regarded as wedded is
answered by Farnell, Cults, i, p. 303. The other arguments by which
(pp. 26, 27) Mr. Cornford tries to force a ‘sacred marriage’ into the end
of the Plutus seems to be equally untenable.
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procession or drama in ancient Greece, though he is invoked in
song, or represented by the phallus carried aloft ; and Dionysus
did not wear the phallusin art or drama. But, however this may
be, how did Phales or Dionysus come to be replaced by the Old
Rustic who acts the part of protagonist in almost every play ?
For Mr. Cornford himself emphasizes the fact that the final
marriage is that of an old man ; and this Old Rustic (whose
real history is in fact fairly clear) is a very constant type in
comedy from beginning to end. But in fact Mr. Cornford's
account of the protagonist-bridegroom is somewhat fluctua-
ting. Sometimes he is Phales or Dionysus; sometimes he is
the Old Year, who becomes the New Year after rejuvenation;
or the Old (subsequently the New) God or Zeus or King ; some-
times he is equated with Summer, or with Life, or with the
Good Principle; and the Antagonist varies similarly. (We
shall find that these variations give trouble when we come to
the agon.) In the Thesmophoriazusae, if Elaphion is the
bride, the bridegroom must be the Seythian Policeman, It is
important to note that the evidence for connecting a lepds
ydupos with a phallic procession in any actual ancient Greek
ritual is non-existent,

The ‘ bride’ is naturally represented by a young female—the
mute figure. How then does Mr. Cornford work in the Old
Woman? In the Old Woman we must recognize the Earth-
Mother’; she survives also in the Babo of the play at Viza,
nursing the miraculous infant, who grows at an astonish-
ing pace; and ‘in the sordid pantomime of this first part
of the play ’ we have ‘a last survival of the supernatural
birth and growth of Dionysus’.l If then, in the original

! This is perhaps right as regards the Viza play, and the comparison
with the wonder-child in the Ichneutae is apposite. But the evidence
(pp- 85, 86) that the Lenaea included an acted Anodos of Semele, bearing
Tacchos, followed by the omwapayuds of the mow mature god and his
resurrection is extremely wealk (see above, pp- 209-10, and Farnell, Cults,
v, pp. 171,176, 209). There isin fact no evidence that the mother of Iacchos
figured at all in the Lenaes, and the owapayuds was only mentioned in
2 hymn, And whatever may happen at Viza, we have no other evidence
of a ritual sequence in ancient Greece combiuing anodos, birth, orapayuds,
and resurrection.
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ritual, the Old Woman was the mother of the bridegroom
(Phales or Dionysus), does she survive in comedy as the mother
of the Old Rustic? In some plays she is his wife. But if, as
Mr. Cornford thinks likely, the first part of the ritual sequence
(containing the birth of the infant) dropped out, with the
growth of literary comedy, why should the Old Woman havesur-
vived at all ? and why as * a drunken and amorous old hag, who
dances the cordax’? The truth seems to be that Mr. Cornford
has left out of sight the strong evidence which exists that
this Old Woman is a stock figure derived, not from any Anodos-
ritual (for in such ritual the mother does not appear to have
been either amorous or effete), but from very early Pelopon-
nesian cult-plays, as has been explained elsewhere.

§ 8. Mr. Cornford represents the bridegroom or the victor
in the agon as a New God, and therefore as the survival of
a divine figure in the original folk-play or ritual ; or at least
as a victorious king—the distinction between King and God
being, in primitive ritual, sometimes a vanishing one. Here
we must examine the evidence in detail. It is found mainly
in the exodoi.

In the Acharnians the victory which Dicaeopolis celebrates
appears to be a victory in a drinking-match,! not in any agon
which forms part of the main plot of the play. There is
nothing to suggest that he is made a king; his inquiry for
the king of the feast, from whom he is to claim his prize,
suggests the opposite.

In the Knights, when the sausage-seller has defeated Cleon,
the chorus greets him with & xaipe kadAAivike (1254). After-
wards Demos, having been boiled back to youth by the
sausage-seller, is greeted by the chorus (1830) deifare Tov Tijs
‘EXAd8os Suiv kal 17js yijs THiode pévapyov, and (1333) xaip’ &
Bagikei Tédv ‘EX\fvor:? and (1388) he is given the Jmovdai—
two courtesans. (Apparently then Demos is the bridegroom,
though Agoracritus was the victor; this scarcely fits Mr.
Cornford’s theory.) Demos then gives Agoracritus a green

1 See above, p. 810.

? These phrases are na.tlira.lly taken as metaphors, used as Thucydides
uses expressions virtually synonymous about the Athenian supremacy.
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robe (Barpaxfs), which (according to Mr. Cornford)® implies
that Agoracritus is a king. (That makes two kings in this
play.) The end of the play is lost; but the fact that Demos
refers to Cleon by the epithet gapuaxiés (a word elsewhere
used metaphorically in abusive contexts) 2 leads Mr. Cornford
to suggest that Cleon was literally driven out in the manner
of a Pharmakos; though it is not easy to see how this is
consistent with turning him into a sausage-seller, the fate
actually proposed for him; the Pharmakos did not usually
get off so easily.

Mr. Cornford’s treatment of the Clouds is very difficult to
follow. If his idea that the victor or bridegroom is also
a New God or King is correct, we ought to find in the play
the defeat of an antagonist by such a God or King, or else the
defeat of the victor by the antagonist, followed by the victor’s
resurrection. Now the Clouds as it stands appears to be an
imperfectly revised version, and it is uncertain between whom
the agon was originally fought. The fact that it is Strepsiades
who answers interrogations (627 ff.) makes it probable that it
was originally Strepsiades who was instructed, after a pre-
liminary agon with Socrates, and that the instruction of
Pheidippides and his agon with his father, belonged only to
the second edition. Whichever was the case, the agon was at
least between two characters in the play. But Mr. Cornford
apparently regards the play as in effect an agon between Zeus
and the usurping Dinos, in which the antagonist first wins,
but is afterwards defeated again. This seems to exaggerate
out of all proportion the one or two lines which give colour to
such a theory. The subject of the play is, of course, in part the
contrast of older and newer religious ideas—a subject chosen,
not as keeping up an ancient ritual sequence, but as a topic
of burning interest at the time; these passages arise naturally

! Relying on Polluz, iv. 116, but there is no suggestion in Pollux that
this was a royal robe.

? o.g. Aristoph. fr. 634 (K.). [Dem.] in Aristog. i, § 80; Lys. in Andoc.
§ 53. cf. Bekk. Anecd. Gr. 1. 315. 22. Mr. Cornford's comparison of the
Knights with St. Paul's words in 1 Cor. iv. 6 appears to be peculiarly far-
fetched.

s188 Z
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out of the subject, and require no ritual sequence to explain
them. On what principle, again, does Mr, Cornford suddenly
transfer the idea of kingship from the protagonist in the
play (to whom, on his general theory, it ought to be attached),
to a god who is merely mentioned among other subjects of
discussion? If any one is to be King or God, it ought to be
Strepsiades or Pheidippides.

In the Wasps there is no suggestion of kingship or godhead
being attributed to Philocleon—only a challenge on his part
to a dancing match. There is no mention of victory, except his
warning that at Olympia the older competitor sometimes won.!

The Peace is said (p. 28) to present the * New Zeus’ motive
in a milder form. It would be truer to say that it does not
present it at all. For the intention of Trygaeus to go up and
question Zeus as to his meaning cannot possibly be construed
as making Trygaeus a New Zeus. Mr. Cornford’s reference
(p. 28) to Salmoneus also seems very far-fetched. Apparently
the implied argument is that since Trygaeus looked up to
heaven and abused Zeus, as Salmoneus does on a vase-painting,
Trygaeus is a ‘ thunder-king " like Salmoneus. There could
not be a clearer case of ‘undistributed middle term’; and
besides, Trygaeus (1. 56 ff.) does not abuse Zeus, but questions
and entreats. He is never called a victor.

The Birds is Mr. Cornford’s trump card. Here Peithetaerus
is really the New Zeus. The supersession—not of Zeus in
particular, but of all the gods—is the theme of this play; and
it can hardly be doubted that the recurrence of this theme
during the Peloponnesian War is a comic reflex of the feeling
which became manifest, that there was no moral government
in the world, that the gods’ régime had broken down, and that
(as Thucydides expressed it) it was év duof@ xai céBew kal pi.
We find such discontent with the gods in the Peace and in the
Birds, and also in the Plutus, in which the poet, in his senile
period, dishes up many of his old ideas in a more frigid
collation. The treatment of Peithetaerus as the New Zeus is
simply a necessary part of the working out of this general
idea, not the survival of a ritual performance, though naturally

1 11. 1381 £,
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some ideas are borrowed from the thunder-kings, &c., of the
legends, in some of which primitive religious ¢ king-choosings’
may be reflected; Peithetaerus is therefore quite naturally
hailed with the xaA\ivikos song, as victor, king, and god.

In the Lysistrata there is no hint of king or god—only an
anticipation in one line (1293) of a dramatic victory. In the
Thesmophoriazusae there is not even this.

In the Frogs there is the contest for the  throne of tragedy *;
but it is quite plain (though Mr. Cornford thinks otherwise)
that it was not thought of as a royal throne. The privileges
of the supreme poet are

clrnow avrdv év mpuraveip AapBdvew,
Bpévov Te 100 ITAourdvos Eéfys.

It is fallacious to urge that the Prytaneum was a survival
of the king’s palace, and that there is an analogy with the
Olympic victor who was feasted in the Prytaneum. These
facts cannot by any legitimate means be used to prove that
the mention of ourfjois év mpuraveip implies that the person
feasted owes his place in comedy to the fact that he is a relic
of a primitive ritual of king-making! Are we to assume that
(e.g.) the proceedings in the Assembly and the Prytaneum on
the return of an ambassador come down from times when the
ambassador was made a king? If only the Olympic victor
was even fed at the public expense, and if he were really
treated as a king (a point which is more than doubtful), there
might be something to be said for Mr. Cornford’s theory ; but
it is not so.

In the Ecclesiazusae there is no hint of god or king, but
only the same eries which have been quoted from the
Lysistrata, and which (as has already been suggested)? do

! An equally inadmissible argument is that on the same page (p. 32),
that, because Pericles was accused of being a tyrant and was nicknamed
é oxwoképahos Zels, the play in which he occurred must be descended
from a ritual in which a king figured. Surely no one can take the
current comparisons of Pericles to Zeus as anything but metaphors,
evoked by his strong and domineering character and certain facts in
his history. (The same reply is to be made, mutatis mutandis, to the
foot-note on p. 81.) ? See above, p. 310.

z2
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not really imply that any one in the play is a victor, but are
simply a joyful anticipation by the chorus of their own victory
in the Dionysiac competition.

We have lastly to consider the Plutus. The amazing con-
jecture that Plutus is installed in the Opisthodomus of the
Parthenon as consort of Athena, thus replacing Zeus Soter in
the same capacity, has already been mentioned’, and a reply
given to it. It is, of course, true that Plutus virtually brings
to an end the rule of Zeus, and Chremylus says of Plutus (1. 1189)

[3

6 Zeds 6 cathp yap wdpeoTwv évldde
abrbuaros fikwy.

But the latter expression is naturally taken as a strong
metaphor, like ofs Ilooelddv dopaleiés éoriv 9 Bakrnpla:?
and, once more, the idea of the replacement of the gods by
a juster government is a reversion to the frame of mind
generated by the Peloponnesian War and given far more
brilliant expression in the Birds.

What is the result? In two plays the theme of the play is
the supersession of the gods, and it is not very strange to find
the leader of the revolt acclaimed as the New Zeus. It would
be strange if it were otherwise. In the Knights there is some
metaphorical use of the idea of kingship, applied mot to the
victor in the agon, but to Demos; this hardly helps Mr.
Cornford’s theory, and there is little else that does so. For
no one can take seriously the argument that because in two
or three plays the victor in the contest is greeted with the
same cry as an Olympic victor, and because (according to one
much-disputed theory) ® the Olympic victor is the descendant
of a king chosen by competition, comedy itself is descended
from such a competition. The only conclusion which we can
draw is that the ideas of the New Zeus and New King oceur so
rarely in comedy and are applied, as & rule, in so metaphorical
a manner, that it may be taken as certain that they were not

1 p. 333. 2 Acharnians 672.

* The theory is propounded by Mr. Cornford in Miss Harxison’s Thems,
ch.vii. In the B.S. 4. dnnucl, vol. xxii, pp. 85 ff,, Dr. E. N. Gardner
gives what seems to be a conclusive reply.
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ideas implicit in any ritual from which comedy sprang, but
have a simple and sufficient explanation where they occur.

§ 4. It is not clear in what way the Pharmakos-ritual is
supposed to have formed part of the original ceremony
imagined in Mr. Cornford’s theory. It is quite true that the
rite of the expulsion of the Pharmakos existed, and must have
existed from primitive times, in Athens. But was it part of
a larger ritual typifying the change from the Old to the New
Year? There is no evidence of this. The ceremony took
place on the sixth of Thargelion ; but the fact that Socrates’
birthday-feast was also celebrated on that day ! surely cannot
mean that ¢ Socrates, the purifier of men’s souls, who suffered
an unjust death, was regarded as a Pharmakos, who bore the
sins of Athens on his innocent head’;? there is nowhere the
vestige of a hint of such a notion in antiquity; and that the
Clouds ended with the expulsion of Socrates as Pharmakos 3
i8 a conjecture unsupported by a single word of the text. It
is also mere conjecture that the driving out of Penia in the
Plutus is based on the Pharmakos-ritual, as the bringing-in of
Plutus is on the Eiresione ceremony.* Nothing in the text
suggests this. The application of the word ¢apuaxés as an
abusive epithet to Cleon needs no ritual basis. There is no
other reference to the idea in Aristophanes at all.®

§ 5. We have now to consider more particularly the nature
of the agon, and its origin as conceived by Mr. Cornford. The
agon stands ® in a fixed relation to the concluding marriage,
such that the bridegroom in the marriage is usually the vietor
in the agon. We have in the agon the agonist—the ultimate
victor and bridegroom —and his antagonist: these, it would
seem (at least in some of Mr. Cornford’s chapters), represent
the Old and New Year, and the Old Year must therefore have
originally been killed ; but, since he has to be the bridegroom,
he must, if killed, be resuscitated. We have therefore to look

! Plut. Symp. VIIL i, § 1. ? Cornford, p. 55.

8 ibid., p. 11. * ibid., pp. 56, 82.

8 Mr, Cornford’s note on p. 77 seems to be full of the most doubtful
matter.

¢ ibid., p. 70.
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into the plays to find traces (1) of the ultimate vietor being
killed in the agon, (2) of his being resuscitated. As to the
killing, Mr. Cornford sums up his case on p. 83: ‘In five
plays (Acharnians, Knights, Wasps, Birds, Lysistrata) the
chorus before the agon make a violent assault upon one or
other of the adversaries and threaten him with death. In the
Acharnians and Lysistrata the two halves of the chorus also
quarrel among themselves’ (The latter fact proves nothing
as to the death of the agonist.) ¢ After the agon, one or other
of the adversaries is wounded (finale of the Acharnians), is
beaten by his adversary and the chorus, and finally degraded
and expelled as if he were a Pharmakos (Knights); endures
the terrors of a descent into the cave of Trophonius (Clouds) ;
faints almost to death and is recalled to life, after threatening
to kill first himself and then his son (Wasps); is adorned for
burial (Lysistrata); tied to a plank and only raved from
death by a ruse (Thesmophoriazusae); ‘left for dead’ in
Hades, while his adversary is brought back to life (Frogs);
driven away with curses, as Hunger or Death was driven out,
while Wealth is brought in instead.” Mr. Cornford proceeds:
‘ The strength of this evidence may be variously estimated.
No one instance taken by itself would have much weight:
but when all are taken together, and it is seen how constant
this motive is, it appears to me that the probability that we
have here survivals of an original simulated death of one or
other adversary is considerably stronger than we should expect
to find it even if we knew on other grounds that the hypothesis
was true.

Let us now examine the instances and see whether they
really lend colour to the theory of an original simulated death.

It is, indeed, difficult to know exactly what we are to look
for. Apparently if either combatant—the final victor or his
antagonist—undergoes something like death, Mr. Cornford is
satisfied, though strictly no one ought to be killed but the
representative of the Old Year or Good Spirit in the original
rituall That, however, would make the wounding of

' In fact the identification of the Old Year with the Good Spirit
sometimes leads to difficulties. In a ritual agon the New Year would
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Lamachus pointless, and also the leaving of Euripides in
Hades. At the same time, the ‘something like death’ need
not be so very like it, as a perusal of Mr. Cornford’s list will
show. But, passing over these difficulties, let us grapple with
his instances.

In five plays there is a violent agsault upon one or other of
the adversaries, and he is threatened with death. In the
Acharnians the attack upon Dicaeopolis is sufficiently
explained by the strong feelings current upon political questions
early in the war. But apparently the wounding of Lamachus
(not, it is to be noted, by Dicaeopolis) is also & point in Mr.
Cornford’s argument. If so, Lamachus ought to represent the
Old Year or the Good Spirit ; whereas it is Dicaeopolis who is
the Old Year and is rejuvenated at the end of the play.

In the Knights there are of course violent threatenings of
one combatant by another, but nothing that suggests an
original ritual slaughter or simulated death ; to argue from the
fact that when Cleon is taken indoors (1. 1250) he parodies the
words of the dying Alcestis is really almost ridiculous. And
there is again the difficulty that while Agoracritus is the victor
and Cleon the vietim, it is Demos who is rejuvenated, and not
either combatant.

In the Wasps the chorus attack Bdelycleon, but the supposed
traces of simulated death in this play are slight indeed. The
first (p. 79) is Philocleon’s mock-heroic demand (1. 522) for
a sword, upon which he may fall, like Ajax, if he is defeated ;
the second is, apparently, his threat to murder Bdelycleon, if
he is not defeated. (We may well ask to whose simulated
death these contrary indications point.) The third is Philo-
cleon’s collapse when Bdelycleon wins—a scene described by
Mr. Cornford in language which greatly exaggerates the moek-
heroic text. ‘Bdelycleon’s exposure’, he says, ‘of the slavery
that is masked as democratic freedom reduces the old man to
a fainting condition. The sword drops from his nerveless
hand. Already his eyes are fixed on a better land of everlast-

naturally be the Good Spirit and would kill the Old; but this is not
easily combined with the rejuvenation or resurrection of the Old as the
New.
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ing service on the jury, and his soul is taking flight, when his
son coaxes him back to life with the promise of a private law-
court at his own fireside. Philocleon’s words are full of
reminiscences of the languishing heroes and heroines of
Euripides. In this passage we come as near as possible to
a sort of simulated death and revival” This is surely more
than forced. Philocleon of course performs a mock-tragic
collapse—he parodies the behaviour and language of tragedy
all through the play, and he parodies Euripides in particular;
but the scene needs no ritual death and revival to explain it—
nothing but a study of the cleverly drawn character of
Philocleon, and a sense of humour.

The pitched battle in the Birds is of the typical kind. But
there is a difficulty about the meaning of the agon, According
to Mr. Cornford (p. 80) the contest between the Epops and
Peithetaerus is a contest between the Old and the New King,
and we are reminded that the Hoopoe ‘is the metamorphosis
of one of the ancient kings of Athens’. But at an earlier
point in the book, Zeus was the Old King, not the Epops. Or
have we here another of Mr. Cornford’s ever-ready doublings?

In the Lysistrata there are fights between the semi-choruses,
and between the Proboulos and Lysistrata, each with their
supporters. These will be dealt with presently. But, accord-
ing to Mr. Cornford, there is a quasi-death of the Proboulos.
Lysistrata interrupts his reply to her with the words (599 ff),
ov 6¢ 8y 71 pabov odk drobviakeis; and offers him a cake for

Cerberus, and puts a funeral wreath on him; and as he goes
off she adds:

~ 3 ~
pOv €ykalels 671 oy mwpodléueabdd oc;
,AA’ 3 2z, ~ [ Ve b \ Z.
aAN' eis Tpitny yobv fuépav col mpe mwdvv
o ] ~
fifeL map’ Gudv T& Tpir’ émeckevacuéva.

Surely this is no more than a jeer at his old age and his
out of date views; and any street-boy could have invented
such a piece of rudeness without the compulsion of a ritual
origin.

It is true that the five plays which have just been discussed
all begin the dispute with a violent quarrel. But it seems far
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easier to explain this by the comparatively simple form of
k@dpos which has been suggested in Ch. III of the present
book (or, if Navarre’s theory be preferred, by a contest
arising between the phallic xGpos and the spectators) than by
the elaborate ritual which Mr. Cornford imagines and which
would fit in very badly with any recorded form of x@puos.
Some other points in Mr. Cornford’s argument may be briefly
mentioned. The supposed expulsion of Cleon as a Pharmakos
has already been disposed of ; his conversion into a sausage-
geller cannot be interpreted as pointing back to a simulated
death. The sham initiation of Socrates is only a way of
deriding the hocus-pocus connected alike with his pretentious
doctrines and with some current kinds of mystery. The treat-
ment of Mnesilochus in the Thesmophoriazusae would certainly
not have suggested a ritual death and resurrection to any one
but Mr. Cornford. In the Frogs Euripides is ‘left for dead’:
but the resurrection is that of Aeschylus. In the Plutus the
death of the god is represented (p. 100) by ‘the painful
therapeutics of the god of medicine’. They were not
painful to Plutus, but only to Neocleides. Need we go
further? The scenes on which Mr. Cornford relies arise
naturally out of the dramatic situation: except the mélées
after the Parodos, they conform to no one pattern; they are
mostly parodies of tragedy, bits of original humour: there is
not one of which Mr. Cornford’s explanation is the natural one,
or in which the genius of the poet, drawing illustrations from
all sources, is not an adequate one. The necessity for some
kind of agon the poet certainly did feel ; there is no reason to
suppose that he was under any such obligation to introduce
a simulated death, or that if he had done so, the traces of it
would have remained undiscovered for twenty-three centuries.
§ 6. We are in equal difficulties when we come to study
Mr. Cornford’s proof that the original ritual contained the
rejuvenation of the Old Year, combined with, or as an alterna-
tive to, the expulsion of the adversary by the New Year. The
combination, indeed, is very difficult to imagine. If the Old
Year was killed or expelled by the New, we should have to
postulate a rite with two New Years, one of whom is (or has
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been) expelled as a Pharmakos. So, instead of the killing of
the Old Year by the New, Mr. Cornford substitutes® the expul-
sion of the Evil Principle by the Good (dropping all mention
of the year). The Good Principle could of course be sub-
sequently rejuvenated ; though our idea of what the original
ritual is supposed to have been is somewhat blurred by this
substitution. The rejuvenation may be a resurrection, or a
rejuvenation by cooking, as when Medea professed to renew
the youth of Pelias.

The only play which ends in an actual resurrection of the
Good Adversary is (as Mr. Cornford remarks) the Frogs. ‘This
is also’ (he adds) ‘ the only play in which Dionysus takes a
leading part; but’ (he continues very candidly) ‘it is hardly
fair to lay much stress upon it, because the whole conception
of the plot demands that it should be modelled upon a descent
into Hades.” Yet he cannot give up the case altogether. ‘In
the ritual that underlay these descents—or one form of that
ritual—it was the male power of fertility who went down to
bring back from the underworld either his mother or his
bride” He instances the recovery of Alcestis by Heracles, and
of Semele by Dionysus (at Lerna), and a scene in the modern
play at Viza. But what has this to do with the Frogs, even
though Dionysus had to cross a lake (part of the regular
topography of Hades) in the Frogs as in the Lernaean tale?
Does Aeschylus represent the mother or the bride of Dionysus?
and which was represented by the poets in the Gerytades, and
the statesmen who were recalled to life in the dfuo: of Eupolis?
Surely the idea of bringing back the dead to help or advise
their degenerate successors is not so far beyond the imagination
of a brilliant poet, particularly with the Odyssey to help him,
as to require an original ritual to explain it.2

As to the rejuvenation of Demos in the Knights, when the

1 p. 84.

? That the scene in the Peace in which Eirene is hauled up by Trygaeus
iz modelled on the Anodos-scenes which appear on certain vases, and
which may (though this is very uncertain) have been enacted at some
festival, is very probable ; and Mr. Cornford does well to call attention to
Robert’s interpretation of the scene in this sense.
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sausage-seller claims to have ‘cooked him young again’,
Mr. Cornford overstates the case; and it is not likely that
many readers will agree with him that ‘the trade of the
sausage-seller, who is repeatedly called a cook (udyetpos), has,
in fact, been chosen solely in order that he may render this
last brilliant service to Demos’—solely, that is, with a view to
1. 1321, 7év dijuov ddeyricas duiv kaldv é¢ aloxpod memoinka.
(His trade simply marks him as representing the lowest of the
people.) The rejuvenation by cooking is surely no more than
a reminiscence of the story of Medea and Pelias in a comic
context—a variation on the rejuvenation of an elderly person
which certainly does occur in several plays, and is natural
enough in a comedy in which the old rustic was a traditional
character and would be granted his heart’s desire best by
becoming young again. It needs no ritual to explain this.

§ 7. Mr. Cornford points out quite truly that there is some-
times a sacrifice shortly before the end of the play. His
arguments, however, to prove the occurrence of such a sacrifice
are not always convincing. In the Acharnians the series of
scenes in which Dicaeopolis holds his market are said?! to be
preparations for sacrifice and feast ; but the Megarean’s state-
ment that his pigs are old enough A¢podira Ovev hardly
proves it. There is no sacrifice in the Clouds, only ‘the
initiation scene which the neophyte mistakes for a sacrifice’;
in the Thesmophoriazusae only the “ sacrifice * of the sham baby
(the wine-skin) hardly a ritual relic; in the ZKeclesiazusae
no sacrifice, but a ‘curious scene’ out of which Mr. Cornford
vainly tries to squeeze reminiscences of one. In the Frogs
the sacrifice precedes the agon instead of following it as
it ought to do if it is either the viector’s thank-offering or a
relic of the ritual death of the defeated combatant. The clear
scenes of sacrifice and feast are those of the Knights, Peace,
Birds, and Plutus; and we may well be content to regard
such scenes as the natural way of celebrating the victory of
the successful party in the agon, without laying such stress as
Mr. Cornford does upon the parallelism with the proceedings
of the victor in the Olympic games. In both cases the victor

! p. 94,
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offers a sacrifice and leads a x@pos, and there the parallelism
ends.

Tt is certainly not possible to accept Mr. Cornford’s further
(or alternative) explanation that the sacrifice was once the
rending, or omophagy, or scattering of the Good Principle—
the Principle represented in the plays by Demos, Philocleon,
Mnesilochus (!), Aeschylus, Plutus. It is only necessary to
read § 47 of his book to see how strained this interpretation is.

Whether the scattering of nuts or cakes to the spectators
has any connexion with phallic rites and the scattering of
emblems of fertility ! may be left an open question. But we
may be sure that it was never the scattering of portions of the
slain god ; for there is no evidence at all that the god was ever
slain in any ritual with which comedy can be connected ; and
the idea that the agon arose from a ritual in which an
Eniautos-Daimon or Good Principle underwent a simulated
death must be pronounced wholly unproved.

§ 8. Some points of detail in regard to Mr. Cornford’s treat-
ment of the ‘Impostors’ have already been noticed. They are
probably not due to the multiplication of the antagonist, but
spring from a different source. They are by no means all
impostors, though they are highly inconvenient people.

Probably Mr. Cornford would have modified in some degree
his treatment of the stock masks of comedy, had he been able
to study Robert’s important work, which, though dealing
primarily with the New Comedy, throws much light incident-
ally on the Old. Mr. Cornford explains the fact that certain
types seem to have been common to Athens, Megara, Sparta,
Syracuse, and Tarentum by the hypothesis that the masks were
‘the set required for the fertility drama of the Old Year trans-
formed into the New, that marriage which is interrupted by
the death and revival of the hero’. It would not be difficult
to show that he exaggerates the fixity of the types, owing to
his desire to prove that they were the masks of a troupe of
actors who came into existence as the actors of a fixed plot.
But in fact the existence of such troupes of actors seems to be
a late, not an early phenomenon in the history of the Greek

1 pp. 100-2,
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drama, and there is far more variety, especially in the scenes
of the second half of Aristophanes’ comedies, than can be
explained on these lines. There are also difficulties of detail,
e.g. his treatment of the Miles Gloriosus as originally the
antagonist of the bridegroom in the lepds yduos—an idea
which does not seem to correspond to anything in the actual
plays.

In the last chapter of the book Mr. Cornford tries to show
that his supposed ritual was indigenous to Attica. As it is
more than doubtful whether such a ritual existed at all, we
need hardly discuss this point, but may be content to refer
back to the reasons already given for ascribing to Dorian
peoples some share in the origination of the Attic Comedy.
(These reasons are not exactly those which he discusses.)
What the native elements in Attic Comedy probably were, the
present chapter has attempted to show.
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EricsARMUS

I
Life, etc., of Epicharmus.

