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Chapter 1

Introduction

81.1. Introduction
In the earliest surviving comedy in the Western tradition, the poet Aristophanes, speaking

"1 Although Old Comedy was remarkable

through a character, says, "Comedy knows justice, too.
for its exuberance, vulgarity, and vicious abuse against politicians and other members of society,
Aristophanes asserts that such humor serves the common good. With this claim, we see the
beginnings of a tradition in the West that comedy can, and perhaps should, improve its audience.
While, as we shall see, comedy's usefulness was a matter of polemic throughout antiquity, by the
fourth century AD Donatus could assert that, through the materials of comedy, one would learn
what in life is useful and what is adverse.? When humanists in the Renaissance and later turned
to the discussion—indeed, the justification—of comedy, they drew on precisely such arguments
from antiquity about comedy's usefulness.

Philip Sidney in the sixteenth century defended comedy on the English stage by claiming
that it induced viewers to avoid vice;? on the continent a few decades earlier, Gian Giorgio
Trissino in his Poetics could amplify Aristote's discussion of comedy by saying that comedy

teaches men virtue by deriding men who are base.” This view of comedy was persistent, and the

idea that comedy is corrective because it induces laughter at, and by extension the avoidance of,

! Aristophanes Acharnians 500.

% Donatus Commentum Terenti | p. 22 Wessner.

% p. 117 of Shepherd's 1965 edition of Sidney's Defense of Poesy (first published in 1595).
*p. 224 (=6.120a) in Gilbert 1962.



vice influenced even Bergson's theory of laughter and the comic in his seminal work Le Rire.
Essai sur la signification du comique, which proposes that that by laughing at the inflexibility of
comic characters we generate increased flexibility in ourselves.

Such theories can apply just as well to invented characters and situations as to real ones,
and the dramatists of the Renaissance dealt in character types or ciphers. Plautus, Terence, and
their predecessors in Greek New Comedy similarly used fictional plots and characters in their
dramas, and therefore these dramas operate at a level of abstraction from reality. Old Comedy
and Aristophanes, however, are often not so abstract and casually blur fiction and reality.

Whereas Plautus may portray a generic braggart soldier, Pyrgopolynices ("Mr.
Manycitysacker™), and expose him to derision, Aristophanes can put on stage a character with
the name and likeness of a real, contemporary Athenian general, Lamachus, who was perhaps
himself in the audience, and subject this ersatz Lamachus to abuse for his purported faults.
Indeed, the membrane between fiction and reality is often permeated even further: not only are
manifest analogs to contemporaries portrayed on stage and subjected to mockery over the course
of the play's action, but characters in the plays frequently joke about or abuse real
contemporaries in the audience. Aristophanes himself can, speaking through a character, address
the audience in his own voice to criticize contemporaries for their faults. He, through such
characters, is always quick to assert (naturally) that his mission is to improve his spectators and
that he criticizes the deserving. Aristophanes and Old Comedy interact with reality in a rather
more direct way than these other types of comedy: rather than abstract away their targets of
mockery, they can confront them head-on. Rather than cloak in generalized terms their advice for

the city, they can say precisely what they mean.”

® | do not mean, however, to underplay how very engaged a comedy dealing only in ciphers can be. Consider, for
example, the case of Moliére's Tartuffe, which so offended the Church that it threatened with excommunication



Indeed, only in the last few decades has popular comedy approached Old Comedy's
vulgarity, abuse, and engagement with reality.® | have in mind not only comedies that satirically
treat current events, such as the Onion, Daily Show, and Colbert Report, but also comedy like
South Park, which, as Old Comedy did, depicts real characters and events in a fictional story and
subjects them to derision. This mode of comedy has become increasingly permissible and
popular, and the intents and effect of such comedies are controversial: they are accused of
mocking celebrities and politicians only to provoke laughter, diminishing the public's confidence
in government, misusing a public forum, and promoting cynicism in audiences.” Some of these
same complaints were leveled against Old Comedy, which, as we have said, stands at the origins
of comedy in the West and was as or more vulgar and abusive than many of these modern forms.

Plutarch complained that Old Comedy made for unpleasant reading at parties because one
would need a grammarian at hand to explain all of the topical references.® But, precisely because
of its engagement with reality, Old Comedy, long after it ceased to be performed, continued to
offer a paradigm for thinking about broader problems, including the ramifications of free speech,
the effects of popular media on the public, and the nature of the audience's complicity in
promoting or tolerating such humor. In particular, the discussion and criticism of Old Comedy
offered a means for thinking about the democratic values of fifth century Athens that enabled

Old Comedy's freedoms. Our comparably abusive forms of comedy, which have, in the scheme

whoever went to see it. Moliére defended this play by arguing in a series of petitions to the king that, of course, the
function of the comic is to correct vice in its spectators.

® Euben 2003, 64-84, likens Aristophanes to the Honeymooners and the Simpsons and proposes that such comedy
teaches viewers to be skeptical of those who are in power and social norms on the whole. This may be true, but such
sitcoms are far less challenging than Aristophanes. However transgressive they may sometimes be, they consistently
value the integrity of the family unit: episodes often feature conflict within the family and resolve with its integrity
restored. But Aristophanes can give us endings like those to the Clouds and Wasps. The more thorough-going
skepticism (a critic would say cynicism) of the Onion or South Park may better approximate Aristophanic comedy.
" See, e.g., Baumgartner and Morris 2006, a study that argues that the Daily Show, while it may be educational,
makes viewers more cynical of and less confident in American political institutions.

¥ Mor. 712a.



of things, so recently appeared, already provide such a means for thinking about ourselves and
will, like Old Comedy, provide a means for future critics to think about us and our freedoms. In
this regard, there perhaps has been no more apropos time for thinking about the ancient

interpretation of personal abuse in Old Comedy.

81.2. Abusive Humor in Old Comedy

In what follows, | use the term "personal abuse™ broadly to mean jokes at the expense of
historical individuals contemporary with the plays' production. Chief among these is when a
character in a play abuses such an individual by name (évopaoti kou®deiv), but I also include in
the category of personal abuse incorporating analogs to such individuals as characters in plays
and treating them shamefully. Most analysis of such abuse in Old Comedy has been folded into
the questions of what Aristophanes' political affiliations were, whether his comedies are purely
laughable or both laughable and serious,® and what the social and political effects of his
comedies might have been when they were performed in fifth century Athens. This has been
perhaps the most incendiary question in the study of Old Comedy, and already in 1938 Gomme
could begin his important study on Aristophanes and politics by stating, "This is a threadbare

subject."*® But arguments continue to run the gamut. For his part, Gomme argued that, on

° | use the word "serious" here as short-hand to mean that the comedies were intended to produce effects in the
spectators that lasted beyond the performance of the play, especially by influencing the politics and society of
Athens. Seriousness does not necessarily contrast with laughter or the comic: defenders of comedy regularly assert
that laughter produces a lasting effect that benefits the individual and society, and that the comic could be deathly
serious was well-appreciated in antiquity. To take one anecdote about the comic stage, the Old Comic playwright
Eupolis supposedly was drowned by the general Alcibiades because the former mocked the latter in a comedy. The
historical information in this anecdote is untrue (see Nesselrath 2000); but it was early and popular enough that
Alexandrian scholarship was aware of it and refuted it. The dichotomy, rather, is between humor that achieves a
serious effect; and humor that only purports to achieve a serious effect to further the humor. For discussion of the
dichotomy between seriousness and humor, see Silk 2000, 301-49.

1% For the critical tradition of this question in British scholarship on Old Comedy, see Walsh 2009, who emphasizes
the role of the social and political climate of eighteenth and nineteenth century England in shaping Aristophanic
scholarship.



balance, Aristophanes' political advocacy was "only in jest, or at best incidental."** This
skepticism towards the comedies having real political purposes and effects has found modern
adherents in Halliwell and Heath, who approach the question from rather different perspectives
from Gomme and from each other. Halliwell emphasizes the festive nature of Old Comedy and
in fact argues that it was exempt from Athenian laws about abuse precisely because it was more
festive and carnivalesque than politically and socially efficacious.'? Heath has argued that
comedy, its didacticism, and its abuse seem to have had no real effect on Athenian politics and
that the playwrights' real aim was to please the audience and win first prize."®

A host of other scholars accept that there were real political intents and effects to the
performance of Old Comedy. De Ste Croix claims to locate a consistently conservative strain in
Aristophanes' plays and regards him as a Cimonian conservative;** Sommerstein's formulation is
similar.’® Henderson emphasizes the relationship between the demos and Old Comedy and has
argued that the latter is an institution of the former: "Comedy itself was an arm of that rule [of
the demos]."*® Goldhill and Carey, however, argue for the diversity and multiplicity of purposes
and voices in Aristophanic comedy.*” Old Comedy and Aristophanes prove to mean different
things to different people.

So it was in antiquity, too. Even in fifth century Athens, Aristophanes consistently claims
that his abusive humor served the greater mission of teaching his fellow citizens and improving

the city; but he hints that other poets may use personal abuse for personal purposes,*® or that they

' Gomme 1938, 109.

2 Halliwell 1984a; 1991; 1993; 2008, 243-63.

'3 Heath 1987; 1997.

4 de Ste Croix 1972; Cartledge 1990, 43-53, takes the same position as his teacher (to whom the book is dedicated).
1> See Sommerstein 1996.

1% Henderson 1990, 313. See also Henderson 1998.

7 Goldhill 1991, 167-222; Carey 1994.

18 \Wasps 1025-8.



may have no real agenda but seize on trite abuses of politicians to raise a laugh.'® However, the
Old Oligarch says that comedy and its abusive humor are means of flattering the demos and
marginalizing the elite,?® while Cleon claims that Aristophanes defamed both the city and the
demos.? This controversy about the intent and effect of Old Comedy's humor has a very ancient

pedigree.

81.3. The Ancient Reception of Old Comedy

In antiquity, as now, the questions of the intent and effect of Old Comedy's personal
abuse were controversial, and many modern contentions have ancient analogs. As we will see,
the view that comedy is fundamentally carnivalesque is similar to the proposal of some ancient
theorists that comedy originated from festival and has (or should have) no real engagement with
civic life. The conception that comedy represents the demos also echoes ancient notions, as does
the idea that the comic poet pursues only victory and is unconcerned about whether his abuse is
justified or not.

Connected to these problems, indeed, underlying them, is the question of how personal
abuse relates to Old Comedy, and comedy on the whole, as a genre. Most scholarship on the
reception of Old Comedy in antiquity treats this question indirectly by focusing on the ancient
periodization of Greek comedy. Ancient periodizations of comedy frequently propose that each

phase was characterized by a different kind of abuse, and studies haved addressed when, how,

' Clouds 549-62.

20 [Xenophon] Ath. Pol. 2.18.

21 On Cleon's charges against Aristophanes, see Sommerstein 2004. The case of Cleon demonstrates best of all that,
even when Old Comedy was being performed, the intent and effects of its abuse were controversial and difficult to
interpret. Cleon felt strongly enough about Aristophanes’ comic abuse to take him to court, and the Knights won
first prize for skewering Cleon. However, despite the play’s accolades, and despite the Old Oligarch’s opinion that
comedy only attacks those who are unpopular with the demos, Cleon was elected general soon after the Knights was
performed.



and by whom Greek comedy was divided into its different phases (Old, Middle, and New).?* But
this analysis prioritizes the labels and the theorists involved rather than theories about the process
of comedy's development (and, for our purposes, what role personal abuse plays in that
development). Comedy's evolution begins, of course, long before the period called "Old
Comedy," which, regardless of the nature of its personal abuse and whatever its other qualities
were, can only refer to the earliest phase of Greek comedy at Athens.

Theories about the process of this evolution can be much more revealing. As we will see
in chapter 3, certain theories that arose in Athens in third century about the origins, development,
and personal abuse of comedy are quite compatible with each other, even if they have slightly
different ideas about how the phases of comedy should be categorized. Contrawise, while two
interpretations of comedy and its abuse may agree on the labeling, they may have very different
understandings of comedy and its abuse. In chapter 5, we will see two bodies of criticism that
share the premise that Old Comedy was characterized by personal abuse and New by an absence
of abuse. But according to one body of criticism, Old Comedy's abuse was, like the radical
democracy that enabled it, dangerous and unwarranted, and it was rightfully superseded by New
Comedy, which was a superior form for abandoning Old's irresponsible abuse. According to the
other, Old Comedy used its abuse to fulfill comedy's mission of attacking wrongdoers, and New,
with its absence of abuse, is an attenuation. The labels alone can be misleading; to understand the
ancient reception of Old Comedy's abuse, we must look to the arguments and theories that

underlie the labels.

22 On the history of these questions, see Nesselrath 1990, 1-28.



81.4. The Present Study

This study focuses on accounts of the genre's nature and development, what roles
personal abuse plays in them, and how that abuse was interpreted. Is personal abuse an original
feature of comedy, and is it an essential feature? What are the intent and effect of such abuse? Is
the story of how personal abuse diminishes and vanishes from comedy a story of comedy's
evolution into a superior form or a narrative of decline? This inquiry will prove to be not only an
assessment of the types of evaluation made of Old Comedy's personal abuse. Rather, it is also the
study of how Old Comedy as a genre came to be constructed in antiquity.

Our analysis is, then, similar in some respects to Nesselrath's 1990 study Die attische
mittlere Komddie, in which he determines when and how the generic category of Middle
Comedy came to be and what its essential features were. But the problems in tracing the
development of Old Comedy as a genre are fundamentally different from the problems in tracing
Middle Comedy: the latter suffers from being a elusive, amorphous category, and Nesselrath
devotes much energy to proving that it existed as a distinctive type of comedy. However, the
problem in the study of Old Comedy is that, as we have seen, already in the fifth century, when it
was still a living form, it could mean contradictory things to different parties. The analysis of the
genre is not, as for Middle Comedy, a process of unearthing what features could have been
unique to it. On the contrary, the excavation of the ancient construction of Old Comedy entails
tracing centuries of arguments about what Old Comedy's unique features meant for the genre and
what effects they had; chief among these is personal abuse.

For Aristophanes’ freedom of speech and vicious abuse were affecting for his later
readers, few of whom could enjoy that same lack of restraint. Even when the targets of his abuse

were long dead and in many cases forgotten—both now and in antiquity, some individuals were



only known through the abuse Aristophanes heaps upon them—the fact that this abuse was
directed publicly and by name in the theater against real individuals must have seemed quite
significant. For a reader in late antiquity, the Cleonymus whom Aristophanes abuses in several
plays for cowardice, and about whom only a little is known beyond the abuse in the comedies,
would have been about as familiar and real as a character in Plautus or Terence. But the fact that
such targets of abuse were once living exerted a kind of fascination, just as fifth century Athens
generally did on subsequent generations.

It has always seemed both surprising and telling to me that, if the numbers of fragments
of the plays on papyrus are any guide, the Knights was a particularly popular play among later
readers. It is famous for being a sustained attack on Cleon, who is represented in the play as a
deceitful slave. But the Knights was not one of the three plays, the so-called Byzantine triad, on
which Byzantine scholarship concentrated. These were the Clouds, attractive because Socrates
appears in it, the Frogs, of interest because Aeschylus and Euripides feature as characters, and
the Wealth, to which the Byzantine scholars may have been drawn because it prefigured New
Comedy.? But there are more fragments of the Knights on papyri than of these three plays;
indeed, there are more fragments of the Knights on papyri than any of Aristophanes' other
comedies.”* And while Cleon's analog in the play is called Cleon only once,* it was well known
that the entirety of the play was a vehicle for abusing him: one late tradition, which must be
using the play itself to construct history, claims that no actor was courageous enough to play the

part for fear of retribution from Cleon, and therefore Aristophanes played it himself.? This, in

%% On Aristophanes as a transitional figure in comedy's history see §3.6.

* Trojahn 2002, 148, tabulates the Aristophanic papyri in a convenient fashion.

% Knights 976.

% This tradition must be based on an inference from Knights 230-3, in which another slave (usually identified with
Demosthenes) says that the prop makers were too frightened to create a mask in Cleon's likeness for the actor
playing him. The Life of Aristophanes amplifies this, saying that not only would nobody create a mask but no actor
would even play the part: Siex0pedoag 8¢ pdioto Kiémvi 16 dnpoyoyd kai ypdyag kot adtod tovg Innéac, &v oig



some respects his most viciously abusive play, became a part of a history—or, rather, a
mythology—that developed around Old Comedy, Aristophanes, and the abuse of wrongdoers.

In examining these histories and mythologies about personal abuse and Old Comedy, we
begin from the earliest and best preserved theory about comedy's development and the role of its
personal abuse, Aristotle's. In the second chapter, | examine his model for the evolution of drama
in the Poetics. While Aristotle traces the origins of comedy to personal abuse, it is personal
abuse of a very specific kind: the abuse is only among the poets themselves and does not target
third parties. | suggest that his theory of poetry admits only limited types of personal abuse (but,
notably, it does not exclude abuse on the whole). For Aristotle, Old Comedy's purported civic
engagement and mockery of wrongdoers were not original or central features of comedy.

In the third chapter, I turn to theories of comedy current in the third century. None of
these survives in full, but I reconstruct them from fragments and from their use by later authors.
The most important of these is Eratosthenes', the third chief librarian at Alexandria and one of
antiquity's most important scholars. These theories deviate importantly from Aristotle’s,
particularly in how they describe the relationship between comedy and tragedy. However, |
argue that they also derive comedy from unserious abuse at religious festivals. Here, too, comedy
and its personal abuse were not originally corrective and did not attack third parties.

While Aristotle’s theory is the best preserved and the most familiar to modern readers,
Eratosthenes' and the related theories from the third century may have been more influential in
antiquity. In the next chapter, | explore theories about the origin of comedy and the nature of its
abuse at Rome. These, too, survive only in secondary sources—the poets and grammarians who

used or reported parts of the theories—but they probably derived from the Roman scholar Varro,

Steréyyel adTod Tag KAOTAG Kol TO TUPAVVIKOV, 003EVOG OE TOV GKEVOTOIAYV TOAUNGAVTOG TO TPOGM®TOV 0HTOD
okevdoat dt” vepPoinv eoPov, dte o1 TupavVIKoD GVToG, UNdE unv vrokpivacsHal Tvog TOAUMVTOG, 31’ EovTod O
Apiotopavng vrekpivato adtod 10 Tpdcmnov pikte ypicag (Koster XX VIII, 11-6).
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who, in turn, was probably relying on Eratosthenes and the theories from the third century. But
more of Varro's theory can be reconstructed, and the plot thickens as we learn more of the story.
Varro seems to have acknowledged that the originally mirthful abuse was at some point directed
against members of the community and that it did have serious effects beyond the festival. But,
according to Varro, this abuse became irresponsible, dangerous, and destabilizing and had to be
curtailed by law. This, we surmise, is why Old Comedy ended.

According to this theory, personal abuse was originally festive and only among
performers; when it did attack third parties, it came to have a deleterious effect; and, finally, it
was outlawed for the common good. In the fifth chapter, | look more closely at the role of
politics in histories of comedy. | argue that according to one body of theory, to which Varro
belongs, the emergence of personal abuse against spectators and politicians in comedy is to be
connected with the ascendance of a dangerous, irresponsible demos that gave the poets license to
commit abuse. The attacks on Old Comedy's civic engagement and personal abuse are, therefore,
also attacks on democracy and its values, especially free speech. I contrast this with another
theory that has a more positive view of democracy and Old Comedy. According to it, comedy
emerged from abuse against wrongdoers, was institutionalized in the democracy to defend the
demos, and came to an end because anti-democratic oligarchs wanted to do wrong with impunity.

Having established that the nature of its personal abuse is a chief question in antiquity
about development of comedy, I next look to another genre, satyr play. Only one satyr play from
antiquity survives, but, using fragments of others, | demonstrate that, towards the end of the
fourth century, satyr play began to feature personal abuse comparable to Old Comedy's. As a

result, 1 suggest, later theorists supposed satyr play to be a subcategory of Old Comedy and
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incorporated it into their histories of and theories about comedy. Abuse of third parties was a
central feature of comedy and could be used to define and track the genre.

In the final chapter, | analyze more comprehensively ancient interpretations of personal
abuse in Old Comedy proper. Some theorists, especially during the Second Sophistic when
problems of the Greek canon, education, and free speech may have been felt particularly acutely,
are critical of Old Comedy's unrestrained abuse, and | show how Dio Chrysostom, Aelius
Avristides, and Plutarch attack the idea that comic abuse could be salutary. However, this
competed with an interpretation that compared Old Comedy's abuse to the Cynic mode of
discourse and excused its vulgarity and viciousness by accepting that it served the good of the
audience and the state. This line of reasoning is, | suggest, an important reason why Old Comedy
survived.

As is clear from this outline, our sources will be eclectic: much of the material has been
lost, and the theories and trends must be reconstructed. One collection of sources, used
throughout, deserves particular mention. These are the treatises on comedy, which Koster has
assembled in the first fascicle of the first edition of the scholia to Aristophanes. | refer to these
treatises by their number in Koster throughout, and | have included an appendix with short
summaries of the salient points of the treatises that I use. These texts are quite varied in content
and quality. Most are anonymous and probably late, but their authors sometimes preserved very
ancient information. As we will see in chapter 3, one of these, Koster Ill, is singular and quite
learned, and it probably draws on Alexandrian scholarship.?” Others are replete with stories like
the aforementioned anecdote that Aristophanes himself acted in the Knights.?® But the treatises

are still invaluable, even if they do not record the facts of the matter. Because they are informed

%7 §3.6; cf. §7.2.
%8 See especially §5.6 for narratives of this kind.
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by inference and their own biases rather than historical facts that have been transmitted, they
reveal all the more about the analytical strategies of their authors, their views about personal
abuse in comedy, and what Old Comedy was to its ancient readers.

Indeed, it was a history of comedy that recurs in a few of these that originally attracted
me to this study. This history, which is really more of a folktale, describes the development of
comedy thus: in the old days, if a farmer was wronged, he and his fellows used to gather, paint
their faces with lees as a disguise, and assemble outside the house of the wrongdoer. They would
lampoon the malefactor before his family and neighbors. Shamed in this fashion, he would avoid
doing wrong in the future; for fear of such shame, others would avoid wrong, too. Because this
practice was so useful, it was eventually institutionalized by the democracy in the form of
comedy.

This story, which will be discussed throughout this study (but especially in chapter 5,
where we will also see an inversion of it), supposes that corrective personal abuse is the seed
from which comedy grew. It is charming for its naivety and its conviction that comedy was
fundamentally a force for social good. But it has a mean edge to it, since it imagines a single
kind of laughter at the heart of comedy, laughter as social control. If there is joy to comedy, it is
entirely contingent on past wrongdoing and the shame inflicted on wrongdoers. Everything else
in comedy—the festivity, the liveliness, the singing and dancing, even the plot and fictional
frame—are accretions. It reduces comedy to something purely useful.