A1y that can be said with certainty about the life of
Epicharmus can be stated in a few lines. He wrote comedies at
Syracuse in the reigns of Gelo (485-478 B.c.) and Hiero (478-
467 B.C.), and must have been writing for many years before
487/6 B.C.—the year of Chionides’ first appearance in Athens,
since Aristotle records that he was moAA® mpérepos Xiwvidov
kal Mdyvyres.! It may also be taken as certain that he wrote
comedies at Megara Hyblaea before he did so at Syracuse;
the Megarean claim to have originated comedy (recorded by
Aristotle) was based on the fact that Epicharmus belonged to
Megara Hyblaea, and the claim would have been pointless
unless he had actually written there. (Megara Hyblaea was
destroyed by Gelo in 483 B.c.) These statements can be
legitimately inferred from the following passages:

ARISTOTLE, Poet. iii. 14488 30 ff. 80 xai dvrimototvrar s
Te Tpaywdlas kal Tis kopwdias of dwpieis* Tis ptv yap kopwdias
of Meyapeis of 7€ évradfa ds émi Tijs map avrols Snuoxparias
yevouévns kal ol ék Jikelas' éxeifev yap fv 'Emixappos 6
woLnTHs, TOANG mpbrepos dv Xiwvidov xai Mdyvyros.

ibid. v. 1449b 5. 76 8¢ udlovs moeiv 'Emixappos «al
Dépuis 16 pdv €¢ dpxis éx Sikedias nAfe. (The passage is
variously emended, but there is no reason to doubt that it
connected the origination of comic plots of general, as opposed
to personal, interest with Epicharmus’ work in Sicily.)

Mary. PAR. Ep. 71 d¢’ o0 Iépwv Svpakovaodv érvpdvvevaey
&rn HHNIL dpyovTos Affvnor Xdpnros (i.e. 472/1 B.0.). Av 8¢
kal ’Emixappos 6 woinras katd TobTov.

1 On Wilamowitz's objection to this statement see below (p. 355).

318 Aa
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Anox. g Com.! (Kaibel, Com. Graec. Fr., p.17) ( Enixappos
Svpakbaios). obros mpdTos Sepprppévny Ty kopwdiav dvekri-
cato moAN& mwpoadiloTexviioas. Xpbvois 8¢ yéyove? kard Ty
oy 'OAvumidda (73rd, i.e. 488-485 B.C.), 7/j 8¢ moufioer yupvixds
kal edperikds kal PpuNbrexvos. odferar 8¢ abTob Spdpara i,
@v dvrizéyovrar &

CLEM. AL, Strom. i. 64 7ijs 8¢ EXearikijs dywyijs Eevopdvys
6 Kohogpdvios xardpxet, 8v ¢nar Tipatos kare Iépova tov
SikeNias Svvdatny kal 'Emixappov Tov mouriv yeyovévai,
AmoAré8wpos 8¢ kard Thy TedrapakooTiy 'ONvumidda (i.e. 620~
617 B.C.) yevbpevov maparerakévar dxpt dapelov Te kal Kipov
xpbvov.

SuipAs s.v. 'Enfxappos' Tirtpov 4 Xipdpov kal Sikidos
Svpakotaios 7 ék wéhews Kpaorod 1év Jikavdv: b ebpe v
kopodlay év Svpakodoats dua Béppue. édidate 8¢ Spduara vl
ds 8¢ Avkwv ¢noi, A€, Twis 8¢ avrdv Kdov avéyparav tév
perd Kdduov els SikeXlav peroknodvrov, dAhot Jdpiov, EAot
Meyapéa Tav év Sikelg. 7y 8¢ mwpd t@v Ilepoikdv &rn &
8i8dokwy év Svpakoboais: év 8¢ AOnvais Edérns kal Edevibys
kal MoXhos émedelkvvvro. kai ’Emixdppetos Abyos, Tob
*Emixdppov.

[Various points in Suidas’ notice will be discussed later.
The last sentence but one, however, gives as a fact, without
any alternative tradition, the same date as the Anonymous
writer. We do not know what their authority was, or on
what computation the date was based.

The expression dua Pépue may also be compared with
Suidas’ account of Pdépuos (s.v.) as Suvpakovaios, kwuikds,
avyxpovos 'Emixdpue, olkeios 8¢ Téwve 78 Tupdvve Jikehias
kal Tpopeds 7dv waidwy adrod: and of Deinolochus (s.v.) as
Svpakobaios 7 Axpayavrivos' kouikds fv émi Tijs oy ’OAvumiddos
(488-485 B.C.) vids "Emiydppov, bs 8¢ Twes paldnris.]

SCHOL. PIND. Pyth. i. 98 dru 8¢ AvagiNaos Aokpods #0érn-
oev dpdny dmoNéofar Kal éxwAiby mwpos “Tépwvos, loTopel

! On the value of this authority see Kaibel, Prolegomena mepi xoppdias.

? Rohde (Rhein. Mus. xxxiii, p. 165) has shown that yéyove does not
mean ‘was born’' in most cases where it occurs in such notices, but
= nrpd(ero or floruit.

i
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"Emiyappos év Naoois. (The event referred to took place in
476 B.C., or between 478 and 476 B.c.)

Other writers, such as Diogenes and Iamblichus, who did
not think of Epicharmus primarily as a comic poet, also
mention his residence at Syracuse, and this, and the facts that
he was associated with Hiero and wrote comedies, are all that
is beyond dispute.

How far his life can be carried back beyond the reigns of
Gelo and Hiero depends

(1) upon the interpretation put upon Aristotle’s expression
moAND wpbrepos XiwviBov kal Mdyvnros. It is clear that the
later authorities quoted date Epicharmus by his association
with Hiero and not by anything earlier, though Suidas may
give as his floruit the date of his actual or supposed migration
to Syracuse,! and seems to have an independent tradition
about Epicharmus’ contemporary, Phormus, as a friend of
Gelo. But to alter Aristotle’s phrase to o0 moAAG mpéTepos
does not seem to be justifiable, and the number of ‘ plays’
ascribed to Epicharmus implies a long period of activity.

(2) upon the view taken of the tradition, which we must
now consider, that Epicharmus was a hearer of Pythagoras.
Pythagoras is said to have arrived at Croton in 530 B.0., and
the persecution of the Pythagoreans in Magna Graecia seems
to have begun about 510 B.c. If the tradition is true, it is
fairly probable that Epicharmus’ attendance on Pythagoras
would have been earlier than 510 B.c., and that he would
have been born at least by 530 B.c. If he began writing
plays while young (as e.g. Aristophanes did) he might well
be described as moAA@ mpérepos Xiwvidov, who (according to
Suidas) appeared first in 487/6 B.C. &reocw bkt WPd TAV
Hepaikdv.®

! As suggested by Wilamowitz, Gott. Gel. Anz. 1906, p. 620.

? This was done by Butcher in his first edition, and approved by
various scholars ;: but he afterwards abandoned the emendation.

% Assuming with Capps that the year of the ‘Persian Wars' was
480/79 B. c., and the reckoning inclusive (though 488/7 B.c. must be
admitted to be possible), Wilamowitz is not convincing when he attempts
(Gt Gel. Anz. 1906, pp. 621-2) to prove that the dating of Epicharmus

Aa?l
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The tradition of Epicharmus as a Pythagorean and a * wise
man ’ is recorded by various writers:

PrutarcH, Vit. Numae, viii ITvfayépav ‘Popaios 7§
mwo\irelg mwpooéypayrav, s iorbpnkev 'Emixappos & kopikds &
Tt Abyo mpds Avrivopa yeypaupéve, makaios dvip kai Tis
IvOayopixijs SiarpiBijs pereaynkds.

[But the Aéyos mpds Avrijvopa was certainly a spurious
work.]

CLEM. AL. Strom. v, § 100 md\ww 75 Swardv & wém
wpoodmrovaty kal of Noyipdraror 7@ 0ed, 6 pév ’Emiyapuos
(ITvBayépetos & Av) Aéyor . . . (fragm. 266, Kaib.).

[But Clement elsewhere quotes the certainly spurious
ITo\irela of Epicharmus as genuine. |

Diog. LAERT. i. 42 ‘Imméforos & év 7§ tdv ¢ihoocépay
dvaypadfic ’Oppéa, Alvov, Sohwva, Ilepiavbpov, Avdxapow,
K\ebBovrov, Mibowva, Oalijy, Blavre, Ilirraxév,’ Eniyappoy,
ITvbaybpav.

[Hippobotus lived at the end of the third or beginning of
the second century B.c.]

ibid. viii. 78 ’Ewixappos ‘HAofalois Kdos* «kal obros
fjrovoe ITvBaybpov. tpipnriaios & vmdpxev dmwnvéxdy Tis
Sikehias eis Méyapa, évreifev & eis Svpakodoas, ds pnor kal
adrds év Tols ovyypdupacty. kal atTd éml Tod dvlplavros
émrvyéypamrar Tdde

el 7. maparNdooer paélov péyas dhios doTpwy
kal wovros motaudv peifov’ €xer Stvau,

papl Tooobror éyd copie mpoéxew *Emixapuov
ov marpis éorepdvws’ dde Supakociov.

by Aristotle (implied also in Plato, Theaet. 1524, e, vid. infr.) is
inconsistent with the date given by Suidas and the ‘grammatical’
tradition. The two are quite reconcilable if we suppose that he was
composing at Megara long before he was famous at Syracuse, and Suidas’
statement that Magnes’ émBd\\e: Xiwvidy veds mpeoBiry is absolutely con-
sistent with the facts that Epicharmus was writing in 476 B. c. and that
the first (recorded) mention of a victory by Magnes is in 472 B.c.

* A very confused passage of Diogenes (vii. 7) about supposed writings
of Pythagoras also mentions "HXofakij rov *Emixdppov Tod Kdov warépa.
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obros dmopviuara xaraNélourey v ols Puoioloyel, yvopuoloyeL,
larpodoyel. «kal mapacTixiSia év Tols wAeloTois TGV Ymouvn-
pérov memoinkey, ols Siacapel 81t éavtod éati 76 cvyypdppata.
Biods & &rn évevikovra karéoTpeyrer.

[The comedies are not here mentioned, but in a passage to be
considered later (iii. 12) Diogenes, while still thinking of
Epicharmus’ contributions to philosophy, calls him  the comic
poet’: woAAd 8% kal wap’ 'Emixdppov Tod kopwdiomotod wpoow-
pérnrar (se. IINETwv) kTA.

Lucian, MakpéBiot, § 25, has a similar tradition about the
poet’s great age: xal 'Emixapuos 8¢ ¢ 1ijs kopwblas wounTis
kal avTds évevikovra kal émrd érn Néyerar Pidvar.]

Theocritus’ Epigram (18) also evidently thinks of the statue
erected in the theatre at Syracuse as a recognition of Epi-
charmus’ wisdom :

& re pova Addpios xovip 6 Tav Kopwdlav
evpav 'Emiyapuos
@ Bdkye, xdAkeby v dvr’ dAabwod
Tiv &8 avébykav
7ol Svpakbooais évidpuvrar mehwpioTal molel,
ol’ dvépl moNiTa
copdy &oike pnudrwv pepvauévovs!
rehey émiyeipa.
wOAE yap wOT T (bav Tols wdoy elme Xphoipar
peyda ydpis avr@.

ANoN. in Plut. Theaet. 152 e (Berl. Klass. Texte ii, col. 71. 12)
'Emixappos 6 (durf)oas Tols IIv@alyopelois) dAe 7é Twa
mwevén)kev Sewva kTA.  (See below, p. 375.)

IaMBLICHTUS, Vit. Pythag. 166 mepl tdv Quoikdr ool Tva
pvelay memoinyrar, mparov 'EpmedoxNéa kal Iapuevidny Tov
'EXedTny mpodepbuevor Tvyxdvovaiy, ol Te yvapoloyfoal T 7@y
kata Tov Blov Bouhbuevor Tas *Emixdpuov Siavolas mpopépovrat,
kal axedov wdvres adras ol PulbooPor karéyovat.

ibid. 226 rav 8t éfwlev drpoardv yevéclar kal ’Emixap-

! Editors differ much in their readings of this line and the lines which
precede and follow it, but it would be beside the point to discuss the
readings here.
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pov, dAN’ odk &k Tob cvoTiuaros Tév dvdpdv, dpikdpevor &
els Svpakoboas 86 iy Iépavos Tupavvida Tob pév pavepis
pihocogpeiv dmooyéaba, els pérpov & évreivar Tds Siavolas Ty
dv8pdv, perd maidids kpvpa éxpépovra T& Ivbaydpov Séypara.

ibid. 241 Mnrp6dwpbs Te 6 Ovpaov Tod mwarpds 'Emiydpuov
kel Ths ékelvov 8idaokallas T4 mhelova wpds THY larpikiy
perevéykas, éfnyovpevos Tods Tob warpds Aéyovs mpis Tow
dbehgéy ¢nou Tov *Emixappov kal wpd Tovrov Tov Ivbayipay
76y StaékTov dploTny Aaufdvew iy dwpida.

[The reading is very doubtful and the corrections uncertain.
Wilamowitz, reading 6 @dpoov 7o [rarpds]’ Emixdppov makes
Metrodorus grandson of Epicharmus: Diels reads ¢ @dpoov
(a8eXos éx T7s) Tob warpds Emiydpuov. It is also uncertain
who is meant by éke{vov—Thyrsus, Epicharmus, or, as Diels
thinks, Pythagoras. But as was pointed out by Rohde,! and
as is agreed by Kaibel and Diels, Metrodorus cannot have
lived until after Aristoxenus, whose musical theories are pre-
supposed in other remarks ascribed to him by Iamblichus;
and the passage, which after all says nothing about Epichar-
mus except that he wrote in Doric, may be neglected.]

It is clear that in these passages two traditions are to be
distinguished. The first is that of the introduction of
philosophical ideas into the comedies of Epicharmus; the
second, which only occurs distinetly in Diogenes, viii. 78,
affirms that he wrote dmouvijuara—treatises on Nature and
Medicine, as well as gnomic wisdom. The first tradition is all
that can be extracted with certainty from Iamblichus, and
fortunately (since the authority of the work which passes
under the name of Iamblichus, and particularly of this part of
it, is very weak) it does not need his support. We shall
return shortly to the subject of the yv&dpa: of Epicharmus.
The second tradition proves its own worthlessness, when it
records that most of the ¢ treatises  contained acrostics show-
ing Epicharmus to be the author. The acrostic does not
appear before the Alexandrian age? and the writings before
Diogenes (or his source) were plainly spurious.

1 Rhein. Mus. xxvii, p. 40.  ? See Pascal, Riv. di Filol. 1919, p. 58.
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The statement that Epicharmus was a hearer or follower of
Pythagoras, though not one of his intimate disciples, may or
may not be true ; though the authority for it is very weak,
there is nothing unlikely in it ; but we shall see that there is
nothing in the extant fragments of a *philosophical’ kind
which proves more than that the poet was generally acquainted
with the discussions of contemporary thinkers about Change
and Permanence—a point which is also sufficiently proved by
Plato, Theaet. 152 d, e ék Te 6y ¢opds xal kwhcews kal
kpdoews wpds ENAnAa ylyverar wdvra & 84 Papev elvar, ovk
oplds mpogayopetovres: €ari ptv yap obbémor’ obdév, del O¢
ylyverar. «kal mwepl TodTou mdvres é€ijs of cool mAyy Ilappevi-
8ov avppepésbov, IHpoTaydpas re kai “Hpdkeiros kal’Epmedo-
kA7s, kal T@v mounTdv of dxpot Tiis moufjoews ékatépas, koupdias
ulv ’Emixappos, Tpaywdias 8¢ “Ounpos, ds eiwdy, “ flxéaviv Te
Ociv yéveaw kal unrépa Tnbiv,” mdvra elpnkey ékyova pofjs
Te kal kwhoews. The reference to Homer shows that Plato
was not thinking only of set philosophical discussions, and if
he had known of any treatises of Epicharmus’ mepi ¢voews, it
is not likely that he would have referred to him simply as a
comic poet. The question of Epicharmus’ relation to Pytha-
goras, and therewith the question how far back he may be
dated, must therefore be left open. All that can be said is
that there is nothing to contradict Aristotle’s statement that
he was long before Chionides and Magnes. We do not know
when he died.

The notices are at variance as regards the poet’s parentage
and birthplace. The matter is not of great importance, and
may be discussed briefly. Diogenes (viii. 7), who is interested
in Epicharmus as a ‘wise man’, makes him the son of
Helothales, who in a confused way is also brought into some
relation to Pythagoras. Diogenes also makes him a native of
Cos, the seat of a great medical school, with which perhaps he
desired to connect Epicharmus on account of the spurious
medical writings. A variety of this account appears in
Suidas, who says that * some have made him a native of Cos,
one of those who migrated to Sicily with Cadmus’. Cadmus
was a tyrant of Cos, who, according to Herodotus (vii. 164)
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abdicated owing to conscientious objections to tyranny, and
migrated to Zancle (afterwards called Messene) with certain
exiles from Samos. But this took place after the fall of Miletus
in 494 B.c. (Herod. vi. 22-5) ; and it is scarcely possible that
Epicharmus should have arrived in Sicily as late as this, if he
was producing plays at Syracuse in 483 B.0. and in Megara
Hyblaea long enough before that to be ealled ‘much earlier than
Chionides’. This account would also make it very improbable
that he should have been a hearer of Pythagoras, but not much
stress can be laid upon this. Nor need we be troubled by the
statement of Diomedes(about the end of the fourth century .p.)
‘sunt qui velint Epicharmum in Co insula exulantem primum
hoc carmen frequentasse, et sic a Coo comediam dici’! Tt
remains quite possible that the poet was born at Cos, and
taken to Sicily in infancy, as Diogenes says; but in view of
the uncritical character of Diogenes’ notice, the question must
at least be left open; and the svyypdupuara on which Diogenes
drew must be assumed to be the spurious ones. The theory
mentioned by Suidas, that he was a native of Samos, may
have been intended to bring him into early relations with .
Pythagoras, or to account for the supposed association of the
poet (along with other Samians) with Cadmus.

But another tradition makes Epicharmus a Sicilian from
the first. One of the alternatives mentioned by Suidas makes
his birthplace Krastos, a Sicanian town ; but Suidas probably
got this from Neanthes’ wepl évdégwr dvdpwy. (Neanthes lived
under Attalus I of Pergamum, who reigned 241-197 B.c.) As
Neanthes in the same breath made Krastos the birthplace of
the famous éraipa Lais, who is known (from Polemo ap. Athen.
xiii, p. 588 b) to have been born at Hykkara, no weight can
be attached to the story.? The other account mentioned by

! Kaibel, Com. Fr. i, pp. 58, 88. Grysar (de Doriensium Comoedia,
Cologne, 1828) builds on this an elaborate theory that Epicharmus was
driven into exile by the persecution of the Pythagoreans about 510 B.c,,
but returned with Cadmus to Sicily in 494 B.c.

? Steph. Byz., p. 882. 13 Kpaords, néhis 7dv Sikav@v. ®ihioros Stkehixdy
Tpwrdexdre.  éx Tabrys v "Emixappos & xopxds kal Aals § éraipa, ds Nedvlps
év 16 wepl évdéfwy dvdpwr. Plutarch, Symp. Quaest. 1. x. 2, animadverts
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Suidas makes Epicharmus a Syracusan; and he was probably
also claimed by the Megareans. The only possible conclusion
is that we cannot tell where he was born.

The futility of some of Suidas’ sources is illustrated by his
description of Epicharmus as son of Tityrus or Chimaros—
evident inventions like those (also reported by Suidas) which
made Phrynichus son of Minyras or Chorocles, and Arion son
of Kukheds. In the text of Suidas his mother’s name is given
as Sikis (kal 3ikidos). This has been emended by some to
Zn«ibos, in which case the name would be a false inference on
some one’s part from fragment 125 (Kaibel);! by Welcker to
Sukwvvios, the olkwyis being a satyric dance, and the name at
least as appropriate for a parent of Epicharmus as Tityrus or
Chimaros, Once more we can only conclude that we cannot
tell who the poet’s parents were any better than the early
grammarians could.?

Of the poet’s relations to Hiero we know nothing apart
from one or two anecdotes. The statement of Iamblichus that
Epicharmus was a philosopher who was driven by fear of
Hiero’s tyrannical character to veil his philosophy under the
forms of comedy is not likely to be true; for though on one
occasion the poet got into trouble for an indecent remark made
in the presence of Hiero’s wife (Plut. Apophth. Reg., p. 175¢),
another story shows that he could give himself considerable
freedom : viz. Plut. Quomodo quis adulatorem distinguat ab
amico, p. 68a ’Emiyapuos, Tob ‘Iépwvos dveXévros éviovs
Tov ovvnbadv kal ped Huépas éAlyas xeheboavros éml detmvov
avTév, ANNG mpony, Epn, Bbwy Tods pidovs ok ékaréoas. Aelian
(Var. Hist. ii. 34) narrates another anecdote : "Enixapuév ¢pact

on the unreliability of Neanthes, and Polemo Periegetes wrote a work
called *Avriypadai wpds Nedvfny (Athen. xiii, p. 602 f).

! Schol. Ar, Peace 185 (explaining the thrice-repeated piapdraros of
Trygaeus) rotro ... 70 dAnfés Tjv ddopujy éx Tob Skipwvos map’ 'Emiydpuov
Exe, émel kakeivos memoinke 7oy Popudy époTnbévra ¥ 1is éori piTnp "y dmoxpuvé-
pevoy 81 Spris ',y kai “ ris éorimdrp "5 elmdvra “ Syxis V, kai ¢ ris ddehghds " ;
dpolws Snkis.

3 Phot. Biblioth., p. 147 a (Bekker), states (after Ptolemaeus, son of
Hephaestion, late second century A.Dp.) that Epicharmus was descended
from Achilles, son of Peleus.
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wdvy opbdpa mpeaBiryy Svra perd Tév HhikiwTdy év Noyy
kabnuévov, émel Ekaatos Tdy wapbvrwy ENeyev, 6 pév Tis, *Eyol
wévre érn daméxpn Pudvar dAhos 6, *Epol tplas Tpirov &
elmbvros, 'Epol résaapa dmokafov 6’ Emixappos, & Bértioror,
elme, 7l oTaoidlere kal Siagpépecbe vmép ONlywy Huepdy ; wdvres
yap of cuve@bvres kard Twa Saipova émi Svopals éouéy Gore
dpa mwlow Hpiv Ty Taxiotay dvdyeobar wpd Tob Tivos Kal
dmoladoar kakod mwpecBurikod. We are also told that he
laughed at Aeschylus for his fondness for the word riuaAgeiv:1
and we may regret that we can only imagine the life of the
brilliant literary circle of Hiero’s court, frequented as it was
by Aeschylus, Pindar, Simonides, and Bacchylides, and enter-
tained by the performance of their works? A good deal is
sometimes made (after the example of Lorenz, pp. 92 ff) of
the supposed influence of the social and intellectual habits
of the Sicilians, and of the Syracusans in particular, upon
Epicharmus and so upon Greek Comedy in general. There
may be some truth in the statement commonly made that the
Sicilians were naturally a witty people. Plato (Gorgias 493 a)
speaks of kouros dvip, lows JikeXés Tis 7’ Itakikés, and Cicero
(IL Verr. iv, § 95) writes ‘numquam tam male est Siculis, quin
aliquid facete et commode dicant’; and they may well have
been as witty in the prosperous days of Gelo and Hiero as they
were under Dionysius and Verres. The rise of Rhetoric in
Sicily belongs to the generation after Hiero; but the attribu-
tion of certain rhetorical tricks to Epicharmus himself shows
that such cleverness could be appreciated in his day as well as
later. But when Lorenz and others attribute to the influence
of the proverbial luxury of the Syracusans® the fact that
Epicharmus could write long passages of ‘ patter’ containing
little but the names of fish and other eatables, it is natural to

1 Schol. Aesch. Eum. 402,

* Apart from the epinikian odes of the great lyric poets we know that
the Alrvaiar of Aeschylus was composed in honour of Hiero's newly
founded city of Aetna (Vit. deschyli; Plut. Vit. Cim. viii), and that the
Persae was reproduced at Syracuse (Vit. desch.; Schol. Ar. Ran. 1028).

® Cf. Plat. Rep. iii, 404 d and Goryg. 518 b; Hor. Od, 111. i. 18; Strabo
VL ii.4; Schol. Ar. Knights, 1091 ; Athen. iii, p. 112 d ; vii, pp. 282a, 352f;
xii, p. 518 ¢ ; xiv, pp. 655 f, 661 e, f; and Suidas, s. 0. Sexehex)) Tpdmela.
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ask whether such things do not belong to popular comedy
everywhere and are not more likely (if they were derived
from anywhere) to be derived from the mime-like perform-
ances in the Peloponnese to which both Sicilian and Athenian
Comedy owed some of their characteristic features. The
dances—chiefly of a mimetic kind—which were in vogue in
Sicily are enumerated by Athenaeus, and no doubt contributed
something to comedy, though few definite points of contact
can be discerned.! It need only be observed here that such
indications as there are suggest that Syracuse provided the
comic poet with an atmosphere in which comedy might easily
flourish. If we ask why there was no political comedy in
Sicily, we need not have recourse to Hiero’s temper or to the
dangers of life under a monarch for an explanation.? The
simple reason seems to be that the earlier kinds of performance
out of which Sicilian Comedy developed were entirely non-
political, and that political comedy was a special extravagance
peculiar to Athens and does not lie in the main stream of the
development of the art.

II

The spurious writings ascribed to Epicharmus.

§ 1. The vestiges of the ¥Wevdemiydpueia are collected and
the problems to which they give rise are discussed in Kaibel’s
edition of the fragments.® Besides the statement of Diogenes
about the dmouviuara of Epicharmus év ols puaioroyel, yvouo-
Aoyel, laTpodoyel (the spuriousness of which is proved by the
acrostics which Diogenes found in them), the chief evidence
(apart from fragments) is that of Athenaeus xiv. 648d v
ptv Huivav of ta els 'Enmixappov dvagepbueva mojpara me-
motnkbres olbaot, kdv 78 Xipwve émiypadopéve olros Aéyerar:

kal miely U8wp Sumhdaiov YAtapby, Huivas &vo.

! Athen, xiv. 629 e, f. Cf, also Pollux iv. 101-3; see above, pp. 233,
257. On the dance of Artemis Xirwyéa, which Athenaeus mentions first as
specially Syracusan, see below (p. 392).

? For the few traces of political allusions in Epicharmus, see below,
p. 896. 8 pp. 138 £
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& 8¢ Yrevdemixdppeta Tadra 8ri wemovjkacy dvdpes Evdofo
Xpuabyovés Te 6 adAqris, ds ¢now Apiordfevos év dydip
IIonirikéy Néuwv, Ty IHokirelay émvypapopévyy.  Sikbyopos
& év 7ols mepl pavrixijs Afibmiarov Tdv eire Aokpdv yévos elre
Siwkvaviov Tov Kavbva kal ras Ivépas wemounkévar ¢now,
polws 8¢ loTopel kal AmoANbéwpos.

Chrysogonus flourished in the last part of the fifth century
B.C.;! but though the spuriousness of the IToAireia was known
to Aristoxenus in the latter part of the fourth century, and to
Apollodorus of Athens in the second, it is still quoted without
any hint of spuriousness by Clement of Alexandria in the
second century A.D. Ten lines or so from the poem have thus
been preserved.?

The Chiron is conjectured by Kaibel to have contained
medical instruction, placed in the mouth of the centaur
Chiron, who was, in mythology, acquainted with the healing
art; and the line above quoted is consistent with this.
Whether the various preseriptions for men and animals
attributed to Epicharmus by Roman writers® came from this
poem cannot be stated; it is at least likely.t If, as is con-
jectured with great probability by Susemihl?’ the *O+romwoila

' Athen. xii. 535 d. ? Fragm. 255-7 (Kaibel).

% Colum, vIIL iii. 6; Pliny, N. H., xx.89 and 94. Columella 1.i.8
may refer to such prescriptions (for animals) when he writes: Siculi
quoque non medioeri cura negotium istud (sc. res rusticas) prosecuti
sunt, Hiero et Epicharmus discipulus, Philometor et Attalus. (The text
is perhaps wrong; the agriculturally minded Hiero was a later one than
the patron of Epicharmus, and ‘Epicharmus discipulus’ can hardly be
right.) Comp, Statius, Silv. V. iii, 1. 150 quantumque pios ditavit
agrestes | Ascraeus Siculusque senex. Censorinus, De die natali, vii. 5,
also refers to Epicharmus’ views on the period of gestation (in human
beings). Whether or not the Chiron discussed this cannot be said ; Kaibel
thinks the reference is to a poem Iepl ¢pigews.

* Pascal, Riv. di Filol. 1919, p. 62, collects the evidence for the associa-
tion of veterinary writings in the Roman age with the name of Chiron,
when the title Mulomedicina Chironis was given to such writings; and
cf. Veget. Praef. 3. In the second century A.D. a medical work in forty
books of verse was written by Marcellus Sidites, of whom Anth. Pal. VIL
clviii, 11. 8, 9, speaks: fpde pé\pavre pérpe Bepamiia votowy | BiBhais év
mwuwvrais Xepeviot recaapdkoyra.

5 Philologus, liii, p. 565 ; cf. Kaibel on fr. 290.
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of ‘Epicharmus’! was actually the Chiron, or part of the
Chiron, there may be a reference to this in Alexis,
fragm. 185 (K.). From the fact that the Canon was men-
tioned by Philochorus in his ITep! pavrikijs, and from the
statement of Tertullian?‘ceterum Epicharmus etiam summum
apicem inter divinationes somniis extulit cum Philochoro
Atheniensi’, Kaibel naturally supposes that divination may
have been one of the subjects treated in the poem.

§ 2. The treatment of Nature (¢voioroyer) in the Wevdem:-
xdépueta is a more difficult subject. Kaibel® believes that
there was a poem Ilepl ¢voews bearing the name of
Epicharmus at a date early enough to have enabled Euripides
to read it. The argument, stated briefly, is that lines are
found in Euripides which are closely parallel to lines of
Ennius quoted by Varro, and referred by scholars, with great
probability, to the Epicharmus of Ennius. It is urged that
it is more likely that Ennius should have imitated a connected
poem (as he did in the Hedyphagetica and Fuhemerus) than
that he should have collected references to scientific matters
from the plays of Epicharmus, particularly as the tone of the
philosophical passages which do come from plays is that of
parody, and is alien from the grand seriousness of some of
the lines of a philosophical type, which are quoted as from
Epicharmus, and (according to Kaibel) are probably to be
ascribed to the supposed poem Ilepl ¢pioews—lines such as
vige kal péuvas’ dmioreiv, and vobs opfj kal vobs drover, &e.

Kaibel’s argument is not perfectly convincing. It istrue that
of the two Euripidean passages quoted, one is from the Bacchae
(276-8), one of Euripides’ latest plays, and that the unknown
play from which the other comes (fragm. 941, Nauck, ed. 2)
may have been late; and this partly meets the difficulty of
supposing that an important poem would be forged in the
name of Epicharmus sufficiently soon after his death (which
may have taken place about 470 B.c. or some time later) to be
familiar to Euripides. But it remains easier to suppose that if
Ennius did adapt some entire poem passing under the name of

1 Antiatt. Bekk. 99. 1. * De anima, 46.
3 Com. Graec. Fragm., pp 134-5.
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Epicharmus, it was a forgery of later date, and that the
resemblances to Euripides in Ennius’ poem (if substantiated)
are due to reminiscences of Euripides by Ennius himself (for
he certainly knew Euripides as well as he knew Epicharmus)
or by the forger. In fact, however, the resemblances to
Euripides are not themselves convincing, and without them
the whole argument for a fifth-century forgery fails. The
passages are as follows:

(1) Eur. fr. 941 (Nauck):
opds Tov SYrod Tévd dmepov aibépa
kal yfiv wépif Exovd’ dypais év dykalals:
Todrov vépife Ziva, T6v8 fyod Oedv.
Cf. Varro, De ling. Lat. v. 65 ‘idem hi dei caelum et terra
Tupiter et Iuno, quod, ut ait Ennius,
istic est is Tupiter quem dico, quem Graeci vocant
aerem, qui ventus est et nubes, imber postea,
atque ex imbre frigus, ventis post fit aer denuo.
haece propter Iupiter sunt ista quae dico tibi,
quando mortalis atque urbes beluasque omnes iuvat’.

The only common point between the two passages is the
identification of Zeus or Jupiter with the sky, and this
doctrine was not peculiar to Epicharmus. (Ennius may have
got it from Euripides.)
(2) Eur. Bacch. 276:
dypiityp Oed:
yi & éoriv, Svopa & ombrepov BovAy kdAev
alry pdv év fnpoiow éxtpéper Bpérovs.
Cf. Varro, De ling. Lat. v. 64 ¢ Terra Ops, quod hic omne opus
et hac opus ad vivendum, et ideo dicitur Ops mater quod
Terra mater. Haec enim

terris gentis omnis peperit, et resumit denuo
quae dat cibaria ’.

But the points of the passages are clearly quite different.
All that is common is the statement that the earth gives food
to men, and this need not be derived from Epicharmus.

It may be added that, while these passages are quoted
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by Varro from Ennius, they are not in fact stated to come
from the Epicharmus (though passages, to which there is no
Euripidean parallel, are ascribed to that poem in chs. 59 and
68 of the same book); that the Epicharmus was not the only
poem in which Ennius used this metre; and that the quota-
tions may well be from the tragedies of Ennius, copying the
tragedies of Euripides.

It may be suggested,! as an alternative to Kaibel's theory,
that if there was a forged physiological poem ? bearing the
name of Epicharmus and used by Ennius it was forged very
late in the fifth or else during the fourth century, by some one
well acquainted with Euripides, or at least with the scientific
theorists from whom Euripides drew. This would equally
account for a third pair of passages quoted by Kaibel:

Eur. Suppl. 531:

édaal’ 1i8n yfi kavgbBivar vexpods,
80ev & ékaorov eis TO adu’ dpikero
évrabl’ dveNbelv, mvedpua pév wpos aibépa,
70 odua & els yiv.
Epich. fr. 245:
auvexplln xal Siekpifn kdmwiAGev G0ev fAOev mwdAw,
va pév eis yav, mvedbpa & dvw Ti Tédrde xademby; ovde &v.
Both writers evidently draw on the same ideas, which seem to
be those of Anaxagoras, but in fact neither need be supposed
to derive them from the other. The hypothesis of a fourth-
century forgery would also account for the reference to
‘Epicharmus’ by Menander fr. 537 (Kock):
6 utv 'Emixappos Tods Oeods elvar Aéye
dvépovs, U8wp, yiv, iAoy, wip, doTépas—
a doctrine also ascribed to Epicharmus by Vitruvius viii,
Praef. 1, and to Ennius by Varro, de Re Rustica, i. 4, though

} Almost the same suggestion was made by Susemihl, Philolog. liii,
pp- 564 fI., which I bad not seen until after the above was written.

1 Whether, if there was such a poem, it was identical with the Ho\ereia
forged by Chrysogonus, as Wilamowitz thinks, cannot be stated in view
of the want of evidence. It is not safe to base arguments on the few
lines (fr. 255-7) quoted by Clement from the IoAireia.
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it does not seem at all impossible that the reference should be
to some passage in the comedies of Epicharmus.

In fact, the case for the existence of an independent
physiological poem is not at all strong. A considerable
number—if not all—of the fragments ascribed by scholars to
this supposed poem are passages which it is not impossible
to think of as occurring in comedies. Fragment 250, on which
Kaibel lays some stress, v@ge kai pepvds’ dmiorelv: dpbpa
Tabra Tdv Ppevdv is as suitable to a comedy as to a poem ITep!
¢boews. The line vobs dpfj kal vobs dkober TE&AAa kodd kal
7upAd (fr. 249),! which is quoted by a number of writers, may
well be genuine. We know that Epicharmus had some kind
of controversy with Xenophanes, and the line may have been
some speaker’s reply to Epicharmus’ odAos dpd, odAos 8¢ voel
otlos 8¢ 7' dkover (The familiarity of Epicharmus with
Xenophanes is plain from fr. 173; and Aristotle, Met. iii.
1010 a 5, refers to a remark of Epicharmus against Xeno-
phanes—fr. 252, Kaibel—which Alexander of Aphrodisias,
p- 670. 1, explains &s "Emiydppov Tod Tijs kopwdias mounrod
els Bevopdvny Bhacpnuérepd Tva kal émrnpeactike -elpnkéros,
& &v els duablay kal dyvosiov tév Svrev ckdmrev Siélakey
avrév.) Nestle? greatly enlarges the list of parallels between
Euripides and Epicharmus, and ascribes nearly all the frag-
ments to the real Epicharmus. We may indeed doubt whether
Euripides was really imitating or remembering Epicharmus
in very many of these passages; the sentiments mostly belong
to the common stock of fifth-century ideas or are such that
they might easily occur to two writers independently; but
he is obviously right in rejecting, as a mere petitio principi,®
and, we may add, as rather futile in itself, the statement of
Kaibel that Euripides would not have quoted comedies: and
it is in fact impossible to lay down a prior:i that this passage
or that could not have found a place in the comedies of
Epicharmus, who obviously was well acquainted with the

! On the history of the quotations of this line by subsequent writers,
see Gerhard, Cercidea (Wiener Stud. xxxvii (1919), pp. 6-14).

 Philologus, Suppl. Bd. viii, 601 ff.

% On this see also Rohde, Psyche, iif. 258.
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thoughts of the philosophers of his time. (Nestle shows
how closely some of the shorter fragments correspond with
fragments of Heracleitus; the longer ones will be discussed
later.) Kaibel’s argument that Ennius is most likely to have
copied an entire poem passing under the name of Epicharmus
loses its force, when we observe that KEnnius borrows
from authors as he wants them (from Epicharmus himself,
probably, fr. 172, in the Annals, fr. 12), and reflect that if, as
appears to have been the case, the setting of his Epicharmus
wasg a visit in a dream to the lower world, this at least is not
likely to have been the setting of the supposed physiological
poem.

On the whole, the existence of the supposed poem?! seems
to be an unnecessary hypothesis. The parallels with Euripides,
and also all that Diogenes records of the (spurious) works,
are accounted for without it. The extant fragments of the
ITohirela show us at any rate that some ‘physiology’ was
included in the poem, and the same may have been the case
with the Canon; the explanation of larpodoyel already has
been discussed.

§ 8. With regard to Diogenes’ yvwpoloyel and Axiopistus’
forgery in the fourth century of a book of I'véua: in the
name of Epicharmus, it may be safely conjectured that such
forgery was rendered plausible by the occurrence of many
sententious maxims in the comedies themselves. The frag-
ment quoted by Diogenes Laertius iii. 12,2 together with
a fragment® unknown to Kaibel, probably come from the
introduction to some similar collection or perhaps even from
a copy of Axiopistus’ own book :

1€id &veati woANa kal mavrolae, Tols XpRoaid ka
morl @ihov, mwor’ éxOpby, év dika Néywv, év dMla,

! There is no hint in antiquity of any forgeries besides the three
attributed to Chrysogonus and Axiopistus, and no doubt treated as
forgeries by Apollodorus.

% After, but not among, the quotations furnished by Alcimus; see
p. 372, below.

$ Hibeh Papyri, 1. 1. The date of the papyrus is between 280 and 240 B.c.
I take the text of the fragment almost exactly from Diels, Vorsokrs3,
p. 116.

3182 Bb
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z by z
wor! movnpby, morl kalbv Te kdyabov, morl Eévov,
E4
wori 8banpw, mori wdpowov, worl Bdvavaoy, eire Tis
5 dAN &xew kaxby Ti. Kkal ToUTOLTL KévTpa TEIS Evo}
2 \ \ ~ 1 Asl P H /6 4
év 8¢ kal yvopar gopal 7€, alow e whord Tis,
Sefidrepbs Te k' €ln, PBehriwv 7' és wdvr' dvifp.
kol 71 woAN& 8l Aéyewr, AN &u pbvow, Tobr’ @v Emos
worTd wpAypa moripépovra T@vd del TO ovupépoy.
) 7 A 3 L4 3 b » 8’
10 aitiav yap fxov, ®s dAN@s pév elnv Oéfios,

z 8, F'4 8 rd ;A -~ ’ ’
paxpolbyos & of ke Svvaipav éu Bpaxel yvdpas Néyew.
Tabra &Y y&dv elcakoboas quvribnut Tav Téyvav

V4 81 [ Y, )E I'd 4 ) s
Tdv®, émws etwy s, "Emixappos copés ris éyévero,
(moAN’ bs ein’) doTela kal wavroia kal &v (Eémos) Aéyawv,
16 (meipav) adravrod 8i8ovs, ds kal Blpaxéa Aéyew Exel).

Cronert ? restores the last line somewhat differently, and
expands some very fragmentary lines which follow to suit the
context. He has no difficulty in showing that the extant
yvadpar attributed to Epicharmus can easily be distributed
under the headings mentioned in the early lines of this
passage, and he supposes that most of them come from this
poem. The fragment (fr. 254) quoted by Diogenes is in the
same style, and perhaps concluded the introduction :

a5 & éyod Sokéw—Vokéwy yap odpa loapt 1000 611
TOV éudy pvdpue mok éoceirar Néywv TovTwv ETL
kal Aafdv Tis adra wepiNdoas 70 pérpov & viv Exe,
eipa Gods kal mopPpav, Nbyoist moikilas kalols,
dvemdAaigTos avTds dANovs evmadaiorovs dwopavel’

There is no reason why such a collection should not have
contained many genuine yvdua:r of Epicharmus, but we have
now no sure test for distinguishing the true from the false,
and Cronert’s inclination to regard almost all as genuine does
not rest upon proof.*

1 &vo = dveare: cf. ko, Anecd. Ox. i. 160. 26.

2 Hermes, xlvii, pp. 402 ff,

8 Cholmeley, Theocr.?, p. 421, reads d&\\os edmdAatoros.

¢ The metrical investigations of Kauz (De tetrametro trochaico, Darm-
stadt, 1913) show that in the Wevdemiydppeia taken as a whole (be
examined 69 lines) there are far fewer non-trochaic feet, and much less
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It will be convenient to consider next four fragments
preserved by Diogenes Laertius which have some reference
to philosophical questions. Diogenes is quoting from the
treatise of Alcimus mpds Audvrav. It is generally believed
that the Alcimus quoted is the Sicilian rhetorician and
historian of the name, who was the pupil of Stilpo! and lived
about the end of the fourth and the beginning of the third
centuries B.C.; and that he is addressing (or controverting)
Amyntas of Heracleia, who had been a pupil of Plato and was
a mathematician., The object of Aleimus was to show that
some of Plato’s most characteristic doctrines were derived
from Epicharmus—a conclusion in itself most improbable,
though Epicharmus was no doubt travestying theories which
were afterwards considered by Plato in a more developed
form. The assertion of Wilamowitz? that the fragments
imply a knowledge of Plato’s fully developed Theory of
Ideas, and that Alcimus was therefore deceived in thinking
them the work of Epicharmus, can hardly be accepted. In

irregularity as regards caesura, than in the 116 lines certainly derived
from comedies. But of course the test is based on far too small a
number of lines in all to be of much value. Out of the 116 lines from
comedies there are 44 without any non-trochaic feet. But great caution
is necessary in making statements about the metrical technique of
Epicharmus, in view of the uncertainty of the text, especially as regards
the restored or conjectural Doric forms. Kauz does, however, disprove
successfully the suggestion of Hoffmann (Gesch. der Gr. Sprache, pp. 126 ff.)
that Epicharmus got his tetrameter from Phrynichus and Aeschylus, who
in fact follow different and much stricter rules. Kauz thinks that Epi-
charmus used the metre as he found it in popular songs.

! This view seems more probable than the conjecture that he was
an unknown Neoplatonist, which rests only on the fact that the Neo-
platonists tried to discover Plato’s doctrines in many earlier writers.
Alcimus is mentioned as an historian by Athen. vii, p. 322a; x, p. 441 a, b,
Schwartz (in Pauly-W. Real-Enc. i, col. 1544) refuses to identify the
historian with the rhetorician (Diog. II. xi. 114), and not more than high
probability can be claimed for the identification.

1 Qott. Gel. Anz. 1906, p. 622,

Bb2
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fact the fragments, when carefully studied, do not seem to
be really parallel to Plato at all. That the quotations given
by Alcimus were taken from the comedies of Epicharmus, and
not from a separate philosophical poem, is, if not proved, at
least strongly suggested by the facts (1) that they are in
dialogue; (2) that something like parody is discernible in
them; (3) that Diogenes calls the author ‘Epicharmus the
comic poet’, while an anonymous commentator on Plato’s
Theaetetus® also uses the word ékwuddnaev of the illustration
which he gives from Epicharmus of the point which is also
elaborated in the long fragment quoted by Alcimus.

§ 1. This first fragment (fr. 170), which deals mainly with
the problem how that which changes can yet retain its identity,
is given as one fragment in the text of Diogenes? but Diels
divides it into two, the first of which ends with 1. 6 and
speaks of the eternity of the gods and the unchangingness of
vonrd, while the second emphasizes the ceaseless mutability
of all particular things, which is such that nothing remaing
itself from one moment to another. Diels thinks that the
first alludes to the theory of the Eleatics, the second to that
of Heracleitus, whereas most scholars have been content to
treat the whole as alluding to Heracleitus, and Rostagni3
thinks that it is Pythagorean doctrine which is travestied.
The truth seems to be (as this diversity of views suggests)
that the allusions are not sufficiently specific to be definitely

! Berliner Klassikertexte, ii, p. 47 (below, p. 375, n. 2).

* Diog. Laert. Ir1. xii moAAa 8¢ xal map' "Emiydppov Tob kepgdiomowi
mpocoPéAqrar (sc. Idrwv) & mheigra peraypdyras, kabd Pnow "Alkipos év
Tots mpos "Apvyray, & éoti rérrapa. &ba kai év ¢ mpbTe Pnal TaiTa, Paiveral
8¢ kal MAdrev woAAd Tév "Emiydppov Néyoy* oxemréop 8é. 6 I\drov Pnoiv
aloOnréy pév elvar T pndémore év T¢ moid undé év T¢ wdorw dudpevo, AN dei
péov kat peraBdAdoy' os éf &y dv Tis dvély Tov dpiBudy, TobTwv oiire lowy olre
Tway oire woody olre moiGy dvrwv. Taira 8 éoriv v del yéveos, olaia O
pndémore wéuke, vonrov 8¢ é¢ ob pndév dmoyiyverar pndé mpooyiyverar. TovTo
¥ éoriv ) rdv didiov Piocs, fiy Spoiay Te kal Tiv alriy dei qupBéBixey elvai.
kat pnw 8 ye 'Emixappos mepl tév alobyrév kai vonréy évapyds elpyrev. “dAN
det krA.”"  Plato himself refers to Epicharmus’ discussion of the subject in
Theaet. 152 d, e (quoted above, p. 859).

® Il verbo di Pitagora, chs. ii, iii. See above, p. 859.
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referred to any one school. As regards the second portion
(lines 7 ff.), all schools of philosophy or science were familiar
with the spectacle of continual change. Heracleitus had, no
doubt, particularly emphasized this, and many of his frag-
ments are variations on the theme mdvra ywpel kai ovdév
péver: but, as Rostagni points out, Heracleitus admits no
exceptions to the general flux and interchange of opposites,
not even the gods, and at the same time he points to an
underlying and permanent dpuovia, whereas in Epicharmus
the gods and 7dde (the meaning of which we shall presently
discuss) are exceptions to the flux, and there is no hint
(though in view of the fragmentary nature of the passage
no stress must be laid on this) of any dppovia! So far as
any contrast of alocOnrd and vonrd, such as Alcimus had in
view, had been formulated at this time, it may be found either
(as Rostagni thinks) in the Pythagorean theory of numbers or
(as Dicls supposes) in the Eleatic contrast of Appearance and
Reality : but probably the contrast, like the perception of the
mutability of aiorfnrd, was a common topic in the discussions
of all schools. In the first part of the fragment (lines 1-6) the
principal speaker denies some of the statements of poetical
cosmogonies, and affirms the eternity of the gods and of rdde
in L. 2. The text of the fragment is as follows:

A. dAXN’ del Tor Beol mapfioav, xOméurov ob mwdmoka,
4 u L) 7’ t € ~ ~ L] ~ y 7
1d8e¢ &' ael wdpead opola, Sid Te TdY alTdv del.
B. d\\a Aéyerar pav ydos mpdrov yevéalar Tdv fedw.
A. wds 6 ka; un €xov ¥y dmd tivos und’ és 8 71 wpdrov
ubhot.

! The attempt of Rostagni to show that Heraclitus’ book could not
have been published until shortly before Epicharmus’ death is not con-
clusive. It rests on the assumption, made first by Zeller, that Hermo-
dorus, whose exile from Ephesus is mentioned by Heracleitus, would not
have been exiled before the collapse of the Persian supremacy—an
assumption to which Burnet (Early Gk. Phil.5, p. 130) sufficiently replies—
together with the further assumption that Epicharmus cannot have lived
beyond 470 B. 0. and must have been born some ninety years earlier.

? I print the text almost as given by Diels, Vorsok».?, pp. 113-14, with
o few necessary critical notes.
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B. obk dp’ épole wpdrov ovbév;
5 A 008¢ pa Aia Sedrepor
Tévde vy’ by duks viv BOe Aéyoues, aAN’ del 148 75 . .,
(aly wor dpilbuéy s mwépioaov, ai 8¢ Afjs wor dpriov,
worlcpuev Nfj Yapov 4 kal vdv dmapyovadv AaPeiy,
7 Sokel kd 7ol y' (¢6’) wiTdS €lpev;
B. ovk éuly yd xa.
10 A. 008¢ pav obd’ ai mwori pérpov mwaxvaiov wérlecuey
Afj Tis érepov pdkos 7 Tob wpbal’ ébvros dmorapcly,
ére X' dmdpxot kijvo TO pérpov;
oV ydp.

&de viv 8py
kal Tos dvBpdmws’ 6 ptv yap avfed’, 6 8¢ ya pav Pbive,
év perallay@ 8¢ mdvres évri mdvra TOv Xpvov.

16 b 8 peradNdoger katd Pplow kobmok’ év Talbrd péves
érepov eln ka 768" #8n Tob mapefearaxbros.
kal 70 0 kdy® X0 dANot kal vuv dAhor TeXéBopses,
kavfis dX\Not kobmoy’ wirol xarrdv (avTov ad) Abyo.

A

Notes. 2. i 8¢ Kishn : it 7e MSS. 4. textum G. Hermann: nés 8¢
& dunxavoy v', MSS. 6. d\N' dei Tad’ 7s, Bergk: péAder rad’ elvar vel jyvat
MSS., Avas ex s kai ortum fuisse putat Diels, hoc antem kai fragmentum
alterum introduxisse. 7. wér Bergk: rov MSS. 9. «d ol ¥ (¥0)
wirds, Kaibel : «drow’ éavrds vel kdrot kai 6 atrds MSS, 16. «d 7dd 7oy,

Cobet: w8y vel karody) vel kal 76 8" ¢ MSS,

As regards the two difficulties—the meaning of 7dde, and
the division of the fragment—a few words will suffice.
(1) Diels thinks that rdde are alsfnrd—die Vorgéinge hier
(in der Natur)’. But the words of Alcimus strongly suggest
that 74de must be 7& didia or vonrd, and the only difficulty in
this is the &¢, which seems to involve a contrast with the
previous line: there may, however, be a contrast between the
gods and the other d/Sia—a contrast perhaps carried over
from the preceding context; or the 8¢ may be quasi-infer-
ential, ‘and so’. The contrast cannot really be between gods
and algfyrd, for in reference to the latter the line would be
plainly untrue and inconsistent with the second part of the
fragment. (Hence some scholars prefer to emend to rdde &
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ofmoka wdpead’ Spora: but then 8id re or did 8¢ for ovde Sud
is very awkward.) If &8¢ is really felt to be an objection, it
would be easy to read r¢de 7’ del mdpecd’ Suora.l

(2) Diels’ suggestion that the fvar of some MSS. arises out
of 7s (belonging to 1. 6) and «ai (belonging to the prose of
Alcimus) is ingenious and may be right. It certainly gets rid
of a rather abrupt transition; but the text of the line is
really very uncertain, and it seems best to suspend judge-
ment on the proposed division.

It happens that the point of this passage of Epicharmus is
made plain by Plutarch? and by the anonymous commentator

! 8k 7dv abrdv del is perhaps more easily interpreted as doadrws Exorra
del than as implying causation. This interpretation was first suggested
by Leopold Schmidt, Quaestiones Epicharmeae, pp. 29, 30, who finds
parallel usages in Hippoerates, though it is not approved by Lorenz,
p. 109. Lorenz, however, is clearly right in rejecting the interpretation
of rdde as meaning the four elements.

? Plut. de sera num. vind., p. 559 b paX\\ov & 8\ws Taird ye ruis "Emi-
xappelots Eoikev, €€ by & abfavéuevos dvédu Tois aoPiorais Adyos' 6 yap AaBov
wdkat T xpéos viv ovk dpeiher yeyovs érepos. & 8¢ kAnbeis éml deinmvoy €xbés
dehyros ffxee THpepov* &\Nos ydp éorw. Cf.de comm. notit., p. 1083 a ¢ oivvy
wepl adénoews Adyos dori pév dpyatos Apdrnrar ydp, &s Pno Xpvomrmos, in’
"Emexdppov.  Plutarch's language a few lines after the last quoted passage
is very like that of Epicharmus: 6 pév ydp Adyos dmhois éore kal Ta Ajppara
auyxwpodaw odTot (8C. ol Srwwkol), Tas év pépe mdoas oloias pelv kai Pépeatar,
& pév €€ alrdv pebieloas, o 8é wodev émidyra mpogdexopévas ols 8¢ mpdoeort
kal dmewow dpifuois § wAfbeqw rTadra py Siapévew, dAN érepa yiyveabu rais
elpnuévats wpooéBors éfallayijy tijs olalas AapBavoiens adfijoes 8¢ «ai
PBiges ob kard Sy Urd auvnbeias éxverikiabas Tas perafolas Tavras Aéyeobar,
yevégeis 8¢ kal pbopis uaNhoy adris dvopdleabar mpaaijkor, St Tob kabeardTos
els &repov éxBudlovow. For the special application of the Aéyos to human
existence, see Plut. de trang. anim., p. 478 d of pév yip év rais oxolais ras
abéioes dvaipoivres, ds Tis olaias évdehexds peovans, Néyw morobow Fudv
kacroy d\hov éavrob kai d\\ov. Plut. also states (Vit. Thes. xxiii) that
philosophers used to illustrate the Adyos by the ship which Theseus
repaired with 8o 'many new planks that some said it was no longer the
same ship. The 'Emiydppetos Adyos (Suidas, s.v.) was probably the
adfavéuevos Mdyos under another name. The anonymous commentator
on the Theactetus 152 e (Berl. Klass. Texte, ii, col. 71, 12 ff.) writes: "Eni-
xappos & (SuAn)oas rois IMuba(yopeiois) dAa re émwevdnker 8(ewds (6w 7e
mepi To)5 abfo{uévov Ndyov) épod(ever). The next few lines are very frag-
mentary; then (L. 24) he goes on: oloiar dMore dat) ylvovrar (kard
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on the Theaetetus, who enable us to see how such a passage
could have got into a comedy. Epicharmus, we are told,
used, and in faect invented, the adfavéuevos Aéyos—the
‘fallacy of the sorites’ of later logicians, so called from
the use of a heap (c@pos) of corn as the favourite illustra-
tion of it. (How many grains of corn must be taken away
before a heap of corn will cease to be a heap? What if that
number less one be taken away? and so on.) Epicharmus
applied it to personality. How much change will make a
man a different person? And he appears to have argued
that & debtor who borrowed money yesterday does not owe it
to-day, since he is already a different man from the borrower;
and that the man whom you invited yesterday to dinner may
be turned away when he arrives to-day, dAXos ydp éorw:
while the commentator on the Theaetetus tells the story of a
man who refused to pay a promised subseription on the
ground that he was a different person: the would-be collector
struck him and demanded the debt, but he rejoined that the
man who had struck him was no longer the same as the
claimant. It is obvious that there is here some pretty material
for comedy. We have a quack-philosopher using subtleties
of argument to justify him in playing tricks on his neigh-
bours—a character very like Socrates in the Clouds of
Aristophanes, and still more like what Socrates makes of
Strepsiades; and there is reason to think that such a
character-type persisted from the time of the old Pelopon-
nesian buffoonery, which contributed much both to Attic
and to Syracusan comedy, down to the Middle Comedy,
when the philosopher was frequently presented in this
guise.}
auw)exi pvow. kai ékopgdnoey alrd éml Tod dmaroupévov oupBolds kal
dpyoupévov Tod alrod elvac Sia 76 TG pév wpoyeyevijofar T& 8¢ dmehyhvbévar, émel
8¢ 6 dmairdv érimmoer adrdy kal évexaleiro, mdAw Kkdkeivov pdaxovros érepov
pév elvar Ty TeTumTyrdra, Erepov 8é Tov éykaloipevor. Both Plato and bis
commentator are plainly thinking of the comedies of Epicharmus, not
of a philosophical poem.

1 Another rhetorical figure, émoikoddpunars, is said to have been invented
by Epicharmus (drist. Rhet. i, p. 1365a 10 ; De Gen. An., i, p. 724 a 29).
It is illustrated by fragm, 148 (Kaibel). See below, p. 400.
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It should be added that the attempt made by some scholars *
to prove this fragment to be a Sophistic forgery is rightly
answered by Korte? who points out the contrast of this
vigorous and dramatic dialogue with the tone of the spurious
yvaua: of later forgers.

§ 2. The second fragment (fr. 171) which Alcimus quoted
he supposed to foreshadow the Platonic theory of ideas and
of the Idea of Good.? The chief speaker does in fact speak
of ‘the Good’ as a ‘thing in itself’; not, however, in the
Platonic sense of a self-existent Idea, but simply in the sense
of something distinguishable from the person who knows
what ‘good’ is, just as any art is distinguishable from the
artist.