This story, at least in the form described above, is late and, | will argue, developed as part
of a long-running debate about the nature of comedy and comic abuse. If it proposes an extreme
position, a position that may seem not only alien but a little repugnant to any modern admirer of

Old Comedy, stripping the genre, as it does, of so many of its other extraordinary attributes, there
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are good reasons why this position formed. It developed as a response to constructions of the
genre that deny that Old Comedy served the social and political good—constructions that reject
Old Comedy's concrete grappling with reality in favor of New and Roman Comedy's more
abstract engagement. It responds to arguments that Old Comedy and its abuse had a detrimental
effect on society, that they were dangerous, disruptive influences, and that they were
instrumental in the decline of the state. As we have said, Old Comedy and its abuse meant
different things to different people, and these interpretations built upon and reacted to each other.
However imperfect this folktale is as a history of comedy, and however much it
minimizes the artfulness and joy of comedy, | suggest in the final chapters that it is partly
because of arguments like those implicit in it that Aristophanes survives. Such thorough-going
defenses of his abuse, a feature that proved so controversial and unique to Old Comedy, perhaps
offered some license for its viciousness and vulgarity and are reasons why Aristophanes could be
used in schools—and, consequently, continued to be read, copied, and preserved unto today. This
study, therefore, concerns not only what comedy was in antiquity but also how Old Comedy
survived and came to be what it is for us. Even if such interpretations seem to discount the

beauty, liveliness, and joy of Aristophanic poetry, we owe them a debt.
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Chapter 2

The Low Road: Mimesis, Personal Abuse, and Comedy in Aristotle's History of Drama

82.1. Introduction

In the beginning of his 1974 article on the subject, Carnes Lord could already say that
treating Aristotle's history of poetry in the Poetics had become practically indefensible.! By
treating this topic, we may seem to be driving our chariot down the same broad road as so many
others; but, by restricting our discussion to our narrow interests, we may introduce some novelty.
Our treatment will not really be interested in the historicity of Aristotle's history of drama, as so
many studies are,” but in the role and nature of personal abuse in its history of comedy.

A curiosity of Aristotle's account in the Poetics is that he professes ignorance about the
evolutionary stages of comedy: unlike tragedy, he says, those were not recorded.® And yet he is
able to give not one but two antecedents to comedy—(a) lampoons and (b) phallic songs—over
the course of two different, but connected, histories. By locating the origins of comedy in the
lampoon, Aristotle accepts that comedy's antecedents had personal abuse as their main business.
But Aristotle has a very specific and very peculiar idea about the nature of that personal abuse,
and that has received little attention. As we will see, Aristotle's system in the first account is

rather self-contained: poetry evolves not due to external factors, but due to the ingenuity of the

' Lord 1974, 195.

?E.g., Pickard-Cambridge 1962, 94-7, 133-4; Else 1965; Lord 1974; Seaford 1976; Winkler 1990; Rusten 2006;
Depew 2007.

® Poetics 5.1449a37-1449b1: ai puév odv Tiic Tpaywdioc petafaoeig kol 8t Gv éyévovio od AeMibaoty, 1 8¢ kopmdio
Ot 10 pr) omovddlecsbon €€ apyng ELabev.

* For an elegant illustration of these, see Rusten 20086, 40.
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poets, and he describes the personal abuse at the origins of comedy as being reciprocal only
among the poets themselves. For Aristotle, personal abuse may be an original and central feature
of comedy’s antecedent forms, but it is not the unrestrained abuse of politicians and other
spectators that would feature so prominently in descriptions of Old Comedy. Aristotle strongly
delimits the abuse at comedy’s origins, and, as we shall see, he also restricts the kinds of abuse
that are appropriate for comedy itself.

In what follows, I will firstly describe the stages of Aristotle's history of drama and
identify the attributes whose evolution he is tracking. The evolution of poetry that he describes is
an evolution toward a more perfect kind of mimesis that achieves the appropriate effect of
comedy,” and | will next describe the features of that more perfect kind of mimesis. 1 will go on
to show that Aristotle puts reciprocal abuse at the beginnings of comedy and has it evolving into
the kinds of comic abuse that fit his system: the abuse among poets prefigures the abuse among
actors in comedy. But I will also suggest that, despite what has sometimes been claimed on the
basis of passages in the Nicomachean Ethics® and the Politics,” some forms of personal abuse
involving spectators are compatible with his theories of poetry.? While Aristotle excludes
personal abuse from being a central feature of comedy for Aristotle, nothing precludes certain

kinds of personal abuse from being ancillary features.

® On interpretations of Aristotle's comic catharsis, see Golden 1984; Janko 1984, 143-51; Watson 2012, 152-7, 179-
82.

® EN 6.8.1128a20-31. This passage is used to argue that Aristotle disapproved of Old Comedy's personal abuse by,
e.g., Lucas 1968, 68; Ussher 1977, 71; Halliwell 1987, 87 (cf. Halliwell 1986, 273-4). In this passage, Aristotle
distinguishes between the abusiveness of the older comedy (aicypoAoyia) and the innuendo (brdvora) of the new
with regard to their decency (eboynootdvn); but he is discussing here the appropriate humor for social discourse,
not what is appropriate for the stage.

"Pol. 7.17.1336b3-23, which is used by Else 1957, 187-8, to argue that Aristotle generally rejected abuse in Old
Comedy. Here, Aristotle recommends legislation against abusive and shameful language (aicypoloyio)—but he
specifically gives allowance for raillery (twBacpodc) at certain religious festivals, and the only prohibition that the
proposed law places on comedy is that it ought not be viewed by children. On the reality of such legislation, see
Halliwell 1991 (with pp. 68-70 on these passages in particular).

8 See Heath 1989a, 344-5, who argues against using these passages as evidence for Aristotle's views on personal
abuse; cf. Heath 1987, 26-7.
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82.2. Aristotle's History of Drama in the Poetics Book 1

In what follows, I lay out Aristotle's history of drama in the Poetics, which begins from
the causes of poetry and concludes with the culmination of poetry's evolution, comedy and
tragedy. What follows is not a translation of the history, but an attempt to divide it into a

sequence of discrete points; my division here is similar to Rotstein 2010.°

1. The Philosophical Account: Praise and Blame, Epic and lambus

A. 4.1448b20-24: Mimesis, like harmony and rhythm, is natural to humans; therefore, from the
beginning those who were especially naturally gifted at these things gradually advanced poetry
and produced it from improvisations.

B. 4.1448b24-27: Poetry was separated into two categories according to the poets' characters.™
The loftier poets (cepvotepor) represented fine actions of fine men (kolag tpa&eic); the baser
poets (evteléotepor) represented the actions of base men (pavrwv). The loftier poets composed
hymns (buvovug) and encomia (€yxopua); the baser poets first composed lampoons (yoyouc).

C. 4.1448b28-1448b33: Of the poems of the baser category, there were probably many before
Homer, but none are known. They can only be named starting from Homer, such as his Margites
and poems of such a kind. In these poems, the iambic meter emerged because it fit them, and for
this reason it is now called iambic: in this meter they used to lampoon one another (iaupilov
arrniovc). Some of the poets of old became iambic poets, and some became epic poets.

D. 4.14480b34-1449a2: But Homer produced serious material (ta omovdaio) as well as indicated
the form (oyfiua) of comedy: he composed not lampoon (yoyov), but dramatically rendered
(dpapartomooag) the laughable (to yehoiov). The Margites is the analog to comedy, as the Iliad
and the Odyssey are to tragedy.

E. 4.1449a2-6: After comedy and tragedy had been glimpsed, poets took up each type according
to their own characters: some became comic poets instead of iambic, and some became tragic
poets instead of epic. This was because the forms (oynuata) of comedy and tragedy were greater
and conferred more honor than the previous genres.

° Rotstein 2010, 76-7.

19 poetics 4.1448b24 reads dieondon 8¢ katd Té oikela {01 1) moinow. Else 1957, 136-7, is of the view that the
division is according to poetry's character, rather than its poets, though Lucas 1968 ad loc. takes it in the latter sense.
The latter makes rather more sense given that in what immediately precedes and follows the focus is on the abilities
and characters of the poets themselves and how those attributes affect the development and classification of poetry
(thus Lord 1974, 197 n. 5). That being said, the difference is unimportant: the whole point is that the character of the
poetry directly corresponds to the character of the poet.
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2. The Historical Account: The Dithyramb and Phallic Songs

A. 4.1449a9-14: Tragedy emerged from the leaders of the dithyramb, comedy from the leaders of
the phallic songs. They were both originally improvisatory and grew gradually as the poets
advanced them.

B. 4.1449a14-28: Tragedy went through many changes before attaining its nature. Aeschylus
changed the number of actors from one to two, lessened the role of the chorus, and had the dialog
be chief in importance. Sophocles added a third actor and scene painting. Its greatness (uéyefoc)
also changed. It originally had small plots and laughable speech, but, at a late point, it became
lofty (cepva) after changing from the satyric (51 10 €k cotvpikod petafolreiv). The meter
changed to the iambic from the tetrameter, which had been in use when the poetry was satyric
and had more dancing, but tragedy's nature found its meter when its language emerged: for the
iambic is a meter especially fit for speech. Its number of episodes changed too.

C. 5.1449a32-1449b5: Comedy is a representation of those who are baser (nipnoig paviotépwv),
though not in every badness (kaxia). The laughable is part of the shameful (for the laughable is
an error and a cause of shame that is not painful or ruinous, as the comic mask is shameful and
twisted without pain). While the advancements in tragedy and through whom they occurred have
been recorded, the development of comedy was forgotten because it was not serious. The archon
only gave comedy a chorus at a late date; until then, its performers were volunteers. Its poets are
recorded only after it already had some of its forms (oynuatd tvae). Who gave it masks,
prologues, its number of actors, and such things is unknown.

D. 5.1449b5-1449h9: Composing plots (10 6¢ pvbovg moteiv) first came from Sicily. Of the

comic poets in Athens, Crates first abandoned the iambic form (deépevoc tiic iappikig idéag)
and began to compose stories and plots (Adyot kai udbotr) in a generalizing fashion (kaboiov).

82.3. The Modes of Analysis

The first account gives a history that tracks the development of the poetic genres,
proceeding from the first cause of poetry through the intermediate forms to the genres' ultimate
forms in tragedy and comedy. The second account begins with a restatement of an important
point in the first: 1A gives improvisation as the initial means by which talented individuals
produced and advanced poetry. Yet, in 2A, Aristotle not only gives a second, hitherto

unmentioned, antecedent for tragedy and comedy—this time the dithyramb and the phallic
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songs™—but he also says once again that these relied on improvisation, returning to the first
engine of poetic development mentioned at the beginning of the first account.*? The second
version seems to begin a new narrative by returning to impromptu performance and adducing
new precursors for drama. As Rotstein has argued, these two accounts seem to rely on two
different modes of analysis.™® The first, which is called here the philosophical account, has a
particularly theoretical bent; it draws stark dichotomies that are complicated by observations
made elsewhere in the Poetics, makes no mention of externals such as, for example, politics or
geography on the development of poetry, and does not name the poets who originated the genres
it discusses.™ The second, which is called here the historical account, seems to turn more fully to
the realia to which Aristotle has more direct access and mentions, for example, poets who added
to, but did not invent, their genres. As we will see, this historical mode does not obviously
parallel the philosophical one.

In 1A, Aristotle begins his history of poetry from an argument about probability and
human nature: mimesis is a natural feature of humanity, and this causes gifted humans to
produce poetry. This claim that mimesis is intrinsic to humans goes back to the very beginning
of ch. 4, before the history of the poetic genres properly begins, where Aristotle justifies the

centrality of mimesis to the discussion of poetry:

! The thesis of Leonhardt 1991 is that the traditional interpretation is mistaken and these antecedents are related
chiastically, i.e., that tragedy derives from phallic songs and comedy from the dithyramb. This claim is to my
knowledge nowhere accepted; for refutations see Seaford 1993 and Patzer 1995.

12 On the importance of improvisation in this account, see Winkler 1990.

3 Rotstein 2010, 74-88. Rotstein regards the first account as using a "Theoretical or Deductive Approach” and the
second as using an "Empirical or Inductive Approach."

14 On this point, see below. That Aristotle would use such a methodology ought not surprise us: as his differentiation
between history and poetry (cited below) makes clear, the poet—Ilike the philosopher—is interested in the truth of
things, not how contingent events play out. Cf. Halliwell 1986, 93-4.
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goikaot 82 yevviioat pév Shag v momTikv aitior $Vo Tveg kol avtal oK. T6 TE yap
uipeicOot cupeLToV TOig AVOP®TOLS £K TaUdWV €0Ti, Kol TOVTH dSPEPOLGL TAV dAL®Y DoV, 6Tl
HUNTIKOTOTOV 0T KOl TOG LoBNOEIS TOLETTO 10l LIUNGEMG TOC TPMOTOS, Kol TO YOUpPELY TOIG
LU LOGT TTAVTOG,.
It is probable that about two causes generate poetry on the whole, and these are natural. For
mimesis is inborn to humans from childhood, and they differ from other creatures in this: that
humans are the most mimetic creature and learn in the first place through mimesis, and all
humans delight in representations.™

The whole initial discussion is contingent, then, on an argument from probability.®
Aristotle's argument proceeds by asserting that, given the premise that humans are naturally
imitative and enjoy representation, certain gifted humans would produce and advance poetry
gradually through improvisation.'” This is the point at which Aristotle's theory about the
characters of poets is significant. It is the apparatus by which he differentiates the lines of poetic
progress at 1B, where he describes two types of poets who write two kinds of poetry.

The worse types (evteléotepot) write about the base actions of base men (t@v eoavAwv);
their productions are lampoons (yoyot). The loftier types (cepvotepor) write about the fine
actions of fine men (g kalag éuipodvro mpaéelg kai tag T@v Totovtmv); these he calls hymns or

encomia. This distinction is one point at which the highly schematized nature of Aristotle's

analysis becomes clear: he is shaving off the fringe cases, which he apparently regards as

15 Poetics 4.1448b4-9. This, too, is a problematic passage: what exactly the two aitiou are is unclear. If they are both
contained in the second sentence, they are (a) the natural imitativeness of humans and (b) the enjoyment humans
take from representation (thus Halliwell 1986, 70-1). However, these two points seem to be practically the same
(that humans are imitative and enjoy representation), and some commentators look later in ch. 4 for a second cause,
the main contender being in 4.1448b22, the human propensity for harmony and rhythm (see, e.g., Else 1957, 127-
134; Lucas 1968 ad 1448b22). Winkler 1990, however, offers a third candidate for the second cause, "the specific
giftedness of certain individuals who are naturally talented in singing, dancing, and verbal performance" (308). As
Winkler admits, however, his own two aitiot are not wholly distinct either, for they amount to (a) the natural
imitativeness of all humans and (b) the particular talent of some humans at representation. Of course, Aristotle blurs
the two causes from the start: they are, after all, called dvo tivéc. All translations are mine unless stated.

16 Cf. Else 1957, 126: ""Eoixaot has a deceptively empirical look; what it really represents is theory, not
observation."

17 On the theoretical importance of gradualism in Aristotle's discussion, see Winkler 1990.
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unproductive in the history. For earlier in the Poetics, when discussing the objects of mimesis at
2.1448a1-18, Aristotle has briefly alluded to a third category:

gmel 8& ppodvron ol ppodpevol TpdrToviag, dvéykn 8& tovtoug fi crovdaiovg i eodrovg eivar
(o yap MO oxedov detl TovTo1g dkoAovOET poOVOLG, Kakig yop Kai Apeti) Ta 710N dtapépovot
Tavteg), fitol Peltiovag 1 kad' Nuag 7 yeipovog i kai to1ovTove, AoTEP Ol YPAPEIC.

But since those who represent represent men in action, and since it is necessary that these be
either lofty or low (for usually people's characters accord only with these, because all people
differ with regard to character in badness and excellence), they must represent men better than
us, worse than us, or of such a kind as us, as the painters do.*®

As Lucas notes in his commentary, the category of characters who are like us does not appear
elsewhere in the Poetics,™® and Else would have that category deleted.? But Aristotle provides
not only Dionysius as an example from among the painters who produce representations that
correspond to those like us, but, more importantly, he gives an example from the epic poets:
Cleophon,®* he says, produces representations of neither the high nor the low, but those like us
(6pofovc).?? A final indication that Aristotle's system is not as schematic as the use of it in ch. 4
suggests is his concluding observation in this section on the objects of mimesis, where he
describes how comedy and tragedy differ on this point. Here, as in ch. 4, comedy is associated
with the representation of worse objects (yeipovg) and tragedy with that of the better ones

(BeAtiovc), but he describes this as an inclination or tendency to represent such objects

(npeioBan Bovietan) rather than as a prescriptive fact determined by the history of the genres.

'8 Poetics 2.1448al-5.

¥ Lucas 1968, ad 1448a5.

? Else 1957, 68-86. See Taran and Gutas 2012, ad loc.; as Taran argues, the attempts to emend or excise parts of
this passage have no basis.

2! Cleophon is usually regarded as a tragic poet, but see Janko 2011, 333-5.

?2 See Zanker 2000, 229-230, with n. 11.
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Indeed, having just mentioned Cleophon, he could not but allude to exceptions to a two-fold
system.?®

And yet Aristotle’s history of drama in ch. 4 relies on a two-fold division and excludes
that medial case. This bipartite system is how he tracks the development of the different genres
of poetry in his philosophical account. The characters of the poets, and consequently the
characters of their subjects, remain constant, with the genres of poetry evolving along two

parallel lines, with newer forms supplanting, but not eliminating, older forms:**

Figure 2.1. Poets and Objects of Mimesis

Baser poets imitating the base actions of base people Loftier poets imitating the fine actions of fine people
- Buvol >
yoyou > gykda
iappot > npwwoi >
Koupdio, f—————» pay®dic. ——p

At the beginning of the Poetics, Aristotle proposed three differentiae for mimesis by
which poetry can be distinguished, and the character of the objects of mimesis (and,
correspondingly, the character of the poets) is the second that he describes.? The first differentia

is the media of representation, which in ch. 1 he gives as rhythm, language, and harmony

2% Exceptions to the dichotomy are admitted elsewhere, too. In Aristotle's dialog On Poets, these deviations must
have been addressed more fully. A speaker in fr. 10 Janko refers to an artist who, according to his inclination,
painted handsome and ugly people; fr. 12 Janko refers to poets who attempted to humanize (é€avOpwmrilewv) tragedy.
On these passages, see Janko 2011, 336-8, who gives Pauson as a possible identity for the artist. Pauson is described
at Poetics 2.1448a6 as imitating the yeipovg; On Poets fr. 14 Janko says that Pauson represented all of his characters
in a laughable manner. If Pauson indeed tried to paint both types, he must have portrayed both as laughable (on
Pauson, see Janko 2011, 340-2, who describes Pauson as a caricaturist). Cleophon is mentioned again with the
tragedian Sthenelus at Poetics 22.1458a18-21, where both are said to use common diction that is, as a result, low
(tomewvn). Aristotle does not deny the poets agency: they can produce representations of objects that do not
correspond to their character, but these representations are of bad quality inasmuch as they do not achieve their
genre's appropriate effect and do not advance poetry (the subject of this account).

 Jambus continues to co-exist, of course, with comedy (and epic with tragedy), with at least one poet, Hermippus,
practicing both forms in the fifth century.

* Poetics 2.1448a1-18.
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(pvOude, Aoyoc, apuovia).?® In that discussion, he mentions that different genres of poetry use
different attributes or use all the attributes but emphasize them differently. To illustrate the latter
case, he gives the examples of nomos and, more importantly for our purposes, dithyramb,
tragedy, and comedy. The nomos and dithyramb are choral performances that employ rhythm,
language, and harmony throughout; tragedy and comedy, in contrast, sometimes use only rhythm
and language (in dialog) and sometimes use all three (when the chorus performs).?’

We might expect, then, an account of the evolution of the poetic genres and the
emergence of comedy and tragedy to allude to such a development. And, in 1A in the scheme
above, harmony and rhythm, like mimesis, are said to be natural to humanity. But the media only
reappear at 1C, which describes the institution of the meters appropriate for iambic and epic
poetry; none of the refinements and additions to the poetic media that are necessary for the
emergence of comedy or tragedy is described. For, while it may even be that some iambic poetry
was sung and accompanied by music,?® ancient scholarship did not necessarily regard this as
characteristic of the genre,?® and such melic iambic poetry would at any rate be far from the use
of the media in comedy, where iambic dialog is mixed with melic performance by the chorus in a
variety of meters (epic, of course, differs in a similar fashion from tragedy). But such an

evolution of the media is not Aristotle's concern here, and the media are left largely

% Poetics 1.1447a13-1447029.

%7 Poetics 1.1447b24-1447h29. The media described in this section are pvOpodc, péroc, and pétpoc, which are
roughly comparable to the media described earlier, pvOuog, dpuovia, Adyoc. Cf. Lucas 1968 ad 1447a22 and
1447b27.

%8 Rotstein 2010, 229-252, argues that in the Archaic and Classical periods some iambic poetry was sung to musical
accompaniment; cf. Bartol 1992, 70-1.

 pfeiffer 1968, 182. Certainly Avristotle associates the iambic poetry that he discusses with ordinary speech and not
song: this is the reason that it was adopted by the actors (Poetics 4.1449a22-9). The more musical elements derive
from another source, but this other source is not his concern here.
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unexplored.® The really important differentia is the third, the mode of mimesis. This is the
feature that Aristotle regards as important here, since it is the one that evolves over the course of

the history he presents.

82.3.1. Mimesis and Modes of Mimesis in the Poetics

As has been said, the first chapter of the Poetics establishes these differentiae, according
to which different genres of poetry are distinguished according to their mimetic media, object,
and mode. The mode refers to the manner in which the mimesis is communicated. The passage
describing the distinctions within this category is, like so many passages in the Poetics, utterly
ambiguous, and Aristotle describes either two or three divisions of mode, depending on how
directly he is echoing Plato's division of poetry in the Republic.®* There, Plato divides poetry into
three categories: (a) poetry that is narrated; (b) poetry in which the poet sometimes narrates and
sometimes speaks in the voice of characters, as in Homer; (c) poetry entirely in the voice of the
characters, such as tragedy. For Plato, only the third of these is purely mimetic, and the second is
a mixed form.

The three-part division in the Poetics, which is supposed to respond to Plato's, would be
thus: (a) poetry in which the poet narrates the action by speaking in his own person; (b) poetry in
which the poet sometimes narrates the action by speaking in his own person and sometimes by
speaking in the voice of characters, i.e., a mix of narration by the poet and dramatic enactment,
as in Homer; (c) poetry in which the poet's voice never intrudes, but which is fully dramatic.*?

This three-part division, however, based as it is on shaping the passage in Aristotle to fit Plato, is

% Nor is the combination of meters (iambic and dactylic) in the Margites mentioned; while Aristotle says that kot
10 dppotTov Kai 10 lapPeiov RA0e pétpov (Poetics 4.1448031-2), he does not explain the peculiarity of a poem
having two meters appropriate to it. On the Margites and its meters, see below.