A. &p' éoriv abols 1o mpdypa; B. wdvv pév ov.
A. dvbpwmos Gv adAyais éorwv; B. oddauds.
4. ¢ép’ Bw, 71 & adAyrds; tis eluéy Tor Sokel;
dvBpwmos, § ov ydp; B. wdvv pév av. A. ovkdv
doxels
5 oUrws &xew kal mwepl (ya) rdyabod; 76 ya
ayabov 16 mwpayp' elpev kal’ adf’, 8oris 8 ka
€ldff palbav iy, dyabos 8y yiyverar.
domep ydp éor’ alAnow avAyras palbov
3 8pxnow dpxnards Tis 1) wAoKeDS wAOKAY
10 4 wdv y' dpolws T@y TotodTwy 8 TL TO Afs,
ovk avTds e€in ka Téxva, Texvikds ya pav.

(In 1. 6 75 mpayua is Kaibel’'s correction for 7o 8¢ wpaypua:
perhaps 7t mpdyu’ is what Epicharmus wrote.)

We have here no Plutarch to guide us to Epicharmus’ point :
the argument is in part not unlike some passages in Plato’s
Hippias Maior (e.g. 287 c), and Diels thinks that the frag-
ment, though not open to suspicion so far as its language is

! e.g. Schwartz, in Pauly-W. Real-Ene. i. 1543.

3 Bursian’s Jahresber. 1911, pp. 230 ff.

 Diog. Laert. L c. 8td kai ¢now (sc. IAdrov) év ) Pboe ras idéas éordvar
kabimep mapadeiypara, T& 8' d\\a ravrais foxévar, Tolrwv Spoidpara kabe-
orédTa. 6 toivey 'Emiyappos mepl te tdyafoi kai mept Toy iBeav olre Aéyer,
“&p' éoriv krh.”
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concerned, is possibly (in view of its contents and its cate-
chetical form) the work of a fourth-century writer; he
suggests that it is an interpolation inserted by Dionysius in
the comedies of Epicharmus which he had reproduced on the
stage for Plato’s benefit. (Dionysius’ interest in Epicharmus
is reflected in Suidas’ statement that he wrote wepl raw
moqudrov 'Emixdppov.) But though the dialogue is very
like some of those put in the mouth of Socrates, it is
certainly not one which Epicharmus could not have written:
the parallelism with Plato’s Apology 27 b, which Diels thinks
the forger had in mind, is really very superficial, if carefully
examined, and the points of the externally parallel phrases
are not the same. There seems to be no sufficient reason for
judging the fragment to be spurious, and it is scarcely likely
that, if this or any of the other fragments had been forged
after the publication of Plato’s writings, they could have
imposed upon writers so little junior to Plato, and so well-
versed in the literature of the time as presumably both
Alcimus and Amyntas must have been. It is tempting to
suppose that the argument in the fragment led to some
subtle travesty of the theory that knowledge produces virtue;
but it would probably be an anachronism to date the discussion
of this topic so far back as the time of Epicharmus, and for
the present we must be content to be ignorant of the context.
§ 8. The two other fragments were quoted by Alcimus as
parallels to Plato’s theory of animal life and instinet:?

fr. 172 (Kaibel):
Eduaie, 76 copby éoriv ov kal’ & pbvov,
b y o ~ Z by b »
aA\X’ dooamep {f), mAvTa Kal yvopav Exeti
N \ by ~ ~ 2 r's z
kal yap 76 OfAv Tdv dAexropllwv yévos,

1 Diog. Laert. 1.c. II\drwv év 7 wepl I10edw moXfrer pnaiv,” Elmep éori pyijpn,
Tas 10éas év Tois obow Imdpyew Sia TO TY pyhpyw Hpepoivrds Tivos xkai pévovros
elvar pévery O¢ obdév Erepov i) Tas Ideds. tiva yap dv Tpomov, Pnoi, diecdlero
18 (Pa ) Tis I8éas épamrépeva, kal wpds Tobro To¥ voy Puaikds elkndira;”
viy 8¢ pynpoveber Tis SuotdryTds Te Kal Tpoijs, Smola Tis éarwv abrois, évewyi-
peva 8ibte wior Tols (wois Epurds éoTw ) Tijs Spoibryros Bewpia® ded kai TdY
Suopirwy alofdverar. wds odv 6 'Emixappos; (the two fragments follow).
Alcimus supposes Epicharmus to foreshadow Plato, Parmen., p. 129 ; of
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2 ~ -~ il b 3 Ve ’
al Afis karapabelv, drevis ob TikTer Tékva
6 (ovr’, dAN’ émgpfer kal motel Yuxav Exew.
70 8¢ goddv & ¢Piois 768 oldev ds Exer
pova: memaidevrar yap avravras dmo.

fr. 173 (do.):
Oavpaoctdv ovdty duté Tadl olrws Exew
kail avldvew adrolow alrods kal Sokely
KkaAds mepikew kal yap & kbwv kuvi
kdA\ioTov eluev Qaiverar, kai Bés Pof,
vos & 8ve kdANwoTov, Us 8¢ Oy Ui

The fragments affirm the possession of reason or instinet by
animals, and the attraction of like to like—neither point
requiring any great depth of philosophical thought; the
second seems to be reminiscent of Xenophanes, fr. 16,

dAN’ el xetpas €xov Boés 718¢ Aéovres,
o5 ypdyrat xelpeaar kal Epya Teheiv dmep dvpes,
’ ~ S \Y4 s b 7 bl 3 I's
kai ke Bedv (Oéas Eypadov kal odpar’ émolevy
r~ L rd > \ / /4
To1abl’, olév mep xavrol Sépas elyov (ékagTor),
[ 2 r o \ 7 ~ o
immor pév 0" lmmowa, Boés 8¢ te Bodaw Spota.

The vein of parody in the two fragments is clear enough,
and the mention of Eumaeus in the first has led to the
natural conjecture that it, or both, came from the ’Ofvsaeds
Navayés. There is obviously no difficulty in supposing that
the two passages fitted well into the dialogue of one of
Epicharmus’ plays, and possibly the speaker again may have
been some one in the character of a quack wise-man, as is even
more probable in the case of the two other fragments.

course he does not really do so. The first passage is perhaps imitated
by Ennius, Annals, i, fr. 12 (Vahlen):

Ova parire solet genus pinnis condecoratum,

non animam; et post inde venit divinitus pullis

ipsa anima.
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v

The Plays and Fragments.

Before attempting any general description of the Comedy
of Epicharmus it will be well to survey briefly the extant
remains.

§ 1. A large number of the plays were evidently mytho-
logical burlesques, and it is clear that the two favourite
heroes were Odysseus and Heracles; cunning and violence
(the latter combined with voracity) are natural themes for
comedy of a simple type.

The 'Odvoaeds Avrépohos dealt probably with the story of
Odysseus’ entry into Troy, disguised as a beggar, in order to
obtain information from the enemy—a task which (according
to Odyssey iv. 240—64) he performed, thanks to Helen's
connivance, with great success. In the version of the story
given by Epicharmus, Odysseus seems to have been less
heroie, i.e. if the papyrus fragment which Kaibel prints
as fr. 99 is really from this play! According to this it
appears that the Achaeans had commissioned him fo go into
Troy as a spy, but thinking discretion the better part of
valour, he proposed to pretend to have gone there, and to
give an eloquent account of what he professed to have seen.
The text, as printed by Kaibel, is as follows:

TN dme|vbav 7eide Owknod Te kal Aefod[pu’ Smas
mord K €lipew Tabra kal Tots Sefiwrépoi[s Sokif.
“rois feois] éulv doxeire wdyxv kal kard Tpém[ov
kal éoiké]rws émedfactd’, ai Tis évBupciv y[a Aj,
baa’ éydv] v’ dperov évl[dly Domep éxedd[ocach’ éus
Tdv map’ Opélov dyabikév kakd mporipdoar O’ [dpa
dua Te kiv]duvov Teéooar xal xAéos Oetov [Aafelv
wohepiow|v poav &s darv, wdvra & €0 capa[véws
mvfépelvos Slots 7' Axaiois waidl T Arpéos Pi[Ae
ay dmayyleilar T& Tyvel xaiTds doknBiys [pokeiv.

! Gomperz, Pap. Erzherzog Rainer, v, 1, first printed the fragment:
Blass (Fleck. Jahrb. 1889, p. 257) discusses it and the scholia attached.

The latter are very defective, but the words mdppe xafedodpar kai mpoo-
mowjoopas mavra Siamempixfar appear to Le certain.
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In this fragment the hero is evidently delivering a soliloquy
in which he is rehearsing his speech; but the course of the
argument can only be conjectured.

Another fragment of the play (fr. 100) is interesting as
showing that the introduction of contemporary allusions into
a heroic setting, which was so favourite a device of the Old
and Middle Comedy at Athens, was one of the resources of

Epicharmus :
dérdpakd 1€ TGV yerbvav

rois "EXevowiots Qurdoowy Saipoviws drdleca,
oby €kdv' kal TaiTa 8 pe cvpfolarevew éda
Tois Axatoiow wpodidépey v duvvé pe Tov déAdaka.

The speaker has lost the sucking-pig which he was rearing
for the Eleusinian mysteries, and complains that he is accused
of betraying it to the Achaeans. (suvuBolaredewv apparently
means ‘to barter’, see Hesych. s.v.) In fr. 101 we have
personifications of Peace and Moderation:

¢ & dovxia xapiccoa yvva

kal Jwppocivas whariov olkel.

(mAariov = Attic mAnoiov.) The fragment is interesting as
attesting the use of anapaestic dimeters in the play.

No fragment of the 'Odvooeds Navayés is preserved, unless
fr. 172, 173, in the first of which the name of Eumaeus is
preserved, belonged to this play, and the only information we
have about it is to the effect that the poet mentioned in it (as
also in the A\kvoveds) the name of Diomos, a Sicilian shepherd
who invented BovkoAiaaubs (Athen. xiv, p. 619 a, b). But the
character of the shipwrecked Odysseus persisted in the West,
and Athenaeus, i. 20 a, mentions an Italian mimus (no doubt
a PpAvag) ! ds kal Kikdoma elofyaye Teperifovra kal vavayov
’Obvogéa oorotkifovra.

! Cf. Reich, Mimus, i, p. 288. Whether the vase-painting reproduced
by Heydemann, Phlyaken Darstellungen (drch. Jakrb. i, p. 299), and
von Salis, de Doriensium ludorum in Comoedia Attica vestigiis, p. 10,
really represents Odysseus sbhipwrecked is uncertain. Von Salis thinks
it represents his welcome by the Phaeacian king and queen. If so,
either it does not depict the same event as the play of Epicharmus, or
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Odysseus was also the hero of the Jepfjves. A hexameter
parody-line (fr. 123), quoted as from Epicharmus by the
on scholiast Homer, Iliad xix. 1, probably belongs to this play:

Aaol TofoxiTwres, dkovere JeLpnvday,

though it is difficult to assign any meaning to rofoxiraves.
Besides this, only a few lines of dialogue remain, in which
one speaker enumerates the luxuries which he had enjoyed
(perhaps in the Siren’s island), and is interrupted by ejacula-
tions of misery from his companion, probably at the thought
of what he had missed. (The association of some such luxuries
with the Sirens is attested also by the fragments of the
Sewpijves of the comic poets Theopompus and Nicophon.)
The fragment (fr. 124)? runs:

A. mpwl pév vy’ drevis dm’ &dobs advas dmemvpifopes
oTpoyylAas, kal Sehpakivas omra kpéa kal mwAvmovs,
kal yAvkdv vy’ én’ av émlopes olvov.

olfoifol TdAas.
wepi yé pav alkhov 1f{ kd Tis kal Aéyor;
ol Tev kokdy.
1o kalt wdpa Tpiyha Te pla mwaxela kdplar 8do
SiareTpapévar péoar, pdooar T€ TocoaiTal wapiy
okbpmiol Te.

AR

The principal speaker may have been Odysseus, who, in
that case, must have passed some time with the Sirens.
Another possibility is that the ejaculations came from the
hero bound to the mast, and that the other speaker is a
Siren.

The $ihokriras is represented only by one intelligible line,
ok €1t 8ibpapufos Skx’ Uwp mips (fr. 182),2 and two which
are corrupt; probably the cunning Odysseus had some part in
it: but how the dithyramb came in we cannot tell.

the fragment in which Eumaeus is mentioned does not belong to the
rlay.

! ap. Athen, vii, p. 277 f. If d¢bar were orpoyyihai, ‘rounded’ or
‘gpherical ’, they must have been something different from any of the
fishes usually identified with d¢ia: (anchovy, sardine, Motella glauca, &c.).

* Vid. supr., p. 19.
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Of the KdkAwyr only three scraps survive:

— val 7oy Ilori8dv, koiNbrepos oApod mold (fr. 81, readings
uncertain)

~ xopdail 7€ dd0, val pa dia, xd kokebs (fr. 82)

- @ép’ éyxéas els 1O okios (fr. 83),

of which the last may be the words of the Cyclops to
Odysseus.

The subject of the T'pdes is unknown, and the text of the
two short fragments is quite uncertain. As given by Kaibel
they are as follows:

fr. 180 Zeds dvaf, dv’ dxpa vaiwv Tapydpwv dydvvidal

fr. 131 ék mwavtds EUhov

khotbs Té ka yévoito kfk TwlTol Oébs.

The first may be reminiscent of Homer; the second seems to
be a proverb.

§ 2. Five plays were constructed out of the stories about
Heracles.

The Arkvoveds treated in some way the story of Heracles’
struggle with the giant Aleyoneus; of this there were various
versions,? but there is nothing to show which Epicharmus
followed. The herdsman Diomos, who was credited with the
invention of Bovkoliaguds, was mentioned in the play? but
that he was introduced as the herdsman of Alcyoneus, as
Kaibel suggests, is only a conjecture. A local legend made
Diomos the father of Aleyoneus.*

The Bodoipis dealt with a story found in Apollodorus
(11. v. 11). Busiris, son of Poseidon, was a king of Egypt,
who was recommended by a Cyprian prophet, named Phrasios
or Thrasios, to obtain prosperity after many unfruitful years

! On Zeus and Gargara see Cook's Zeus, ii, pp. 949 ff.

% See Robert, Hermes, xix, pp. 473 ff., and art. Alkyoneus in Pauly-W.
Real-Enc. 1, col. 1581,

S Athen. xiv, p. 619 a, b. Here, and also in Apollon, de pron., p. 80 b
(where fragment 5, abrérepos adriv, is quoted), the MS. reads év 'Alkudn,
but as no legend of ’AXxdwv is known, O. Jahn’s emendation év ’Ahkvovei
is generally accepted.

4 Nicander ap. Anton. Liberal. 8.
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by the annual sacrifice of a stranger; Busiris promptly sacri-
ficed the Cyprian prophet, and later on, when Heracles visited
Egypt on his way to the Hesperides, tried to make a victim
of him also: but Heracles broke his bonds and killed Busiris,
In the play he doubtless satisfied his appetite from the late
king’s stores,! and a fragment (fr. 21)% describes him while
eating:

mparov ptv al K Eclovr’ {Sois vw, dwobdvois

Bpéper ptv & pdpvyé €vdod’, dpafet 8 & yvdlos,

Yopel & 6 youpios, Térpiye & 6 kvvddwv,

oifer 8¢ Tals piveaot, ket & obara.

Of the “HpBas I'éuos, which was reproduced in a revised
form under the title of Moboa:,® there are a good many
fragments, nearly all, however, consisting of little more than
a string of names of fish and other good things, taken
evidently from a narrative, delivered by one of the gods, of
the wedding-feast of Heracles and Hebe. To this feast,
apparently, came seven Muses; these Muses were named
after seven great rivers or lakes* and probably brought the
fish of their rivers with them; they were represented as the
daughters of Pieros and Pimpleis—* Fat’ and ¢ Fill’—if we
may distort two classic names of English poetry as Epicharmus
did those of the Pierides and Pimpleides; there is no ground
for thinking (with Welcker, K7. Schr. i. 289 ff.) that they
appeared on the stage. Poseidon also brought cartloads of
fish in Phoenician merchant-ships (fr. 54), and Zeus had the
one specimen of the &\oyr, a fish of particular delicacy,
specially served for himself and his queen (fr. 71). The
Dioscuri sang (or danced) a martial strain, accompanied by

! Epicharmus is said to have used the Siceliot word goyo! for * granaries”
(airoBdhia) in this play (Pollux, ix. 45).

2 ap. Athen. x, p. 411 a, b. Figs, 47-9 illustrate the story.

8 Athen. iii, p. 110 b *Enixappos év "HBas Tdpe xdv Moboats’ roiro 8¢
10 8pipa Saokevi) éori Tod mwpoketpévov,

* Tzetzes ad Hesiod. Op. 6 (and Cramer, Anecd. Ox. 424) *Enixappos 8¢
év 7§ "Hfas Tdpe éntd Néyer (se. ras Modaas), fuyarépas iépov kal Mupmhnidos
viugns, Nethody, Tpirdvny, Aceroiy, ‘Errdwopw, 'Axelwida, Teromhoby (Tire-
voiy, Kaibel) «ai ‘Podiav.
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Athena on the flute,! an instrument which in more orthodox
legend she had flung away in disgust.? Again we do not
know if this took place on the stage; it is very probable that
the ‘comedy’ was nothing but a comic narrative? as, at a
later time, & mime might be. Some of the descriptions of
the fish and shell-fish show that the writer was an interested
and accurate observer. The following will serve as specimens :
fr. 42 dyer 8¢ mavrodame koyxiAia,
Xewddas, damwédovs, kpaPifous, kikiBdlovs, TnOivia,
krévia, Baldvovs, moppipas, Sorpeta cuppepvkiTa,
T Qiedelv péy évri xahemd, karapayfjuev & eduapéa,
5 pdas dvapitas Te kdpukds Te kal okipvdpia,
78 yhvkéa péy évr’ éméalew, éumayfuev & d¢éa,
ToUs T€ paxpoyoyyvlovs cwAijvas' & uélawd Te
kbyxos, &mwep koyxolnpdv waioly téorpiodviat-®
Odrepai Te yalar kbyxot Te kduabiries,
10 Tal kakodbkipol Te knlwvor, Tas dvépopukridas
wdvres dvBpdmor karéovd, duds 8¢ Aebkas Tol Beol.
fr. 83 kapxivor @ Ixovr’ éxivor 6, o} ka8 druvpdv dha
velv pév ovk loavt, wel{@ & éumopevovrar pévor.
fr. 57 évrl & doraxol koAIBSawal Te Xds T& WS Exer
pLkpd, Tas xeipas 8¢ pakpds, kdpafos 8¢ Tovvoua.
fr. 58 xal oxipias xpbuis 6', 8s év 78 fpL kaT Tov Avdvioy ®
ix0dwv wdvrwr &piotos, dvfias 8¢ xelpart.

1 Athen, iv, p. 184 f xal rijv *Afnpiv 8¢ ¢now 'Emixappos év Moilgais
éravhijoac Tois Atoarobpois Tov évémhiwo; of. Schol. Pind, Pyth. ii. 127.

? vid. supr. (ch. i, pp. 56, 70.).

5 The use of the phrase al 8¢ Ajs, evidently as a ‘deictic’ formula, in
fr. 55 does not necessarily imply that there was a second person on the
stage.

* = fipidpa, perhaps ‘razor-shells’. Their other name was reAhim.
Some also think that cwljves were razorshells, There is not enough

evidence to settle the point,

 In the Moioa: this line ran, xéyyos, &v 7éA\hiwv kakéopes' éori & ddiorov
xpéas (Athen. iii, p. 85 e).

¢ The £upias or cxipias was the sword-fish. The Ananios thus referred
to as an authority on the seasons for fish was an early writer of
choliambi; his exact date is uncertain; he seems to have anticipated
Epicharmus (fr. 25) in using the oath ‘By the Cubbage’, vat pa miv
xpdpBnv (Athen. ix, p. 370 b).

183 cc
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There are altogether more than fifty lines in this style
remaining, all preserved by Athenaeus.

Only two lines remain of the ‘Hpak)fjs 6 émi 70v {woripa,
but those not without interest (fr. 76):

(6) Mvypaplwy hoxayds ék Tédv kavOdpwv
Tév pefbvov, obs avri Tav Airvay Een!

This is the earliest mention in literature both of the
Pygmies and of the Airvaios kdv@apos, which Aristophanes
employed as the Pegasus of Trygaeus in the Peace. The
interpretation of the phrase Airvaios kdvfapos was uncertain
in antiquity, and is still disputed. On line 73 of the Peace—
elofyay’ Alrvaiov puéyiorov kdv@apov—the scholiast in Codex
Venetus writes as follows:

vmepueyéln péyiorov yap bpos 7 Alrvm. 1) 871 Suddopo
kdvBapor kel edplokovrar. dAN@s. peydlot Aéyovrar elvar
kata Thv Alrvny kdvBapor, paprvpodor 8¢ of émixdpiot
"Emixappos év ‘Hparhel 7@ émi tov (worhpa
(6) Huypapiwv Noxayds ék Tédv kavldporv
rov pelbyvav, obs ¢avre Ty AlTvmy Exew.
Tpémov 8é Twa kal Aloxihos émixdpios” Aéyer & év Jiwoigo
IerpoxvAiory (fr. 233),
Alrvaibs éort kdvlapos Big mwoviy,
SopoxAfs darddrer
AN’ o08¢ pév dv kdvlapos 1év Airvaiov mdvrev.?
Aéyer 8¢ wdvra elkd{ov els péyav. IINdrov év ‘Eoprais
os péya pévror wdvv v Alrvny 8pos elval Paoi,
Tekpaipov®
évla Tpépedbar Tas kavlapldas Tdv dvOpdmav Aéyos
éorwv
ovdér éxdrTovs.

' Van Leeuwen, Mnemos. xxxv (1907), p. 273, suggests mvyudprov €
Noyaydés k., and no doubt the restoration of the missing syllable is
uncertain. (6) Hvyuaplwv is due to Crusius.

? Pearson, Soph. fr. 162, gives the original text of the fragment as
AN’ obdé pév O kdvBapos | Tév Alrvaloy ye mdavres.

3 The last three words of the line are evidently corrupt.
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# dvrl Tob péyav ds iy Alrvyv: 3 81 of Alrvaiot Immwot
8iaBénror kal Tov Spbuov dfibhoyol, kai T& {ebyn émailveral
kal IIivéapés ¢not

@A\’ dmd tiis dyhaokdpmwov SikeNlas Synpua.

To the passages quoted by the scholiast must be added

Soph. Ichneutae 300 :
aAN' as kepdarns kdvBapos 8iT éoriv Alrvaies ¢inv;

The scholiast evidently hesitates between the interpretation
‘as big as Aetna’, or ‘as fine as an Aetnaean horse’; and
modern writers improve on the second suggestion by supposing
kdvBapov in Aristophanes to be wapa mpoadoxiav for kavfiAior
or kdvOwra.? If the phrase only occurred in Aristophanes this
would be possible, but the passage of Epicharmus excludes
this interpretation, while kepdorns in the Ichneutae cannot
be explained by any reference to horses, and is very appro-
priate to certain large beetles. And further, the association
of a real beetle (not merely a pun-beetle) with the town—not
the mountain—of Aetna is proved by the occurrence of a
scarab on a tetradrachm of Aetna, between 476 and 461 B.c.3
But why such a beetle should have been especially associated
with the town of Aetna we do not know. It is conjectured by
von Viirtheim * that a city, whose inhabitants were connected
by origin with Chalcis and Naxos, would, like those cities,
have been devoted to Dionysus and to the Libyan Ammon,
and that the xdv@apos, or wine-cup, which appears on the
coins of those cities, was replaced on the coinage of Aetna
through a kind of insulting jest on the part of Hiero, by a
scavenger-beetle; but this seems very far-fetched and impro-
bable. It is perhaps more likely that the place may have
been (perhaps only temporarily) inhabited by large scavenger

! So van Leeuwen for émaiverot.

* Van Leeuwen, l.c.; c¢f. Pearson, l.c. That Soph. Oed. Col. 312
describes Ismene as Alrvaias émi | mdhov BeBdoay has not, I think, any
necessary bearing on the point. There was no doubt a fine breed of
horses associated with Aetna; but it may be doubted whether they were
ever called xavfijAios or kdvBwy, which seems to mean a * pack-ass '.

8 Hill, Historical Greek Coins, p. 48, pl. iii. 22, &e.

{ Mnemosyne, xxxv (1907), pp. 335-6.

oc?
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beetles, possibly imported by accident or design from Africa,
and that the fact may have been notorious just at this time,
This seems rather more likely than that there was a special
breed of scarabaei at Aetna, as Jebb suggests;? if there was
such a breed it is now extinct.

Crusius conjectures that Heracles in this play was presented
or described as fighting with a race of pygmies, riding on
beetles’ backs, and refers to Philostratus,? by whom the story
is told, how the pygmies in Libya set upon Heracles in his
sleep after his victory over Antaeus, and how he swept them
all into his lion-skin and carried them off. There is no
mention of beetles as steeds in Philostratus, and Athenacus?
quotes a story to the effect that ¢that small infantry warred
on by cranes’ in India rode on partridges; but it is quite
possible that Epicharmus used some early variety of the tale,
or invented one for himself.

It is uncertain where the scene of the play was laid. Itis
generally assumed to have been in Sicily, not in Libya; and
Epicharmus is supposed to have invented a Sicilian pygmy
race on the analogy of the African; and this is not impossible,
though it would have been as easy for him to transport an
Alrvaios kdvOapos to Libya, as for Aristophanes to bring one
to Athens. It is commonly believed that the °girdle’ of
which Heracles was in quest was the girdle of Hippolyte,
queen of the Amazons, which Heracles obtained by violence at
the bidding of Eurystheus; the scene of that adventure was
on the Thermodon or in Scythia. But it is possible that
Epicharmus was thinking of the girdle of Oeolyce, daughter
of Briareus, the seizure of which was treated by Ibycus;*
and that the scene of Heracles’ exploit was laid in the
West.®

1 On Soph. Oed. Col. 312. * Imag. ii. 22. $ ix, p. 390 b.

4 Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 777 mo\\oi 8¢ Adyot mept Tob {wotipds eloww” Tivés
pév yap ‘lrmokirns, &\Xot 8¢ Agikixns, "IBukos 8¢ Olohikns idlws loropdy Tis
Bptapée Guyarpds pnow.

5 The conjecture of Wilamowitz that the name of *A¢avvai, an obscure
Sicilian town, used proverbially for the other end of the world, came in

this play is quite probable, but does not settle the scene of the play.
(Antiatt. Bekk. 83, 28 has *A¢awvai* *Emiyappos ‘Hpakhel 16 . . .)
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The last of the Heracles-plays, ‘HpaxAijs 6 mwap Péro,
doubtless presented or narrated the story! of Heracles’ fight
with the centaurs over the cask of old wine which Dionysus
had entrusted to Pholos, with the injunction that it was not
to be opened until Heracles came. The only two lines which
remain are quoted by Eustratius 2 for the sake of the proverb
which they contain :

dAN& pdv éyov dvdyke tadra mdvra moléw

olopar & oddels ékwv movnpds 008 drav Exwr.
The words may have been spoken by Heracles with reference
to his enforced labours.

§ 3. Of the other plays which presented legendary subjects,
the Auvkos dealt with the boxing-match of Polydeuces with
the giant Amycus, son of Poseidon, who tried to prevent the
Argonauts from getting water, when they landed in the
territory of the Bebrykes. The scholiast on Apoll. Rhod. ii.
98 says that Epicharmus, like Peisander, made Pollux bind the
giant after defeating him, whereas in Apollonius he slew him ;
and perhaps a few words (fr. 7) preserved by lexicographers?®
refer to the ‘ packing-up’ of Amycus:

Tel ye ptv T ore
éykexbuPorar kalas.

Fragment 6 is more interesting :
Apvke, p) xddalé pot
7dv wpeafiTepor ddehgéov.

! For the story and its varieties see Gruppe in Pauly-W. Real-Enc.,
Suppl. iii, col. 1045 ff.

® On Aristot. Eth. N. 111. v, § 4. He gives the title as ‘H. wapt ®éAe,
but see Wilamowitz, Hermes, xxxvii (1902), p. 825. mownpds does not
mean ‘bad ' (as Diels, Vorsokr?® i, p. 122, takes it), but ‘ beset with toil ’;
cf. Solon fr. 14 (Bergk') otd¢ pdrap oddeis méherat Bpdros dAAd movnpot wdvres
Saovs Ovgrols nékios kabopg. The meaning of the word (and of the
proverb) is different in Aristotle, who quotes the proverb as oideis éxwv
mwownpos ovd’ dxkwy pdrap.