*1 poetics 3.1448a19-28; cf. the division of poetry in Plato Rep. 3.392d.

%2 The three-part division is held by, e.g., Halliwell 1987, 77; but see Halliwell 1986, 128 n. 34.
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deeply problematic: Plato, as we have said, regards impersonation as the essential feature of
mimesis, but Aristotle's system is contingent on the idea that poetry, by its very nature, is
mimetic, even if it is in narrative. This is not an imitation of Plato's scheme; it is a new system
based on new premises.*®

The two-part division does not echo Plato and seems to conform more fully to Aristotle's
system. It describes two modes of mimesis, with what is (b) above, the mixed mode, being a

subcategory of (a), the narrative mode. The following figure describes these schemes.

Figure 2.2. Plato's Modes of Poetry and Aristotle's Modes of Mimesis

Plato's three-fold division of the modes of poetry

narration mixed impersonation (pure mimesis)

Aristotle's two-fold division of the modes of mimesis

T,

narration pure impersonation

r"

pure narration narration and impersonation

As Halliwell notes, despite this early groundwork in describing the types of mimesis that
differentiate the genres of poetry, there is still a certain instability in how Aristotle treats
mimesis.>* Despite dividing mimesis into the narrative and dramatic modes, he clearly regards
the latter as the more effective form. This preference is apparent in the first clarification of the

term mimesis in the Poetics, at the beginning of ch. 2: "those who represent represent men in

% On the differences between their schemes, see Woodruff 1992, 78-80; Woodruff 2009, 621. See also the
discussions in Else 1957, 90-101 and Lucas 1968 ad 1448a20-4 for the different divisions.
* Halliwell 1986, 109-137.
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action."® This hints that the dramatic mode is the purest form of mimesis, inasmuch as the purest
representation of men in action is, of course, men in action, and it excludes out of hand, e.g.,
descriptive poetry, though such poetry is mimetic in the broad sense that it is representational
and could comfortably otherwise fit into the categories Aristotle describes.

More telling, and more important for our purposes, is the variable treatment of epic
poetry. Aristotle, of course, regards Homer as the best of the epic poets, and, as we have seen in
1D, Aristotle says that Homer prefigured both comedy (through the Margites) and tragedy
(through the Iliad and Odyssey). Homer is given as an example of the mixed mode of narrative
mimesis in the passage above, and the point is that Homer's superiority is in part because he is an
epic poet who incorporated impersonation into the narrative mode.* Aristotle compares Homer
to the other epic poets in the following fashion:

‘Ounpog 8¢ dAro te moALA G0 emauveicBon Kai dn kol 8Tt HOVOG TV TONTAY 0VK Gyvoel O Oel
TOLETV aVTOV. ADTOV YApP OET TOV TOMTIV EAAYIOTO AEYELV" OV YAP €GTL KOTA TODTO ULUNTNAG. Ol HEV
oV dAAot adtoi pév 8’ Ghov dymviovrar, ppodvron 88 dAya kol dArydkig:

Homer is worthy of praise for a great number of reasons, and especially because he alone of the
[sc. epic] poets knew what he ought to do. For the poet himself ought to speak least: for when he
does these things, he is not engaging in mimesis. The other poets themselves take part through
the most of their composition, and they engage in mimesis in a few places and rarely.*’

This seems to hark back to the Platonic system, rather than to his own, and Lucas notes
here that Aristotle has switched to a "restricted sense” of mimesis.*® Given Aristotle's system,

whereby poetry is necessarily mimetic, it seems to be oxymoronic to speak of poets and poetry

as being unmimetic. Aristotle may have had a "faint recollection of Plato’s teaching" and

% Poetics 2.1448al: ppodvtat oi UOVHEVOL TPETTOVTOC.

% For a useful digest of the treatment of mimesis in epic and Homer in the Poetics, see Halliwell 1986, 128-9.
%" Poetics 24.1460a5-9.

% Lucas 1968 ad 1460a8.
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"unconsciously echoed" it;* that the other epic poets are not mimetic must be an overstatement.
But the point is clear: the dramatic mode is superior to the narrative mode, as tragedy is superior
to epic. Homer's excellence in part is due to the very fact that his poetry approaches drama, and
this is what differentiates him from his fellow epic poets.

A second idea emerges over the course of Aristotle's discussion that leads to a narrower,
more restricted sense of mimesis, and this one is not an attribute of poetry's form but of its
content. As we have said, in ch. 2, Aristotle clarifies mimesis as a representation of people in
action. In explaining the differentia of the objects of mimesis, he describes those people as being
better, worse, or similar, but the nature of the action associated with these objects of mimesis—
i.e., the plot ordering their activities—only becomes clear over the course of the Poetics.
Avristotle's conception of poetic mimesis proves not to be generally representational of any
human action; rather, the action should be governed by probability. In a well-known passage,
Avistotle describes the difference between poetry and history thus:

QOvEPOV OE €K TV elpnuévav Kai §Tt oV TO T yevopeva Ayety, TodTo montod &pyov €otiv, AL
oio &v yévorto Kod Té Suvatd Katd T £ikdg §| TO dvaykoiov. O Yap i6Topucdg Kol 6 TomTHc 00 T
i upetpa Aéysw 1| duetpa dStapépovoty (gin yap v ta Hpoddtov eig pétpa tebijvar koi ovdEY
frtov dv €in iotopia Tic PETA PHETPOL T} Gvey PETPV) GALL TOVT® StapEPEL, TG TOV HEV Td
yevoueve Aéyety, TOV 8¢ ola av yévorto.

From what has been said, it is clear as well that the job of the poet is not saying what happened,
but what sort of things could happen and are possible according to what is likely to happen or
must happen. For the historian and the poet differ not in speaking in verse or prose (for the works
of Herodotus could be put into verse, and it would no less be a history with meter than without

meter). But they differ in this regard: the historian says what happened, but the poet says what
sort of things could happen.*°

% Woodruff 2009, 621.

“% Poetics 9.1451a36-1451b5. Cf. Halliwell 1986, 132-6, who notes also the especial relevance of the passage at
Poetics 25.1460b8-11, that the poet must represent either (a) the sort of things that existed or exist, (b) the sort of
things that are reported to exist or seem to exist, or (c) the sort of things that ought to be, the third category of which
vindicates poetry from merely being a representation of the reality that is readily accessible and claims for it a place
in representing less easily accessible truths.
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Avristotle's sense of mimesis can be rather more technical and narrow than the differentiae
of the genres of poetry in the first few chapters of the Poetics suggest. We can adduce, then, the
following senses of mimesis in mimetic poetry:

(@) A broad sense of mimesis as the representation of men in action, including poetry that is
wholly narrated by its poet and poetry that represents particulars.

(b) A more effective kind of mimesis that ought to have two attributes: (i) a fully dramatic mode;
and (ii) action whose causes are determined by probability or necessity rather than actuality or
contingency.

We must be quick to add a caveat to this, however: the requirement for plausibility is
established by way of Aristotle's discussion of epic and tragedy. We must suppose that there will
be rather more leeway in the case of comedy, where the unexpected or nonsensical can be a
means of producing laughter.** Even in the case of tragedy, he acknowledges that there may be
characters whose behavior is consistently inconsistent,** and to this type may belong the majority
of comic characters. But while there is some allowance for inconsistency and violations of
probability or necessity in comedy, some degree of plausibility must still be desirable for this
second category of mimesis. There must be a baseline, after all, to violate. This second category,
with its two attributes fulfilled, is preferred by Aristotle and is the acme of poetry. It is precisely
poetry's movement from the first sense of mimesis towards the second sense that the account of

the history of comedy and drama in ch. 4 charts.

§2.4. yoyog and its Successors
We have seen that the philosophical account in Poetics ch. 4 begins with talented people

producing two types of poetry. The baser people produce compositions called yoyou in which

4l See §7.2.
2 poetics 15.1454a27.
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they represent baser persons, and the loftier people produce poetry called tuvor and éykdpuo in
which they represent fine persons (i.e., praise of the gods and men, respectively). Praise
(Emovoc) and blame (ywoyoc) are also rhetorical categories that, in the case of oratory, Aristotle
regards as subdivisions of epideictic speech;* he gives the aim (téLoc) of such speech as
conferring honor or shame on the subject.** Poetic woyot, Guvor, and éykdpo presumably have
such aims too, and a passage from the Laws, in which Plato constructs a festival at which such
poetry is recited, helps us conceive of them more fully:
VIKNTAPLL 0€ Kol APLoTETR EKAGTOIGL TOVTMV OET SLOVELELY, EYKMOMA T€ Kol YOYOLG TTOETV
GAAMAOLC, OTTOTOG TIC AV EKAGTOG YiyvnTon Katd T€ TOVG dydvac &v mavti e av td PBim, Tov 1€
dpiotov dokodvta eivor kKoopodvag kai TOV pr yéyovtag.
They must distribute trophies and prizes for each of these [sc. mock battles], and they must
compose éykapa and yoyor for each other about how each of them is at the contests and
moreover in his life as a whole, honoring him who seems to be best and directing yoyot against
him who is not.*
In the first stage of the Poetics, too, the poetic yoyor and Huvorgykdpuo under consideration
refer to compositions designed to confer blame and praise on their subjects. They are rather
vague and amorphous types.*® Indeed, for their part, Plato's versions are not necessarily even
harmonious, though he dictates that they are to be sung all the same (td t@v Tol0VTOV OEGO®
TOMMUATO, 0V KoL [UT) LOVOIKAL nS(pl'ncn).47

Likewise, in Aristotle, these forms have not yet hit upon their appropriate meters; iambic

and epic poetry have not emerged. That Aristotle is vague about them is unsurprising. While he

*% Rhet. 1.3.1358b12-3: émdetktikod 8¢ 10 pév Emovog o 8¢ woyoc.

* Rhet. 1.3.1358b27-9: 10ic 8 £mavoiow kai yéyovow [sc. Téhoc] 10 kohdv Kol o aioypov.

*® Laws 829¢2-5. It is clear from what follows that Plato has poetic compositions in mind, as he refers to the
composers as wowtai and their products as romuata.

“® For a fuller study of the nature of and variations on these categories, see Rotstein 2010, 88-97.

" Laws 829d3-4.
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supposes that they existed and presumes that there were many, he admits his ignorance about

them in their earliest and least defined state:

TGV p&v obv Tpd Ounpov 0¥8evdc Exopev eimeiv Totodtov moinpa, £ikodg 88 sivor ToALOVC.
We cannot name such a poem [i.e., a yoyoc] of any poet who preceded Homer, but there were
probably many poets.*?

The poems of this earliest type may be unavailable to Aristotle because of their
improvised nature. But the ywoyog must be more than first person raillery, since it is mimetic in
the broad sense; they are, after all, produced after the genesis of poetry by poets*® and must
themselves be poems, but they are neither dramatic nor do they use the causal structure
associated with the more effective kind of mimesis. Indeed, in this latter regard, they are closer
to history than poetry. Their subject is the character and actions of particular individuals, and, by
virtue of being publicly performed, they confer blame on their particular subjects.*

The developments that follow are described in an especially problematic passage:

* Poetics 4.1448b28-29.

* More precisely, after talented individuals have produced poetry and advanced it and after poetry has split into two
categories based on the character of the individual. Else is a bit too dismissive of these original poets when he
writes: "It would follow that the original 'lowlifes," the makers of ywoyor, were not poets but plain people, mocking
and flouting each other" (Else 1957, 139). His point is that these original poets performed improvisations and had
not yet become iambic poets; but Aristotle does tell us that these were particularly talented individuals, and it would
be precisely these (along with their counterparts among the lofty poets) who would advance poetry.

% However, the representation of particulars is still mimetic, and can still be mimetic poetry, even if it is not
mimetic in narrow sense, pace Else 1957, 46, who says that they would "barely be mimetic." Cf. Halliwell 1986,
276 n. 36; Heath 1989a, 349; Janko 2011, 235-6, (revising Janko 1984, 61, 69, 250); Rotstein 2010, 70-1. As Heath
1989a, 350, notes restricting mimetic poetry to only non-historical characters and subjects precludes, e.g., poetry
about the gods and heroes from being mimetic. Generalized plots are indeed the important thing, though clearly
much mimetic poetry falls short of this.
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4o 88 Ounpov dpEapévolg E6tiy, olov keivov 6 Mapyitng kai té Toladta. &v o1 KoTd T
apuotTov Kai T tapBeiov NAOe pétpov—>atd koi iopPeiov kakeitar viv, 8t &v 16 pHéTp® TOVTM
ipPlov aAAAovC. Kol £YEVOVTO TV TOANLDY 01 HEV NPOIK®V 01 8¢ iapuPov Ttomrtai. donep 68
Kol T omovdaia paliota momtig ‘Opnpoc fv (LOVOG yap ovy 8Tt €0 GAAN KOi LIHAGELS
SPOUATIKOG £0INGEV), 0VTMG Kol TO THG KOUMITNG oyfipa TpdTog VIEdEIEeY, 00 Yoyov GALN TO
yeloiov Spapatonotioac: O yap Mapyitne avéoyov &xet, Gomep <>t T kai 1 OdvooeLa
PO TAC TPay®diag, oUTe Kai 00TOg TPOG TG KOUMSTaC.

But we can [sc. name yoyot] if we begin from Homer, for example his Margites and poems of
that sort. In these, the iambic meter also emerged according to what was suitable—for this
reason, it is also called iambic now, because in this meter they used to lampoon [i.e., compose
iambic poetry about] each other. And, of the poets of old, some became poets of epic poetry and
some became poets of iambic poetry. But, just as Homer especially was a poet of serious matters
(for he alone composed not only other things well but also composed dramatic representations),
thus, too, he first outlined the form of comedy, since he composed® not a yéyog but a dramatic
rendition of the laughable: for as the Margites is analogous to comedy, so the Iliad and Odyssey
are to tragedy.”®

A central difficulty is the relation among the yoyot, the Margites, and other iambic poetry. The
connection between the yoyotr and iambic poetry is the least problematic. lambic poetry is a
development of the earliest type of woyog: rather than using an incidental meter or even being
unmusical but still sung, as Plato’s yoyot were, such poetry has hit upon its appropriate meter,
the iambic, and, accordingly, iambic poets have emerged. As Rotstein suggests, the yoyog here is

best conceived as a broad category of types of poems that are united in their aim of conferring

blame.>* In this regard, iambic poetry is a type of yéoyoc and a refinement on the earliest type of

yoyos.”

*! Added by Bywater.

%2 \ahlen 1885, 104 (followed by Heath 1989a, 346) notes that mowjoac must be understood here.

> Poetics 4.1448b30-1449a2.

> Rotstein 2010, 96-7.

% My treatment of the relationship between iambic poetry and yéyog admittedly simplifies the problem of to what
extent yoyog and iambus are co-extensive. In the view of West 1974, 22-39, poems belonging to the category of
iambus were regularly yoyot, and, when iambic meters, e.g., the iambic trimeter, are used for poetry that was not
invective, such poetry is not a type of iambus. In Bowie's view (Bowie 2001; Bowie 2002) iambus was a looser
category that embraced a variety of subjects, but iambus of the yoyog variety was prominent enough to characterize
the genre (for a concise summary of these views, see Bowie 2001, 6; for a survey of attempts to define the genre and
its attributes, see Rotstein 2010, 16-24). However, these problems with iambus are unimportant for our purposes: the
salient thing is that Aristotle's account clearly regards iambus as a direct relation to yoyog and as a genre that is
originally characterized by mockery.
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Where the Margites fits is the primary difficulty. Aristotle seems to regard it as (a) the
earliest specimen related to yoyoc poetry that he can name and (b) either comparable to or an
instance of iambic poetry. Yet later in the passage he says that Homer produced not a yo6yog but
a dramatic rendition of the laughable (o0 yoyov aAld t0 yehoiov dpapatonomcac). Attempts
have been made to liberate the Margites from the strange position of being connected to the
yoyol While not really a woyog and of being classed among iambic poetry but not really being a
lampoon.®® But if we take the text as it stands and interpret it naturally, the Margites occupies
just such a liminal position. For while Lucas tries to distance it from yo6yog and iambus by
referencing other genres and instances of comic poetry, e.g., burlesque poetry and the
Batrachomyomachia,”’ such variations do not enter into this account: rather, it charts only two
types, the low writing poetry in the category of yoyog and the lofty writing in the category of
praise poetry, with only the singular Homer writing in both. The Margites must be in some

capacity both descended from yo6yog and a form of iambus.

Figure 2.3. yoyog as a genre and the development of its forms

the genre of yoyog (“"blame poetry™)

primitive yéyor— iambic poetry —» Old Comedy

v
the Margites

*® \ahlen 1914, 12, essentially regards the sentence tdv pv odv mpd Opfipov 00devOC Exopey eineiv TotodTOV
moinpa, sikdc 8¢ sivar ToAlovc, amd 8¢ Oppov apEapiévorg Eotty, olov éksivov 6 Mapyitnc kol To TowodTo as a
parenthesis, with the subsequent év oic ... picking up from the preceding discussion of yoyot. The problem with this
is, as Else 1957, 138, and Lucas 1968 ad 1448b28 note, that tolodtov moinpa must refer to that form of poetry. Else
1957, 137-42, transposes these lines to later in the text.

*" Lucas 1986 ad 1448b30.
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82.4.1. lambus and Its Modes of Mimesis

As we have said, iambus appears here as a more sophisticated form of that earlier type of
yoyoc. It is more sophisticated in that it has a set meter, the iambic trimeter, and has poets who
specialize in it, the iambic poets, but the object of the lampoons remains the same, base
characters, corresponding to the baseness of the poets' own character. This was hinted at by the
point that the poets' targets are people like themselves, but, with the advent of iambic poetry, a
central feature of Aristotle's account becomes clear: the lampooning of the poets is directed
against each other (iGupiiov éAMrovc).”® The mockery is mutual; they are their own material.
Indeed, for the earliest type of improvised yéyoc, we are to imagine, as Else does,> a situation
akin to Horace's description of Fescennine verses: rustic, impromptu, reciprocal abuse.®® These
abusive verses were probably attached to a festal occasion, as Fescennine verses were according
to Horace, as probably the tuvor and éykmpuo were, and as Plato's construction has them.

But the delimitation of iambic abuse to only the reciprocal is rather surprising; while, as
we will see in later chapters, reciprocal abuse is a recurrent feature of the earliest stage of abuse
in histories of comedy, the histories also sometimes describe a subsequent stage in which the
performers abuse not only each other but also third parties. Aristotle, however, leaves out such
an intermediate stage and draws a direct line of continuity from this form of iambic abuse to Old
Comedy. That Aristotle would restrict it to reciprocal abuse here is especially startling because
the abuse of the iambic poet par excellence, Archilochus, whose name is conspicuously absent

from the account,®® is not directed against other poets, nor, for that matter, was Hipponax's

*% On the complex of meanings in the term iappiCew, see Rotstein 2010, 100: "[W]e can infer that for Aristotle
iappiCew covers the cluster oxdntey (mock), yhevalew (joke), Aowdopeiv (abuse), aicyporoyeiv (use shameful, i.e.
obscene language), koxoloyeiv (speak ill of), wéyewv (abuse, slander).”

* Else 1957, 139-40.

¢ On which see §4.2.3.

¢ On this silence about Archilochus, see n. 64.
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abuse. There is no indication that their most famous targets—Lycambes and his daughters for
Archilochus and Bupalus for Hipponax—were themselves iambic poets.

One important reason for delimiting the abuse in this fashion is that, as we have noted,
this first account is more philosophical than historical: it excludes the contingent events that may
have influenced poetry's development in favor of how, given the natural course of things, poetry
had to develop.®? As Else says, the account considers the development of poetry from the
inside;®® the historical account, with its explanation of which poets added what elements and
when, is a more external version.* In this philosophical version, poetry develops within itself,
and abuse of third parties has no place. Even so, yoyoc and iambus have a parallel in the
antecedent to comedy given in the historical account, improvised performances by the leaders of
the phallic songs (2A). Aristotle has nothing to say there about the nature of the humor and abuse
in these phallic songs, but evidence from another source points to their kinship with yéyog and

iambus. Semus of Delos, an antiquarian from perhaps the third century BC preserved in

82 Indeed, Poetics ch. 4 begins by asserting that the causes of poetry are natural (uotkai), and the first account
begins by reiterating that representation, harmony, and rhythm exist by nature for us. On the importance of human
nature in the account see Winkler 1990.

%3 Else 1957, 147.

% On Aristotle's silence about Archilochus even here, see Else 1957, 148-9; Lord 1974, 203-4; Rotstein 2010, 102-4.
The consensus is that Archilochus is excluded in favor of (a) a history of poetry that is centered on Homer and (b) a
history of iambus that distances it from the personal abuse associated with Archilochus (and, for that matter, the pre-
iambic yoyoc). Thespis and Susarion, the supposed inventors of tragedy and comedy respectively, are also very
surprising omissions, especially because Aristotle surely knew of them. Susarion appears in Aristotle On Poets fr. 32
Janko, as well as in the Parian Chronicle, which dates to 264 and probably used Peripatetic sources (on this and
related accounts see §3.4). Cf. Else 1957, 112-3. As for Thespis, D.L. 5.92 says that Heraclides of Pontus (a
contemporary of Aristotle) is reported to have written tragedies and ascribed them to Thespis. Thespis also appears
in the Parian Marble, and Aristotle's student Chamaeleon is said to have written a work On Thespis (cited at Suda
S.v. 00088V Tpog TOV Aldvuoov). Aristotle leaves out of ch. 4, therefore, three poets elsewhere credited with
originating three of the four types of poetry he focuses on: Archilochus (for Archilochus as the inventor of abusive
iambic poetry, see Horace Ars Poetica 79), Thespis, and Susarion. Homer is mentioned instead of Archilochus, it is
true, but, pace Lord 1974, 203-4, Aristotle does not assert that Homer invented iambic poetry, but only that the
Margites is the first poem of that type that Aristotle knows (thus Else 1957, 143). By leaving out these inventors and
emphasizing such poetry's origins in human nature, their contingent nature is effaced: rather than owing their origins
to the genius of singular individuals (to whom Else 1965 argues that tragedy, at least, does owe its origins), they are
the product of a natural process. Other than Homer, poets are named only for their accretion to the forms, e.g.,
Aeschylus adding a second actor for tragedy or Crates finally abandoning the iambic spirit. These inventors of
genres would have been discussed in Aristotle's On Poets, probably in the first book; see Janko 2011, 363-71.
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Athenaeus, describes three apparently related performances.®® He first discusses the
avtokaBdarot, extemporaneous performers who were crowned in ivy; later, he says, they and
their poems were called iambi. Secondly, he describes performers called the i0bv@aAAot, who
wore garlands and masks representing drunkards and invoked Dionysus in song. Finally, he
describes the pairo@dpot, who, after singing an invocation of Dionysus, run up to audience
members and abuse whomever they liked (npootpéyoviec £rdalov odg v mpoéhowto).®® But
despite the prominence of abuse of third parties in iambus and its attestation in at least one type
of phallic song, reciprocal abuse is the only kind mentioned in Aristotle's account.