3 Etym. Magn. 811.8; Photius, Epist. 156 (p. 210). Blomfield's e ya
pdy 8re may be right. Hesychius explains éykexdpBwrac as éveikgrac. This
version of the story was followed by the artist of the Ficoroni Cista:
see Robert, Archdol. Hermen., pp. 105-16.
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The words must have been addressed by Castor to Amyeus,
and show that the play must have included three persons
taking part in the same dialogue. The fragment, slight as it
is, reminds us of the scenes of dispute which in Attic comedy
led up to the agon; and it is at least possible that the play
consisted of a wrangle, a boxing-match, and a scene in which
the giant was safely tied up. The occurrence of the word
Huebykeov in the play ! shows that the language was not con-
fined to words suitable to the Argonautic expedition; but the
suggestion of Welcker 2 that the word shows that the quarrel
arose out of an attempt of the Argonauts to buy provisions is
a mere guess. Sophocles wrote a satyric play on the same
subject.

The Kopacrai 4 “Hpaioros is shown by a note of Photius?
to have dealt with a story which was a favourite subject
of vase-painters and other artists* in the sixth and fifth
centuries B.c. in all parts of Greece. Wilamowitz® thinks
that it was probably the subject of an Ionian * Hymn * of the
same type as the extant Homeric Hymns;® and it was the
subject of a poem of Alcaeus;” but both literature and art

1 Bekker, Aneed. Gr. 1. 98. * Kleine Schriften, i, p. 299.

® “Hpas Seopols vmd vidos® mapa wddpe, "Hpa 76 "Healotov Seopéverar év
T¢ On adrod karaokevacOévri Opdvw, § Twes dyvongavres ypdpovow Umd Auds.
K\qjuns 7 ioropia kai mapa "Emixdpps év Kopaorais ) ‘Heaiore. The story is
told by Libanius, iii. 7, and Pausan. I. xx, § 3.

* e.g. in the temple of Athena Xalkiowos at Sparta (Paus. III. xvii,
§ 8), on the throne of Apollo made by Bathycles at Amyeclae (ib. 111
xviii, § 8), and in the oldest temple of Dionysus at Athens (ib. 1. xx, § 3).

5 Gott. Nachr, 1895, pp. 217 f.

& Prof. J. D. Beazley tells me that the representation of the story on
the Frangois vase (Furtw.-Reichold, Gr. Malerei, pl. 11, 12) also suggests
dependence upon some epic treatment, and that the treatment of it on
this vase reappears, in its general lines, on most later vases. The earliest
extant representation of the story happens to be on a Corinthian vase,
which is often figured (4¢h. Mitt. xix, p. 510, pl. 8; cf. Bieber, Denkm.
zum Theaterwesen, Abb. 122, p. 129), but this does not mean that the
story is specially Dorian: it is found on sixth-century Ionic and Attic
vases (e.g. one in the Ashmolean Museum, of about 550 B.c.). See
above, p. 264.

" Traces survive in fragm. 9, 9 A, and 133 (Diehl).
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seem to have lost interest in the story after the fifth century.!
Hera, annoyed at the lameness of Hephaestus, had cast him
out of heaven, and in revenge he sent her a golden chair so
contrived that no one but himself could release her from it.
Ares tried and failed ; and all attempts to induce Hephaestus
to return to heaven were unsuccessful, until Dionysus made
him drunk and transported him back in that condition,
accompanied (on the vases at least) by a xdpos of satyrs.
(Dionysus’ share in the story is perhaps not an original part
of it ; Wilamowitz conjectures that the two gods may have
been brought into connexion at Naxos, where both were
worshipped. He also suggests that the story of the fettered
goddess may be connected with some cult in which the statue
or the aniconic idol was fettered, as it was in the cult of Hera
at Samos.) Unfortunately the fragments of the play are quite
insignificant.

The problem set by the titles ITdppa kal ITpopabets (Athen.
iii, p. 864, and probably Pollux, x. 82), IIjppa (Athen. x,
p. 424 d), Ipopuabeds (Ltym. Magn. 725. 25), devkaliwy
(Antiatt. Bekk. 90. 3), ITdppa 4 Adevkapiwv (Etym. Mugn. s.v.
Aevkapiov), has not been completely solved. One or more of
these titles may belong to revised editions of plays originally
bearing other titles in the list. Wilamowitz has made the
brilliant conjecture that Epicharmus presented Pyrrha and
Leucarion (a play on Deucalion)— Red-hair’ and ¢ White-
hair '—as husband and wife. This would suit fragment 117,
Ibppav ya pdrar Aevkapiov (where porar = {nrei), and the
remark of the scholiast on a passage of Pindar (Olymp. ix. 68)
referring to Pyrrha and Deucalion, xai 6 pév 'Emxixappos dmwd
T&v Adov Tév Alwy, Aaods Tods bxAovs pnoiv evépacdar. Doubt-
less the play referred to in some way travestied the creation of
men from stones by Deucalion and Pyrrha after the flood, and

} Welcker conjectured that the satyric play Hephaesius of Achaeus
treated the subject, but Wilamowitz (l.c.) shows that this is very doubtful ;
and the scene ou a phlyakes-vase (Heydemann, Jahrb. Arch. Inst. i. 290),
in which Dnedalus and Enyalios are fighting in the presence of the
seated Hera, can only be brought into connexion with the story if a
number of doubtful hypotheses are granted.
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there may possibly have been two plays, or two versions of
the same play, entitled (e.g.) IIdppa kal ITpopabels and Ilvppa
# (or kal) Aevkaplwv. Whether there was a serious legend of
Leukarion, as well as of Deucalion, may be doubted. Some
writers ! think they have found such a legend connected with
Opuntian Locris, but the evidence rests upon very unconvincing
hypotheses, and it is much more likely that if the word
Leukarion is correct at all, it was due to a pun of Epicharmus.
The few fragments of the play give no information as to the
treatment of the subject.

The 3xi{pwv must have dealt with the story of the highway-
man who gave his name to the Scironian rocks, where, until
Theseus overcame him, he threw the passers-by over the
rocks, to feed a gigantic tortoise: but the only connected
fragment is a passage (fr. 125) quoted by the scholiast on
Aristophanes, Peace 185 ff., where a somewhat similar verbal
repetition is employed : 2

A. 7is éore pdrnp; B. Saxis. A. dA\\& Tis marip;
B. Saxis. A. tis dlehpeds 6é; B. Zaxis.

(The first speaker, according to the scholiast, was a basket
(popuds) and gaxis means a maidservant, but may also be a
proper name,)

Of the 3 ¢iy¢ nothing is known except the title and a couple
of lines, in one of which (fr. 127) the speaker calls for a tune
proper to Artemis Xirwvéa (kal tis Xirwvéas avAnodre tis
pol ;ze)\os‘) the text of the other, which mentioned a species of
figs, is uncertain. A comic treatment of the story of Oedipus
and the Sphinx appears also on a vase painting from South

! See Reitzenstein, Philologus, v (1896), pp. 193 ff., and Timpel in
Pauly-W. Real-Enc. v, col. 265.

? The restoration of the fragment is not perfectly certain (see p. 361).
It is still less certain whether Aristophanes really ‘imitated’ it. The
lines from the Peace are as follows :—

EP. 7i ool wor’ o1’ Svop’; odx épeis; TP. mapdbraros.

EP. molamds 70 yévos & el; Ppdle po. TP. mapdraros,

EP. wdmp 8¢ gou ris éor’; TP. époi; paporaros,
A comparison with Aristotle, A¢h. Pol. lv. 8, shows that Hermes is
parodying the interrogation which took place at a Soxipavia.
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Italy which was probably influenced by the performances of
the pAvakes.!

There are references in ancient authorities to three plays
bearing the plural titles Araldvrar, Bdkyat, and dibvvaor. No
significant fragment of any of these survives, nor any hint of
the plot: but the first is probably aseribed to Epicharmus in
error,? as the play seems to have referred to some of the
vietims of the Attic comedy of the last half of the fifth
century.

§ 4 A few plays bear titles which may (but do not
necessarily) imply the portraiture of a character-type. Of the
Aypwarivos or ‘ Rustic’ the only significant words (fr. 1) refer
to an athletic trainer named * Fisticuffs’:3

s Tayvs
Kéhapos mepirarel Sewbs.

Of the 4pmayal there are two fragments, of which one
(fr. 9) speaks of fraudulent soothsaying-women, and both
mention a number of Sicilian coins. The first runs as
follows:

domepal wovnpal pdvries,
aif’ Ymovéuovrar yvvaikas pwpas du mevrbykiov
dpyipiov, dXAar 8¢ Airpav, Tal & dv' Hudirpiov
Sexbuevat, kal wdvra ywdokovr 76 . . . Aoye.

The attempt of Crusius* to connect the title of the play
with a Sicilian feast of Cotytto, at which a half-ritual, half-
sportive dpmay? of cakes and acorns took place, is very
unconvincingly argued.

Of the 'Emwikios (the Victorious Athlete) and the Xopedovres
we know nothing beyond the statement of Hephaestion ® that

1 Hartwig, Philologus, lvi, pl. 1.

? Athen. xiv, pp. 618d, 652 a; FEtym. Magn. 630. 48. Others, e.g.
Hesychius and Schol. Ven. Ar. Birds 1294, only speak of the writer as
& Tis "Arakdvras cuvels or ypayras.

3 Hesych. s.v. xohaos’ kdvduhos. mapd 8 'Emixdpupe év ’Aypworive kai
mradorpiBov dvopa. The quotation is given in Etym. Magn. 525. 8.

* Philologus, Suppl.-Bd. vi. 285.

& De Metris, ch. viii, p. 25 (Consbr.)
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both were written in anapaestic tetrameters throughout;
which shows at least that they were ‘ plays’ of a very different
kind from those of Attic comedy.

The Oeapol or * Temple-visitors ’ takes its place in a series of
Greek poems representing or describing visitors who are study-
ing the beauties of a temple—in this case the temple of Apollo
at Delphi.! The fragment is like parts of Herodas’ fourth mime,
in which two women are portrayed while visiting the temple
of Asklepios; and Sophron is known to have written a mime
which was said to have been the original of the Adwridovoa
of Theocritus, itself a poem of kindred subject to those
mentioned.? It is quite likely that such subjects may have
been a favourite theme from very early times in Dorian towns,
The extant fragment (fr. 94) of the Oeapoi is as follows:

ktbdpar, Tpimodes, dppara, Tpdmelar ydAkiaL,
xetpoviBa; AotBdaia, NéBnres ydAkeol,
kparijpes, 68ehol* Tols ya pov mwdélots

T kaore T BaAXifovres T owoaoov xphip’ ein.}?

It is to be noted that the objects enumerated belong partly
to the interior of the temple, and probably therefore the
speaker had come actually to consult the oracle, after offering
the necessary sacrifice, to which the few other words of the
play which have been preserved may refer—dogios re mépi
kfmimrAdov.

The Meyapis (the ‘ Megarean Woman’) is represented only
by an uncomplimentary and partly unintelligible description,
perhaps of a certain Theagenes (fr. 90):

7as mhevpds olbvmep Baris,
Tav &' émoblav Exes, Oedyeves, olbvmep Pdros,

' Athen. viii, p. 362 b, cf. ix, p. 408 d.

* The title of Aeschylus’ Oewpoi # "Iofuacral suggests a similar subject.
The title of Sophron’s mime is conjecturally given by Kaibel as rai
©dpevar T4 "lofua, Compare the first chorus of Eurip. Ion and Eurip.
Hypsipyle, fr. 764.

% 88ehoi = dfBeol (spits) and imwdéor are probably ‘stands for spits’;
vid. Friedlinder, Joh. von Gaza, pp. 26 f.
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Tav 8¢ kepaldv doréwv olwvmep ENagos ob Paris,
Tav 8¢ Namdpav okopmios tmaist émbardrrios Teod;

and a pleasanter account of some one whose name does not
appear :

eluuvos kal povoikay €xovoa mdoav, ¢AéAvpos.?

The title in itself tells no more than the many similar titles
of plays of the Middle and New Comedy.?

The title of the ITeplaAMos is given only by Athenaeus, who
mentions it twice;* it has been suspected, but it may be a
word coined by Epicharmus, and may possibly, as Lorenz
suggests, mean ‘the Superior Person’ (6 mepl 7dv dAAov).
The only fragment (fr. 109) which certainly comes from the
play is as follows:

Seuéla 8 xopeve,
kel vmavkel opw Toopdst kibdpa mapiapBidas & Ot
yeydbet
mukvdy Kpeyudv drpoalouévas

"This tells us nothing of the meaning of the word. But the
possibility that it may have had an indecent signification
cannot be entirely excluded. Arcadius® gives the meaning of
mepladios a8 10 {oyiov, and Meineke, writing on Aleciphron,
Ep.i. 39, § 6, makes a strong case for the restoration of the
word in the text of Alciphron, and for connecting it (in an
obscene sense) with other words of almost similar formation.

Whether II{wv, as the title of a play by Epicharmus,
meant & ‘ cellar’ (as in some fragments? of the Old Comedy)

! The text is very uncertain, In 1. 2 &xeis, Ocdyeves, is Kaibel's emenda-
tion for &€xnod’ drevés: in 1 3 olwvmep is a suggested emendation for
oivrmep.  The quotation is given by Athen. vii, p. 286 c.

? Quoted by Hephaestion, p. 6, 1. 7 (Consbr.), on account of the short
i before -pr- in edupvos.

8 "Axatils, Boworis, '"ENAnpuis, Awdwvis, Meyapiky, "Avbpia, Oepwbia, Sapla,
xtA. See below, p. 411, n. 6.

‘v, p. 139 b, 133 ¢.

® gogpds gives a syllable too few; perhaps a proper name originally
stood here. mapiapBides were a species of xifapwdicot vdpos ols wpoonihovy
(Phot., &c.).

¢ Arcadius mept rdvwy, p. 54. 10, ed. Barker.

" Pherecr. fr. 138 (K.), Eupolis fr. 111 (K.),
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or a ‘monkey’ (as once in Pindar?), no one can tell. The few
words preserved do not help.

Two plays need only (and in fact can only) be mentioned
by name—the M#ves (the title of which recalls the M4ves of
Pherecrates), and the Tpiakddes. Nothing is known of these.
Offerings to Hecate were made on the 30th day of the month;
but the Tpiakds was also a political division of the state at
Sparta, and may have been so in Syracuse. In either sense
the title Tpraxddes could be paralleled from Old Comedy plays
such as the Novunvia: of Eupolis, and the Adwlexdry of
Philyllius, or the d7poc of Eupolis.

The word ’Opda or ’Opola means * a sausage ;2 an obscure
gloss of Hesychius ® suggests that the play may have contained
some political allusions. The IIépoa: has only its title fo
speak for it; but this, and the certainty* that the Naco
referred to a political event of 477/6 B.c., imply that political
subjects were not altogether barred to Sicilian comedy. The
event was the attempt to destroy Locri, made by Anaxilas of
Rhegium and prevented by Hiero. Otherwise all that is
known of the play is that it contained a mention of the proverb
6 Kapmdbios 7ov Adywv.? The Xdrpar is conjectured by
Crusius ® to have presented a poor potter building castles in
the air; but the evidence for this will not bear inspection.

§ 5. There are three plays which are generally supposed to
have consisted mainly of a conflict or debate between two
characters. These are T'dé kai Odlacsa, Abyos kal Aoyive,
and "Exmwis 3 IThobros.

Y Pyth. ii. 73. * Athen. iii, p. 94 .

3 0pota xopdy, kal oivrpippa wohitikdy, els & 'Emixdppov Spapa. aiv-
rpeppa might be used of ¢ sausage-meat’ pounded up together, and meta-
phorically of a political ‘hash’; ef. Aristoph. Kwnights 214 rdparre ral
xdpdev’ duod ta mpdypara. Dieterich (Pulcinella, p. 79) thinks that the
title may be equivalent to satura or farsa; but this seems less likely.

* Schol. Pind. Pyth. i. 98.

® The Carpathians introduced hares into the island, and they multiplied
so rapidly (like the rabbits introduced into Australia) that they devoured
all the produce of the island (Prov. Bodl. 781, Gaisf.). The title of the play
is given in Athen. iv, p. 160 d as "Eopra xai Naoo:, but Kaibel has shown

that this is probably a misreading.
¢ Philologus, Suppl.-Bd. vi, p. 293.
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The first of these may have presented the rival claims of
Land and Sea to have benefited mankind most, particularly
by their edible produce. The very slight fragments contain
several names of fish, and Aelian ! states that many fish were
named in the play. (This theory of the play, though only a
conjecture, seems more probable than the suggestion of Welcker
that I'é ka! @dAaooa were two courtesans, even though such
names of courtesans are known in Attic comedy.) It is
interesting to compare the apparent subject of the play with
that of a late poem ? presenting a contest of the Nile and the
Sea :

vadrar Babvkvparodpbuot,
dXwv Tpirwves HédTwv,

kal Nedrar yAvkvdpbuor

T4 yerdvra wAéovres UdTy,
™v olykpiow elmate, Pidoi,
mweldyovs kal Nefdov yovipov.

The dispute of the fisherman with the rustic, which must
have been the subject of Sopliron’s mime ‘2Aieds 7ov dypoidray
may have been of the same type. (Wilamowitz conjectures
that the fifth poem of Moschus was based on this.) The words
of fragm. 24 o008 duaudfvas® ¢épec may be part of the
depreciation of Sea by Land ; otherwise the fragments contain
nothing more interesting than the oath, vai pa rav xpdpBav,
‘By the Cabbage’, which Athenaeus* states to have been
invented by Ananios, a writer of iambi who was quoted in the
"HBas I'dpos.®

The Aéyos kai Aoyiva® is conjectured to have contained
a contest between the Masculine and the Feminine Reason,
and so to have been parallel to the argument of the Just
and Unjust Reason in Aristophanes’ Clouds. But we know

Nat. Hist. An. 13. 4.

1

3 Qxyrh. Pap. iii. 425 (p. 72). % ¢Climbing-vines.’

t ix, p. 370 b. 5 See above, p. 385.

¢ The fragments are all quoted as év Adye xai Aoyiva. That the

nominative is the feminine Aeyiva, and not (as Welcker supposed)
Aoylvas is shown by Aneed. Ozon. ii. 114; and there seems to be no
justification for the form Adywva which some scholars have adopted.
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nothing significant of the play, except that it contained in
fr. 88 a mention of an earlier poet, Aristoxenus of Selinus:
of Tods ldufovs kal Tov T dpioTovt Tpbmov
bv mpdros elanyfoald’ dpiaréfevos,
and, in fr. 87, a pun of the kind which is common in the Old
Attic comedy, and which occurred in a dialogue :
A. ¢ Zels p éxdheoe, ITéNowi v’ Epavov loTidy.
B. 7 maumévnpov 8yrov, & Tdv, 6 yépavos.
A. d\N’ obxi yépavov, dAN’ Epavov (yd) Toi Aéye.

The interest of this fragment lies in the fact that it shows
that the characters were mythological; and it is not quite
clear how the Masculine and Feminine Reason fitted in with
these.

From the 'EAwis 4 IIhobros, if that was the title, we have
one of the few long and important fragments of Epicharmus
that have survived. It isin two parts (fr. 34, 35), in the first
of which a speaker notices a parasite following on the heels of
another character (again showing that there must have been at
least three persons on the stage), while in the second the
parasite describes his life in answer to inquiries. (It is not
certain whether the name wrapdoiros was used in the play ; the
evidence as to the date when the word came into use is
contradictory ;! but there is no mistaking the character):

(@) dAN’ dXXos Eore’ BOe ToDde katd mwidas,
Tov padiws Aayri v kal 70 viv y& Oy
edovor delgiror dAN’ Eumas &8¢,
duveTy domep kbhika wiver Tov Blov.

() ovvdamvéw TG AdvTi, kaléoar Oel pbvov:?
Kal T® ya py Aedvri, kovdev 8et kaletv.
Tvel 8¢ xapleis 7" elpl kal mworéw mwoAdv
yeAdTa Kkal TOv loTidvT érawée

5 kal ka Tis avriov (Tt) A\j tive Aéyew,
Thve kvbdfopal T kdmw dv fxO6uav.
kfiweiTa oG karTadaydy, woAN’ éumidy,

1 Athen. vi, pp. 235 e, f, 236 b, 6, 287 a; Pollux, vi. 35; Schol. on Ii.

xvil, 577 ; of. Mein. Hist. Crit., pp. 877 fT.
2 gupdemvén 18 Casaubon’s emendation for ovwdemrvéwy.
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dmweyprr Aoxwov 8 odyx 6 mais pot cuupépet,
éprw & SMobpdlwv Te kal kard okbéTOS

10 Epnpos al ka & évrixw Tols mwepimdAots,
T8’ olov dyaBov émiréyw Tois Oeols, 7L
o0 A@vTt whelov dANG paoTiyobyvTi pe.
b 3 ’ Hl [:4 Vs
émel 06 x* eiko olkadis karapbepels,
doTpwros eléw' kal T& pév wpdr ol ko,

&s kd p (Ewr drparos dupémn Ppévas.

We have here the first of many such descriptions in Greek
comedy ; and fr. 37 contains a scrap of a remark addressed to
a parasite :

ékdhede ydp TU TIS
ér’ alkhov dékwv' 70 8¢ éxaw Pyeo Tpéxwy.
(alkhov = Setmrvov.)

But the place of the parasite in the play is quite uncertain.
It is tempting to suppose that Hope was represented by the
parasite, always on the look-out for an invitation, and ITAofros
by one of his patrons (or victims) very unwilling to invite
him; and this really seems more natural than the more
elaborate theory of Birt,! who thinks that there was an aydv
(like that of IThodros and ITevia in Aristophanes) between
Hope and Riches, and that Hope was personified in a Fisher-
man. There is really no proof of the latter suggestion, except
that in Greek and Roman comedy and other literature the
hope which buoys up the poor is often found in the fisher-
class, that this was so in Theocritus, and that an epigram of
Theocritus shows that he was familiar with the works of
Epicharmus; and this is no proof at all. It is perhaps more
likely that the plot consisted of a series of farcical encounters
between the parasite and the rich men who tried to shake
him off.

It is hardly worth while to lay stress, as some would do,? on
the contrast between the xaf in the titles of I'é xai OdAaora,
Abyos xal Aoyiva, and the § in "EArmis 7 ITAobros. Either

! Birt, Elpides, pp. 28 ff.
9 ibid., p. 106, n. 92. Birt compares the title of a discussion of
Antisthenes, wept ppovnoéws 7 layvos, &c.
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would be intelligible in a title denoting a conflict of interests ;
but the possibility cannot be excluded that the original title
was simply *EXwis (words are several times quoted from the
play as év "EAwid. *Emixdppov), and that IIhoiiros was the
name given to a second edition (such as there was of some
other plays of Epicharmus), Much therefore remains un.
certain.

§ 6. Of the fragments which are not taken from any named
play, few, except those quoted from Alcimus,! are of much
interest. In one (fr. 148) there is an example of the rhetorical
figure émroikodéunats, and quoted as such by Aristotle,” though
he only paraphrases it. What seems to be nearer the original
text is given by Athenaeus:3

A. ék pév Ovaias Goiva,
2 '\ 2 I4 3 7
éx 8¢ Oolvas mwbois éyépero.
B. xaplev, ds v’ éulv (Soxel).

A. éx 8¢ miéoios pdkost ék pdkov & éyéved Vavia,
ék & vavias (8ika . .. ék Sikas 8¢ kara)dika,
ék 8¢ karabikas médar Te kal oPalds’® kal {apla.

Another fragment (fr. 149) presented a riddle which needed
Oedipus to solve it. (The last line is corrupt.)
A. 7L 8 768 Eore;

Sqhadf Tpimovs.
7i pav Exer wédas

téropas; ofk éarw Tplmovs, dAN (éaTlv) olpar TeTpdmovs.
éorwv Svop’ adT® Tpimovs, Téropds ya pav Exet wbdas.
. Olbimovs Tolvuv T mor’ v aiviyua Tot voels 1.5

NN

1 Bee above, pp. 3711,

2 De Gen. An., i, p. 724. 28; Rhet. i, p. 1365 a 10.

8 i, p. 36 ¢, d.

* pdkos . . . poxov Mein. for xdpos, xdpov codd. Athen. udkos is con-
firmed by Aristotle’s paraphrase (Aowdopia or diaBoln).

® g¢palds Bochart, which the lexicographers explain as £dhov moddw
feopwridv. (The ogpdreXlos of the codd. will not scan.)

® Perhaps we should read Oidimov rolvww 76 viy’ alviypa 7ol voeln.
A similar tame joke appears in Aristoph. fr. 530 A. rpdmefay fpiv
eloepe | Tpeis mddas Exovoay, rérrapas 8¢ pf’xérw' | B. ral wéley éyd> pimovy
rpdmelav Aijrouar ;
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One or two lines are apparently of a gnomic or proverbial
type; e.g.
fr. 165 dAA& kal ouyfjy dyabbv, 8kka mapéwvre kdppoves.
fr. 168 olamep & Séomowa, Tola Xxd kVwy.?
fr. 216 6xx’ dpydpiov f, wdvra Oei kfAadverar’®
fr. 221 &0a Séos, évraiba kaldds.t
fr. 229 &v wévre kpiTdv yovvast keirar’

The following yv@puat, among others, are definitely ascribed
to Epicharmus by the writers who quote them ; but we cannot
tell which of them may be forgeries by Axiopistus, nor
whether Cronert is right in grouping them all with others as
parts of one gnomic poem.®

fr. 265 edoefRs viw medukas ov mdbois k' ol kaxdv
karlavédy: dvew 16 mredua Siapéver kar’ odpavév.

fr. 266 ovdtv éxgevyer 7O beiov' TolTO Yywdokew TU el
avrds €00’ dudv émémras, dduvarel 8 oSty Béos.

fr. 267 ds woXdv {fowv xpbrov xds éAlyov, olirws Siavood.

fr. 268 éyydas dra ("ori) Ovydrnp, éyyba 8¢ (aulas.

fr. 269 kabapdv dv Tov vody éxets, dmav 16 cdpa kabapos €l.

fr. 270 ai 7{ ka ¢arfjs copby, Td@s vukros évfvunréo.

fr. 271 wdvra 7a omovdaia vukrds pddiov éfevpioxerar.

fr. 272 o Aéyew tUy’ éoal Oeawés, dANL otyfy d8bvaros.

fr. 278 & 8¢ xelp Tav xeipa vifer 86s Tt kal NdB al T

(AfFs)-

fr. 274 ob ¢iNdvlpwmos TUy' éaa’c Exeas véaoov, xaipeis
818ovs.

! xdppoves is a Doric form = kpeiogoves (vid. Bechtel, Gr. Dial. ii,

. 235).
P 4 It)is not certain that this is a line of Epicharmus, but Kaibel’s con-
jectural ascription of it to him is very probable. It is quoted by Clem.
Alex. Paed. 111 xi, p. 296, and there are other references to it.

% The ascription to Epicharmus is a conjecture of Kaibel. The quota-
tion is in Schol. Aristoph. Eecl. 109.

4 Schol. Soph. 4;. 1074.

8 This is ascribed to Epicharmus by Zenob. iii. 64 elpyrac &' 4 waporpia
mapdooy mévre xpiral Tovs kwpikols Ekpwov, Bs Pnow 'Emixappos. But see
below, p. 410.

¢ See above, p. 369.

5183 pd
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fr. 277 wpds (88) Tods wéas mopedov Napmpdy iudriov Exwv,
kal ppovely woNhoiot 86feis, Tux v lows (obdey Ppovdy).
fr. 280 o peravoelv dAA& wpovoeiv Xph TOv dvdpa Tdv
aopbw.
fr. 281 p3 ’ml pukpols avrds adrdv d&vbvpov Jelkvve.
fr. 282 émurord{ew o¥ Ti Xpy TOv Ouudy dAN& Tov véow.
fr. 283 008t €ls ovdev per’ bpyds xare Tpbémov PovAebera.
fr. 284 & 8¢ peléra ¢ioios dyabds mhéova Swpeirar Pilos.
fr. 285 7is 8¢ ka A&y yevésbBar uy ¢Oovoiuevos Pidois;
8ihov ds dvijp wap’ obdév éal 6 py Plovodpevos
TUPAOr ANéna’ 18dy Tis, épBbvnae & ovdt els.
fr. 286 odgpovos yuvaikds dperd TOv cuvbvra puy ddikeiv.
fr. 287 76v mévov mwloboww dpiv wdvra rdyad’ of feol.
fr. 288 & movnpé, uy T& palakd pdoo, uy TE ORGP
éxns.

A few of these seem to bear the true Epicharmean stamp;
such are Nos. 268, 270, 272, 273, 274, 288 : but most of them
have nothing witty or characteristic about them. Some, if
genuine, have become Atticized in the course of repitition. It
is certain, however, that works of the kind to which mimes and
primitive comic performances generally belong constantly
contain such moral and sententious maxims, and it is such
maxims which form a considerable part of the fragments of the
Roman mime-writer, Publilius Syrus. Sometimes, perhaps,
they pointed a moral, and sometimes travestied the moralizing
temperament.

v

The Character of Epicharmus’ Comedy.

§ 1. The Anonymus Estensis (quoted at the beginning of
this chapter) says of Epicharmus, odros wpdros Sieppippévyy
v kopedlay dvekTiiaaro, moAN& mpoodihoTexviicas, and that
he was 7} movjoer yvuvikds kal edperikds kal ¢urérexvos. The
writer is no doubt condensing or repeating statements which
had become traditional, and had no knowledge of the works
of Epicharmus at first hand, but his words sum up conveniently
the general impression which a study of the fragments makes,
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though the suggestion in the word dvexrigaro, that comedy
had already existed in some organized form but had been
broken up and was put together again by Epicharmus, is
probably misleading. There is no trace, at least, of any
organized comedy before him; but he did unite various
elements into a structure which was sufficiently coherent to
be regarded as the beginning of an artistic comedy. What
these elements were will be presently considered: but first it
will be well to deal briefly with a point of which some writers
perhaps make too much'—the fact that the plays of Epi-
charmus are never in antiquity actually called xwpwéiat.
This seems to be true, but it is probably an accident;
Aristotle, Poet. v, evidently thinks of his writing as properly
called kwuwdia : Plato speaks of of dxpot 75 morfoews éxatépas,
kouwdias pév 'Emixappos, rpaypdias 8¢ "Ounpos: late writers
call him keopikés, kopwdioypdpos, koppdiomorés : and it seems
hard to believe that if all these and other writers could use
the word kwuedia to describe the species of poetry which he
composed, they would not, if they had wished, have spoken of
the single plays as kou@dia:. (In fact the plays are seldom
referred to distributively. They are spoken of as Spduara by
Athen. iii, p. 94£., Hesych. 8.v. dpoda, and Hephaest., p. 25.
15 Consbr, The word dpdpua appears not to be used in Attic
of the classical period in application to Attic Comedy, but in
a fragment of Ecphantides there is a mention of a dpdua
Meyapikév, which was evidently a comic performance, and it
is possible that the word was also used of comedy and similar
performances in Sicily. This would agree with Aristotle’s
statement in Poet. iii that some people regarded Spdua as a
Dorian word.?) What is highly probable, is that the per-
formances of Epicharmus were not especially associated with
a Dionysiac x®uos, and that there would accordingly have
been no ground for calling them kwuwdia: in Sicily itself; but
that the ancients recognized them as belonging to the same
general type as kop@dia: can hardly be disputed.

! Wilam. Einl. in die Gr. Trag., pp. 545 ; Kaibel, in Pauly-W. Real-Enc.
vi, col. 36 ; Radermacher, Aristoph. Frésche, p. 15.
? See above, pp. 144-5.
pd2
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§ 2. It is clear that in the opinion of Aristotle! who
evidently knew of no -written comedy in Sicily before
Epicharmus, the essence of the work of Epicharmus was
the composition of plots of general, as distinet from personal,
interest; and Aristotle would hardly have given the title of
pdbor to any but more or less connected and coherent strue-
tures. But he does not say that all the works of Epicharmus
were alike or possessed these merits in equal degrees, and it
seems very probable that it was not so, but that there were
‘plays’ of several different types included among his works,
We have found traces of dialogues in which at least three
speakers took part, in the “duvxos and the *EAnmis % IThobros:
of narrative speeches, something like those of the messenger
in Attic tragedy and comedy, in the Bovatpis and the “Hpas
T'duos: of monologue in the ’Odvoaeds Adréporos. In the
“dpvkos there was probably a quarrel, a boxing-match, and a
scene in which the giant was tied up: in the @eapol there
may have been a scene (and this may have been the whole
play) like that of Theocritus’ Adwvidfovoar and of certain
mimes: the ’Emwikios and the Xopedovres were composed
entirely in anapaestic tetrameters: some plays perhaps con-
sisted mainly (or at least in part) of an agon or set debate?
though apparently without a chorus standing by, or any

1 Poet. v.

? The attempt of Sieckmann (de Comoediae Atticae primordiis, 1906)
to prove that something like an agon occurred in nearly all the plays
of Epicharmus comes to very little. He shows that most plays included
more than one speaker; that the anapaestic tetrameter, one of the
regular metres of the Attic agon, was common in Epicharmus, and that
in the extant fragments (as in the epirrhematic portions of Attic
comedy) there are virtually no traces of characters entering or leaving
the scene. But this is a very different thing from proving that most
plays consisted of an agon, with (in some) a prologue or epilogue in
iambics. That the comedies of Epicharmus were (as he believes) of
about the same length as an agon of Aristophanes also proves nothing,
and a general review of the fragments is sufficient to dispose of his
theory. (I find that a reply to Sieckmann, on the same lines, was given
by Stiss in the Besl. Phil. Woch. 1907, pp. 1397 f£.) The further suggestion
of Sieckmann, that the agon of Attic comedy was of Dorian rather than
of native origin, seems o be equally groundless. (See above, pp. 240f.)
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other judge, so far as our evidence goes: in some plays an
dAafdv (and possibly more than one) was made a fool of or
else outwitted his neighbours. Some of the plays on mytho-
logical subjects may have had plots of several scenes; e.g. the
Kopaoral 4 "Heaioros, and some of the Heracles-plays, though
it is uncertain how much was acted and how much narrated.
Now and then the action may have been interrupted by a
dance or assisted by an instrumental performance: a flute
solo in the "HBas I'duos, accompanying a dance by two
performers, and a uéos associated with Artemis Xirwvéa! in
the J¢iyf, are well attested (unless indeed the first-named
play was entirely narrative); and there is some reason for the
conjecture that a wukrikdy péhos accompanied the boxing-
match in the “Auvkos.?

There was probably no uniform or prescribed structure in
the plays of Epicharmus and his contemporaries. That such
a set form was so closely adhered to in Attic comedy was
largely the result of the presence of the chorus; and of a
chorus, at least as a regular element in the play, there is, in
the fragments of Epicharmus, no distinet trace. There may
have been some kind of x&uos in the Kopaoral # “Heatoros:
and the Seven Muses may have sung together in the “Hfas
I'dpos, though they may only have figured in the narrative of
the feast. 1t cannot be inferred from the title Jepijres (or
even from the expression dxodere Jetpnvdwy in fr. 123) that
there was a chorus of Sirens, or that more than one was
actually a character in the play. Nor do the plural titles of
the Arardvrac (if genuine), Bdkyat, and diévvaot necessarily
imply a chorus® It is sometimes argued that Epicharmus

! A specially Syracusan dance and tune of this kind are mentioned
by Athen. xiv, p. 629 e. See above, p. 392.

? See Pollux, iv. 56, where mukricdy 7t pélos seems to be a certain
correction of monrixdv, and Kaibel on fr. 210. But it cannot be inferred
(ns Lorenz, p. 90, seems to infer) from the mere use of the word okolo-
Burifew in the Heépoas (fr. 112) that there was a dance in which the
performer stood on one leg; nor from the corrupt fr. 79 that there was
a scene of BaAAtouds In the Beapol.

3 Cratinus’ 'Odvooeis, *Apxyihoyotr, and KheoBovAiva: and Teleclides’
‘Hoiodor need not have been so named owing to the presence of the
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employed a chorus, on the strength of a note in Pollux! that
he called the dramatic training-school xopnyeior. But the use
of yopnyeiov for Sibaokaleiov may well have been derived
from the training of the tragic chorus there, or some chorus
other than the comic, and so Epicharmus might naturally
use the word, even if he had no chorus himself.2

The poems were probably short, like the mimes and their
earlier predecessors in Dorian lands. (The want of a chorus
and the variability of the form would be further points of
resemblance.) We are told that Apollodorus divided the
plays of Epicharmus into ten volumes:? Birt (followed by
several scholars since) argues* that as apparently each
Aristophanic comedy constituted a répos, such a 7éuos would
contain about 1,500 lines, and the plays of Epicharmus (which
he counts as 35) would therefore average between 300 and
400 lines each. The argument itself is not quite satisfactory.
It postulates an unnatural uniformity (disproved in fact by
Birt himself) in the size of volumes; and we do not know
how much (if any) of the spurious works Apollodorus may
have included in the ten volumes: the fact that he distin-
guished the genuine from the spurious does not prove that
he excluded the latter from his edition. Nor is a statement
in the Liber glossarum quoted by Kaibel (p. 72), to the effect
that the early comedies did not exceed 300 lines?® of great
weight, since we do not know its authority, and it appears to
chorus. The titles may mean either ‘persons like Odysseus &c.’ or
¢ Odysseus &c. and their companions’,

1ix, 41, 42 éxdhovy 8¢ 16 Sidackakeiov kal yopdv (xopnyeiov, Kaibel),
omére kai 7ov Siddoxalov xopnydv, kai 10 diddoke yopryeiv, kai pdhiora of
Awpiets, os ‘Enixappos év 'Odvaoel Adropdhe® év 8¢ “Apmayais yopyyeiov T
8ibagkaketoy dvdpacev. Comp. Hesych. yopay{e)iov Sidackakeiwv.

% On the probable absence of a chorus from Dorian comedy, see also
Reich, Mimus, i, pp. 503-4.

$ Porphyr. Vit. Plotin. 24 puunodpevos & AmoAAddwpoy Tov Abyvaioy kal
" AvBpbyikov Tov Ilepimarnrindy v 6 pév "Emiyappoy 1oy xwpdoypddoy s déka
Téuovs Pépwy guviyayey kT,

& Antike Buchwesen, pp. 446, 496,

5 ¢Sed prior ac vetus comoedia ridicularis extitit . . . Auctor eius
Susarion traditur. Sed in fabulas primi eam contulerunt non magnas,
ita ut non excederent in singulis versus trecenos.’
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refer to Attic comedy as composed by Susarion and others.!
But that the plays were actually short is rendered likely from
the slight nature of their subject-matter, so far as we can
trace it, and by their apparent resemblance to the mime; and
although the statement about Apollodorus’ edition cannot be
made the hasis of a numerical calculation, it does suggest
comedies much shorter than those of Aristophanes.

Apart from the kind of farce and horseplay that is always
an element of popular comedy of a not very advanced type,
the great interest of Epicharmus’ work seems to have lain in
its presentation of character. We are already familiar with
the Parasite as depicted by him; Kérte’s conjecture? that
with the Parasite there appeared also his companion in so
many Athenian plays, the Boastful Soldier, while not sub-
stantiated by evidence, is probable in itself, and no doubt the
mercenary captains employed by Sicilian tyrants could have
provided specimens of the type. We have seen also the
ingenious philosopher—the dAaldv codés, in a guise very
like that in which he appears in Attic ('omedy, and traces of
various other types flit across the scene in the fragments—the
Trainer, the Sight-seer, the Victorious Athlete, and many
others. Athenaeus asserts® that Epicharmus was the first to
bring a drunkard on the stage (and was followed by Crates
in the Iefroves), and probably many of his personages were
in one way or another connected with the pleasures of the
table. It must also be admitted that the fragments are not
free from traces of those indecencies which the hearers of the
earlier Greek comedies everywhere enjoyed,* though Crusius 8
goes beyond the evidence in supposing that these traces show
that the actors of Epicharmus wore the gross phallic costume
which was adopted by Attic actors, and which is seen also on

1 Cf. Usener, Rhein. Mus. xxviil. 418; Kaibel, Die Proleg. mepi koppdias,
p. 46, who rightly rejects the authority of this late passage for facts
upon which Aristotle was unable (Poet. iv) to obtain information.

3 Die griechische Komddie, p. 13, and in Pauly-W. Real-Enc. xi,

col. 1225,
?x, p 429 a. 1 fr, 191, 235.

* Philologus, Suppl.-Bd. vi, p. 284,
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the vases which depict the performances of the ¢gAdaxes. It
may have been so, but it is not proved. Traces of con-
temporary allusions are very rare; but we have seen that
there was certainly an instance in the Ndoo:, and the
reference to the Eleusinian Mysteries in the ‘Odvoseds Airé-
pohos exhibits the same kind of incongruity as was common
in both the Old and the Middle Comedy of Athens.

Besides the comic character of the plot and the drawing of
the personages, much of the amusement of the audiences of
Epicharmus must have been derived from the language. In
this the stock devices of Greek comedy are already apparent
~—parody,! word-play,?the coinage of long-words,® diminutives,*
and significant proper names,® and the rattling off of lists of
the good things of the feast. The rapidity of his ‘ patter’, or
perhaps of the interchange of question and answer, may be
referred to by Horace ¢

Plautus ad exemplar Siculi properare Epicharmi (sc. dieitur).

§ 8. It is not easy for us to judge broadly of the effect of
the Dorian dialect when used on a large scale; the first
impression of awkwardness and inelegance is no doubt super-
ficial and due to the comparative strangeness of the Doric
forms to our eyes; there is certainly no reason for supposing
that the sounds were harsh or unmusical. The dialect em-
ployed by Epicharmus is in the main that of Corinth and its
colonies, of which Syracuse was one, and which in general
form a homogeneous group; but Bechtel has shown that in
Epicharmus this is modified in two ways. There are elements
in his language which seem to be Rhodian,” and these he

1 fr, 123, 130; cf. Athen. xv, p. 698 ¢ elperiy pdv odv Tob yévous (sC. Tis
mwapgdias) ‘Irwdvarra Paréoy rév lapBomody . . . kéxpprat 8¢ xal 6 *Eniyappos
6 Zupardaios év Tt dv Spapdrav én’ Shiyov.

 fr. 87. % e.g. pakpokapmulavyeves in fr. 46,

* HpeapxitSprov in fr. 142, 5 Kdéhagos in the *Aypworivos,

¢ Epp. 11. 1. 58.

" Especially (1) the accus. plar. in -8 and -ds, e.g. kai tés dvfpdmovs
(fr. 170), popis (fr. 9), ris dvSpogpurridas (fr. 49), mhevpis (fr. 90), dpuis
(fr. 124); cf. kakds &pas dyovoa in the Rhodian swallow-song ; and (2) the
infin. in -pew, e.g. elpewr (fr. 99 and 182), mpodiSduew (fr. 100), worbépew
(fr. 170).
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ageribes, as Ahrens did, to the influence of the citizens of
Gela (a colony of Rhodes), whom Gelo settled in Syracuse,!
and who would naturally be found about the court of Gelo
and Hiero: and there are also words? taken entirely or in
part from Latin, as is natural enough. But, as Kaibel has
well pointed out, the language is not merely that of the street,
but is full of allusions and turns of wit and argument, which,
despite occasional slang and vulgarity, presuppose an alert
and educated audience.

In handling his metres Epicharmus secures a vigorous
movement and a certain liveliness by allowing free resolution
of long syllables, as well as changes of speakers in the middle
of the line—a licence not allowed in early tragedy, but found
in the satyric 'Ixvevral of Sophocles. There is no trace of
lyric metres in the fragments; only fr. 101 comes from an
anapaestic dimeter-system. In a few fragments only® we
find anapaestic tetrameters, but we are told (as has already
been noticed) that the ’Emwikios and the Xopetovres were
composed entirely in this metre.* There is one line of parody
in hexameters® The metres chiefly represented in the frag-
ments are the trochaic tetrameter (which Marius Victor calls
the metrum Epicharmewm)® and the iambic trimeter; the
former was probably already in use in popular songs as well
ag in earlier literature; the latter had a long history before
Epicharmus.

1 Herod. vii. 156,

? 0. g. kvBiriewy, kifuiros (fr. 213), mevrdyxior (fr. 9), dyxia (fr. 203),
fuibdyxeov (fr. 8).

 fr. 109, 111, 114, 152,

* It is probable that the metre was of Dorian origin. It was certainly
associated with the Spartan éuBarnpia, or marching-songs, and a special
variety of it was termed Aaxericdy (Hephaestion, de Metris, viii, p. 25. 22
Conbr,). Hephaestion quotes a line in the metre from Aristoxenus of
Selinus (who was earlier than Epicharmus); but Kaibeland others doubt
its genuineness (see Bergk, Poet. Lyrt, ii, p. 21; Cic. Tusc. Disp. II. xvi,
§ 87, &c.). There is no instance of its use in dialogue before Epicharmus,
and it was no doubt originally & marching-rhythm.

5 fr. 123.

¢ For the theories of Hoffmann and Kauz on Epicharmus’ use of this
metre, see above, p. 370, n. 4.
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§ 4. It has already been stated that we have no reason for
associating the plays of Epicharmus, any more than the
mimes which they so closely resemble, or their Peloponnesian
ancestors, with a Dionysiac k&uos; and in fact we know
nothing of the external conditions of their performance, nor
whether they formed part of a contest, as at Athens. If
Aelian? is right in speaking of Deinolochus as dvrayevierys
*Emiydppov, some kind of contest is probably implied. The
proverb év mévre kpiTéyv yolvaot kebrac is quoted by Zenobius,?
and both he and Hesychius? state or imply that five judges
decided between the comic poets in Sicily; but this may
possibly be a mere inference from the occurrence of the
proverb in Epicharmus, if indeed it is quoted from the real
Epicharmus at all. Tragedy was very probably performed in
competition before five judges, this custom, like tragedy itself,
being imported from Athens; but the custom may or may not
have been adopted for comedy, and the proverb itself may
have been imported with the custom.

§ 5. The precise degree to which Epicharmus influenced
Attic comedy cannot be determined; it is difficult to agree
either with Zielinski,* who does not think that the plays of
Epicharmus were known to the early Attic comic poets, or
with those who, like von Salis,’ find the influence of Epichar-
mus everywhere. It is clear that many features are common
to Epicharmus and the Old Comedy—the characters of the
philosopher, the parasite, the drunkard, the rustic, the voracious
and turbulent Heracles, the crafty Odysseus, the burlesqued
gods; but Athens may well have derived most of these (in so
far as they were borrowed at all) from Dorians nearer home.
The agon was also probably home-grown in Attica. Nor

! Nat. Hist. vi. 51.

? iii. 64 eipprac &' 5 mapotuia wapdooy wévre kpiTal ToVs KwpikoVs EKPLYOV,
&s Pnow 'Emiyappos, €v wévre kpiréy yovvaot ketrat.

® "Ev mévre kpirdy' év dorpla éfovaia éoriv. mévre B¢ kpirat Tois kwpixois
Zpwov: and also mévre kpiral® rogoirTor Tols Kkwpkois Ekpwow, ob pbvoy
'ABjvpow, dANG kat év Sikelig.

* Glied. der altatt. Kom , p. 243 ; cf. Bethe, Proleg., p. 61.

& op. cit.
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would Athenian poets need to go to Sicily for the use of
parody, of word-play in countless forms, and of ¢patter " con-
taining long lists of the good things of the feast. We have
seen reason to doubt whether the scholiast was right, who
found an imitation of Epicharmus in Aristophanes, Peace
185 fi! It is also very unsafe to infer direct imitation in lines
of Aristophanes in which common and colourless words occupy
the same place as in lines of Epicharmus.? The puzzle about
a 7pimovs Tpdme{a in Aristophanes, fr. 530% may or may
not have been suggested by Epicharmus, fr. 149; the same
is the case with the conceit employed in the Peace, when
Trygaeus rides on an Airvaios kdvapos. (The creature was
proverbial, but its use as a steed is not found before Epichar-
mus.®) The use of the anapaestic tetrameter in comedy by
Cratinus and his successors may have been suggested by
Epicharmus, but this would hardly account for its regular and
predominant use in what appear to have been native elements
in Attic comedy, the agon and parabasis; and in any case
the Athenians could have borrowed the metre from the
Peloponnesian Dorians.

The enumeration of parallel lists of titles of plays from
Epicharmus and from Attic comedy undoubtedly suggests
that the two had many subjects in common ;° but against this
must be set the extraordinary difference of treatment in choral
and non-choral comedy respectively. The close resemblance

! See above, p. 392, n, 2.

? Von Sualis compares Epich. fr. 171 &p’ éoriv adhnois 1¢ mpaypa; mdwv
pév &y with Aristoph. Plut. 97, 1195, in which mdvv pév odv similarly ends
the line; and fr, 171, 1. 2, and fr. 128, with Aristoph. Frogs 56, Lysistr.
916, and Pherecr. fr. 69, 1. 4, in which oi8auds or updapds is similarly
placed. Other instances which he gives (p. 41) are even less convincing.

3 See above, p. 400. ¢ See above, p. 388.

5 Von Salis compares the Meyapis with plays entitled "Axacis, “ENApuis,
Bowwris, Awdwvis, Ilepois, Meyapwen, &c.; and points to Attic comedies
called Kikhwyr, Bobaups, Sxipay, Bikokrrys, Nijgot, Mives, Bdkyar, Movoat,
Sepives, Kopaorai, &c.  The ‘Hpaxis yapdy of Archippus may have had
the same subject as the "HBas Tdpos, and the Apdpara i Kévravpos of
Avistophanes may bave resembled the ‘HparAijs é mip ®dle (cf. Kaibel,
Hermes, xxiv, pp. 54 ff. ; Prescott, Class. Phil. xii, pp. 410 ff.).
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between the parasite in Eupolis’ Kéiakes® and the same
character in Epicharmus may well have been due to the fact
that both drew from the same type in real life; and although
there is some parallelism of subjects between Epicharmus and
the Middle Comedy, the explanation is probably to be found
in a common mythology and a similar social life.

It is dangerous, therefore, to exaggerate resemblance into
imitation; and the tricks of comic poets and performers are
much the same all the world over; but to suppose that the
Attic poets were unacquainted with Epicharmus, and derived
no suggestion or inspiration from him seems to be at least
equally extravagant ; and if Plato knew and admired him, it
is unlikely that he was quite unknown to the generation
before Plato.

In the same way it is impossible to trace in detail the
influence which Epicharmus may have had on the comie
performances of later times in Magna Graecia, though that
influence is not likely to be disputed. The subjects of his plays
and those of the paintings on the ¢pAdaxes-vases are noticeably
alike, though the performances of the @Adaxes are never
classed as comedies. Among the mimes of Sophron (also
never called comedies?) are some, the titles of which resemble
those of plays of Epicharmus, such as Aypoidrys, Tal Odpevar
ra”IcOua (if that was the title), ITpouafeds, and in his
travesty of heroic stories he may have affected the {Aaporpa-
y®dia of Rhinthon.

But whatever may be conjectured where so much is un-
certain, it remains the outstanding merit of Epicharmus, as
Aristotle saw, that he created a type of comedy which turned
largely upon topics of general interest; and so he was the
forerunner not only of the later comedies which travestied

t 159 (K.).

? At least not before Suidas (s.v. Sd¢pwv kwukds). I think Reich,
Mimus, i, p. 269, overstates the extension of the word kopodia to mimes,
&c. It is doubtful whether Athen. ix, p. 402 b, in speaking of "Irakwi
kahoupévy xopedia written by Sciras of Tarentum refers to the ¢hvaxes.
In any case both Athenaeus and Suidas are very late, and Athenaeus’
expression shows that the name was not used in its strict sense.
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heroic legend, but of the comedy of social life and manners
which has never entirely disappeared, and has sometimes taken
shape in literature of the first order.

Vi

Phormus and Deinolochus.

It is convenient to append here a note on the little that
is known about Epicharmus’ fellow-poets, Phormus and
Deinolochus.

Phormus is known to us only from a few scattered notices
of Athenaeus and Suidas, as a contemporary of Epicharmus,
and with him the ‘inventor’ of comedy, and as the friend
of Gelo and tutor of his children.! With regard to the
titles of his comedies, which are more in number than six (the
number given by Suidas) there is a difficulty which cannot
be solved, even if it were worth solving;? but it is evident
that most or all of the plays were mythological burlesque,
probably of the same type as those of Epicharmus.

Suidas states also that he introduced a robe, reaching to

! Suidas, s.v. ’Emiyappos . . . bs elpe my koppdiav év Svpaxotcais dua
Pdpuw : and 8. v. Péppos’ Svpakalotos, kwpikds, olyxpoves "Emixdpue, olkeios
8¢ I'éhwwt 7§ Tupdrve Zikellas kal Tpodets rév malbwy abrol. Eypayre Spduara
(', & éort raira YAdunros, Ahkivoos, ‘AXkvoves, 'INiov mdpOnais, Inmos, Kneels
#) Kegpdhata, Hepaeis. éxpiaaro 8¢ mpdros évdipar modipet kal axmy Seppdrav
owikdv, péuvyrar 8¢ kai érépov dpdparos *Abnpraios €v Tois Aarvocorarais,
'Arahdvrys (cf. Athen. xiv, p. 652 a oivika 8¢ Tov xupmdv xai *EAAdwikos
KkéxAnkey . . . kal Péppos § kwuikds év "Arakdvrais). Aristotle, Poet. v, gives
the poet’s name as ®dpues, but the reading of the passage is in any case
very uncertain,

% "I\iov wépfnaes and "Irmos may have been the same play in different
versions or with an alternative title; so may Kngel's and Iepoeds and
Kepddawa (one MS. has § before Hepoels). Kepdhawa may have some
reference to the Gorgon's head which figured in the story of Perseus.
Lorenz suggests that 'Alxjoves is a dittograpby from ’AXkivoos, though
the name is in itself unsuspicious. It is very doubtful whether either
Epicharmus or Phormus wrote an ’Arakdvras (vid. Kaibel Fragm.,
p. 93).
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the feet, for his actors, and decorated his stage with purple
hangings.! Pausanias? mentions a Phormis who came from
Arcadia to Syracuse and did good service both to Gelo and to
Hiero by his brilliant generalship, and whose statue was
erected at Olympia both by himself and by his friend Lycortas
of Syracuse. Some writers have assumed without question
that the comic poet and the general were identical ; but, apart
from the difficulty in regard to the termination of the name,
there is no evidence which clearly connects the two. No
fragment of Phormus survives.

Deinolochus is described by Suidas® as of Syracuse or
Acragas, and the son or pupil (Aelian says the rival?) of
Epicharmus. The titles of his plays which have been pre-
served are Althaea, The Amazons, Medea, Telephus, and Kopo-
dorpayepdia. The last is only known as the title of plays by
much later writers, such as Alcaeus and Anaxandrides; but
there is no reason why Deinolochus, who must have seen
tragedies acted at Syracuse, should not have travestied them
under such a title. The fragments are very meagre® and tell
us nothing of his work, except that he made use of proverbs
and of local (as opposed to literary) words. Aelian ® says that
Deinolochus, like some other poets, treated a quaint story to
the effect that when Prometheus had stolen fire, Zeus offered
to give any one who detected the theft a drug which would
keep off old age. Those who earned this reward took it away
tied on to a donkey’s back. The donkey grew thirsty, and

! Bernhardy emends axivy to oxevy; but Ar. Eth. N. 1v. ii illustrates
extravagant ueyadompémeia by instancing a man épaviords yepwds éomior,
kal kopwdols yopnyav v 17 mapddyp moppipar elopépwr, Homep oif Meydpas:
on which Aspasius comments ouwwnfés év xopedia maparerdopara déppes
mouelv, ob wopupidas. Possibly Phormus, like the Megareans, hung purple
fabrics (which might loosely be called gxqvy) at the stage-entrances for
the sake of display.

z V. xxzvii, § 7.

% Aewdhoyos' Supakovaios § "Axpayavrives' kepwkds Jv émi ris oy (78rd)
’ONvpmiddos, vids ’Emydppov, &os 8¢ rwes padirs. édidufe dadpara 8 Awpide
Siakékrep.

* N. H. vi. 51 Acwoléyos 6 dvrayariaris *Emydppov.

® They are collected by Kaibel, pp. 149-51. ¢ le.
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went to a spring to drink ; but the snake which guarded the
spring would only let the donkey drink, if he gave him the
drug in exchange. So the snake got free of old age, but
received in addition the thirst of the donkey.

The only interest of these two writers lies in the evidence
they aftord of the existence of a small school of comic poets at
Hiero’s court.






ADDENDA

I(p. 124)

To the passages illustrating the meaning of é¢dpyer may be added the
following, which show its use in prose at a date nearer to that of
Aristotle :

Xenoph. Cyrop.I11. iii. 58, étfpyev atrais 6 Kipos maiava tov voui{duevor,
ol 8¢ BeooeBeis mdvres auveniynoay peydhp 7 Guvy.

Id. Anab. V. iv. 14. éLipxe pév alrov els, oi 8 d\\ot dmavres émopelorro
dBovres év pufug,

I1 (p. 148)

Since the sections of this work which deal with the dialect of Tragedy
were printed, a fresh attempt hus been made by G. H. Mahlow (Neue
Wege durch die Griechische Sprache und Dichtung) to rehabilitate the view
that Tragedy contains nothing that is not Attic, old or new, and that
the many words and forms which seem to be Epic (Ionic) or Doric are
not really such, but are forms which were current in Athens (the popula-
tion of which was of mixed origin) alongside of those which grammarians
regurd as Attic ; these were gradually falling out of use in the sixth and
fifth centuries, but were still employed by poets to give a certain dis-
tinction to their style; in the fourth century they had practically
disappeared, and early scholars and grammarians based their conception
of Attic on the prose of the fourth century, when a kind of stabilized
Attic was produced as the result of school education. Solon employed
more of these forms and words than the Tragic poets, but none strayed
beyond the limits of genuine Attic. Two kinds of argument are used
to support this view, and to discredit the theory adopted in this book,
that the explanation of these forms (whether Epic or Doric) is mainly to
be found in the persistence of literary conventions based, first, on Homer,
and then on the practice of the lyric poets.