The key to understanding Aristotle's conception of iambus, personal abuse, and the
development of comedy is the Margites, the only instance of iambus Aristotle mentions and the
apex of the genre. How the Margites is differentiated from other iambus will tell us more about
how we are to conceive of such poetry, its connection to comedy, and the nature of personal
abuse.

The claim that with the Margites Homer prefigured comedy by producing not a typical
yoyog but a dramatic rendition of the laughable (o0 yoyov diAa 10 yeholov dpapatoromoag) is
not exactly a straightforward dismissal of personal abuse in comedy. Rather, it consists of two
claims about Homer's innovations on iambic poetry, one in form and one in content. Formally,
one of the primary directions of evolution is, as we have seen, from the narrative mode to the
dramatic, and a main point of the contrast is between composing a typical y6yog and composing
a dramatic rendition. Homer is excellent because he is a proto-dramatist both in epic and iambus;

this is to say that the mimetic mode of the Margites is implicitly compared to the poems of other

% FGrH 396 F 24 (=Ath. 14, 622a-d). On the relevance of this passage for the development of comedy, see Pickard-
Cambridge 1962, 132-62; Rusten 2006, 39-40. On the relation of these to iambus, see West 1974, 23; Gerber 1997
31-51; Rotstein 2010, 269-72.

% On the implications of the word twfoopoc, see Rusten 1977.
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lambicists in just the same way that the Iliad and the Odyssey were explicitly compared the
poems of other epic poets in the passage cited above.®” As we saw, Aristotle criticized the other
epic poets for speaking in their own voice too often, and thereby generally failing to attain one
attribute of his preferred mode of mimesis, the dramatic. This is not to claim that the other
iambic poets (like the other epic poets) only used the narrative mode. We can imagine or adduce
iambic poetry of both types, and Old Comedy's mode and its style of abuse, as we shall see, seem

to have more in common with these than with the Margites. The types are:

(a) Invective that is narrated in the poet's voice. No example of purely narrated iambic poetry
survives; however, on the importance of narrative in iambus see Bowie 2001. The most primitive
type of yoydog may have taken this form, if, as the passage of Plato cited above says, these yoyoi
were merely descriptions of "how each of them are at the contests and moreover in his life as a
whole."®®

(i) Invective mixing narrative in the poet's voice with speeches in the voices of characters (i.e.,
the mixed mode). Aristotle gives the Margites as the paradagmatic case, but it is not singular for
doing so. Archilochus fr. 23W mixes direct speech in Archilochus' person, direct speech in a
woman's person, and narrative, as does, e.g., fr. 196aW (the Cologne Epode); the invective

achieves its force from having its target speak and do shameful things (as in the case of, e.g.,

Lamachus in the Acharnians).

%7 Poetics 24.1460a5-9. On this comparison, see Else 1957, 148, 150.
% Laws 829¢2-5, cited above.
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(b) Invective that is dramatic. Archilochus fr. 19W and 122W appear to be speeches that are
entirely or mostly not in the voice of the poet. Indeed, Aristotle is well aware of this mode of
invective, for he describes it elsewhere:
gic 8¢ 10 f0og, &medn Evia mepi avtod Aéyewv | dnipOovov | paxporoyiav fj dvriloyiav Exet, kol
nepl dALov 1} Aowdopiav 1j dypotkiav, ETepov ypn AEyovta TOLELV ... ¢ Apyiloxog yéyel molel
yop OV Tatépa Aéyovta mepi Thg Buyatpog &v @ idpPo "ypnudtov o' deAntov 000EV 6TV 0V’
andpotov" (122W), xoi tov Xépwvo tov téktova &v T 1apPm od dpyn "ob pot to Ioyem"
(asw).
When it comes to character, since saying some things about one's self entails causing jealousy,
long-windedness, or contradiction, and saying something about another entails abuse or
boorishness, it is necessary to make another say them ... as Archilochus does when he lampoons:
for he makes the father speak about his daughter in the iambic poem, "Of events nothing is
unexpected or sworn impossible ...," and he has the carpenter Charon speak in his iambic poem
that begins, "For me the possessions of Gyges do not [sc. matter] ..."®
In such cases, part of the force of the invective may derive from how the poem is structured: as
in Horace's Epode 2, which is probably inspired by Archilochus 19W, the speaker may only have
been revealed at the end of the poem.”® In the case of 19W, for example, the barb may have been
that the speaker refusing such power and wealth is none other than the poor blowhard Charon,
who makes a show of pontificating at length and rejecting riches that he could never actually
attain (but might accept if he could).

However, despite the variety of mimetic modes in archaic iambus, in Aristotle's view
Homer excelled the iambic poets with his Margites. Indeed, his silence about Archilochus' role
in the development of iambus is quite startling and shows just how important he thought Homer

and the Margites were: Archilochus is put in the same position as the anonymous non-Homeric

epic poets.

% Rhet. 1418023-33.
" Fraenkel 1957, 59-61; Rotstein 2010, 64-5. On Horace's use of Archilochus in Ep. 2 and elsewhere, see Harrison
2001.
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The second innovation which Aristotle ascribes to the Margites is that it was not like the
other specimens of ydyog in content. The other yoyot, as we have seen, aim at conferring shame
on real individuals by incorporating them into their poetry. Their point is to cause historical
individuals pain. While the Margites may be a type of ydyog, its methods and object are
different: it is a rendition of o yeAoiov. This does not mean that it does not portray what is
shameful, and, indeed, in the broad category of blame poetry yo6yog and the laughable are not
mutually exclusive.”* Rather, for Aristotle, the laughable encompasses a specific kind of object:
it is a certain error and shame that is not painful and ruinous (to yap yeloidv éotiv audptnud T
Kkai oioyog avHdvvov kol od ebaptikdv).”? The Margites is a very particular kind of yéyoc, then:
it has elements of the dramatic; and it treats a kind of shame that is not truly painful or
destructive. This sets it up in direct contrast to the unmentioned Archilochus or Hipponax, both
of whom are credited with being so abusive to the characters in their poetry that the historical
individuals on whom the characters were based killed themselves. The Margites, in contrast, like
the optimal form of comedy, is not constructed around historical events and harming historical

individuals; it is constructed around achieving a certain effect on its audience.

82.4.2. The Margites and Personal Abuse
Despite the importance that Aristotle ascribes to the Margites here as a forerunner to

comedy, and despite its attribution to Homer in antiquity,” only a few fragments of the poem

! See Heath 1989a.

"2 Poet. 5.1449a35.

"% Beyond the attribution in Aristotle, the Margites is also attributed to Homer by [Plato] Alcibiades 2.147b. A 12th
century commentary on Nic. Eth. 6.7.1141a12 by Eustratius says that Aristotle, Archilochus, Cratinus, and
Callimachus attribute the poem to Homer. That Archilochus would or could have done so is generally disbelieved
(Davison 1968, 80-1; Bossi 1986, 40; West 1999, 376-7; Graziosi 2002, 68-9), though Gostoli 2007 accepts it and,
on the basis of Archilochus' supposed attribution to Homer, is willing to put the poem in the 8th century. However,
Meineke 1839, 188, suggested that Cratinus ascribed the poem to Homer in his play the Archilochoi, and Eustratius
or his source has garbled the citation; West 1999, 376-7, supposes that some confusion may have arisen because the
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survive and its nature remains enigmatic.”* The poem's main character is the titular Margites,

whose name means "mad man,""

and testimonia about the poem suggest that it is about the
misadventures that result from his lack of common sense: he is the stupidest man of all—o
néaviov apeltepdtatoc.’® The adjective also reflects, of course, his social and ethical qualities,
and these are quite in keeping with the kind of poetry to which the Margites belongs,
representations of low characters and their actions.”” He was said to be unable to count past
five® and, when he was a young adult, to have had to inquire about whether his mother or father
had borne him.”® On one occasion, he got his penis stuck in a chamber pot,?° and, in the most
detailed episode known from the epic, Margites, after getting married, refuses to lie with his wife

because he is afraid she will slander him to her mother.8! His wife and her mother therefore hatch

a plan to induce him to consummate the marriage: she claims to have been wounded in her

same fragment is assigned to both Archilochus and the Margites (Archilochus fr. 201W and Margites fr. 5W;
Zenobius, from whom the latter comes, notes that the same line is ascribed to both Archilochus and Homer).

™ The fragments are collected by West in lambi et Elegi Graeci; Gostoli 2007 is the most recent text, commentary,
and translation. Since these collections, West 2008 has adduced a new potential fragment from Hippolytus'
Refutation of All Heresies 5.8.41-5.

™® E.g., Suetonius ITepi Pracenudv 7.31: Mapyitng: 6 dppav, dmd tod papyoivew & éott popaivew. His lack of
sense may be the primary quality his name highlights, but the adjective papyog surely reflects on other qualities as
well with its extended meanings, i.e., "gluttonous™ and "lustful." There may be a joke in that, while his name may
imply the latter quality, he is if anything far too reluctant to mate with his wife (see below).

"® Hyperides Pro Lyc. 6.21.

" Watson 2012, 74-5, supposes that, because Homer wrote poetry in both the lofty and low kinds of poetry,
Avistotle is also charting a movement according to which poetry is produced initially from reality (i.e., the poets'
own characters) but ultimately from art, and Homer's composition of both types of poetry heralds this change.
However, if that were so we would presume that in the final stage, after comedy and tragedy have emerged, iambic
poets could take up tragedy or epic poets could take up comedy. On the contrary, at the conclusion of this first
account (1E), the poets who had written yoyog and then iambus transfer their skills to writing comedy, the poets
who had written praise poetry and epic transfer their skills to writing tragedy, and no poet participates in both kinds.
Homer in this account is singular for writing both types.

"® Suda s.v. Mapyityg; cf. Polyb. 12.4a.

" Schol. in Aesch. 3.160.14-6; Suda s.v. Mapyitng; Tzetzes Chiliad. 4.866-70 and 6.595-7; Nicephorus Blemmides
omoiov 8¢l eivan tov Paciiéa 100.11.

8 p_Oxy. 2309.

8 This reason is given in Schol. in Aesch. 3.160.16; Suda s.v. Mapyitng; Nicephorus Blemmides 6moiov 8&i ivar
1ov Bactréa 100.11. The other sources do not describe his motivation.
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nether regions and that the only cure is his penis; thus he has sex with her under the pretext of
curing her.%

As we have already said, Aristotle's clearest claim about the Margites is that it
dramatized the laughable (10 yehoiov) and in this regard it outlined the form of comedy (10 tfig
Kop®diag oyfjpa tpdtog vrédei&ev). And, as we have also said, the Margites was somehow
attached to the line of poetry that includes yoyog and iambus. Indeed, it was composed in an
irregular mixture of dactylic hexameters and iambic trimesters.?® This use of the iambic meter, of
course, draws the poem into the sphere of iambus, and its treatment of low characters and vulgar
actions is fully continuous with this genre of poetry.

Despite our lack of information, we can say for certain that, while other instances of
archaic iambus, like the examples above show, more or less used the dramatic mode of mimesis,
the Margites was superior. It is true that iambus did not conform to Aristotle's aesthetics for
other reasons,® but the fact that the Margites was of the mixed mode is the feature that he
singles out. He is explaining how Homer outlined the form (oyfjua) of comedy; the internal
quality of the plot of comedy and iambus, which he later refers to as the sense or spirit (idéa), are
treated later when he comes to Crates (2D).®° It is true that the Margites may have approached

Aristotle's ideal plot structure, but that is not where the emphasis falls.

8 The episode is recounted thus in Eustathius in Od. 1669.48. West 2008 adduces a possible new fragment to the
Margites which describes in hexameters the vagina in rather periphrastic terms. He proposes (p. 374) that, if indeed
the fragment is from the Margites, the hero may have consulted an oracle about how to have sex and these
hexameters were the response (and Margites would, of course, have misunderstood it). However, while Margites
clearly did not understand the mechanics of sexual intercourse, the factor impeding the consummation is not his
ignorance but his fear of the bride's mother. If the description is from the Margites, it must belong to a context
different from that which West suggests.

# Hephaestion 60.2 and 65.10 Consbruch.

® In particular, iambus does not meet Aristotle's standards of having a plot that has a structure which governed by
probability and necessity and is of appropriate scale (Halliwell 1986, 282-5; Heath 1989a; Rotstein 2010, 104-8).
% Else 1957, 144, in fact reads oyfipota instead of oyfjua (i.e., 0btog kol Té Tiig KOp®diog eyRuaTE TPOHTOC
omédeiev, o0 yoyov GAAL TO yelolov dpapatonomcag) precisely on the ground that Homer must have prefigured
comedy in two ways, that is, by exhibiting the dramatic mode and by "the substitution of humor for invective or
malicious satire.” But the latter is described in different terms; it is an id¢a, not a oyfjpa. On this difference between
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We have already seen that the dramatic mode is one of Aristotle's desiderata when he
compared the other epic poets to Homer—attov yap 6l tov mom v érdyioto Aéyewv ("For the
poet himself ought to speak very little")**—and in that context the emphasis is on using speeches
in the voice of the characters rather than narrative in the voice of the poet. But this principle has
greater ramifications in the case of iambus, where, as in the examples above, the poet is
frequently identified with a character in the poem. When such a character gives a speech, it is
still mimetic poetry, to be sure, and it is even in the dramatic mode. We might even regard a fully
narrated iambic poem, provided the narration is put in the mouth of a character (even if that
character claims the identity "Archilochus"), to be technically in the dramatic mode.®” But in
these cases, the categories are getting confused and are clearly not optimal: the intrusion of the
voice of the poet, or of a character who is identified with the poet, is problematic. Indeed, it is
unclear whether or to what extent Aristotle would have acknowledged a fictional first-person
speaker who is identified with the poet as mimetic.®® What Aristotle has in mind is clear from his
exemplars, the Iliad and the Odyssey, and from the final stage in his evolution of poetry, comedy
and tragedy. It is poetry that is dominated by the voices of characters and their actions; in the
case of poetry in the mixed mode, narrative is minimized and is related in a way that foregrounds
the actions of the characters without the poet's own persona seeming to intrude and influence the
course of events and their portrayal.

Given this, we can begin to envision how the Margites relates to the other cases of

iambus, how its abuse worked, and why Aristotle claims that it prefigured comedy. Lord is very

oyfina and idéa, see Lord 1974, 200, who aptly quotes Metaph. 1029a4-5: trv 8¢ popeniv 1o oyfipa tig id€ag ("the
shape is the form of the idea").

% poetics 1460a7.

8 See Rosen 2007, whose thesis is that "virtually all poets using first-person narratives would at some level construe
their methods as mimetic and fictional, and that they worked on the assumption that their ideal audience would
understand this" (p. 39 n. 62).

8 See Halliwell 1986, 126; Halliwell 1987, 172-4; Clay 1998, 24-8.
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much on the right track when he suggests that it is a dramatization of invective, though his
emphasis on the transformation from blame poetry to harmlessly amusing poetry is a little
misleading.® The historical existence of the characters matters less than the poem's conformity
with Aristotle's aesthetic ideals (which are constructed around the aims of the genres of poetry).
In this context, the problem is not precisely that the iambic poets were shaming historical targets.
As we have said before, the important relationship for Aristotle is between the poetry and the
individual processing it, and the pain or pleasure experienced by third parties is incidental: the
same requirements govern the treatment of historical characters as govern completely fictional
ones.”® The other iambic poets were inferior, firstly, because using contemporaries as characters,
particularly contemporaries with whom the poet is supposedly involved, is neither conducive to
maintaining the dramatic mode appropriately nor to achieving that second desideratum of
mimesis, plots—including the actions of characters—structured by probability or necessity; and,
secondly, because they inflicted too much pain on their characters to produce the experience that
Aristotle recommends for comedy. For, while Margites, like Lycambes or Chaeron, may be
treated shamefully over the course of the epic, the shame inflicted on him seems to mostly be
caused by his own foolishness and, in the end, the poem appears to have had a happy ending,
provided it does end with him assuming his duties as husband and head of the household. He
does not accidentally mangle his penis, and he does consummate his marriage.

The historicity of individuals matters only inasmuch as using historical individuals—that

is to say, identifying characters in poetry with historical individuals—Ieads to writing about

8 | ord 1974, 201-3. On the Margites exhibiting a painless form of humor, see Else 1957, 145; Rotstein 2010, 102-4.
% As Heath 1989a, 352-3, argues (pace Halliwell 1986, 85), some forms of pain are permissible, e.g., Aristotle says
that a double ending like the Odyssey, in which the good come to good and the bad to bad, produces a pleasure more
appropriate to comedy than tragedy (13.1453a30-36). The reading of this passage in Else 1957, 189, is instructive,
for he must struggle to make it apply to both the character and the spectator, suggesting that avadvvov applies to
both the spectator and the character but acknowledging that od pBaptucov can only apply to the character.
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historical events and aiming to affect historical individuals. Historical events are contingent,
unlike the plausible events that ought to be poetry's concern, and the poetry's real aim ought to be
to bring about a cathartic effect on the spectator.?* Constructing poetry around historical events
and individuals prevents the production of the verisimilitudinous fiction that Aristotle wants
poetry to be. In fact, Aristotle recommends the use of historical names when writing some
tragedies, for this can lend events plausibility.* His concern has nothing to do with the
historicity of characters and the pain that their real analogs may feel, but rather how a play
should be optimally constructed to give a spectator the appropriate experience.

The innovations of the Margites, then, arise from its more perfect conformity to the more
effective mimesis, in particular its more perfect use of the dramatic mode, and because it treats
its characters in such a way that it better achieves the desired effect on the spectators. Indeed,
Avristotle seems to be describing the Margites as a dramatic form of the iambic complex. As we
have seen, in Aristotle's account, the iambic complex is not envisioned as an open ended system,
with poets abusing unresponsive spectators or even absent parties. On the contrary, it consists of
the poets composing iambic poems against each other (idupilov aArAniovg). The Margites seems
to have embedded this system into a semi-dramatic frame; the parties involved in the exchange
have been limited.

Rather than being, like the other iambus Aristotle describes, a triangular relationship,

with two poets abusing each other and a third party spectating, by situating this iambic complex

°1 We might usefully term poetry that is mimetic in the general sense and even partly or wholly dramatic, but that
does not attain the second desideratum of mimesis and employ generalized plots, "historical poetry" inasmuch as it,
like history, treats more than a single action and is structured by contingent events rather than probability or
necessity. Such a category of mimetic poetry is not described in Aristotle's taxonomy in the first book of the Poetics,
but it is precisely where iambus would fit, and, as we have seen, there are more varieties of mimesis and mimetic
poetry implicit in the Poetics than Aristotle's taxonomy describes. Indeed, such a category is perhaps hinted at in
23.1459a17-30, where Aristotle criticizes the epic poets who compose poetry that is more like history because it
does not treat a single coherent action. In fact, the Tractatus Coislinianus delineates just such a type of mimetic
poetry; on the Tractatus and such poetry, see Watson 2012, 110-24.

% Poetics 9.1451b11-21.
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into a dramatic frame the relationship is limited to poem and spectator. The poem has become
self-contained. This is why Aristotle claims that the earliest abuse was reciprocal and the
Margites pointed towards comedy. The poets who abuse each other in yéoyog poetry prefigure the
characters who abuse each other in the Margites. The characters who abuse each other in the
Margites prefigure the actors who abuse each other in comedy.

It may even be that the Margites preserved some of the reciprocal nature of the original
mockery: perhaps the iambic sections sometimes included characters exchanging abuse.*® In any
case, we may suppose that some form of abuse directed against the characters was still a feature
of the poem. It is very much a yoyoc in that it portrays the low actions of a low character,
Margites, and, by doing so, makes him the object of mockery and shame.** This may seem to
make the poem too literally reflect Aristotle's observations about it, but there is a small amount

of evidence that point in this direction.

(a) The Suda considers the character Margites as an object of comic mockery, describing him

thus: Mapyitng: avip éni popio kopmdoduevog ("Margites: A man mocked for his stupidity").95

(b) John Tzetzes, who admits that he has not read the Margites,*® describes it as being written

against the character Margites. After explaining that Margites was supposedly so foolish that he

% However, this is mere speculation; the iambic lines that survive reveal little about their general use aside from that
they presumably signal a shift into a more farcical mode.

% Thus Lord 1974, 201-3; Rotstein 2010, 102-4.

% Suda s.v. Mapyitng. Cf. Etymoligicum Magnum s.v. pépyoc: md 8¢ tod pépyog yiveror Mopyitng 6 avontog kol
€mil popia koumdovuevog. It might be objected that these entries are describing what the insult "Margites" means,
since his name came to be proverbial for a foolish or knavish person; see especially Aeschines in Ctesiphon 160,
where Demosthenes is alleged to have called Alexander a Margites. But these entries go on to explain why Margites
in the poem was so foolish and give no indication that they are an explanation for the epithet rather than a short
history of the character. The Suda in fact has a separate entry for the epithet (Mapyitng Aicyivng év 1@ xatd
Kmowdvtog énmvopiov Areavopo Mapyitny €0gto. Ekdhovv §& Tovg dvontovg 0DTwC).

% Tzetzes Exeges. in lliad p. 37.
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had to inquire whether his father or mother bore him in the womb, Tzetzes says: “‘Ounpog Biprov

PYe > ~ \ ’ 97
gypayeyv gic todtov Tov Mapyitnyv.

Both of these testimonia express the idea that the poem itself treated Margites as an object of
mockery by having him do and say foolish things, and in this regard it is a form of invective. A
third and final testimonium suggests that there was some sort of abuse among the characters in

the poem as well.

(c) In the best reported episode from the Margites, described above, Margites refuses to
consummate his marriage; in fact, three sources report that he refuses because he is worried
about some form of abuse. A scholiast and the Suda say that he is worried that his wife will

speak ill of him to her mother if he should have intercourse with her:

dediévar yap Ereye pn dtofdArol avToV TPOG TV UNTEPOL.

For he kept saying that he was afraid that she would slander him to her mother.%®

The third testimonium reports that he was worried about chastisement (k6Aaoic) from his mother
in law.* Whether the abuser he feared was his wife or his mother in law—and perhaps both
sources are accurate, and he fears that his wife will slander him to her mother, and then the latter
will criticize him to his face—Margites' fear of abuse is the main motivation for the only action
in the poem that is known in much detail.

| have suggested, then, that in the history of poetry in Poetics ch. 4, the Margites outlines

the form of comedy not simply by using the dramatic mode more frequently than other instances

%7 Tzetzes Chiliad. 6.598.
% Schol. in Aeschinem 3.160.16. This episode is described with nearly the same wording in Suda s.v. Mopyitng.
% Nicephorus Blemmides 6motov 8&i elvan tov foctiéa 100.11.

45



of archaic iambus but by using it more purely, i.e., by maintaining a great distance between the
poet and his characters and narrative. We have noted that the Margites, rather than being
constructed around the aim of causing shame to historical individuals, treated fictional
characters, and, as such, it approaches that second desideratum of mimesis, generalized plots.*® |
have also suggested that the Margites may have exhibited a form of dramatized personal abuse
and that, in Aristotle's accounts of drama'’s evolution, personal abuse and the infliction of pain in

poetry is not absent. Rather, it changes towards what he regards as more appropriate to comedy

and is carefully delimited.

82.5. Aristotle's History of Poetry and Personal Abuse in Old Comedy
We can now list variations on direct personal abuse in Old Comedy and consider where

they might fall in Aristotle's evolution of drama.

(a) A character mocks a real person within the frame of the play, i.e., either while talking to

himself or another character.

1% The structure of the plot of the Margites is, however, very ambiguous, and it is unclear whether its plot was
generalized or just its characters. Significantly, Aristotle says that generalized plots only entered comedy at the
hands of Crates under Sicilian influence, but it is not right, as Lord 1974, 202, says, that "Aristotle suggests it had no
plot at all." It just does not have a plot structured in such a way that it prefigured the generalized plots of Crates'
comedies. Though it is an argumentum e silentio, in Poetics 8.1451a16-35, when Aristotle praises Homer for
composing plots that treat a single action rather than a single character, he mentions the Iliad and the Odyssey, but
not the Margites. Perhaps the plot of the Margites was like the plots of the Heracleid and Theseid to which Aristotle
objects, that is, plots that follow the life of a single character rather than a single action. For the testimonia and
fragments to the Margites all seem to relate to his ineptitude at successfully navigating the major stages of life:
Eustathius 1669.41 reports that he was born to prosperous parents, and, as we have seen, in his youth he inquires
which bore him; a fragment preserved in Aristotle Nic. Eth. 6.7.114a15 describes his lack of a trade, for he failed at
every skill (méong &' nudptave téxvnc), and, as another fragment from [Plato] Alcibiades 2.147b indicates, he knew
many things, but knew them badly; and, in the best known episode, he must be deceived into consummating his
marriage. Of course, this is very indecisive: Poetics 9.1451a16-35 treats primarily epic and tragedy, and therefore its
silence on the Margites is in keeping with this discussion, and the Odyssey manages to relate information about the
same or similar stages in Odysseus' life without digressing far enough from its single action that it disrupts the
poem'’s unity.
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Provided that this character is of the type that would mock such a target, this kind of
abuse fully conforms to Aristotle's criteria.*™ It is fully dramatic, it is the sort of thing that sort of
character would do, and it could even be so incorporated into the plot that it is necessary or
probable.’® That a particular person is meant rather than a general type of character does not
matter; it is not a particular that intrudes on the generality of the character or plot. Dicaeopolis'
criticisms of the tragedian Theognis, whose plays, he complains, were performed instead of
Aeschylus' as he comments on how Athens is lately going to seed,'® is well in keeping with his
character. Likewise, Strepsiades' complaints to his son about Euripides towards the end of the
Clouds are consonant with his character, and his distaste for Euripides is in fact a plot point. His
preference for the more traditional tragedians and his son's preference for the more new-fangled
ones, like Euripides, is both an instance of the discord that the play explores and leads directly to

the confrontation between father and son near the end of the play.'®

(b) A character within the frame of the play is identified with, and even given the name of, an
historical character and is made to speak and do shameful things.

For example, Lamachus appears as a character in the Acharnians, the Paphlagonian
(identified with Cleon) in the Knights,'® Socrates in the Clouds, and Euripides in the
Acharnians, Ecclesiazusae, and the Frogs. This form of mockery is only problematic in
Aristotle's scheme if (a) the identification leads to the character speaking and doing things that

are too determined by historical actions rather than by the tendencies of that character type, and

1% Thus Heath 1989a, 348-9.

1%2 However, as we noted above, Aristotle is fully aware that subverting expectation and even veering into the
nonsensical is a means of causing laughter; see §7.2. Therefore, abuse that is not causally motivated or that is even
contrary to probability and necessity in terms of both the larger plot and the propensities of the character may not be
objectionable under some circumstances.

% Ach. 9-12.

1% Clouds 1371-1379.

1% However, he is identified by name only at Knights 973-6.
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especially by the demands of a generalized plot; and (b) the character incurs too much pain and
ruin.
As we mentioned above, in the case of tragedy, the use of historical names (e.g., of kings

and gods) is recommended if it lends credibility to events:'%

according to this view, the Oedipus
Tyrannus, for example, would not be a recounting of the historical (we might say legendary)
events of that drama, but rather its plot was (or ought to have been) first composed according to
the rules of generalization. Because the historical Oedipus was involved in events of that sort,
naming the protagonist Oedipus lends the events (and characters) a kind of credibility: since such
events happened before, it is plausible that they would happen thus in the play.

While Aristotle says in the same passage that comedy uses chance names, and while
perhaps chance names are preferable, we might describe some uses of the historical names in
comedy in the same way. Naming Dicaeopolis' hawkish opponent in the Acharnians after the
general Lamachus grants a certain plausibility through familiarity to that character type and his
actions, even if the events themselves are complete fictions. That such names would primarily
lend credibility to the character type because of the audience's familiarity with the character of
Lamachus, rather than with the actions that the character undertakes and that structure the plot
(for these have no historical prototype), is perhaps why he does not recommend this.

But this issue becomes much less problematic if, along with Butcher, we accept o0
(instead of oBtm) T TuydVTa (as the Arabic indicates) instead at 1451b13,'% i.e., the comic poets

do not choose chance names.’® Lucas is quite right that this gives a weaker antithesis between

the chance names of comedy (ta tvydvta dvouata) and the actual names the tragic poets

1% poetics 9.1451b11-32.
197 See Téran and Gutas 2012 ad loc. for this reading.
1% Butcher 1911, 376-9.
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sometimes takes up (t@v yevopévav dvopdtov).®® But is there really such an antithesis?
Aristotle is suggesting that both comedy and tragedy ought to use generalized plots and not deal
in chance and contingincies.

If ov is correct, Butcher and Lucas suppose that Aristotle is suggesting the use of names
that point to the personality of the character, with the latter giving such examples as Euelpides
from the Birds ("Mr. Goodhopeson") or Pyrgopolynices from the Miles Gloriosus ("Mr.
Manykeepconqueror"). Historical names in some cases perform precisely the same function, and
the name of Lamachus ("Mr. Reallywarlike™) in fact is an instance of both an historical name and
a pointed name.™° Such pointed names are quite common in Aristophanes, as a brief survey of a
few of the proper names of protagonists of his plays will show, and it would be surprising for
Aristotle to ignore these.'™! That Aristotle gave consideration at least to the comic potential of
wordplay with names is clear from the Rhetoric, giving as an example the phrase Avéoygtog ovk

. . 112
avaoyetoc ("Mr. Borne can't be borne").

We might add, too, that the titular character Margites
("mad man") is also a pointed name.

It is hard to imagine that he would wholly reject calculated names that would aid in
constructing the comic characters and plots by recommending the use only of chance names. If

such pointed, but wholly invented, names are admitted, historical names that perform the same

function as they do in tragedy should perhaps be accepted as well. In Aristotle's system, the aim

1% |_ucas 1968, ad 1451b13.

19 This is surely the foremost meaning; jokes, especially puns, about Lamachus' bellicosity run throughout the play.
Cf. 269-70 (Dikaiopolis speaks of being freed from pay@v / koi Aapdywv); 1071 (the messenger cries out id movot
Te Kol pégron kol Aduoyot). In Peace, there are similar jokes on his name: he is called dvnp BovAdpoyog (1293), and
the child who prefers to sing warlike songs instead of peaceful ones proves to be Lamachus' son. However, the name
may actually be derived from Aaog and mean "Mr. Fighterforthepeople," and both meanings may have coexisted.
See Larsen 1946, 93-4.

1 Dicaeopolis ("Mr. Justcity™) of the Acharnians; Strepsiades (“Mr. Justicetwister") of the Clouds; Bdelycleon and
Philecleon ("Mr. Hatecleon" and "Mr. Lovecleon") of the Wasps; Trygaeus ("Mr. Vintner") of the Peace; Peisetairos
("Mr. Friendpersuader") of the Birds; Lysistrata ("Ms. Armylooser") of the Lyistrata; and Praxagora ("Ms.
Publicaction™). On the use of hames in Aristophanes, see Russo 1997, 34-7; Ercolani 2006, 17-26.

"2 Rhet. 3.11.1412b13.
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of using such names would not be in having characters with those names do and say shameful
things that the historical individuals purportedly did for the purpose of shaming them. As
Avristotle says, this is what the iambic poets do, for they compose their poetry about particular
individuals and therefore let history determine plot."** But if a comedy were composed around a
generalized plot, and the name of an historical individual were affixed to add credibility or even
humor, it ought not be problematic. Such a use may confer shame on the historical individual,
either as an incidental effect or an ancillary aim, but this does not seem to be an issue. The
problem is not history or historical individuals per se; as we have noted, the gods, heroes, and the
myths about them that provide the materials for most tragedies ought to be regarded in this
context as historical.*** History and its particulars are only a problem if they interfere with the
generation of a generalized plot.

The treatment of the character is the second concern. As we have seen above, Aristotle
says that the laughable comprises a shame that is not painful or ruinous. As | have suggested,
however, this requirement is true for all characters, and not merely those based on historical
individuals. Aristotle's system may be critical of Lamachus' death in the Acharnians; but it would
be equally critical if Lamachus were a completely fictional character with a fictional name. Nor
does Aristotle exclude all forms of pain, for he notes at 1453a30-36 that the ending of the
Odyssey, in which good come to good and bad to bad, is more appropriate to comedy than
tragedy.'™ It seems probable that a great deal depends on what engenders that pain and how it is

presented rather than just its magnitude.

113 poetics 9.1451b14-5.
114 5ee also n. 50 above.
15 Cf, Heath 1989a, 352-3.
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(c) A character directly engages with and abuses an audience member, or rather makes a pretense
of engaging with and abusing an audience member.

An example of this is appears early in the Wasps, in which the slave Xanthias invites the
audience to guess what ails his master, Philocleon. He and his fellow slave feign that audience
members assume that Philocleon is suffering whatever vice they themselves suffer. For example,
they pretend that an audience member named Amynias has responded:

Havoioc:
ANuuvi(xg pev o Ipovdmovg enc' ovtoct
etval GIAOKLPOV aOTOV. AAL' 0VOEV AEYEL.

Xooiog:
pa Aty GAL' 4o’ avTod TV VOGOV TEKUOIPETOL.

Xanthias: Amynias the son of Pronapes over here says that he [sc. Philocleon] is a gambling
addict. But he's wrong.

Sosias: No by Zeus, but he's guessing the sickness based on his own!*®

These characters are the type that is predisposed to such mockery, and the incorporation of such
historical particulars as these supposed audience members does not interfere with the plot. Rather
more unhappy is the form of this engagement with the audience: the characters are acting as if
they are not a representation of characters in action, but are really people in action who are
standing on the stage and engaging with an audience. This form of abuse enters into precisely
that muddled territory that we saw associated with iambus' mimetic mode above, where the

distance between representation and reality are collapsed.

(d) The voice of the poet emerges to criticize, either in the first person or through his characters.

118 \Wasps 74-6.
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This most commonly occurs in the parabasis when the chorus leader speaks in the voice
of the poet, though it certainly can occur elsewhere.’*” While Heath may be right to suggest that
certain types of digression in drama are unproblematic for Aristotle and that the parabasis poses

no problem with regard to unity of action,**®

this form of criticism does pose a problem with
regard to mimesis. The faults associated with it correspond closely those we noted above with
iambic poetry, in that it treats particulars rather than generalities and especially that it uses the
dramatic mode unsuccessfully. With regard to the latter, at least, in iambus only the Margites
really excelled, and in Old Comedy only Crates and his followers™® would attain the ideal.

In this context, one feature of the philosophical account seems rather more pointed. We
noted above the peculiarity that Aristotle conceived of iambic abuse as happening among the
poets themselves, but that this conception accords badly with what their actual practice seems to
have been. Nor does it accord with Semus of Delos' descriptions of phallic songs. The abuse of
other poets—and the defense of the author from other poets' criticisms—is, however, quite

120 the section that suffers from faults that are so similar to

characteristic of the parabasis,
iambus, and it may be that Aristotle had this practice in mind when he described that mutual

abuse.’ It is true that the parabasis can attack targets who are not poets, but even in the process
of doing so other poets are often points of comparison and objects of derision. A section from the

parabasis in the Peace offers an instructive example:

17 Most notably in Acharnians 366-84, where the main character speaks as if he were Aristophanes to defend
himself and criticize Cleon.

"% Heath 1987, 29-37; Heath 1989b, 46.

119 Chief among these must have been Pherecrates; see Koster 111, 12-3 (a treatise discussed in §3.6). On Pherecrates
and personal abuse, see Urios-Aparisi 2001.

120 On the parabaseis of the early plays especially being a kind of self-defense and autobiography, see Hubbard
1991. On the continuity between Old Comedy and iambus, see Degani 1988; Rosen 1988; Degani 1993; Kugelmeier
1996, 163-94; Zanetto 2001; Kantzios 2005, 151-61.

121 Cornford 1914, 41-8, conceives of the kind of phallic songs discussed above at §2.4.1 as precursors to the
parabasis. The song of the pallopdpot, in which the performers invoke Dionysus and then speak abuse directly to
the audience, is the closest. An interesting similarity in this context is that, in the invocation that Semus of Delos
gives as an example, the performers assert its originality; this is of course a recurrent claim that the comic poets
make in their parabaseis (Cornford 1914, 123 n. 3); see the example from the Peace below.
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d&rog elvai pno’ edloyiag peyding 6 S184cKolog NUGBY.
TPMTOV HEV VAP TOVG AVTITAAOVG UOVOC AVOPOTOV KATETOVGEY
€6 10 PAKLO OCKOTTOVTOGS GEl Kol Tl pOepoiv TolepodvTag,
006 0 ‘Hpaxhéag To0g HATTOVTOG KOl TOVG TEWVAVTS EKEIVOVG
EENAOG’ ATILMGOG TPATOC, Kol TOVG SOVAOVG TAPEALGEY

TOVG PEVLYOVTUG KAEATUTMVTOC Kol TUTTOUEVOLG EMITNOEC,

ob¢ €ENyov KAdovTag det, Kai TovTovg obveka Tovdi,

v’ 6 cOVEoVLOG GKMWOG aVTOD TG TANYAC £lT” dvéporto,

‘@ xorddopov Tl 0 Sépp’ Emadeg; pdv voTpyic sicéPuléy cot
€G TOC TAELPAG TOAAT GTPATIY KAGEVIPOTOUNGE TO VDOTOV;'
TODT APEADV KOKA Kol QOPTOV Kol BOUOAOYELHAT AYEVVT
gmoinoe Téyvny peydAnv NUiv KATOpymo™ oikodouncag

Emeotv Peydlolg Kai d1ovoioig Kol CKOUUAoLY 00K dyopaiols,
00K 1010T0G AVOPOTICKOVG KOUMODY 0VOE YOVAIKOG,

aAL” HpaxAiéovg dpynyv tv’ €ywv Tolol peyioTolg Emeyeipet.
dwfag fupodv dopag devag Kamethdg BopBopobipovg,

KOl TPMATOV HEV UAYOUOL TTAVIOV aDTH TG KapyopddovTL.

Our poet says that that he is worthy of great praise. For, firstly, he alone of men stopped his rival
poets from always directing their mockery against rags and making war on lice, and he first
disdained and drove off stage those Heracleses who are kneading bread and starving. He also
released the slaves who run away, cheat, and are beaten by design, whom they always used to
bring out weeping so that a fellow slave could mock his beatings and inquire, "Oh poor fellow,
what did you suffer on your skin? Did a whip attack your sides with a huge host and lay waste to
your back?" Removing such ills, vulgarity, and ignoble bufoonery, he created a great art for you.
He built it up and fortified it with great words, thoughts, and novel mockery by making fun not
of private people nor even women, but he, taking on the wrath of Heracles, attacks the mightiest
men. Having traversed the terrible smell of leather and his muddy-hearted threats, | first of all
men fought the saw-toothed one himself.'??

The chorus leader initially claims to speak on behalf of the poet, though, in the last line of the
section cited, the speech switches into the first person as if the poet himself were speaking, and
the first person persists for the remainder of the speech. The chorus leader/poet mocks rival poets
for using hackneyed characters and situations, such as a starving Heracles who bakes bread or

runaway slaves who are beaten and mocked by their fellows. But he also criticizes them for

mocking petty targets—that is, making war on lice—and he asserts his own superiority not only

122 Aristophanes Peace 738-54.
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on the ground that his poetry is original but also that he attacks really deserving and powerful
targets.

The demagogue Cleon is whom he means in particular, and the last two lines of the
passage cited, as well as the much of the remainder of the speech, is devoted to heaping abuse on
Cleon. Such a speech, even if it mocks third parties, folds such criticism into mockery of other
poets, and in this regard it corresponds more closely to Aristotle's description of iambic abuse
than the archaic iambic poets themselves do. In any event, this kind of address to the audience is
problematic in the same way as both the previous category and iambic poetry, aside from the
Margites: it not only collapses the dramatic mode but also makes a pretense of being

unmimetic.?®

§2.6. Conclusion

Aristotle's account, then, does not track a departure in comedy from every form of
personal abuse. His history of poetry charts a movement towards what is for him a more
effective form of mimesis, and, in consequence, some forms of personal abuse are ultimately
excluded. However, | have suggested that some forms of personal abuse that could potentially be
painful to third parties—such as the use of the character Lamachus—are not necessarily
problematic for the more developed form of comedy. The central issue is not pain to third
parties, but achieving the appropriate effect, comic catharsis, in the spectator. As such, Aristotle
emphasizes the kind of personal abuse that best fits his system: reciprocal abuse among poets,

which, as I have argued, he supposes evolved into dramatic abuse among characters.

123 From Avristotle's point of view, it may be unmimetic. The point, however, is moot: whether Atristotle recognized
the first person narrator as a character or as the poet himself, his view is that such a form does not achieve the aims
of mimesis.
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Avistotle's claim, therefore, is not that personal abuse was not an original feature of
comedy, or even that comedy ought not to have personal abuse. It is that the kind of personal
abuse at the origins of comedy did not have social or political pretensions and that personal
abuse in the more evolved form of comedy ought to be purely in the service of comedy's aim of
catharsis, which may in fact serve the common good, but which does not revolve around
shaming targets through personal rebuke. Quite significantly, as we have seen, the personal
abuse that actually evolved into comedy was for Aristotle not even directed against third parties,
but against the poets themselves. By this line of reasoning, the civically engaged personal abuse
that characterizes Old Comedy was not an original or essential feature of comedy; it is a
deviation from the abuse of other poets that characterized the predecessors of comedy.
Furthermore, much of the abuse in Aristophanes and the other poets of Old Comedy is atavistic,
since their plays fail to incorporate the innovations of their predecessor Crates in composing
generalized plots and abandoning the iambic form.

Given these points, we are in a position to offer some concluding remarks about the
historical account, to which we have referred only rarely, and its bearing on the history of
comedy and the role of personal abuse. Its primary contributions to our discussion above are (a)
that comedy derived from phallic processions and (b) that Crates abandoned the iambic spirit.
Otherwise, we have only alluded to the differences between the philosophical and historical
accounts; sometimes, | fear, this may have appeared to be to Aristotle's detriment.

However, in light of the discussion above | suggest that the apparent inconsistencies are
less significant than they seem and some of the points can be more or less reconciled. For, as

Lord says, we are obligated to presume that Aristotle composed the Poetics with at least ordinary
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care."® To this we ought to add that we must presume that Aristotle was himself of at least
ordinary integrity: if he has omitted Archilochus from his account, it is not only to advance
Homer at Archilochus' expense, but also because he had sound reasons for doing so.** | restrict
myself to only two points in the historical account, both of which have some bearing on the
origins and development of comedy.

We said at the beginning of this chapter that Aristotle seems to start his history of drama
anew and begin a second, more historical account by giving dithyramb and the phallic songs as
the antecedents for tragedy and comedy. But the two accounts are not wholly divorced. With
regard to comedy, we noted that the phallic songs can be connected, if not really identified with,
the woyog and iambus of the philosophical account; as for tragedy, as Else saw, the dithyramb is
analogous to, or an instance of, the hymns and encomia in the philosophical account.?

Winkler, who argues that Aristotle's account is primarily based on theories about natural
processes and gradualism driven by improvisation, supposes that Aristotle adduces the dithyramb
as the origin because he needs a type of performance that could have been improvised at one
point; however, Winkler suggests that this, too, is merely hypothetical because by the fifth
century the dithyramb was not extemporaneous.*?’ But there is good evidence that the dithyramb

was indeed at one point improvisational, and Aristotle would probably have been aware of this.

A famous fragment of Archilochus hints at an improvisatory circumstance when he asserts that,

124 Lord 1974, 195-6.

125 The real question on this particular point is whether the Margites truly was an example of abusive iambus. If the
argument above is accepted, then it was—»but it was an anachronistically advanced instance. If that conclusion is
acceptable, then of course it overshadowed Archilochus' iambus, which followed Homer and succumbed to faults
that the Margites did not have. The Margites would bear the relation to Archilochus' iambic poetry that
unrestrainedly abusive Old Comedy would bear to Crates'. These considerations make the omission no less
polemical, but do mean that the polemic is not just rhetorical, but rather is also based on theory and fact.

125 Else 1957, 154-5; Else 1965, 13-4, 22.

2" Winkler 1990, 313-4.

56



b,*?® and the wording

when his wits are blasted with wine, he knows how to lead off the dithyram
here is unmistakably similar to Aristotle's: Archilochus says that he knows how to é&ap&ou ...
8100papBov; Aristotle says that tragedy emerged from tév é£apydvmv tov d10vpappov.’?® Some
idea of development within the dithyramb, and even perhaps a connection with tragedy, are also
not original to Aristotle. Both Arion and Lasos are credited with making significant changes to
the form, so much so that each is said to have invented the dithyramb—a proposition that could
not literally be true, since Archilochus, who predates both, can lead one.**® The changes must
include transforming the dithyramb from a procession into a circular chorus and performing
pieces practiced and composed beforehand. As for the dithyramb's connection with tragedy, a
passage from John the Deacon quotes Solon as crediting Arion with not only inventing the
dithyramb but with having some role in the invention of tragedy.** This, too, is a tradition of
which Avristotle would have been well aware.**

Avistotle did not invent the improvised dithyramb or the connection between the
dithyramb and tragedy, then. The real theoretical point structuring this discussion is, as | have
suggested, the division of poetry and its directions of evolution based on the characters of the
poets and their objects, with lower poets writing lower poetry in one line and higher poets

writing higher poetry in the other. This appears as a stronger claim in ch. 4 of the Poetics than it

does elsewhere; as we have noted, when discussing the mimetic differentia of object, he alludes

128 Archilochus fr. 120W. Cf. the Mnesiepes inscription (SEG 15.517) col. 3, 20, which is badly damaged but says
something about Archilochus composing verses extemporaneously ([avto]oyediac[ai]) and having a chorus perform
them; see West 1974, 24-5).