In the first place, Mahlow denounces with some scorn the notion that
poets addressing Athenian audiences would suddenly introduce a word
or form from Ionic here, from Doric there. But the supposed absurdity
is reduced to the vanishing point, if we reflect that the conditions were
entirely different from those under which modern poets work. (In fact
even modern poets do things very like this at times.) The earliest
Athenian poets had very little behind them except Homer, and the writers
of the choruses of tragedy had practically nothing behind them except
lyric poems written in non-Attic dialects. The sense of the remoteness
of the poet from everyday life seems also to have been distinctly greater
then than now, and a certain remoteness in his language would probably

3183 Ee
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have seemed far from absurd. (The support for his view which Mahlow
draws from the fact that Solon wrote many years before the institution
of public Homeric recitations at the Panathenaea is surely very frail.
Very many Athenians must have known their Homer long before the
recitations were publicly ordained.) The Ionic forms in Thucydides and
Antiphon are at least as likely to be survivals in prose of the conventions
of poetry, which was once the only form of literature, as to have been
spoken forms, coexisting with those which we bhave learned to think
normal. It should be added that the argument ab absurdo is also applied
by Mahlow to non-Attic poets. Theognis was an Ionian, not a Dorian;
so was Tyrtaeus, though politically a Spartan ; Pindar wrote as he spoke
at home; Hesiod was not a Boeotian but an Ionian from Kyme, and
wrote, not in ‘ Epic ’, but in his own home-dialect; Empedocles too was
an Ionian, not a Dorian. It may be doubted whether these paradoxes
(and even more whether his treatment on similar lines of Homer) help
his theory.

But, in the second place, in addition to his a priori argument, Mahlow
exawmines very elaborately a large number of the main characteristics
which differentiate the language of Attic poetry from *normal Attic’,
with a view to showing that e. g. the use of a for n was really current in
spoken Attic, alongside of the use of 7, and that there was no fixed rule
in regard to the poets’ use of these parallel forms. He does of course
show that the poets are not at all consistent, and that the use of these
vowels in words used in prose as well as in poetry cannot be reduced to
uniform rules. (In fact, no one would expect aliving language to conform
to such rules.) But it remains possible that the far greater use of the
a-forms in poetry as compared with prose may have been due fo the
influence on the poets of earlier lyric poetry; and the fact that their
usage is inconsistent and even capricious is at least as natural if they
were forms borrowed (perhaps half unconsciously), as the poet’s mood or
metre suggested, from the poetic tradition, as it would be if they were
due to the mixture of the « and » forms in current speech. (Mutatis
mutandis the same argument will apply to the use of Ionic forms like
Eetvos, povvos, &e., and to the other poetic usages which are discussed).

It is impossible in a note, written just before the final proofs of the
present book were going to press, to discuss all Mahlow’s instances at
length; he contributes something to the history of certain usages; but
when he uses this history to prove the * Old-Attic’ theory, it is practically
always possible to find an explanation consistent with the rival view.

III (p. 199)

Since the foregoing pages were in proof, I have seen a well-preserved
Corinthian vase in the Fitzwilliam Museum at Cambridge, on which are
very typical specimens of padded figures of the kind referred to on
p. 199. This is reproduced (thanks to the kindness of Dr. A. B, Cook) in
the Frontispiece.
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IV (p. 16)

I have just heard (May 26, 1927) from Professor Calder that he has
found a Phrygian inscription of about A.D. 250 on which Awivous (i. e.
Dionysus) is mentioned in a way which implies his guardianship of the
tomb. Combining this with the fact that 8ipepa = tomb (which, he now
tells me, is certain), he interprets 8:80pauBos as = 8:8pepdvBas, ‘ lord of the
tomb’, the suffix -Bas being construed *lord ' (in this and other Anatolian
words) with » inserted (as frequently in Anatolian before 8 and 8). From
this he concludes that the dithyramb was originally both Dionysiac and
funereal. He makes out a strong case; but I still feel the difficulty of
inferring, from the cxistence of a 8{fpepa under the care of Dionysus
(the two are not expressly connected in any one inscription, but the
inference is perhaps permissible) in the third century A.p., the funereal
character of Dithyramb, perhaps a thousand years earlier, in face of the
fact that there is not a trace of funereal character about anything that is
called dithyramb in Greece. We know so little of the reciprocal relations
of Greek and Phrygian religion and ritual during that thousand years,
and even less of the history of Phrygian beliefs. So I can still only sus-
pend judgement. I am not competent to discuss the questions in com-
purative philology which he raises, but I am not sure whether hid theory
of -apBos accounts sufficiently for all the Greek words of that and allied
terminations. (There is also a difficulty still about the  of 8i8ipapSos,
and of 8ifpepa, if the syllable 8i- means ¢ double ’, as he supposes.)

Ee2

ais?
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Actors and Acting: 100, 109ff.,
122 ff.,, 162, 166.
Actog;llcostume (comic): 237,261fF.,

Actor's costume (tragic): 110fF.,
149 T,

Adrastus: 136 ff.

Aegae: 181, 182.

Aeschylus: chorus in, 88; use of

trochaic tetrameter, 112 129;
aetiology in, 197,

Plays : Aegyptii, 871F. ; Bassarai,
183, 187; Choephoroe 178,179,
194 200 Danaides, 87 ff., 191,
199 Lumemdes, 178, 189- 91:
Olestela, 193, 200; Pexsne 89,
129, 178, 193, 200; "Prometheus
Mvpkaevs, 154; Prometheus
trilogy, 190, 191, 193, 200;
Septem, 179, 194, 197, 200;
Supplices, 87 ff., 126, 177,193
5; Sphinx, 190; Oewpol #
"lofpiagral, 894,

Aetlology in Tragedy: 195 ff.

dywyn : 28, 24, 49,

Agon in ngedy 161,162,192 1. ;

in Comedy : see Lomedy

dydves yirpwar: 171, 216.

Agonothetes: 76, 79.

Agyieus-stones: 175, 176.

Alrvaios kdvbapos: 386 ff., 411,

dAalor: 270 ff.

Alcaeus (comicus) : 230,

Alcimus ; 3711

Alexander the Great : 71, 73, 181.

“ApBas: 15.

Amyntas: 371,

avaBolai : 55, 60, 74.

Anagnorisis (in Tragedy) : 187, 194,

Anaxandrides: 71, 291,

Antheas: 227,

Anthesteria : 141, 170-2, 213 ff,

Antigenidas : 64, 78.

Apollo Agyieus: 140,

Apollo, dithyrambs to: 9, 10 (see
also Thargelia).

Apollonia (at %elos) 9, 7.

Archestratus: 72.

Archilochus: 5, 18, 19, 21.

Archippus : 247.

Arion: 7, 19-22, 50, 126, 131 ff,,
143, 145,

Aristarchus : 72,

Aristias : 31.

Aristophanes: on new music, &c.,
54, 59, 60; abjured stock de-
vices, 259, 277; characters, see
Comedy ; use of Prologue, 311
animal choruses, 247; form
and structure of pla.ys, 292 ff.,
and see Comedy ; analysis of
plays, 312 fF.

Plays: (see also Index 1II)
Acharnians, 238 ff., 277, 295-
310, 312, 313, 329, 331, 336,
342, 343, 347; Babylonians,
251 ; Birds, 295-310, 321-8,
338, 342, 344, ; Bcclesia-
zusae, 295, 304, 309, 310, 327,
328, 333, 339, 347; Frogs, 295-
310, 326, 327, 332, 339, 342,
345. 7 Geryta.des,346 Kni hts,
271, 289 295-310, 314, 315
331, 336, 340, 34-, 343 346 ;
Lysistmt,u., 242, 261, 295—310,
323-5, 332, 339, 342, 344;
Peace, 277, 295-310, 320, 321,
331, 332, 338, 347; Plutus,
277, 295, 297, 309, 310, 328,
333, 340, 342, 347; Thesmo-
phoriazusae, 295-310, 325, 326,
333,342, 345,347 ; Was ps, 277,
295" 310 317- 19, 331 338 342
343. X

Aristotle : on beginnings of Trage-
dy, 109, 110, 112, 121 ff. e

on begmnlngs ‘of Comedy, 225 ff.,
240.

on dithyramb, 22, 55.
Anstolxsenus 31, 71 81, 96, 118,
1
Artemis Kopddka: 260 ; Avaia, 248;
Orthia, 254 ff. ; Orthosia, 275 ;
Xeravéa, 258, 363, 392, 405,
Asclepius: 10, 12, 79, 173,
doxohwaopds : 102 ff.; 213.
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Athenaeus: on Ananios, 385, 396;
Antheas, 227; adroxdBdalot,
231 ff.; Artemis X(rwvéa, dance
to, 257, 363, 405 ; Bacchiadas,
25; Chionides, 288; Chryso-
gonus, 364 ; dekn\iorar, 228 ff. ;
dithyramb at Alexandria, 78;
Ecphantides, 290; Epichar-
mus, 384, 385, 391-7, 403, 407,
408; lapPwsral of Syracuse,
233; Italian Comedy, 412;
i66paror, 231 ff. 5 xidkheor xopot,
48 ; Lamprocles, 40 ; Lasos, 24 ;
Licymnius, 71 ; Magnes, 289;
paiocwv, 278 ; mime-actors, 229,
381; Neanthes, 360, 361;
¢arlopdpoi,2311F.; Pherecrates’
Xeipov, 54; Phormus, 413;
Phrygian musice, 17; Phryni-
chus, 100; Pratinas, 30, 96,
100; Pygmies, 388; Satyric
drama, 101, 118 ; Theodoridas,
77 ; Thespis, 100; Timotheus,
68 ; Tragedy (early), 100, 101,
118. See also Index II.
Authorities : for history of Comedy,
224-32, 234, 248, 254 ff., 275 ff.,
280-2, 286 ff., 354 ff., 363.
of dithyramb, 5, 20, 22-4, 80, 31,
41, 54, 55, 77-9, 81.
of Tragedy, 97-101, 103, 105-7,
109, 118-22, 134, 136, 154,
166 ff.
See also Inscriptions, Vase-paint-
ings, and Preface.
abroxdfBdakor : 281 ff.
Axiopistus : 364, 369, 404.

Bacchiadas: 25.

Bacchylides: 40 1., 50.

Bakyxeios, meaning of ; 184, 185,

Bessi: 184,

Bethe, E. : on ship-wagons, 115.

Boyrdrns: 7, 8.

Bovkohiagrai : 247 fT.

Bwpoldyos: 270 fF.

Bwpds: 175 ff,

Bpv\iyioral : 256 f.

Bywater, I.: on tmokpirss, 110; on
étdpywv, 123; on Aristotle’s
\lri2e6w of origin of Tragedy, 125,

Calder, Prof. W. M.: derivation of
8:80papBos, 16 .
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Capps, Prof. E.: on Pratinas, 93;
on didascalic inscription, 94,
95; on dates of Chionides and
Epicharmus, 355.

Centaurs: 169.

Chaeremon : 71.

Chaeroneia : 79.

Chamaeleon : 71, 103,

Chares: 72,

Charilaus : 72.

Chionides: 227, 286 fi.

Choerilus : 97, 117, 291.

Choregia: 51 ff.

Choricius : 230.

Chrysogonus : 73, 364.

Clearchus : 24,

Cleisthenes : 1351T.

Comedy : Origins, Aristotle’s ac-
count, 225 ff., 240 ; origin from
phallic processions not proved,
234 ff. ; kind of xdpos required,
2411, ; origin partlyin animal-
masquerade, 244 ff. ; begging
processions, 249, 250 ; associa-
tion with villages, 225, 250,
281 ff. ; suggested common ori-
gin with Tragedy, 283, 284 (and
see Tragedy).

Dorian elements, 253 ff.; 8eixn-
Aorar, 230fF., 253 ; evidence
of masks, 254 ff.; of dances,
256 ff.; of costume, 281 ff. ; of
stock characters, 270 ff.; Me-
garean Comedy, 225, 274 ff.

Cornford’s theory, 329 ff.

Form and Structure, 292f.;
epirrhematic elements, 2401,
292 ff, ; Parodos, 240, 3041.;
‘ Proagon ’, 240, 302 ff.; Agon,
241, 242, 249-52, 298 ff., 329 f1,,
3361, 341ff, 396, 404
405 ; Parabasis, 2351f., 241, 242,
295ff.; Prologue, 252, 311ff.;
Iambic Scenes, 306 ff. ; Lyrics
between Iambic Scenes, 307;
Exodos, 251, 309, 310,

Character-types, 230, 254 ff., 269,
2701, 329 1,

metres of, 293-5, 241, 244,
300, 312f, 370, 371, 404,
409.

of Susarion, 2801ff.; of Euetes,
Euxenides, and Myllus, 284 ff. ;
of Chionides, 286 ff. ; of Mag-
nes, 288ff.; of Epicharmus
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Comedy (cont.)
see 8.v.); of Ecphantides,
89 f. ’
Seelglso Analysis of Chapters III,

Comparetti, D., on Bacchylides: 43,
44,

Cook, Dr. A. B.: emendations by,
13, 217 ; derivation of 3:84pap-
Bos, 15, 214; on primitive
stage, 120 ; on salyrs, &c., 150,
156; on origins of Tragedy
ggd Comedy,%OS ff.; on Plutus,

3.

Corinthian vases: 263 ff., 418,

Cornford, F. M. : 235, 239, 277, 307,
329 ff.

Crates : 227, 230, 247.

Cratinus : 15, 19, 283, 405.

Xvrpoe: 171,

Damasias: 75.

Sewknhioras 1 228 ., 253, 271,

Diagoras : 58.

Dicaeogenes : 71,

Dieterich, A.: on 8:8YpapBos in
Aristotle, 127 ; on Satyrs and
Anthesteria, 170 ff. ; on dpjvo:
in Tragedy, 180; on comic
types, 273, 278.

Dionysia : at Delos, 9, 77.

at Athens, 51-8, 79, 80, 93ff,,
98, 107, 114 ff., 141, 142, 177,
178, 209, 213 .

Rural, 213 ff,, 237 ff.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus: on
Pindar's dithyrambs, 32-4 ; on
later dithyramb, 59, 67.

of Syracuse, 61.
of Thebes, 95.

Dionysus: double birth, 7,14 ; not
a hero, 12 ff,, 139, 178, 182 ff. ;
worship on Mt. Pangaeum, 13;
in ship-wagon, 114ff.; MeAa-
vawyis, 160 ff.; Eleuthereus, 161;
as a_goat, 178 ; spread of his
worship, 174 ; ritual of, 185 ff.,
199, 208 ff. ; death and suffer-
ings of, 206 ff.; relation to
Osiris, 207, 208. . .

Dithyramb: primarily Dionysiac,
5ff.; Ridgeway's theory of, 5,
6, 12-14; Boyhdrss, 7, 85 deri-
vation of name, 7, 14 ff,, 214;
dithyrambsin honourof Apollo,
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Dithyramb (cont.)

9, 41, 45; of Asclepius (?), 10,
79 ; AlipapBos and OpiapPus as
proper names, 10, 11; d. and
heroic subjects, 12, 19, 41, 126,
127; not funereal in Greece, 12,
81 ; ritual connected with, 16,
81; derivation from Phrygia, 17,
18, 47,419; language of, 33, 34,
38, 45, 64, 66-8, 74; structure
of, 24, 37, 38, 43-5, 55, 61, 68,
74 ; music of, 17, 19, 20, 23,
24, 28ff, 47, 48, 51, 55, 56,
58, 59, 61-3, 68, 69, 71, 74, 77,
82; Pratinas on, 28 ff.; dialect
of, 47 ; meaning of xixAos yopds,
48 dances associated with, 49,
50; absence of masks, 50;
choregia for, 10,51 ff., 78 ; ago-
nothetes for, 76 ; prizes for, 7,
52, 53; cost of performance,
53 ; the later dithyramb, 53 ff. ;
dvayvwaricot SifvpapSBor, T1: d,
after fourth cent. B.c., 75f.;
general spirit of d., 81, 82;
relation to Tragedy, 124 ff.,
198 ; meaning of the word in
Aristotle, 126f., 132ff.; as
used by Miss Harrison, 198.

composers of : Archilochus, 5, 6,
18, 19; Arion, 19ff, 133;
Bacchiadas, 25; Bacchylides,
40ff.; Cratinus, 15 ; Diagoras,
58 ; Hieronymus, 58 ; Hypodi-
cus, 25; Ion, 46; Kedeides,
Kekeides, Kydias, Kydides, 45,
46; Krexos, 69; Lamprocles,
39; Lasos, 22 ff. ; Melanippides,
55 ff.; Nicostratus, 47; Pan-
tacles, 46 ; Philoxenus, 61f. ;
Phrynis, 59; Pindar, 32f.;
Polyidus, 69, 70; Praxilla, 39;
Simonides, 25 ff. ; Telestes, 70,
71; Timotheus, 64 ff.; minor
poets of fourth cent. B.cC., 71,
72

at Athens, 7, 9, 10, 23, 25, 33-5,
88, 44, 45, 47 1., 69, 72, 76, 79,
80, 94; at Thargelia, 9, 10,
51-3, 72, 76; at Panathenaes,
Prometheia, Hephaesteia, 10,
52, 53 ; at Lenaea, 76.

in Arcadia, 78; at Argos, 38;
Ceos, 75; Chaeronela, 79;
Chios, 75; Corinth, 19 ff., 38;
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Dithyramb (cont.)
Delos, 9, 27, 28, 41, 43, 77 ;
Delphi, 9, 10, 42, 43,75-7, 81;
Eleusis, 75 ; Halicarnassus, 75 ;
Hermione, 22 ; Iasos, 75 ; Mi-
letus, 77; Naxos, 22, 47;
Orchomenos, 78, 79 ; Paros, 5,
18, 47; Peiracus, 10, 75; Sa-
lamis, 75; Samos, 77; Teos,
77 ; Thebes, 22, 35, 47, 75.

See also Analysis of Chapter I.

Dium : 181, 182,

Dorion: 73.

Dracon of Lampsacus: 134.

8papa, Spav, Opbpeva: 134, 185,
142 ff., 403.

Ecphantides : 144, 289 ff.

Eisler, R.: on dokeohtagués, 103-4;
on Adrastus and Sicyonian
Tragedy, 136.

é\eds: 1181, 175.

Eleusinian mysteries: 145, 180,
189, 198.

Eleutherae: 161.

Elis, invocation of women of: 13.

Empedocles: 143.

Eniautos-Daimon : 185 ff., 329 ff.

Ennius, relation to Epicharmus:
365, 366, 379.

Epameinondas: 75.

Epicharmus : date, 225, 284, 287,
353 ff. ; parentage and birth-
place, 359 ff. ; a Pythagorean?,
355 ff. ; relations with Hiero,
361, 362.

Spurious writings, 363 ff. ; IToh:-
rela, 864, 867, 369; Chiron,
364, 365; Canon, 365, 369;
‘Oyonotia, 364, 865; I'vopa,
364, 869, 370; question of a
poem Iepi pigews, 365 ff.

General character of his Comedy,
227, 402ff.; were his plays
kwpodia ?,402; ‘ philosophical’
fragments, 371 ff. ; mythologi-
cal burlesque, 277, 380 ff., 404,
405 ; characters, 230, 271, 273,
393 fF., 398, 407, 410; con-
temporary and political allu-
sions, 396, 408; number of
speakers in dialogue, 390, 404 ;
metres, 370, 871, 409 ; langu-
age, 406, 407 ; had his plays a
chorus ?, 405, 406; their
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Epicharmus (cont.)
length, 406,407 ; circumstances
of their performance, 410 ; in-
fluence on Attic Comedy,410f.;
and on PAdaxes, 412,

Plays: 'Aypwarivos, 393; *Adkvo-
vels, 383; "Apvkos, 389, 390;
‘Aprayai, 393 ; *Arahdyra, 393;
Bdkyat, 393 ; Bodoups, 383; I'a
kat ©dhacoa, 396, 897 ; Audw-
gos, 393; ’Elmis #j HMoiros,
398 ff.; ’Emwixiwos, 393, 394;
“HBas Tdpos, 384 ff.; ‘Hpaxkis
6 émi Tov {woripa, 386 L. ; ‘Hpa-
kAfjs 6 wap Porw, 389 ; Oeapoi,
394; Kirhoy, 383 ; Kopaorai
#i "Haworos, 390, 391; Adyos
kai Aoyiva, 396, 397 ; Meyapis,
394, 395; Mives, 396 ; *0buo-
aevs Adrdporos, 380, 881 ; 08,
vavayés, 381 ; *Opoia or ’Opia,
396 ; Hepiallos, 395; Mépoa,
396; Mibwv, 395; Mippa «ai
Hpopafets, 391, 392 ; Seipives,
382; S«ipov, 392; S¢iyt, 892;
TpeakdBes, 896; Tpdes, 383 ;
®c\oxTnTas, 382 ; Xopedovres, 393,
394; Xurpai, 396; fragments
of unknown plays, 4001,

Epicurus: 72,

Epigenes: 96, 108, 138 167, 168.

Eraton : 72, 76.

éoxdpa: 177.

é0ehoyrai : 231.

Eucles: 72.

Euegorus, Law of : 94, 217.

Euetes: 284,

Buius: 73,

Eupolis: Alyes, 157, 247; Aqpor,
346.

Euripides : 65, 74, 190-2, 194, 196,
202 ff., 366 ff.

Alcestis, 90, 130, 179, 188; An-
dromache, 179, 187, 203; Ar-
chelaus, 181, 182 ; Bacchae, 8,
181, 187, 191, 192; Cyclops,
155; Electra, 194, 205, 206;
Hecuba, 178, 204 ; Helena, 179,
205 ; Heracles, 194, 204, 205;
Heracleidae, 203 ; Hippolytus,
179, 187, 191, 194, 203; Ion,
192, 204 ; Iphigeneia in Aulis,
206; Iph. in Tauris, 179, 205;
Medea, 196, 202 ; Orestes, 194,
206; Phoenissae, 179, 205;
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Euripides (cont.)
hesus, 182 ff.,, 206 ; Snpplices,
179, 204; Troades, 179, 205.
Euxenides: 285.
ékipxwv: 19, 44,109, 1181, 123 ff,,
166, 236, 238, 417.

Farnell, Dr. L. R.: on carly tragic
costume, 111; on Ridgeway,
111, 140, 160; on Iloannes
Diaconus, 134, 135 ; on Diony-
sus Melavaryis, 160ff.; on
Dionysus as goat, 173; on
Lenaea, 218, 335,

Flickinger, R. : on Pratinas, 95, 96,
158, 159 ; on Kusebius, 98 ; on
mpéowmra in Aristotle, 122; on
Ridgeway, 131; on Ioannes
Diaconus, 134; on rpaywds, 137,
138; on Sicyonian Tragedy,
igg ; on satyr-costume, 158,

Flute and flute-players : 20, 24, 30,
4%, 48, 51, 64, 68, 70, 72-4, 76,
78.

Frickenhaus: on ship-wagons, 115,
116; on ‘ Lenaean ' vases, 210.

Garrod, Prof, H. W.: 23, 281f.; 96.
Ghandarvas: 169, 173,

Glaucus of Rhegium : 20, 81,
Goat-prize: 98, 107, 173.
Goat-sacrifice: 1021, 165, 173.
Goat (see also Satyrs).

Gow, A.: on Buué\y, &ec., 177, 178.

Haxrison, Miss J. E. : interpretation
of &:8vpapBos, 15, 185, 186, 188,
198 ; on choruses of Bacchae,
38, 198; on the Kovprres, 172.

Hellanicus (poet) : 72, 76.

Horacleides Ponticus : 116-18.

Heracleitus: 369, 372 ff.

Herodotus (historian): on Arion,
201F., 131 ff.; on Lasos, 23; on
Sicyonian Tragedy, 135 . ; on
Satrae and Bessi, 184 ; on Osi-
ris and Dionysus, 206-8.

Herodotus (musician): 74.

Heroes, ritual of: 136, 137, 140,
176, 179, 180, 186 ff.

Herois: 14.

Hiero of Syracuse: 353, 361, 362,
387, 414.
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Hiller, E.: on Eratosthenes, 102 fF. ;
on Pollux, 119.
Hypodicus: 25, 47.

Iambic trimeter in Tragedy: 110,
129.

lapBarai: 233.

Tamblichus (on Epicharmus) : 357,
358.

"lapBos : 15,

{apBoc: 231, 233, 409.

Icaria : 1021, 161, 162, 165.

Toannes Diaconus: 132 fF,, 281.

Ismenias : 73.

Ithyphalli: 231ff.

Jebb, Sir R. : (on Bacchylides), 42 ff.

kaAkaBiBes, kalkaBidia : 257.

kaXAwedvr{apor: 169.

Kaphisias : 73.

Kampias : 290.

Karkidamos: 72.

Kedeides, Kekeides: 45.

Kinesias: 59 ff.

xopuds : 179, 180.

kipot, kiuos : at the Dionysia, 94 ;
antecedent to Comedy, 164,
225 ff., 240 ff,, 282, 293, 403;
at Anthesteria, 216.

Kordax : 256, 259, 260, 336.

Kranz, on Aristotle’s sources: 122.

Krexos : 69.

xUkAtos yopds : see Dithyramb.

kupirroi : 257,

Kydias, Kydides : 46.

Lamentations at tombs, &c.: see
Opjroe.

Lamprocles : 39, 40, 46.

Lasos: 22 ff., 30, 31, 37, 47.

Leibethra, Leibethrii: 183.

Lenaea : 76, 209 fI., 237, 238, 247.

Anpaifer : 211,

Licymnius: 71.

Lysiades: 72.

Lysicrates, monument of: 52, 72.

Lysippus: 76.

Machon (on Philoxenus): 64.

Maeson, paicov : 278 ff.

Magnes : 226, 247, 288 ff.

Margites: 226.

Masks : 50, 92, 111, 112, 228, 229,
252 ff., 273, 278 ff., 348.
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Mazon, P, : onstructure of Comedy :
293, 300.

’V[ega,rean Comedy : see Comedy.

Melanippides : 30, 31, 55 ff.

Meletus : 89.

Menecles: 74. .

Meyer, G.: on language of dithy-
ramb, 67, 68.

Miletus, dithyrambs at, 77.

Mimes: 253, 278, 394, 402.

by : 261,

Murray, Prof. G.: on Pratinas, 95;
on origin of Tragedy, 1851F.,
244.

Myllus : 285, 286.

Navarre : on dithyramb, 25,49 ; on
origing of Comedy, 243; on
masks, 279.

Nicomachus (poet) : 72.

(pvluikés) : b4.

Nicophon (Pandora of): 157.

Nicostratus : 47.

Nilsson, Dr. M.: on Thespis and
Solon, 107; on ship-wagons,
115; on Aristotle’s account of
Tragedy, 128 on rpa’ya)&a, 159
160; on Rosaha., 161; on An’
thestena., 172; on mourning
in Tragedy, 180; on certain
dances, 257.

Nomos, the: 66, 78.

Oeniades : 73.

duopayia : 188, 209.

Onomacritus: 23, 199.

Orchomenos: 78.

Orestes, story of, in Tragedy : 193,
200, 201, 206.

Osiris; 13 207 208.

Paean, the : 10, 12, 18, 75.
Paideas: 72, 75.
Pamphilus: 72,
Pan, and Panes: 156,

Pandia: 214.

Pandora-vase : 156, 157.
Pangaean Mountain : 183 ff,
Pantacles : 46, 47.

Pantaleon : 68.

Peisistratus : 10, 136, 196, 199,
Pelops: 17
Periander: 136,

Pericles in Comedy: 339.
mepuréraa : 187, 189, 191,

Inpex 1

Phallic processions, &c.: 207, 208,
217, 227 ff., 250, 257, 329,

¢a)\)\o¢6 ot: 231 934 fF.

Pharmakos ; 330 337, 841.

Pherecrates: fragment of Cheiron
(on lyric poets), 54, 55, 59, 60,
62, 65, 66 ; Pelsae, 252

Philocles : 89.

Philodamus, Paean of : 75.

Philopappus: 79, 80.

Philophron : 72.

Philoxenus: 54, 61 ff., 71, 78.

Phlyakes: 230, 231, 267ﬁ‘ 21,
279 391, 392 419.

Phormus (or Phorms) 227, 413,
414.

Phrygian music : 17, 19, 20, 32.

Phrylmrtzzhus (tra.glcus) 90ﬁ' 116,

1

Phryms 59, 65.

Pigres: 226.

Pindar: 6, 7, 21,321, 81.

Plato (comicus): 247, 372.

Plato (philosopher): on the later
dithyramb and musie, 58, 59;
on Kinesias, 60; on Epichar-
mus, 359.

Plutarch : on dithyramb, 9, 10, 19,
20, 23, 30, 41, 55, 81, 127 on
Osms a.nd Dlonysus, 13, on
earliest Tragedy, 98, 105, 106,
166 ; on Thespis, 99, 107 108
110; on satyrs, 154; on Spa.r-
tan customs, 229; on Epichar:
mus, 356, 361, 375. (See also
Index II. )

Pollux: on earliest Tragedy and
stage-properties, 101, 1181,
1751ff.; on satyrdress, 153;
on comic magks, 2541F.;
comic dances, 150 151, 257 258

Polyidus: 69, 70, 74.