129 On this fragment see Else 1965, 11; Csapo and Miller 2007, 13; Hedreen 2007, 186-7. Cf. Aristotle On Poets fr.
37d Janko (a fragment J. rates as dubious), with Janko 2011, 500-1.

139 On this issue, and on the innovations of Lasos in particular, see D'Angour 1997. For a survey of the problems
involved, see Csapo and Miller 2007, 10-12.

31 Solon fr. 30aW. The traditional reading is that Arion invented the dpdya of tragedy, but this is an impossible
claim; Janko 2011, 367, 496, suggests the emendation oyfjuc.

132 Indeed, Janko 2011, 367, 496, argues that, given that John the Deacon cites Aristotle concerning comedy and
tragedy immediately before citing Solon, Aristotle himself may be the ultimate source the information about Solon's
views and gives the passage as On Poets fr. 36c.
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to a third category, people like ourselves.*® Likewise, while the dithyramb appears here as an
instance of the higher type that develops into another instance of the high type, tragedy, the
dithyramb is not so restricted in ch. 2. After explaining that objects of mimesis differ in being
better, worse, or the same, he seems to suggest that the dithyramb can accommodate all of these
categories, giving the dithyrambs of Timotheus and Philoxenus as examples, with the former
seeming to represent the loftier type and the latter the lower type.'3*

While these are representatives of the new kind of dithyramb, and Lucas is skeptical that
there were many instances of the lower type, in its earlier form the dithyramb seems to have had
just such a double character. Archilochus' claim that in his drunkenness he can lead the
dithyramb certainly hints at a dithyramb of a lower character; a fragmented part of the Mnesiepes
inscription seems to describe him instructing a song to a chorus (d6é&avta)—i.e., he is
composing and producing poetry that is not iambus—>but its spectators found it "too iambic"
(lapBucdtepo[v]), meaning, we must suppose, too obscene and abusive.*® The latter account
may describe precisely the kind of dithyramb that Archilochus boasted he could lead.**® To this
point we may add that a scholiast to Pindar reports that the most serious element (o
onovdaotatov) of the dithyramb appeared originally in Corinth, hinting at an unserious element
and an unserious dithyramb that perhaps resembled in some important ways the phallic
processions.*®” The movement to a more serious dithyramb may be associated with the

dithyramb's transformation from more or less improvised performances in a procession—indeed,

133 See §2.3.

3% |Lucas ad 1448a14.

"% SEG 15.517 col. 3.

136 As was argued by Privitera 1988; cf. Hedreen 2007, 185-7.

37 Schol. in Olymp. 13.26b: ai Tod Atovicov svpappov év Kopivhm épdvnoay yapiies, TouTésTt TO
omovdatdtatov TV Atovicov dtvpapBov év Kopivle mpdtov épdvn. On these innovations within the dithyramb,
and especially on these unserious elements, see Hedreen 2007, 185-7; Steinhart 2007, 209-12.
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a kdpog, as the dithyramb could still occasionally be called in classical Athens***—into more
stationary performances with pre-composed and practiced scripts.

But despite the reality of the unserious dithyramb and its connection with the k®poc, and
despite Aristotle's one-time acknowledgment of it, he does not let it enter into his calculations in
the development of poetry in ch. 4. The claim is not that low poets do not ever try to write high
poetry, that high poets do not ever write low poetry, or that there is no such thing as poetry that is
neither high nor low. Aristotle does not, in the face of the reality, claim that such scenarios do
not exist, nor does he really deny the agency to the poets of deciding what to write.** Rather,
there is an implicit idea that such forms exist, but, for the history of poetry, and for poetry's
evolution into its optimal forms, they simply do not, or rather should not, matter. As we will see
in the next chapters, however, this claim simply could not persist in the face of such evidence.
Given the dithyramb's origin in improvisational, unserious performances, and given its origins as
a kdpog, some theorists subsequent to Aristotle would ascribe a common origin to comedy and
tragedy. And in their view, as | will argue, the form antecedent to both comedy and tragedy may
be characterized by reciprocal personal abuse.

Yet, despite Aristotle's view that the development of poetry can be tracked along two
distinct lines, the higher and lower, he does acknowledge deviant forms. This is of particular
significance with regard to the satyric performances that he says preceded tragedy, which had

small plots and laughable language.**® The claim that a higher form (tragedy) emerged from

138 This is in all probability an archaism based on the dithyramb's origins as a procession. See Csapo and Slater
1995, 41; Csapo and Miller 2007, 12; Steinhart 2007, 211-12. On the connection that this implies between
dithyramb and comedy, see §3.5.

139 See n. 23 above.

10 poetics 4.1449a19-21: éx pucpdv wobmv ki AéEewg yehoiog Sid 10 £k catupikod petaforeiv Oye dmeoepvivon.
While this seems to contradict his argument about the characters of the poets corresponding to their poetry, it does
not contradict the aforementioned claim that tragedy emerged from the dithyramb. See Seaford 1976; Seaford 1984,
10-6; and Seaford 1994, 267-8, which argue that the processional and surely unserious early dithyramb from which
tragedy derived included the performance of satyrs.
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what appears to be a lower form (the satyric) is such a stark inconsistency in Aristotle's account
that Else argued that it was an interpolation into the text by a pro-Dorian member of the Lyceum,
perhaps Chamaeleon.*** But Aristotle had to address this inconsistency: no contemporary reader
would have been unaware of the third form of drama, satyr play, a semi-comic form written by
tragedians as part of the tetralogy.'* In describing the connection between satyr play and
tragedy, he did not even necessarily have to make the former the predecessor of the latter; on the
contrary, some accounts seem to make satyr play an addition to tragedy rather than an
antecedent.’*® But he does include it; the inclusion of this inconsistency speaks to his credibility
and indicates that—whether or not the claim is true—that he believed it. But perhaps we are to
suppose that this earlier, unserious form is an accidental or contingent development within the
otherwise lofty line of poetry. Certainly Aristotle has nothing to say of satyr play proper, which,
if the views of his student Chamaeleon are any indication, he might have regarded as a
concession to the vulgar tastes of the public rather than a natural and productive stage of poetic
development.'**

In light of our discussion above, however, we may note two points that closely connect
satyr play to tragedy in Aristotle's system and distance it from comedy. We have seen that the
lower line seems to have lagged behind the loftier line in attaining the desiderata of the preferred
sense of mimesis. Even after the Margites and Crates, Old Comedy would not consistently
exhibit the more purely dramatic mode, generalized plots, and limited personal abuse. It is

hazardous to say much about satyr play because so little evidence is available, but in these

“Iphilodemus this inconsistency and used it as an objection against Aristotle (Philodemus On Poems 4 col. 111
Janko). See, too, Else 1957, 166-79; Else 1965, 13-4, 22-5.

142 On the comic elements in this form and in particular personal abuse, see chapter 6.

3 As the account in Horace Ars Poetica 200-4 appears to have it, as well as Zenobius 5.40. Seaford 1976 and
Seaford 1984, 10-6, argue, however, that the tradition that satyr play proceeded tragedy can be reconciled with the
view that the satyric preceded it.

144 Suda s.v. 0082V mpdg TOV Atbvucov. We must wonder, too, what emotions were appropriate for satyr play to
arouse and whether, like its relations tragedy and epic (cf. Janko 1984, 136-7), it pursued some form of catharsis.
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regards it seems to have been much closer to tragedy than comedy. It would only admit clear
references to historical contemporaries in the last third of the fourth century; from around this
period, too, is the only likely instance of a character addressing the audience in a satyr play.*®

The plots may not have been generalized in Aristotle's strictest sense, with the actions
firstly determined by probability and necessity and then specifics such as character names added.
But, as Else notes, we can presume that no tragedy was ever constructed from the ground up in
this fashion either.**® However, the plot of the Classical satyr play perhaps rather lent itself to
being constructed around probability and necessity. As one much quoted passage describes the
premise of satyr play, "“The recipe is as follows: take one myth, add satyrs, observe the result."**’
The plot is based on inserting satyrs into an existing story and exploring the humorous
ramifications.'*® It is, therefore, perhaps less amenable to the capriciousness and contingency
that the Old Comic plot could admit: the whole point is to let the natural consequences of the
addition of satyrs play out, though post-classical satyr play abandons this premise.

To speak of post-classical satyr play in the context of Aristotle's system, it travels against
the current by incorporating historical characters and events as plot points. It evolves (or
degenerates) in the direction of yoyoc and iambus towards contingent plots—and concomitantly

towards more direct personal abuse. And, precisely because of this, it enters more into the orbit

of Old Comedy than of tragedy, as we will see in chapter 6.

15> Astydamas 11 fr. 4. On audience address in satyr play, see Bain 1975, 23-5.
% Else 1957, 309.

7| issarrague 1990, 236.

148 On the plot of satyr play, see Sutton 1980a, 137; Lissarrague 1990, 228-36.
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Chapter 3

Punishing the Goat: Eratosthenes and Related Accounts of the History of Comedy and Personal
Abuse

8§3.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, |1 showed that Aristotle traced the origins of comedy to personal
mockery, but it was mockery of a very particular sort: according to his system, the poets mocked
only each other, and politicians and other spectators were spared. It was this limited form of
mockery that was important for comedy's evolution, and, while his system does allow some
forms of personal abuse, it precludes abuse from being central to comedy. | concluded by
discussing the ideological concerns that structured Aristotle's history of drama and argued that,
despite his compartmentalization of comedy and tragedy into two segregated lines, he proposes
that they both emerged from mirthful, unserious celebrations for Dionysus that had no
engagement with civic life.

In this chapter, I will discuss a series of closely related theories about the origins of
comedy and the original nature of comic abuse that emerged in the third century, probably in
Athens. These theories, unfortunately, are more elusive than Aristotle's. They, and the theories
discussed in the next chapter, are systematically articulated in no extant source. But they were
quite influential, and, as we will see, fragments and hints about them survive in the Greek and
Roman poets, historians, philosophers, and grammarians who used them. Particularly important
from this point onwards will be the collection of mostly anonymous treatises on comedy

compiled by Koster. The treatises sometimes preserve information that is ancient and very

62



erudite (see especially Koster I11, discussed below at 83.6), but some of them can be rather
tendentious or fanciful (see some of the treatises discussed at 85.6). An appendix at the end of
this study summarizes the salient points of these treatises.

The most influential of the lost theories about the origins of comedy was proposed by the
third century poet, scholar, and scientist Eratosthenes. Eratosthenes' most extensive work on
comedy was probably his twelve-book treatise on Old Comedy, Ilepi tiic dpyaiog kopwndioc,
though the fragments preserve no information about his views on the origin of comedy and its
nature in its early stages.” They discuss etymologies, accentuations, the meanings of words,’
allusions,” the correct authorship of plays® and the dates and circumstances of their production,®
and problems in the chronology of the careers of certain playwrights.” However, the scanty
fragments of his lost epic the Erigone are more suggestive of Eratosthenes' views on the origins
of comedy and the role of personal abuse.

After reconstructing Eratosthenes' view on the origin of comedy and the nature of early
comedy's humor, | will set it alongside other accounts of the same, especially the version
represented by the roughly contemporary Parian Chronicle, a document inscribed on a marble on
the island of Paros that described important events in the history of Greece, including the

development of drama. As we will see, these histories differ fundamentally from Aristotle's

because they postulate a unified origin for comedy and tragedy. But, like the Aristotelian model,

! For the title, see frr. 1-8 Bagordo.

2 For Eratosthenes' work on comedy, see Bagordo 1998, 37-40; Nesselrath 1990, 176-8; and Geus 2002, 291-301.
*Frr. 2,3, 4,7,8, 11 Bagordo. Fr. 23 Bagordo, said to be from a work called the Skevoypagucoc, may be a
subsection of the Iepi tiig dpyoioc kmpwdiag. It perhaps identified and described cxevn in particular; see
Nesselrath 1990, 87-8, and Bagordo 1998, 40, on this work.

* Frr. 6, 15 Bagordo. It seems questionable to me whether fr. 13 Bagordo ought to be assigned to this work. See
Bagordo, 38-9, with n. 40.

> Frr. 5, 17 Bagordo.

® Frr. 10, 14 Bagordo.

"Frr. 12, 18 Bagordo.
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they seem to have held that comedy emerged from mirthful, unserious celebration and that

personal abuse was originally reciprocal in nature.

83.2. The Erigone and its Aition of Comedy

Eratosthenes probably mentioned the myth of Erigone and the aitiologies connected to it
on three occasions: in his Hermes, which dealt with various astronomical matters; his
Katasterismoi, which examined the origins of constellations; and his Erigone, his most extensive
treatment of the subject.® Eratosthenes' version of the myth took the following form:® Icarius
gave hospitality to Dionysus when the god visited Attica, and the god in return gave him wine
and taught him viticulture. While cultivating the vine, a goat entered the vineyard and ate some
of the vines; Icarius captured the goat, killed it, turned it into a wineskin and filled it with wine,*
and invited his friends to dance on it (this dance is called the askoliasmos). Later, Icarius left his
daughter, Erigone, at home and traveled through Attica to present wine to the shepherds. Some
of these drank themselves into unconsciousness; the others supposed that Icarius had poisoned
their fellows and killed him. Once those who had fallen asleep awoke, Icarius' killers fled to
Ceos. Maera, Icarius' dog, had accompanied him; it returned to Erigone and led her to Icarius'
corpse, whereupon Erigone hanged herself. Erigone was set among the stars as the constellation
Virgo, Icarius as Bootes, and Maera as Sirius. Afterwards, the maidens of Attica began to hang

themselves without cause, and to propitiate Erigone the Athenians instituted a yearly festival, the

& The most recent and most thorough work on the Erigone is Rosokoki 1995, who collects the testimonia and
fragments and provides a commentary. For additional discussions of Eratosthenes' Erigone and its contents, see
Maass 1921, 59-138; Solmsen 1947; Merkelbach 1963 (translated as Merkbelbach and West 1964); Geus 2002, 100-
110.

® The following is based primarily on the account in Hyg. De astr. 2.4.149-223, which cites Eratosthenes as a
source. On this and the other sources, see Rosokoki 1995, 60-4. As Maass saw, Hyginus' account actually includes a
second, non-Eratosthenic version that Hyginus distinguishes from the Eratosthenic one; see Maass 1921, 60-2.

1% Hyginus 2.35.156 says that the skin was filled with air (vento plenum), but this cannot be right. Rosokoki 1995,
85, suggests emending vento to vino.
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Aiora, at which maidens would play on swings to commemorate and harmlessly imitate her
hanging.*

The poem gives several aitia, one of the most important for our purposes being the
origins of the askoliasmos. The description of its institution is probably one of the few lines from
the Erigone that survive, though the text in the manuscripts is confused and has undergone a few

different emendations. The line probably reads:

‘Tkaptoi, TOO TpdTO TEPT tp(iwovl2 AOPYNOAVTO ...

In Icaria, where they for the first time danced about the goat ..."

Though this fragment may appear too short and problematic to tell us much about the Erigone, it
confirms that the Erigone described the askoliasmos and alluded to the invention of drama—and,
perhaps, to tragedy and comedy specifically.

This description is similar to some of the material that we will see in the next chapter, and
in particular to Vergil Georgics 2, which certainly describes the origins of drama. Vergil explains
that the goat damages the vines and is for this reason sacrificed to Dionysus. As part of the

sacrifice, the Athenians established the askoliasmos™* and eventually invented drama.'® Despite

! Merkelbach and West 1964, 177-184, retell the story in a rather more lively fashion. The summary in Rosokoki
1995, 13, is too brief and omits both the episode with the goat and the askoliasmos.

12 nepi tpayov is given in the manuscripts as mepiotpayov (Montepessulanus H334 [9th ¢.]), tepiotpatov
(Reginensis Lat. 1260 [9th century] and Monacensis CIm. 13084, f. 73 [9th or 10th c.]), and ectpartov (Parisinus
Lat. 8663 [11th c.]). | give here Viré's emendation, which most recent editors follow. Bursian's emendation, ap.
Hiller 1872, 107, of mepiotpayov to mépiE tpdyov is perhaps preferable to népt tpdyov because it explains the o in
the transmitted mepiotpayov as an error for & and because this & would make clear that the second syllable must be
long. Rosokoki emends to mep €ig tpdyov instead, giving the line Tkapioi, 1001 TpdTa ep €ig Tphryov dpynoavTo,
but Geus 2002, 104, points out that this is metrically impossible. Geus 2002, 104-5, 108, wants to banish from the
Erigone the entire episode where Icarius cultivates the vine and sacrifices the goat and proposes the rather unusual
line "Trxopoi, T60L TpdTa TEPL BTPUTOV DpYRcovto. But another fragment from the Erigone, fr. 3 Rosokoki, seems
to describe one of the vines that Icarius has tended, which is perhaps also the very vine that the goat eats. On this
fragment, see Hollis 1991; Rosokoki 1995, 81-3.

B Hyg. De astr. 2.4.160 (=fr. 4 Rosokoki). Whether to0u is relative, as translated here, or demonstrative depends on
the line's context.

Y Vergil Georgics 2.384: after sacrificing the goat, [sc. Thesidae] mollibus in pratis unctos saluere per utres.
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its sorry state, we can suppose that the Erigone also gave aitia connected to drama. The
askoliasmos was practiced and associated with the theater in the fourth century,'® and, like
Vergil, ancient scholarship connected it with the emergence of theater.'” That the Erigone treated
the invention of drama is also suggested by the very fact that it is an aitiological poem set in
Icaria, where drama at Athens is traditionally said to have originated.'® Thespis, the inventor of
tragedy, is usually said to have been born there, and Susarion, the inventor of comedy, is said to
have lived there.'® Furthermore, the Erigone describes the origins of the first coordinated dance
for a goat, the prize for tragedy and an ancient etymology for the word tragedy, and the origins of
drunkenness, which is associated with the invention of both forms of drama.”’

The following aitiologies are readily identifiable in the Erigone, then: the cultivation of
the vine and the production of wine; the sacrifice of the goat to Dionysus; the dance around and
for the goat (the askoliasmos) and tragedy; the festival of the swings (the Aiora); the
constellations Sirius, Virgo, and Bootes; and the enmity between Sirius and the Ceans. How the
story foreshadowed the origins of comedy is rather less apparent. Merkelbach and West suggest
that the etymology of comedy would have been given or alluded to by Icarius' journey as he
distributes wine through Attica: his passage would have entailed leading the first k@pog through
the kdpar.?! These are early etymologies (they appear already in the Poetics),? and it is quite

probable that the poem would have implied as much. | suggest, however, that Eratosthenes

1> On this passage, See §4.2.1.

16 See Eubulus fr. 7 K.-A. (=fr. 8 Hunter); cf. Jones 2004, 143-4.

7 pausanias o 161 Erbse s.v. Ackdha.

8 E.g., Athenaeus 2.11.40a: amd péng ko 1 Tiig kopwdiog kai § Tic Tpaywdiag ebpeoic. &v Tkapio tic ATTKFG
€0PEN, kal Kat’ adToV TOV Thig TPOYNG Kapdv. Icaria is already the birthplace of comedy on the Parian Marble (ca.
264 BC); see below.

19 0On Thespis and Susarion, see below.

0 See Athenaeus 2.11.40a, quoted at n. 18.

?! Merkelbach and West 1964, 178-9.

% Aristotle Poetics 3.1448a35-8.
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provided a further aition related to drama, comedy, and personal abuse, one concerned with "the

abuse from the wagons," ta €k T@v apa&dv.

§3.3. Abuse from the Wagons

As we will see below, pronouncing abuse from wagons is an activity associated with
several festivals, and not just those connected to the Erigone. But there are good reasons for
supposing that an aition for the abuse from the wagons featured in the Erigone. Eratosthenes
says that Icarius was transported to the stars and became the constellation Bootes, the ox-driver.
One reason must be that Icarius went in a procession through the k®dpou to distribute wine on
dpo&at. A scholium to the Odyssey explains it thus:
0 Bodtng koi Apktopviog kodeitat. kol dokel etvan O Tkdproc. Bodtng 68 Aéystan dt1 Kur(‘x~1:ﬁv
Emttolv awtod Ponratodot kai apotpidoty, §j Emel 6 Tkdprog €mi apaldv Tapekdule TOV otvov.
Bootes is also called Arctophylax, and he seems to be Icarius. And he is called Bootes because
when he rises they drive their oxen and plough the fields. Alternatively, it is because Icarius
conveyed wine on the wagons.?®
Hyginus conceives of it as the latter, since he says that Icarius used a plaustrum?* to transport the
wine.? The iconography also supports the proposition that wagons are central to the story.
Though it dates to around the second century AD, one of the mosaics in the House of Dionysus

at Paphos depicts the scenario thus:

2 Schol. in Od. 5.272 (=Rosokoki T25). For other references of Icarius as the cart driver, see Maass 1883, 116-7.
# Among Roman authors, Bootes is said to drive a plaustrum. See, e.g., Ov. Met. 10.447.
% De astr. 2.4.162.
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Figure 3.1. Mosaic from the "House of Dionysus" in Nea Paphos (after Dunbabin 1999, fig. 240)
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On the left, Dionysus, holding a cluster of grapes, sits beside a nymph drinking wine; in the
center, Icarius holds the reins of oxen that pull a wagon holding wineskins. On the right, two
drunkards labeled oi mpdtot oivov midvtec enjoy the wine that Icarius has given them (and, in
their drunkenness, perhaps quarrel).?

However, neither Rosokoki nor other scholars have considered the significance of the
association between Icarius and the wagon for the other aitia in the Erigone. Icarius' journey
with the wine would have been the first kdpog, and the Erigone would have featured revelry
associated with it during his progression on the wagons—which are in fact carrying the prize for
comedy, the new wine. Indeed, Hyginus mentions inappropriate language as one effect of the
shepherds' drunkenness: alia ac decebat loquebantur.?’ This revelry from the wagons would also
fit well with the aition for the askoliasmos, which the poem gave as the precursor to tragedy. The
"things from the wagons" would have functioned as a precursor to comedy—though in some
sources it is also more generally connected with the origins of scenic drama, and not just
comedy. Horace describes Thespis as originally performing from the wagons in Ars Poetica 275-

7, and at least some parts of Horace's account about the origins of drama correspond with or

% LIMC V, Ikarios I, A 4; see Dunbabin 1999, fig. 240.
" De astr. 2.4.167.
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draw on the Eratosthenic account. Furthermore, the "things from the wagons" is part of the ritual
complex that is associated with the Aiora and the festival honoring Icarius and Erigone: the
Anthesteria.

The following are the relevant testimonia describing the circumstances of the abuse from
wagons; | have them organized by occasion. | regard the ascriptions to festivals of the testimonia

with an asterisk as probable but not certain:*®

Choes and Anthesteria:

T1. Photius s.v. ta €k T@®V Apa&®dv- €ml TOV ATAPAKIADTIOG CKOTTOVTIOV: AONVNoL yap &v i
TV Xo®dV £0pTti] ol kopalovteg &ml TV ALAEDY TOVG ATOVIOVTOS ECKMOTTOV TE Kol EA0100POLV.
10 &’ avTo Kai 1ol Anvaiolg Hotepov €moiovv.

The mockery from the wagons: regarding those who mock without concealment. For at Athens at
the festival of the Choes the revelers on wagons used to mock and abuse those whom they
encountered. And they used to do the same thing later at the Lenaea as well.?°

*T2. Harpocration Lex. p. 253 Dindorf: moungiag xoi moumedew: avti tod Aodopiog Kol
Aodopelv. AnpocBévng &v @ vrep Kmowpdvtog (Dem. 18.11 and 18.124). petagépet 0& and
TV &V Toig ALOVUGLOKOIC TOUTATG £l TOV AUAEDY AOOOPOVUEV®V AAANAOLG: MEvavdpog
IMepwBiq ... (=Suda s.v. mouneiog Kol Topmevey)

Procession and to process: instead of "abuse"” and "to abuse.” Demosthenes in On Behalf of
Ctesiphon. He transfers it metaphorically from those who abuse each other on the wagons in the
Dionysiac procession: Menander in the Perinthia ...*

*T3. Suda 7 19 (s.v. T ék TOV GUaE®V okdppota): 6Tt ol AAeEavdpeis O Torotov kabapuov
EMO10DVTO YuY®V: &V YOp TOIG OPISUEVIS NUEPAS £’ APAEDY PEPOUEVOLS AVOPDTOVS TO
TOVTO TPOGTETAYUEVOVS EMTOPLEVOL TV TOAV Anacav Kol otdvtog dmov v €0EAmat, Kol oik®
napootaviag 6mov av:: BovAnbdoty, Edev @ GvTL Th & GudEnc, od Td Yevdii AowopodvToc,
BAAQ TAANOT] dverdilovtag. dmuedic yap etvor oioty dkpiBég EEetdletv o dveldn TV TOAMTGHV

% The following passages mention this practice but do not provide any useful information and are not reproduced
here: Photius s.v. mopneia; Suda s.v. mopneio © 2022; Menander Perinthia fr. 5 Arnott (=4 Kdrte=8 Sandbach);
Demosthenes Or. 18.122; Julian Ep. 80.50; Philodemus On the Good King according to Homer fr. 20 Dorandi.
 This is the basis for Suda t 19 s.v. T& &k T@V apoaEdv okdppotae, which is identical.

¥ Thuc. 2.15.4 calls the Anthesteria the Older Dionysia (té apyotdtepo Atovdoia), and it may be to the Anthesteria
that this testimonium refers; certainly no other source connects abuse from the wagons to the Dionysia proper.

%1 81 is the manuscript reading; however, R. Janko has suggested to me the emendation &v on the ground that AH
might easily be confused with AN. Certainly this would be more grammatically correct and better parallel the
previous clause (6ov av £é0éAmaot), which this clause repeats.
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Kol TODTO AOEKAGTMOC TPOPEPEY PETA AANOElnG, doTe d1d TODTO TAVTAG ATOIOPACKEY TV
movnpiav.

Because the Alexandrians of old brought about a cleansing of spirits: for on appointed days men
carried on wagons were enjoined to do this very thing and to journey through the whole city.
They stood wherever they liked and took up a position alongside a house wherever they wanted,
and they sang things from the wagon truly, not speaking lies in their abuse, but reproaching them
with the truth. For it was their concern to seek out accurately the scandals of the citizens and to
present these impartially with truth so that for this reason all men would avoid baseness.*

Lenaea
T1

T4a. Suda € 1530 s.v. &€ auaéng: 1 Aeyouévn £opth map’ Adnvaioc Afvoua, &v ) fymvilovto ol
TomTai GLYYPAPOVTEC Tva dopoTa ToD YelasOfvar xdpv- dmep AnpocOévng "€ auaénc” einev
(Dem. 18.122). 8¢’ auo&dv yap ol ddovieg kabnuevol Ereyov te Koi dov T morpuata. AdyeTat
Kol Anvoitng xopdc, 6 Tdv Anvaiov.

From a wagon: there is a festival called the Lenaea among the Athenians, at which the poets used
to compete by composing certain songs for the sake of laughter. Demosthenes meant this when
he said "from a wagon." For the singers used to sit upon wagons and speak and sing their songs.
The chorus is also called Lenaean, that is, the one of the Lenaea.

T4b. Schol in. Arist. Equ. 547¢: Anvoitv] £opth) mapd Toig AOnvaiolg té Afvaia, &v 7 péypt vov
ayoviovtotl Tomtol GuYYPAEovTES Tva dopata Tod yelaoHijval xdptv. dnep 6 AnpocBévng
gimev "8 auanc” (Dem. 18.122)- émi auotdv yap oi ddovteg kabnuevol Aéyovai te kai ddovot
TOL TOLLALTOL.

Lenaean: The Lenaea is a festival among the Athenians at which up until the present day poets
compete by composing certain songs for the sake of laughter. This is what Demosthenes meant
as from the wagon. For the singers sit upon wagons and speak and sing their poems.

Occasion Uncertain

T5. Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 7.72.11-2: dnAodot 8¢ kol ai Tdv Optéppov gicodot Todaiav Kol
gnydpilov ovcay Popaiolg THv KEPTOHOV Kol GOTUPIKTY Toudtéy. QETToN YA TOIG KOTAYOVGL TAC
vikog topPilev Te Kol KOTAOKOTTEY TOVG EMPOVESTATOVS BVOPUS OVTOIG CTPATNAATLS, MG
AOMvnot 1olg ToumenToic Toig £ml TV AUAEDY, TPOTEPOV AUETPOLS CKMLLLOGT TOPOPYOVUEVOLS,
Vv 8¢ mompat’ gdovcty aTOGYEILO.

%2 This testimonium shares important thematic connections with the Anthesteria, which was certainly celebrated in
Alexandria. See below.
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The entries of the triumphs show that mocking and satyric jest is an ancient and native rite for
the Romans. For those celebrating triumphs are allowed to lampoon and mock the most
illustrious men, generals and all, as it is permitted in Athens for those in the procession on the
wagons, once jesting with unversified abuses but now singing improvised poems.

T6. Schol. in Arist. Nub. 296: ot tpuyodaipoveg] ol momrai, ErEdN TV TpHYQ YpLOpEVOL, tvor un
YVOPLOL YEVOVTAL, OUTOC TO DTGV )OOV IO LT KATO TOC 000V AUAENg Emtkadnuevol: 610
Koi wapotpia "og €€ apaéng AaAel," fiyouv avaioybvtwg vVPpiler: Todto ¢ moiovv ol Kmpukol
TOMTOd.

The trugodaimones: The poets, smearing themselves with lees, in order that they might not be
known, in this way used to sing their poems sitting upon wagons on the roads. For this reason the
proverb "he prattles as if from a wagon," that is, he shamelessly commits hubris. The comic
poets used to do this.

Eleusinian Mysteries

T7a. Suda t 19 <s.v. 10 ék T@V ApoEdV okdppato:> ot €mi Thc apdéng oxodueval ol yovoikes ol
v ABnvaiov, énav gic Elevoivia Eadlov i Ta peydia pootpia, ELo1d0povv GAAALG &V i)
08®- Todto Yap v E0og avtoic.

<The abuses from the wagons:> For the women of the Athenians riding on a wagon, when they
were going to the temple at Eleusis for the great mysteries, used to mock each other on the
journey. For this was their custom.

T7b. Schol. in Arist. Plut. 1014: éxi tiig apaénc] ai yap tdv ABnvaiov yovoikeg émt apo&dv
dyovpevar eic o peydho Elsvoivia dmipyovto. ¢ &ml Auatdy odv dxovpévay adTév, ETdy &ig
"Edevoiva Badilooty €ic o peydho pootipia, Koi Aodopovcsdv dAAAIac &v Tf 68 todTo imev-
£00g yap MV ovToic TodTo.

Upon the wagon: for the women of the Athenians used to ride upon wagons and set out to the
great festivals at Eleusis. He said this because they used to ride on wagons and abuse each other
on the journey whenever they were going to the Eleusinian festival for the great mysteries: for
this was their custom.

Testimonia 7a and 7b connect the practice to the procession of the women during the

Eleusinian mysteries.® It may well be that the ritual is associated with multiple festivals for

multiple gods, but alternatively there may be some confusion with the gephyrismos, the practice

% On these passages, see Halliwell 2008, 171-2.

71



of shouting abuse from a bridge during the Eleusinian mysteries.** At any rate, these can be
excluded; the others are of greater interest for our purposes. T1 connects the practice to the
Choes (one of the festivals during the Anthesteria) and explains that the practice was later taken
up at the Lenaea;*® T2 and T3 probably link the practice generally to the Anthesteria. T4a and
T4b, practically the same testimony, connect it only to the Lenaea. T5 and T6 assign no
occasion, though they seem to be describing the same practice as T1-4.

The connection made by T1-3 with the Choes makes good sense. Small carts are
regularly found as an icon on toy choes presented to children during the festival, sometimes
along a small table.*® The small carts are miniature versions of the processional wagons, just as
the small tables are miniature tables for symposia.®’ The illustrations below from such fifth
century red-figure toy choes show how the carts were incorporated into the iconography and

reflect the wagon's connection to the festival:

Figure 3.2. Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Figure 3.3. Edinburg, National Museums of Scotland
Museum 3772 (after van Hoorn 1951, pl. 214)* 1887.215 (after van Hoorn 1951, pl. 335)*

TS

% See, e.g., Hesychius y 470 s.v. yepupiotoi- oi ok@mtar énei év EAgvoivi &mi Tiig ye@hpag Toig puotnpiotg
Kka0eCoOpEVOL EGKOTTOV TOVG TUPLOVTOG.

% Foucart 1904, 114, instead connects the wagons instead to the Pithoigia and hypothesizes that the wagons were
carrying the new wine for the Anthesteria.

% Hamilton 1992, 105-6 correlates these images; for a full discussion and statistical analysis of the icons on these
choes on Hamilton 1992, 83-111.

¥ Hamilton 1992, 117.

% No. 986 in his catalog.

% No. 506 in his catalog.
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In figure 3.2, a boy loads a chous of wine onto a toy cart for transport. In figure 3.3, a boy rides

in a toy cart drawn by a dog. The toy choes show in miniature the role of wagons in distributing

wine and reveling during the Choes. They also echo Icarius’ journey, as described in the Erigone.
This does not, of course, contradict the idea that the practice also occurred at the Lenaea,

as some of the other testimonia say. T1, after all, says that, while it was first performed at the

Anthesteria, they later took it up at the Lenaea as well. If abuse from wagons is, as | have

suggested, connected to the Choes and Anthesteria, all that remains to be shown is the

connection between them and the the festival for Erigone, the Aiora. A fragment of Callimachus

points to just such a connection:

N®g oVdE mhoryig ELdvBavey 0Vd’ dte dOVAOIS

frop ‘OpécTelot AevkdV &yovot YOeg:
Tkapiov kol modog dywv Emételov ayloToV,
AtBiow oiktiotn, cOv @dog, Hpryovn,

&¢ daitny ékdrgocev Oundéag ...

The day of the Pithoigia did not escape his notice nor when the Orestian Choes keep a white day

for slaves; and he, keeping the yearly purification of Icarius and his child, your day, Erigone,

most piteous for the Attic maidens, summoned his friends to the feast ...+

In this fragment, an Athenian living in Egypt mentions to Callimachus three festivals, the

Pithoigia, the Choes, and the Aiora. The first two are parts of the Anthesteria; partly on the basis

of this fragment, the Aiora is sometimes identified with the third day of the Anthesteria, the

Chytroi (see below). There is also an alternative aitiology for the Aiora that connects Erigone to

the mythic system of Orestes and therefore the Aiora to the Anthesteria: in this other myth,

Erigone is not the daughter of Icarius, as she is in Eratosthenes' Erigone, but the daughter of

Clytemnestra and Aegisthus. After Orestes slew them and went to Athens (thereby originating

the Choes), she followed him there and hanged herself when he was acquitted for murder

0 Er, 178, 1-5 Pfeiffer.
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(thereby originating the Aiora).*! Eratosthenes was, of course, not using this aition for the
Aiora,*? but both it and the fragment of Callimachus show that the Aiora was intimately
connected with the Anthesteria.

As was mentioned above, the Chytroi has sometimes been identified with the Aiora.*?
But they can hardly be exactly the same festival: the Aiora involves feasting, drinking, and
swings, the Chytroi sacrifices to Hermes and Dionysus. It is probable that in fact the Choes,
Chytroi, and Aiora are separate festivals that occur around the same time and perhaps even on
the same day. The Aiora and the Choes in particular share a close connection: Hamilton has
argued that the aition of the Choes involving the reception of Orestes in Athens was not the

original aition for the festival.**

For the aition involving Orestes leaves one important feature of
the festival unexplained: when Orestes was received in Athens, the Athenians were already
celebrating a feast.*® The story that the Athenians dined in silence, each with his own chous, after

receiving Orestes may explain certain solemn and purificatory features of the festival, but it

* The story is only told thus at Etymologicum Magnum s.v. aid@pa, though the accounts in the secondary literature
tend to take this version of Argive Erigone as the basic one. However, this Argive Erigone is to my knowledge said
to have hanged herself only in the Etymologicum Magnum and Dictys Cretensis 6.4, with only the former
mentioning her revenge on the living or a festival to propitiate her. Erigone is given as the daughter of Aegisthus and
Clytemnestra in a few places, including section A25 of the Parian Chronicle (her name is almost entirely lost there,
though its restoration must be correct), but in the other versions of her story the outcome is different: in Hyg. Fab.
122, Orestes plans to kill Erigone, too, but she is saved by Artemis and made a priestess; in Apollodorus epitome
28a, she marries Orestes. On this Argive Erigone, the various endings to her story, and her relation to the Icarian
Erigone, see Maass 1883, 134-8; Korte 1916, 577; Maass 1921; Burkert 1983, 241-3; Rosokoki 1995, 113-4;
Johnston 1999, 219-24 (with nn. 57-8 for citations of the different versions, though section A25 of the Parian
Chronicle is incorrectly cited as section 40).

*2 Maass 1883, 135, hypothesized that the Icarian Erigone may have even been invented by Eratosthenes, though he
retracts this view in Maass 1921, 5. The Callimachus fragment shows that this could not be so, since in it Erigone is
already the daughter of Icarius. But Eratosthenes probably popularized the Icarian version. On the debate about
which version is older, see Rosokoki 1995, 110.

* Korte 1916, 578-9, and Rosokoki 1995, 109-10, argue that the Choes and the Aiora are separate but simultaneous
festivals; Dietrich 1961 also regards it as simultaneous with the Choes and connects the Aiora quite closely to that
festival. Hamilton 1992, 42-50, argues that the Choes and Chytroi were simultaneous and entertains the possibility
that the Aiora happened around the same time as well. Immerwahr 1946, 259, regards the Aiora and the Chytroi as
identical; Burkert 1983, 240-3, and 1983, 241, also connects the Aiora and Chytroi. Parker 2005, 301-2, says that the
Aiora may be on the same day as the Chytroi, but he opines that it may have been a small festival on an unknown
date. Parke 1977, 118-9, connects it generally to the Anthesteria.

“ Hamilton 1992, 10-26. In particular, he argues that the drinking party towards the end of the Acharnians is more
representative.

* Suda s.v. Xoeg says that when Orestes came to Athens he found Pandion evwyiav tvé Snpotedsj motodvra.
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cannot explain the festival itself. Indeed, Rosokoki suggests that the festival for Icarius and
Erigone is the original basis, perhaps with the festival for Icarius and Erigone being the private
part of the festival and the Choes being the public part.*

The Aiora does share features with the Chytroi, too, but this is not problematic if the
three parts of the Anthesteria are indeed on the same day and are themselves similar.*” In
particular, the part of the Erigone myth that describes how the Athenian maidens would hang
themselves as Erigone did until she was propitiated with that festal day resonates: as Johnston
argues, Erigone fits the model of the ghost of a person who died violently and prematurely and in
death terrorizes the living until appeased.*® It is not at all surprising, then, that the Anthesteria,
which in part features a Day of the Dead in the Chytroi, is closely connected with the Aiora, a
festival for a particularly troublesome ghost.*® If am I right, the abuse from the wagons is
connected to this propitiation: the Aiora reenacts Erigone's death, and the procession of the
wagons reenacts the events leading up to it, i.e., Icarius' circuit as he introduces wine to Attica.
T3, the description of the abuse from the wagons in Alexandria, makes this connection quite

evident: they brought about a cleansing of spirits (kaBapuov émolodvto yoydv). The meaning of

“® Rosokoki 1995, 109-110.

7 See Hamilton 1992, 62, for a table of similarities between the Choes and Chytroi; each festival has nearly every
major feature of the other.

“8 Johnston 1999, 223-4. Certainly the version of the myth in Etymologicum Magnum s.v. aidpa says that Erigone
upon dying became a tpootpdémaroc—a vengeful ghost (on this term, see Johnston 1999, 142-3). Nilsson 1998, 18,
113 (=Nilsson 1940, 16, 90) says that Orestes himself was imagined to be a dangerous revenant who caused
mischief at night by thrashing those whom he encounters and stealing their clothes; if this were so, it would bring
Orestes and Erigone and the festivals that propitiated them closer together. While Nilsson does not cite his sources,
he certainly had in mind Acharnians 1167 and Birds 708 and 1482-93; however, commentators take these passages
to be jokes at the expense of a contemporary homonymous Orestes that liken the footpad to the hero rather than
hints at how the heroic Orestes was actually regarded. Birds 1482-93 in particular suggests as much, where the
reference to this Orestes follows a song by the chorus about the marvelous Cleonymus-tree that sheds shields instead
of leaves. Given the Birds passage, and given the absence of references to it elsewhere, the revenant Orestes who
steals clothes is probably a joke as well. See Dunbar 1995, ad loc.

*® This very association is one argument for putting the Aiora and the Chytroi on the same day in the literature that
divides the Anthesteria into three days. On the resemblance of the Anthesteria to days of the dead, see Staples 2004,
who compares it at length to Hanal Pixan (the "meal of the souls"), a Mayan version of South and Central American
days of the dead—complete with a phantasm who, like Erigone, kills (or at least spirits away) maidens.
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the phrase and the practice is twofold.>® On the one hand hand, such abuse from the wagons is a
means of redressing grievances and correcting faults, and this is how a Byzantine commentator
seems to have understood T3: he equates correcting base action with the Egyptian practice of
purifying the soul by means of abuse from the wagons.>* On the other, the purification of spirits
also reflects an apotropaic practice according to which troublesome ghosts are appeased or
driven away, precisely as the Chytroi and Aiora demand.*?

That the Byzantine interpretation of the practice which T3 describes emphasizes the
corrective purpose of such abuse and elides the religious and ritualistic significance of the
practice ought not trouble us. As we shall see in chapter 5, interpretations by later commentators,
especially of the folk practices that supposedly lie at the origins of comedy, often consist of very
literal, functionalist analyses that emphasize the political and ethical content and ignore the
ritualistic context that must have enabled such behavior.*®

To summarize, the festival connected to Erigone and Icarius is thematically and
temporally related to the Anthesteria. The Erigone would certainly have addressed the death of
Erigone herself and the festival associated with it, the Aiora, which, as we have seen, is closely
connected to the Choes and Chytroi and is sometimes identified with the latter. The Anthesteria,
particularly the part of it called the Choes, features the transportation of wine on wagons and
abuse from the wagons, and the Erigone must have had as a central plot point Icarius' circuit on
the wagon as he distributed wine (this is so important to the story that he becomes a constellation

that drives a wagon). Hyginus' account hints at the free and abusive speech associated with the

%0 See Halliwell 2008, 188, who notes that this description seems to conflate the following two ideas.

*! Nicephorus Regia Statua 207, 2-3 (13th c.): &l p&v odv 10 &pyov poxOnpdv, dtopdwtéov, mhéov i “Toic &€
apaéng’ Atyontiot, kab’ odg simbecav moeicBat yoy@v kaboppove. Cf. Georgius Galesiotes' metaphrasis of this
work loc. cit.

>2 Johnston 1999, 107-8, notes that "purifiers" laid claim to both the knowledge of preparing the souls of the living
for the afterlife as well as the knowledge of driving away troublesome spirits.

%% | mean in particular the aition that comedy arose from the activities of wronged farmers. On this aition, see §5.6.
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procession in the Erigone.> It is quite likely, then, that Eratosthenes suggested a connection
between that ritual and this part of the myth, and this, like the askoliasmos, hinted at one of the
practices at the origin of comedy.

As we have mentioned, Horace describes Thespis as performing some kind of unserious
proto-tragedy from the wagons,® but the abuse from the wagons is more closely connected to the
origins of comedy in the testimonia. T4a, T4b, and T6 specifically link the abuse from wagons to
the activities of the comic poets; T6 explicitly mentions the abuse from the wagons as a
precursor to scenic comedy. Some such connection must underlie T1, which says that the abuse
from the wagons was originally practiced at the Choes but was later continued at the Lenaea.
Indeed, there is also some evidence of performance and spectacle at the Chytroi,>” perhaps of a
comic nature, and there must be a connection between the Chytroi and Lenaea inasmuch as both
honor Dionysus and, most importantly, take place at the sanctuary of Dionysus &v Aiuvaig,
where the Lenaion theater may have been located.®

Therefore, according to Eratosthenes' aitia and the history of comedy they suggest,
Icarius' distribution of wine on wagons and the drunken abuse associated with it are the aitia for
the abuse from wagons associated with the Aiora and Choes. This abuse prefigured the abuse of
the comic poets. At some later point, this pre-scenic abuse from wagons turned into scenic
performance at the Lenaea. Eratosthenes' aition for comedy in the Erigone need not have spelled

out much of this. Just as the first dance around and for the wine skin gives the aition for the

> De astr. 2.4.167.

% Eratosthenes' inventiveness ought not to be underrated either. It has been suggested that he invented the version of
the Erigone myth he expounds (see n. 42 above), though this impossible. Indeed, Latte 1957 argues that the version
of the askoliasmos that Eratosthenes presents is itself a combination of two different practices. One is derived from
dokoAalev, and this was a dance that involved hopping on one foot; the other practice is a dance on a goat skin.
Eratosthenes connected these through an etymology from éoxog.

% Ars Poetica 275-7.

> For a survey and brief discussion of the testimonia, see Hamilton 1992, 38-42.

%8 Provided that the theater for the Lenaea was indeed different from the theater for the Dionysia; see Slater 1986,
255-64, for an argument in favor of separate theaters and a survey of the evidence.
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askoliasmos and hints at the origins of tragedy, describing the first drunken and abusive
procession on wagons while Icarius first distributes wine would have hinted at this origin of
comedy.