Polyphra,dmon 89

Poppelreuter, on origin of Comedy :
245, 246

Pratinas : 281f 92 1., 126, 129,
158, 168.

Praxilla: 39.

Priapus: 11.

Proclus : 106, 281.

Pronomus: 72.

the younger: 76.

Yrohoeis : 286.

Ptolemy Philadelphus: 78.

Pursuits, ritual : 140,



InpeEx 1

Radermacher, L.: 247, 249,

Reisch, E.: on Choerilus, 97; on
Arion, 133; on rpayedo, &c.,
150, 151, 159,

Ridgeway, 8ir W. : theory of dithy-
ramb, 5. ; on Arion, 21, 145 ;
on Thespis, 107, 108, 111; on
Aristotle’s Poetics, 128-30; on
Phrynichus, 129 ; on Sicyonian
Tragedy, 138ff.; on Anthe.
steria, 141; on dialect of
Tragedy, 146, 147; on goat-
costume, 160; on satyrs, 170;
on Dionysus as goat, 173; on
Oupénn and Bwuds, 175 1F.; on
tomb-ritual, 170 f£. ; on drama-
tic ceremonies from many
lands, 180, 181; on plays of
Euripidesin Macedonia, 181 ff.;
on the Rhesus, 182 ff, ; on Mag-
nes, 289.

Rogers, J. D.: on tragic dialect,
148.

Rosta.gni, A: on Epicharmus, 372,
873,

Rostrup, E. : on early Tragedy, 112,
181 ; on rpaywdoi, 159,

Sacadas: 73.

Salamis, dithyrambs at : 75.

Samos, dithyrambs at: 77.

Satyric drama : general character,
90 ; relation to Tragedy, 124 ff.,
131 ff, 149 ff, 167, 168; not
ascribed to Thespis, 112 ; cos-
tume of satyrs, 1563 ff., 164; at
Lenaca ?, 218; of Pratinus,
92 ff,, 158, 159 ; of Choerilus ?,
97.

Satyrs: derivation of Zaruvpds, 50,
90, 152 ; satyrs of Avion, 132 fF,,
152; in literature and art,
149 ff.; in the theatre, 153 ff.;
in folk-lore, 169 ; not Satrae,
170; not spirits of the dead,
170 ff. ; Strabo on satyrs, 172 ;
relation to Dionysus, 151,
174.

Satyrus (fBute-player): 78.

Schmid, W.: on Sicyonian Tragedy,
176.

Schnabel, H. : on Kordax, 260, 264.

Seleucus: 103.

Semus: 231 ff.
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Ship-wagons : 114 ff.
Sicilian dances : 257, 258, 363, 392,
405

Sicyon, Tragedy at : 108, 127,135 ff.

Sileni, Silenus: 11, 50, 150 f£.

Simonides : 8, 9, 23 ff., 50, 52.

axevorrouds ¢ 228, 229,

oxdppara éx Tov duafor: 114, 238.

godeoral: 231 A,

Sophocles : treatise on chorus, 116,
117 ; aetiology in, 197.

Ajax, 200, 201; Antigone, 201,
202; Electra, 201; Inachus,
130; Oedipus Tyrannus, 201 ;
Oedipus Coloneus, 178, 201 ;
Philoctetes, 190,191,212; Poly.
xena, 178 ; Trachiniae, 202.

Sophron: 394, 412,

Sosibius ; 228.

Soteria : 76, 77.

omapaypds : 188, 193, 203, 212, 216,

Spartan actors, &c.: 228 ff., 254 ff.

Stesichorus : 20.

Strabo : on Simonides’ dithyrambs,
9, 27 ; on satyrs, 172.

Strattis : 61.

Susarion: 275, 280 ff.

Synchoregi for dithyramb: 78.

Telephanes: 73, 75.

Telesias : 71, 96.

Telestes: 56, 70, 71.

Teos, music, &c., at : 74, 77.

Tetralogies, Trilogies: 87-90, 93 ff.,
189, 190, 193, 194.

rérmé : 278, 279.

Thargelia : 9, 45, 46, 51-3, 72, 76.

Theodoridas: 72, 76, 77.

Theocritus: ‘A8wwmd{oveat,
scholia on, 247, 248.

feapis or Guwpis: 176.

Thespis: 97ff.; the name, 102;
connexion with Icaria, 102 ff.,
161, 162 ; date, 107-9; use of
wagons, 106, 112 . ; disguises,
106, 110 ff., 212 ; actor and set
speech, 109 ff. ; Th. and Solon,
107, 108; Ridgeway onm, 107,
108, 111 ; plays of, 116 ff., 212,
213 ; style of, 117 ; summary,
120, 121. See also 134, 135,
162, 165-8, 173, 174, 199, 219.

Thiele: on 3ewniiorar, 228, 233 ;
on comic costume, 237,

Thrasyllus, monument of : 52.

394;
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Gprvoc: 19, 123, 124, 189, 140, 171,
179, 193.

Bupény : 118, 140, 141, 175 ff.

Buwpls : see Bewpis.

Timotheus of Miletus: 64 ff., 74,
78.

Timotheus of Thebes: 73, 74.

Tolynus: 280.

Tombs and grave-ritual in Tragedy:
178 ft., 196 f1.

Tragedy : the earliest extant, 87 ff.;
number of chorus, 87, 88 tri-
logies and tetra,logles, 87- 90,
931f.; dialect of,89, 1461%,, 417~
8; iambic metre in, 110, 129;
number of actors, 100; cos-
tume of actors, 149 ff. ; chore-
gia in, 93 ff. ; contestsin, 93 ff.

of Phrynichus, 90; of Pratinas,
92ff.; of Choerilus, 97; of
Thespis, 97 ff., 162, 165-8 ; be-
fore Thespis, 101, 118 ff., 166;
of Arion, 133ff.; at Sicyon,
1351, ; suggested common ori-
gin of Tragedy and Comedy,
104 ff., 114, 134, 283, 284; re-
lation to dithyramb, 124 ff.,
132 ff, 213 ff., 220 ; relation to
satyric drama, 124ff., 1321,
149 . (esp. 164, 165), 220;
Aristotle’s theory of origin,
121 £. ; Dorian claim to origin,
142 £, 174 not derived from
hero—wovshlp 108, 1381f., 146,
160,174 1., 182-4; expla.nation
of ghosts, tombs, and grave-
ritualin, 111,178 ff., 196 ff. ; not
derived from a Year-God's
ritual, 1851F., 220; theophanies
in, 187 . ; happy and unhappy
endings, 192; aetiology in,
1951, ; proba.ble origin, 163
165, 166 218 ff.

Derivation and meaning of name
Tpaypdia, 105, 1491f; exten-
sion of name, 130 131 ; mean-
ing of rpayuds, 133 137 138,
140, 143.

See also Analysis of Chapter II.

rpaynddpos : 159,

21, 133, 135, 137,

Tpayikds Tpdmos:
143

Trilogie.s : see Tetralogies.
Trochaic tetrameter: 91, 92, 111,
112, 370, 371,

InpEx I

Tripods, dithyrambic: 52, 53,
79.

rpuyedia : 103 1f,, 134, 282 ff.

TupBds : 50.

tvpBacia: 49, 50,

tmokpirns : 109 ff.

ondpxnpa: 28.

Vase-paintings: 114 ff., 120, 150,
152, 153, 155 fI., 170, 171, 210,
218, 24511., 262 ff., 346, 390-2,
418.

Verrall, A. W.: on Phrynichus’
Phoenlssae 91 on Euripides,
206.

Viza, performances at: 163, 164,
188, 236, 249,

Walker, R.J. : on tetralogies, 89; on
Pratinas, 95 ; on Aleaeus, 108;
on Sophocles, 117 ; on Thespis,
117, 118,

Wilamowitz (U. von Wilamowitz-
Mollendorf): on dithyramb,
19; on Lasos, 24; on Simoni-
des’ dithyrambs, 26, 27; on
Praxilla, 39; on «ikhios xopds,
48, 49; on Timotheus, 66; on
Aeschylus’ Supplices, 88, 200 ;
on Phrynichus, 91; on didas-
calie inscriptions, 95 ; on plays
of Thespis, 118, on origin of
Tragedy, 126 ; on difipapfos in
Aristotle, 127; on Dracon of
Lampsacus, 134; on Orpheus,
184; on Mega.rea.n Comedy,
274, 275; on early Athenian
comic poets, 285; on date of
Epicharmus, 355; on philoso-
phical fragments of Epichar-
mus, 371.

Wilhelm, A.: on didascalic in-
scription, 94, 95.

Wiist, E.: on choral odes in Come-
dy, 307.

Eavdud, vd: 161,
Xenocritus (o Xenocrates): 19, 20.

Zagreus: 82, 188, 199, 208 ff.

Zenobius: see Index II,

Zielinski, Th.: on origins of Come-
dy, 241, 243, 246 : on structure
of Comedy, 293 ff.



INDEX II
PASSAGES QUOTED AND REFERRED TO

Acron (Pseudo-), Schol. on Horace,
Ars P, 216: 95, 97,
Aclian, N. H.vi, 51 : 410, 414,
xiii. 4: 397,

Aeschines, in Tim. § 10 (Schol.):
51

§ 11: 52.
Acschylus, Choeph. 198: 177,
Kum, 402 : 362.
Septem c. Theb. Argt.: 89.
fr. 207: 154.
fr. 3556: 7.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, 670. 1:
368.

Amphis, fr. 14: 73.
Anaxandrides, fr. 41: 29.
Authol, Palat. vi1. 158 : 364.
159: 73.
410, 411: 98.
414 : 268.
707: 93.
719: 280.
xvi. 28: 72.
Antiatticista Bekkeri, 90. 3: 391.
Antiphanes, fr. 207: 64.
fr. 209 : 62.

Antiphon, de Choreut. § 11: 46, 51.

Anon. de Comoed 983, 354, 402,
Apollodorus, 1. iii, §° 183.
1L v, §11 383.

Apollonius Rhodlus, i 746 (Schol ):
il 98 (Schol):

389.
ii. 777 (Schol.) :

388.

Arcadius, epi révor, p. 53: 285,
p. 54: 395.
Archilochus, fr. 77 : 5 6, 18, 19.

AristidesQuintilianus, p. 29:21,133.

42 24.

P
Aristides, Rom. Enc. i, p. 369: 74.

Aristopbanes,
Achnmmns,158 237.
237 ff. : 216.
592: 237.
627: 235.

Aristophanes (cont.)
Acharnians, 738: 277.
Birds, 281 (Schol.): 89.

7481.: 90.
786: 217.
1373 fF.: 60.
1379 (Schol.): 60.
1393 (Schol.): 67.
1403 (Schol.): 23.
Clouds, 331 ff. : 271.
333 1f.: 60.
335 (Schol.): 64.
349 : 58,
537 f.: 237,
540 ff. (and Schol.):
542 (Schol.): 237.
553 ff. : 256, 260.
889 (Schol.) : 2h2.
967 (Schol.): 46.
970-1: 59.
93341 45.
1008 (Schol.): 252.
1237-8: 262,
1352 (Schol.): 301.
Eccles., 1069 : 156,
Frogs, 153: 61,
220 (Schol.): 262.
354 ff.: 198.
479 (Schol.): 209.
6634 : 262.
910 ff. . 91.
Knights, 162: 119.
521 287.
529-30: 97.
595 ff. : 246, 247.
1254 : 336.
1330 ff. : 336.
Lysistrata, 5: 226.
82: 261.
614,634, 662,686: 235.
991, 1077 : 237.
Peace, 136-7 : 137.
185 (and Schol.): 361,
392, 411.
729 : 285.
741-2: 277,
834-7 (Schol.): 46.

259.
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Avristophanes (cont.)
Plutus, 290 (Schol.): 1438.
796 ff.: 277.
962 277,
1150 fF.: 256.
Thesmoph., 655 : 235.
Wasps, 54 ff. (and Sehol.): 275.
151 (Schol.): 290.
408: 235,
1187: 234,
1187 (Schol.): 290,
1326 (and Schol.) : 332.
1409 if.: 23, 142.
1478-9: 100, 116.
1487 ff.: 259,
Fragm, 149: 187.
253 : 249.
580: 400, 411,
Aristotle, Ath. Pol. Ivi, § 3: 52.
Ause. Mir., p. 842f: 184.
Eth. Nie. 11 v;i'i p- 1108a 21:
0

Iv.ii, p. 11232 24 (and
Schol.) : 276, 414.
vii, p. 1127a 21: 270.
Gen. An. i, p. 7242 29: 376, 400.
Poet. iii, p. 1448a 29 ff.: 121 fF,
143 ff., 225 ff., 286.
iv, p. 1449a 9f.: 121 K,
226 ff.
p- 1449a 22: 92, 110.
v, p. 14492 37f.: 1221,
227 f., 353.
xv, p. 1454 a 30: 68.
xvi, p. 1455a 6: 70.
xxi, p. 1457 a 22: 66.
xxii, p. 1459a 8 : 66.
xxvi, p. 1461a 31 : 68,
Pol. 111. i1i, p. 1276 b : 77.
VIIL vi, p. 1341 a 36 : 290.
vii, p. 1342a,b: 48.
P 1342b 9: 63.
Probl. x1x. xv.: 55.
Rhbet. 1. i, p. 1365 a 10: 376, 400.
115, vii, p. 14084a 12: 232,
viii, p. 1408b 36: 112,
ix, p. 1409b 25 ff. : 56.
xii, p. 1418b 12: 71.
xiv, p. 1415a 10: 74,
xviii, p. 1419b 8: 270.
Arrian, Anab,, 1. xi: 182,
Athenaeus, i, p. 6e: 61,
p. 20a: 381,
p- 22a: 100.
p. 30b: 11.

InpEx II

Athenaeus (cont.)
iii, p. 86a : 391,
p. 94 £.: 396,403,
p- 960, ¢: 290,
p. 110b: 384,
iv, p. 137¢: 288,
p. 139b: 395,
p- 183c: 895,
p. 1841 385,
v, p. 181 c: 48, 233,
p.198¢: 78,
viii, p. 338a: 68,
p. 352b: 68.
p- 362b: 394
p. 364a: 54,
ix, p. 367 f: 289,
p- 370b: 385,397,
p. 374a: 71
p. 390 b : 388,
p. 392f: 96.
p-402b: 412,
p. 4084 : 394,
x, p. 4244} 391,
p. 429a: 407.
p.- 445a, b: 227,
p- 452 1: 229,
p- 455¢: 24.
xi, p. 491 ¢ : 40.
xii, p. 535 d: 364.
p.551d, ff.: 60,61.
xiii, p. 588b ; 360.
p. 602£: 361.
p. 603d: 71
xiv, p. 617b: 30.
p. 618d: 393.
p. 619a, b: 381,
383.
p.6214d,¢,662a,d:
228 ., 231 f1.
p. 624e: 24
p. 626a: 17.
p. 628a: 19,
p. 629a: 25.
p. 629e: 257, 363,
405,
p.630¢: 101,118,
p. 63la: 6l
p. 636d: 74,
p. 638d: 288,
p. 646¢: 289.
p. 648d: 363.
p. 652a: 393, 413.
xv, p. 698 c: 408,
p. 699f: 77.
Autocrates, fr. 1: 260,



InpEx II

Callimachus, Hymn to Delos, 300 ff.:
9.

Cha.mti,eleon, ap. Athen. ix. 874a:
7

Cicero, 11. in Verr. iv, § 95: 362.
Clem. Alex.,
Protrept. i. 1: 279,
gl(and Schol.): 210,
1

i, 12: 145,
Strom. i, § 64: 354.
§79: 99, 281.
v, § 100: 356.
Columella, 1. i, § 8 and VIIL iii,
§ 6: 364.
Crates, fr. 41: 230.
Cratinus, fr, 2: 232.
fr, 86: 15, 19.
fr. 335: 97.

Demetrius, de Interpr., § 91: 67.
§ 169: 130.
Demosthenes, in Aristoer., § 4: 145,
in Conon., § 14: 233.
in Meid,, § 5: 52.
10: 76, 94,
217.
§13,14:51.
in Neaer., § 7: 145,
§78,78,79:
215, 2186.
Didymus on Demosth. : 73.
Diodorus, xvII. xvi, § 3: 182,
Diog. Laert. i. 42 : 356,
59: 99,
iii. 12: 357, 369, 372,
377, 378.
56: 99, 109 ff,
vii. 7: 356.
viii. 78: 856.
Diomedes,
de poem. ix, § 2: 250,
% 4: 282, 283,
Dion. Hal.

de Comp. Vb. xix: 59,
xxii: 32-4.
de adm. vi dic, Dem. vii, xxix: 67,
Ep. ad Pomp. ii, p. 762: 67.
Dionysius Thrax (Schol. on): 281.
Dioscorides, Ep, on Sositheus: 93.
on Thespis: 98,
105, 114.
Donatus, de Com. v: 99,
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Ecphantides, fr.: 19, 144, 403.
Elis, Invocation of Women of:

13.
Ennius, fr.: 366, 367, 379.
Epicharmus, fr. 1 (Kaibel): 393.
6: 389.

7: 389,
9: 393.
21: 384,
94, 25 : 397.
34, 35: 398.
37: 399.
42 43 385.
53 : 385.
54 : 384.
57, 58: 385.
71 : 384,
76 : 386.
79: 394,
81-3: 383.
87, 88: 398.
90: 394.
91: 395,
99 : 380.
100,101 : 381.
109: 395.
123, 124 : 382.
125 361, 892.
127 392.
130, 131 : 383.
132: 19, 382.
148, 149: 400.
165, 168: 401.
170: 373.
171 : 377.
172: 368, 378.
173 : 369, 370.
216: 401.
221 : 401,
229: 401, 410.
239 : 230.
245 : 367.
249, 250, 252 : 368.
254: 370.
265-72: 401.
277: 402.
280-8: 402.
Eratosthenes, fr.: 99, 102ff.
Etymologicum Magnum, s, v.
abroxdfBdaloy : 232,
8:fipapBos: 14.
Oupérn: 101, 1181F, 175 fF.
Aevkapiov: 391,
ToXdwiov : 280,
Tpaywdia: 105, 154,
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Euanthiug, de Com. 1 99.
: 101,
Eupolis, fr, 111 395
159 :

412,
244 : 276,
Euripides, Bacchae, 276: 366
5213 : 8, 10,
4,

Cyclops, 78 f. : 155,
Helena, 1469 : 94,

Rhesus, 36 (Schol.): 156.

943 ff.: 183 ff.
Supplices, 531 : 367.
fr. 941: 366,
Eusebius, Can. Ol 47. 2: 98, 165.
61.3: 98.
Fustathius, on Od. xx. 106 ; 285,

Harpocration, 8.v. Meralkeis : 54.
Hepha,estlon,
de Metris, ii, p. 9 (Consbr.): 39.

viii, p. 256 (Consbr.):

384 393, 409.

Introd. Metr., p. 60’ (Consbr.):

226.
Hermippus, fr. 46 : 97,
Herodotus, 1. 23 : 20, 131 ff,

61,132,144,170: 107.
46,

72: 146
171: 229,
iii. 131: 22,
iv. 79: 184.
v.4: 18,
82: 240.
vii. 6: 23.
111: 184,
164 : 359.
227 : 11.
Hesiod, fr. 149: 151.
Hesychius, s.v.
Bpv\\yoTai, &e. : 257,
Selkpha: 229,
Avopaivar: 96,
éxkexoipthopévy @ 291,
év mévre kprrov : 410.
‘Hpdxia: 14,
Oeodaioros : 14,
Kanvias : 290.
Kéhagpos : 393.
kopdaxropoi: 259.
kvpirrol : 257,
AéuBar; 257.
Avbifwr: 289.

Inpex II

Hesychius (cont.)

MdAhos : 285,

*Opova: 396, 403.

wip mapéyxet,: 19.

TpaynPépor: 159,

Tpdyovs .

Xotpihov *Excpavridovs : 291.
Himerius, Or, xiii. 4: 183,
Homer,

Iliad, ix. 215: 119,

xviii. 49ff., 316, 603f..
123-4.
xxiv. 720 1. : 19, 123-4.

Odyssey, xiv. 432: 119,
Homeric Hymn, vililg;o Dionysus)

x1x (to Pam). 46

Horace, Ars Poet. 275 7: 98, 112,
114-15.
Epp. 11. 1, 58: 408.
161-3: 116.
Odes 1v. ii. 10 f. : 38.
Hyginus, Astron. 11. iv: 1021

Tamblichus, Vit. Pythag. 166 : 226,
241, 357,
Inscriptions :
C.I.A. ii. 470, 471: 177.
556: 52.
971, iv. 971 : 52,94,217,
226, 288, 290.
972: 218,
977: 284, 287-8,
1246 : 68.
1248: 75.
1367:. 76.
iii. 34a: 80.

from Assos: 78.
Delos: 9, 76, 77.
Miletus, Sa.mos Teos: 77.
Parian Marble: 25, 64, 70, 97,
107, 280, 283-4, 353
on choregla. 53.
containing names of dithyrambic
victors: 72,



Inpex II

Ioannes Diaconus, Comm. in Her-
mog. : 105, 132, 134, 281.

Ton, fr. of dithyrambs : 46,

Tophon, fr.1: 232-3.

Isaeus, v, § 86: 51,

Isidore, Origg. xviii.47: 101,118-19.

Lamprocles, fr. : 40.

Longus, Soph. iv. 17: 137,

Lucian, "Alexrpvov, § 10: 137,
‘Appovidys, § 1: 68,
MaxpéPio, § 25: 357.
Hepi dpyna., § 22: 261.
Ipokahw é Awr., § 1: 261,

" . §5:125

Lysias, Or. iv, § 3: 52.
Or. xxi, §§ 1, 2: 52, 53, 288.
fr. ap. Athen, xii, 551 ¢ : 60.

Machon, fr.: 64.
Melanippides, frs.: 56 ff.
Menander, fr. 165: 73.
fr, 537: 357.
Mnesimachus, fr, 4: 260.

Nicander, Theriac. 484 (Schol.): 15,

Papyri, Hibeh, i. 1: 869,
Oxyrh, iii. 425: 397,
xiii. 1604 : 36.
Parian Marble : see Inscriptions.
Pausanias, 1. xli, § 1: 204.
1L xiii, § 5: 93,
xxxii, §§ 1-4: 203.
w.iv, §1:°9.
v. xviil, § 14: 124,
xxvil, § 7: 414,
VI xxii. § 1: 260.
VIIL xv, § 1: 145,
lii, §§ 2 ff.: 140.
IX, ix, § 2: 204.
xviil, § 8: 202,
xxv, § 2: 202.
Pherecrates, fr. 182: 290.
fr. 138 : 395,
Pherecrates (?), Xeipwy, fr, 145 : 54-
5, 59, 60, 62, 65-6.
Philochorus, fr., (Miiller, i. 387):
208.
Philodemus, de Mus., p. 74: 69.
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Philostratus,
Imag. 1. ii, p. 298 : 257,
11, Xxii:
Vit. Apoll. L. xvii: 67.
Iv. xxi: 216.
Vit. Soph. 1. xxv: 116.
Philoxenus, frs.: 63ff,
Photius, Biblioth., p. 147a: 361.
8.v. "Hpas 8eopovs : 390.
Auvdifwr: 289.
MdAhos : 285.
Phrynichus (tragicus), frs. : 92.
Pindar,
dithyrambic frs.: 33 ff.
Olymp. ix. 68 (Schol.): 391.
xiii. 18, 19 (and Schol.):

6, 7, 21.
Pyth. i. 98 (Schol.) : 354, 396.
ii. 73: 396.

Plato, Alcibiad. ii, p. 147 ¢ : 226.
Cratylus, p. 408 ¢ : 137.
Gorgias, p. 493a: 362,

p. 501 e: 60.
Laws, iii, p. 700 b: 7,8, 214.
p. 700 d ff. : 58-9.
vii, p. 815 ¢: 156.
x, p. 893 a (Schol.) : 89
xii, p. 947 ¢ : 180
Minos, p. 321a: 101, 117-18.
Republ. iii, p. 394¢ (and
Schol.) : 41, 70.
v, p. 451 ¢c: 144
Sympos., p. 212 e: 234.
Theaet., p. 152d,e (and Com-
ment.Anon.):356-
9, 375-6.

Plotius, de Metris, p.508 (Keil): 97

Plutarch,

Apophth. Reg., p. 175¢: 361.

de comm. notit. xliv, p. 1083 a:
375.

de cupid. divit. viii, p. 527d: 98.

deSIZ']i ap. Delph. ix, p. 388e: 9,

de inimicor. util. ii, p. 86 f: 154-5.
de Is. et Osir. iii, p. 852 ¢ : 145.
Xxxv, p. 364f: 13.
Ixviii, p. 3784, b:
145,
de Mus. iv, p. 1132¢: 66.
vi, p. 1133b: 59.
x,p. 1134 ¢, f: 19, 20, 41,
126.

xii, p. 1185¢: 69.

xv, p. 1136 ¢: 56.
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Plutarch (cont.)
de Mus. zvii, p. 1136 f: 21,
xxi, p. 1138b: 69.
xxviii, p. 1141a: 69.
xx131; ,p- 1141 b, ¢ : 23, 30,
xxxi p.1141e,d: 30, 31,
, 95,
xxxi, p. 1142 b, ¢: 71, 96.
de prov. Alex., §30: 103 105 £F.,
112, 168.
de sera num. vind. xv, p. 559b:
375.
detrang. anim. xiv, p. 473 d: 375.
Quaest. Gr. xii, p. 293¢, d: 14.
xviil, p. 295 ¢,d: 274,
xxxvi, p. 299a,b: 13,
XxXviii, p. 299 e: 236.
Qu:)?étllodo quis adul. xxvii, p. 68a:
Symp. Quaest. 1. 1, § 5, p. 615a:
7, 166.
v, § 1 p. 622e:

X, § 2 ‘p. 628a,b:
80 360,
VIIL ix, § 3 p. 732f:

Vit. Agesil. i: 228—9
Alex. viii: 71.
Aristid, i: 72, 75.
Lycurg. xviii: 229, 230.
Num. viii: 356.
Pyreh. xi: 187,
Solon. xxi: 180.

xxix: 99.
Thes. xxiii: 375.
X Orat., p. 842a: 10.

Pollux, iv, 23: 175 ff,

56 : 405.

102: 261.

103 : 247, 257,
104 : 150, 230.
104-5: 258.
110: 88,

118: 153,

123: 101, 1181
144 : 258,

. 150-1: 254,

ix. 41-2; 4086.

Polybius, iv. 20: 78.

xxx. 13: 77,

Porphyry, Vit. Plotin. 24 : 406.

Pratinas, fr,: 281,
Praxilla, fx

39.

InpeEx II
Proclus, Chrest. xiii: 22, 132, 133,

xiv: 16, 82,
Proverb. Bodl. (Ga,lsfd) 731 : 896,

Sextus Empir. ix. 402: 58,
Simonides, fr. 145 : 25, 26, 52.
147 26,
148 : 8, 26, 27, 52,
172: 8.

Sophocles, Ichneutae, 357-8: 155,

Oed. Tyr. 1105: 184.

fr. 162: 386.
Statius, Silv. 1v. iii. 150: 364.
Steph. Byz., p. 382, 13: 360.
Stesichorus, Oresteia fr.: 20.

Strabo, x. vii, p. 466 ; xi, p. 468: 172.

xv. ii, p. 728: 9, 27.

Suidas, 8.v, 'AAxaios : 108.
dvapirew : 15,
'Avriyevidns : 64.
"Apiov : 20 ff,, 1324
Aewwdhoyos : 854, 414,
8t8ipapBos : 10.
'Epmedorhis : 143,
é¢ dpafns : 238.

’Emixappos: 284,354,413,

Oéomis :

Adoos: 221,
Mayvijs : 287, 288.
Mehanmwidns : 55,

ovdév mpds Tov Aidvvoov:

167,
Hivbapos : 142,
Hparivas : 92-3.
Sipavidns, 142,
Sopoxhis : 116.
Sryoixopos: 20.
Sdeppwv: 412

A ,
Td €k 1OV dpafdv ordp-

ra: 238,
Tipdfeos : 64-5.
$dppos : 354.
$pims .59,
Bpiwiyos : 91-2.
Xewpidns : 286.
Xotpidos: §7.
Susarion, fr.: 282,
Syncellus, p. 238 143.

Telestes, frs.: 17, 70, 71.

Themistius, Or. xxvi, p. 316d : 100,

109, 124,

xxvil, p. 406 : 136.



InpeEx II

Theocritus, iv. 62 (Schol.): 156.
xi. 1 (Schol.): 63,
Epigr. 18: 357.

Schol. on BovkoAiaoral :

247 ff.

Theophrastus, Char. iii. 3; 115,
vi. 8: 260.

ap. Porphyr. de abst.

i, 10: 102
Theopompus, fr. 2: 278,

Thucydides, iii. 104: 9.

Tractat. Coislin., § 6: 270, 309.

Tzetzes, ad Hesiod. Op. 6: 384.
Prooem. de Com. : 250,

Xenophanes, fr, 16 : 379.
Xenophon, Hipp. iii. 3: 142.
Mem. 1. iv, § 3: 55.
111 iv, § 4: 51,
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