However, several important questions remain to be considered. Given this aition for
comedy, what was the nature of the earliest comic abuse in Eratosthenes' view, and what was his
history of comedy? If indeed the abuse from the wagons was the earliest stage of that history,
then these accounts can guide us. T3 is peculiar, inasmuch as it alone attests to abuse from the
wagons outside of Athens, and it alone says that this abuse was corrective. The entry markedly
contrasts with the others in that it emphasizes these practitioners sang "in reality” (@ 6vtu) their
verses from the wagons, uttering true reproaches (tdAn07 dvedilovtag), not false abuse (ov T
yevdi] Aowopotvtac). The other testimonia, however, give no indication that their Aowopio and
ok®dpupo, as the practice is called in nearly all of the other descriptions, are aiming at corrective
abuse. Rather, their abuse seems to correspond to the kind of inappropriate, drunken talk
mentioned in Hyginus' account (alia ac decebat loquebantur),®® if indeed such talk is connected
to komastic abuse and ta €€ aua&ng. The license, and not the truth of such abuse, is what these
accounts emphasize.

T3 must refer to an Alexandrian practice that parallels the Athenian; the Anthesteria was
celebrated throughout lonia,* and the fragment of Callimachus quoted above (fr. 178, 1-5
Pfeiffer) describes an Athenian in Alexandria celebrating it. The Aiora, or at least some kind of
swinging ritual, is also attested at Colophon.®* But the claim that abuse from the wagons was
used to rebuke wrongdoers is unusual and similar to the origin of comedy given in some of the

treatises, namely that wronged farmers used to go to the house of whoever had wronged them

* De astr. 2.4.167.
* Thuc. 2.15.4.
8 Aristotle fr. 515 Rose; cf. Parker 2005, 301, who says such rites may be an old lonian custom.
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and rebuke them, including the point that the performers were later enjoined (presumably by the
state) to rebuke the wrongdoers and were not pursuing private grudges.® T3 may be a conflation
of the two ideas—abuse from the wagons and the practice of the wronged farmers.®® There is
also some disagreement among some of the testimonia about who the target of the abuse from
the wagons was. T1 says that the performers abused without concealment (drapaxeidntmg); T6,
which explicitly connects songs from wagons to the early stages of comedy, says that the poets
smeared themselves with lees so that they would not be recognized, which is also a recurring
feature in the descriptions of the wronged farmers and points, of course, toward the origin of
masks in comedy. T2 says that the performers would mock each other; this seems to be the case
in T4a and T4b as well. Most of the rest are either explicit (T1, T3, T5) that the poets attack
others or imply it (T6).

But in the Erigone, the abuse must have been among the drunken participants. In the
original case of Icarius and his wagon, the abuse occurs when Icarius has stopped his wagon to
introduce the shepherds to wine, and they say inappropriate things in their drunkenness.
Reciprocal mockery is also, as we have seen, a central feature of Aristotle's account,® and this
interpretation also tallies well with Horace's description of Fescennine license, which belongs to

a body of theories that owe a debt to the Eratosthenic theory:®®

%2 See §5.6.

% The reason for this conflation may be the connection of the abuse from wagons to the origins of comedy and the
assumption that the earliest comic abuse was corrective. As | suggested above, this description, like those in some of
the treatises, emphasizes the functional, practical importance of this sort of behavior rather than its ritual
significance.

* See §2.4.

% See the next chapter.
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Fescennina per hunc inuenta licentia morem

uersibus alternis opprobria rustica fudit,

libertasque recurrentis accepta per annos

lusit amabiliter, donec iam saeuos apertam

in rabiem coepit uerti iocus et per honestas

ire domos impune minax.

Fescennine license was found through this custom. It poured rustic insults with alternating

verses, and that freedom, adopted through the passing years, played genially, until their jest, now

savage, began to be transformed into manifest rage and to go among honorable houses with

impunity.®

The initial opprobria was among performers; they alternate verses (uersibus alternis). It evolves

(degenerates) into unconcealed personal attack on others (saeuos apertam /

in rabiem coepit uerti iocus).®” The Eratosthenic idea may have likewise been that the abuse

from the wagons was initially reciprocal among performers, as T2 says, but that at some later

point it became directed against spectators. Much of the difficulty is that, aside from Dionysius

of Halicarnassus in T5, who is only alluding to the Greek practice, all the testimonia are late and

many of these authors are writing with the idea in mind that such abuse from wagons was a

precursor to comedy and must prefigure important features of comedy: masks, corrective abuse,

and the mockery of spectators. In these accounts, the wagon is also the prototype for the stage.
There may be room for the corrective abuse of a third party in the Eratosthenic account,

even if that place is not, as in T3, in the original abuse. As we will see, the Varronian history

supposes that Old Comedy came to be characterized by corrective personal humor for a time,

and, on the basis of Donatus, Varro held that a pre-scenic stage of comedy featured corrective

% Ep 2.1.145-50.

% The lines iam saeuos apertam / in rabiem coepit uerti iocus recall Horace's description of Archilochus:
Archilochum proprio rabies armavit iambo (Ars Poetica 79), as Brink 1971 on Ars Poetica 78 and Brink 1982 on
Ep. 2.1.148-9 note. This may hint at a movement from amicable reciprocal abuse to abuse directed against a third
party who is not a participant in the discourse, as is the case in Archilochus.

80



personal humor.?® Given the debts that the Varronian theory owes to the Eratosthenic one, the
latter, too, may have put corrective abuse at some point in pre-scenic comedy—though, as in
Avistotle, it cannot have been an original feature. The fact that Eratosthenes seems to have
followed the same tripartition as Varro, with the poets of Old Comedy being Cratinus,
Aristophanes, and Eupolis rather than, like Diomedes, restricting it to an earlier generation of
poets like Susarion who were uninterested in corrective personal attack, supports this
suggestion.®® Donatus does not say that those participating in corrective abuse smeared lees on
their faces;"® however, in him and in Horace the lees are already used as masks by the time of the
first dramatic performances.”

We can distinguish, then, three possible strands in the development of comedy from these
sources: (a) A rustic celebration in which a goat is killed for Dionysus; the askoliasmos is a part
of this celebration, and from this source comedy and tragedy later emerge. This celebration
provides the original occasion, one of the dramatic prizes, and the earliest performance.
Following closely with this is a second practice: (b) Drunken abuse connected with the new wine
and a procession with a wagon; in the original case, this abuse was probably directed against

fellow performers. This episode provides the initial dramatic form in the wagon, which is a

%8 84.3.2.

% In Eratosthenes' work Ilepi tiic Gpyaiog kopmdiag, frr. 2, 5, and 8 Bagordo, for example, treat poets of what we
now call Old Comedy: Cratinus, Pherecrates, and Aristophanes. On Diomedes' division of comedy, see §4.3.1.

" Donatus Commentum Terenti | pp. 22-5 Wessner: Athenienses namque Atticam custodientes elegantiam cum
vellent male viventes notare, in vicos et compita ex omnibus locis laeti alacresque veniebant ibique cum nominibus
singulorum vitia publicabant; unde nomen compositum, ut comoedia vocaretur. See §4.3.2.

™Horace Ars Poetica 275-7, where tragedy is his concern: ignotum tragicae genus inuenisse Camenae / dicitur et
plaustris uexisse poemata Thespis / quae canerent agerentque peruncti faecibus ora (Ars Poetica 275-7). Other
sources describe other means, such as red cinnabar (see 84.2.2). In the case of comedy, the practice makes good
sense: the performers needed to conceal their identity in this abusive performance associated with the new wine; the
TpOE, the lees, was the means by which they did it (and in some sources the tp0&, the new wine, is also the prize:
see, e.g., Diomedes Gramm. Lat. 1, 487-9 Keil, who gives this as one etymology for tpuy@dia). There is no
comparable explanation, however, for why masks were invented for tragedy. The implication may be that tragedy
and comedy evolved from a common source and enjoyed many of the same features, even to the extent that tragedy
went on to employ the very device, the lees, by which the abusers had concealed their identities to escape
retribution.

81



prototype for the stage, and the original content, revelry and reciprocal abuse. If indeed Donatus
can tell us about Varro, and Varro can tell us about Eratosthenes, there may be a third element:
(c) The later addition of corrective abuse by wronged rustics. The Eratosthenic theory may have
held that these rustics disguised their identities by painting their faces with lees, and that this
practice provided the prototype for dramatic masks. When the reciprocal abuse evolved, as
Fescennine verses did, into abuse against third parties, it took on this additional feature. This is,

however, a tenuous supposition, and, with nothing to corroborate it, it must remain speculation.

83.4. The Parian Chronicle and Related Accounts

If this reconstruction is accurate, both Old Comedy and tragedy emerged from mirthful,
pre-scenic celebrations for Dionysus that featured unserious abuse among performers. Only later
did they split and Old Comedy proper, with its characteristic abuse, emerge. Such an evolution
helps to explain a curious tradition that comedy is in some sense the "mother" of tragedy, and not
just its sibling.”® Tzetzes puts it quite plainly:
nePL TOMTAOV TOALAKIG DUV €0100EapeV Kal epl THG dyopaiog Kol dyvuidtidog Kopmdiog Kol
ayvptpidog, 6Tt T Ye@pY®DV edpnua Kol 6Tt Tpaymoing Uit £0Ti Koi GoTOpOV.
Often we instructed you about poets and about the vulgar, common, and wandering comedy, that

it is a discovery of farmers, and that it is the mother of tragedies and satyr plays.”

Another source expounds on the same principle at greater length:

2 Meuli 1955, 126-7, collects a number of such sources and ascribes them to the Eratosthenic theory. See also
Patzer 1962, 30-5, who argues that Eratosthenes and the Eratosthenic account are more interested in comedy and
Icaria than tragedy and that the treatment of tragedy is a secondary concern. That may well be true, but, as | suggest
below, Eratosthenes' views are not so radical as they appear.

" Koster Xlal,66-8.
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"1d uNdEV PG TOV Advucov': TNV kKopmdiay kol TV Tpaymoioy amd YEAmTOG €1 TOV Bilov pact
mapeAOelv. Kai <de>74 KOTO KOPOV THS GVYKOUISTC TAV YEVVIUAT®V TOPUYEVOUEVOVS TIVAG £
TG ANVOVG Kol TOD YAEDKOVG TIVOVTOG CKMOTTEY KOl TOW AT v’ YPAPELY, <6>"® &1 10
TPOTEPOV £V <KMLLOUG &8866(1?77 Koumdiay kaAeichat. ipyovto O Kol cuvexEcTEPOV €ig TOG
KOUOG TOG ATTIKAG YOW® TAG OWELS KEXPIOUEVOL KOl EOKMTTOV. <VGTEPOV OE> TPaAyIK(L
TAPEIGPEPOVTEC <Emi 10> adotnpdTEPOV PeETiiAOov. TodTa oDV Kai émel T@ AlovOGm TOAEUOV
0TV O TPAYOC EMOKAOTTOVTEC TvES Eheyov. <siprron 8¢ 1) mapopio>" &mi Tdv 1o Gvoikeld Tiot
TPOGPEPOVIMV.

"Things that have nothing to do with Dionysus": They say that comedy and tragedy came into
life from laughter. For at the occasion of the harvest of the produce, some used to go to the wine
vats and drinking from the new wine used to mock and compose certain poems, which on
account of originally being sung in the in the villages were called comedy. And they frequently
would go to the Attic villages, smear their faces with gypsum, and mock. Later, they added tragic
elements and changed to something more serious. So some used to say these things, too, in their
mockery because the goat is an enemy to Dionysus. This proverb is said for those who adduce
things which have nothing to do with other things.®°

This version has many features of the Eratosthenic account: the earliest celebrations for
Dionysus at the harvest were mirthful and characterized by laughter and some form of mockery.
It deviates a bit in describing the use of gypsum before the invention of the mask,®* and, while it
mentions the enmity between Dionysus and the goat, which by now is quite familiar to us, it uses
that episode for a rather surprising purpose by connecting it to the saying "Nothing to do with
Dionysus."

As it is here, the saying is elsewhere connected to the evolution of tragedy. Supposedly,

the audience said this when tragic poets began incorporating non-Dionysiac material and wrote

™ Supplemented by Crusius.

N mompatd Twvo is transposed to here by Koster; in the codices, it precedes oxmmtew.

"® Supplemented by Crusius.

" Supplemented by Crusius.

"8 Supplemented by Crusius.

™ Supplemented by Koster.

8 [Plutarch] De proverbiis Alexandrinorum 30 (=Koster XVIla); if the work is indeed not Plutarch's, it is at least
roughly contemporary with him. See Crusius 1883, xviii-xxi.

8 Though see above and [§4.2]; there is some disagreement even among the Augustan authors about the material
used to disguise the face before the invention of the mask.
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about heroes and their sufferings, whereas previously they had been satyric.®? According to some
of the explanations, the very reason that satyr play was attached to the tragic trilogy was because
audiences felt that tragedy had deviated too far from its satyric (i.e., mirthful and unserious)
origins.®® In this passage, uniquely, the author draws a parallel between the saying "Nothing to
do with Dionysus" and the god's hostility to the goat. The idea seems to be that just as the tpdryoc
is an enemy of and estranged from Dionysus, tpoy®dia is as well, because it now consists of
something rather more serious than the original celebrations, which were more akin to comedy,
did. Tragedy, by turning from its mirthful, celebratory origins to more serious content, has
nothing to do with Dionysus. John the Logothete in his commentary to Hermogenes does not
mention this proverb, but he describes a similar development: comedy was invented for
celebrations at the harvest; tragedy was invented later to add a more solemn component.®

These sources have comedy preceding tragedy; indeed, Tzetzes says explicitly that
comedy is the genesis of tragedy. If we concern ourselves less with the labels of "comedy" and
"tragedy" and more with the stages of development of drama, both of these passages are
compatible with Eratosthenes. There was an early, mirthful stage characterized by laughter and
insult; tragedy evolved from here, as did Old Comedy. In that earliest stage, there are
unmistakably comic elements, which could itself easily be called "comedy" in the view of
another theorist.

Given all of this, the Eratosthenic and related histories are not as incompatible with
Aristotle as they first appear. | suggested in the last chapter that much of Aristotle's formulation
of the history of drama is determined by his ethical views about genre. He argues that poets of a

lofty character compose imitations of lofty characters and actions; of such a kind is tragedy.

8 See Plutarch Mor. 615a; Zenobius 5.40; Photius, Suda, Apostolios s.v. 008&v mpdc 1oV Atbvocov.
& On this possibility, see Seaford 1984, 10-6.
8 Koster XIXa (=Avristotle On Poets fr. 33a Janko, which Janko marks as doubtful).
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Poets of a baser character compose imitations of base characters and actions; of such a kind is
comedy. This dichotomy leads Aristotle to locate the origins of comedy and tragedy in different
sources: phallic processions in the case of the former, and the dithyramb in the case of the latter.
Yet even so, as we have also seen, Aristotle also famously describes the beginnings of tragedy

thus:

€K LIKp@V WbV kol AéEemc yelolag i T0 €K GaTuptkod peTaPalelv OyE dmecevovon.

From small plots and laughable language, on account of transforming itself from the satyric, it
[sc. tragedy] at a late date became lofty.®

Even Aristotle admits that tragedy at an earlier stage—perhaps before it even ought to be called
tragedy—had comic elements, though he preserves his theory of genre and the characters of
poets by insisting that tragedy does not derive from comedy or even from the same source as
comedy, but only from a similar performance that had not yet attained its end.®® Indeed, the
explanation of the phrase "Nothing to do with Dionysus" quoted above perhaps owes something
to the passage from the Poetics: its claim that the early dramatists, when introducing the tragic,
changed into a more severe mode (<éni 16> avotpdtepov petiilbov) resembles Aristotle's
statement that tragedy only became serious because it was transformed from the satyric (did 10
gk catvpikod petaPareiv). Both accounts, like that of Eratosthenes and, as we will see, Varro,
assert that a phase characterized by comic elements preceded tragedy. Like Tzetzes, the author of
the explanation of the proverb labels that earlier stage as comedy; in Eratosthenes, comedy

proper may not have emerged until later. Aristotle, however, insists on a firm distinction between

8 Poetics 4.1449a19-21. On this passage, its accuracy, and its relationship to Aristotle's account, see §2.6.
% Indeed, Shaw 2010, 16-8, argues that Aristotle's description of satyr play resembles Middle Comedy.
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the comic and the satyric and has tragedy originating from the latter. At least some of his
students would follow him in this.®’

Avristotle's interest in drawing a dichotomy between lofty poets and their lofty poetry and
base poets and their base poetry is also perhaps a good reason why he does not concern himself
with Thespis. While he surely knew of Thespis and perhaps mentioned him as the inventor of
tragedy in On Poets,®® Thespis' tragedy seems not to have been the lofty type that Aristotle
would connect to tragedy. The ethical theory of genre that Aristotle expounds in the Poetics may
have induced him to minimize Thespis' involvement with tragedy. Horace describes tragedy's
origins and Thespis' activities thus:
ignotum tragicae genus inuenisse Camenae
dicitur et plaustris uexisse poemata Thespis
quae canerent agerentque peruncti faecibus ora.
post hunc personae pallaeque repertor honestae
Aeschylus et modicis instravit pulpita tignis
et docuit magnumque loqui nitiquo cothurno.

Thespis is said to have devised the unknown genre of the tragic muse, and to have brought on the
wagons his poems which they sang and performed with their faces smeared with lees. After him,
Aeschylus devised an honorable mask and robe and set the stage on moderate beams and taught
how to speak in a lofty fashion and to walk tall in the buskin.®

According to Horace, Thespis' tragedy has not yet become the lofty tragedy of Aeschylus. The

mask and garb of his players are not yet honestae, nor do they yet wear the stately buskin, nor do

they speak in an exalted fashion. On the contrary, they perform wearing the lees that are

8 Chamaeleon fr. 38 Wehrli seems to expound a similar view. See Seaford 1984, 10-6. By a rather late date, at least,
"comic" and "satyric" could be synonyms: see the Aristophanean hypothesis to the Alcestis: 10 8¢ dpaua
KOUKOTEPAV EYXEL TNV KATAGTPOPTV ... TO 6 dpaud £0TL CUTLPIKAOTEPOV, OTL €IC Yapav Kol TOOVI)V KOTUGTPEPEL
(Dale 1954, xxxviii-xI, regards the former line to be genuinely Aristophanean and the latter to be a much later gloss;
see also Porter 1994, 291-7, on this hypothesis).

8 On Avristotle's knowledge of Thespis, and for another reason for Thespis' omission from the Poetics, see chapter 2
n. 64.

8 Ars Poetica 275-80. See especially Brink 1971, 310-6 on this passage, but also Meuli 1955, 227, and Patzer 1962,
22-3, for its characterization of Thespis and its connection to the Eratosthenic account.
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elsewhere associated with comedy and from a wagon that is elsewhere associated with comic
abuse. Likewise, the Life of Aeschylus reports:
[ToALG yorenmdtepov N &l Oéomdt Ppoviyw te kol Xopike eic ToooVdE pneyédovg v
Tpaywdiov Tpooyoyelv A ém Aloydiw émovea™ i v Togokiéove EABETV TeetdTnTO.
It was harder by far after Thespis, Phrynichus, and Choerilus [sc. for Aeschylus]®* to advance
tragedy to so great a height than for one coming after Aeschylus to come to the perfection of
Sophocles.®
The implication is that Aeschylus had the really hard job of advancing tragedy to greatness.
Likewise, the Life has near its beginning a quotation from the Frogs in which Aeschylus is
greeted: AL @ mpdTog TdV EAAM VeV mupydoag pipato Gepve / Kol KosUAcag Tporytkdv Afjpov
...3 In the Frogs, the joke is that all tragedy is nonsense, but Aeschylus dresses it up. However,
the author of the Life has taken the lines as evidence for the history of drama. In the hands of his
predecessors, and especially Thespis, tragedy was nonsense; Aeschylus decked it out and
elevated it. Just as Aristotle has good reason to downplay the importance of satyr play and to
allude to it only briefly, he has good reason to downplay Thespis' role and the early nature of
tragedy.

A similar view is reported by Dioscorides,* a contemporary of Eratosthenes,*® who

writes two relevant epigrams, one on Thespis and one on Aeschylus:

% The codices transmit girévta, which Wilamowitz emended to eiciovta. But, as R. Janko has suggested to me,
gmovta is preferable: EITIONTA is an easy mistake for EITIONTA.

° Thus the translation in Kannicht et al. 1991, 35 (Thespis T19): "Weit schwieriger war es (fiir Aischylos), die
Tragddie nach Thespis, Phrynichos und Choirilos zu solcher GrdfRe voranzubringen, als nach Aischylos aufzutreten
und zu der Vollkommenheit des Sophokles zu gelangen."

% p. 333, 19-21 Page.

% p. 331, 7-8 Page (=Frogs 1004). On the tendency of the Life to use the comedies, and, the Frogs in particular, for
its information, see Lefkowitz 1981, 67-74.

% The most recent treatments of Dioscorides' corpus are Clack 2001 and Vioque 2001 (the most extensive
commentary to date). For a general discussion of the poet, see Fraser 1972, 595-607.

% Dioscorides probably flourished in the second half of the third century: his dating is based on a funerary epigram
for the poet Machon, who died in around 240 (see Fraser 1972, 595). He was, then, roughly contemporary with
Eratosthenes, who, the Suda says, was born in around 270.
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O¢omic 60, TpaYIKNV 0G AVETAUGO TPATOG GOV
KOUNTOLG VEOPAS KOVOTOUDY XAp1Tag,

TBicyog 6 1eTptddv katdyot xopdv, ® Tpéyog 80wV
YOTTIKOC TV 60KV &ppryog GO oc &ttt

€l 0¢ peTamAGocovot VEOL TAOE, HUPIog iV
TOALG TPOGELVPNOEL YATEPO: TAUA &’ EUAL.

| am Thespis here, who first shaped the tragic song,
devising new joys for the villagers,

May Bacchus lead the four-square(?) chorus, for which the goat and
the Attic basket of figs were the prizes still.

But if new folk alter these things, the countless ages
will devise many other things too; but these are mine.*

Oéomdog ebpepa 0010 T4 &’ AypoIdTV Av’ DAV
TolyvioL Kol KOUOVS ToOVGOE TEAEIOTEPOLG

Aloyviog E0ymoey, 0 un cukevtd yopdéog
YPALLLOTO, XEWAPP® &’ olaL KaTapdOUeva,

Koi TO KATO GKNVIV HETEKOLVIGEV. O GTOUO TAVIOV
SeE1ov, apyainv N606 Tot Hjubéwv.

This is the discovery of Thespis; but up through the rustic wood
Aeschylus raised up these trifles and komoi to a

more perfect state, inscribing not chiseled letters,
but ones, as it were, watered by a torrent,

and he shaped anew the scenic elements. Oh mouth clever in all
things, you were one of the ancient demigods.®’

According to Dioscorides, tragedy before Aeschylus in Thespis' time was rustic maiyvia

connected with the villagers (koufiton) and revelries (k®dpot); it took Aeschylus to perfect the art

and make it more lofty. The resemblances between Dioscorides' epigram on Thespis and the

passage quoted above from the Ars Poetica have long been noted,*® and they are certainly in

some ways consonant with Aristotle's description of the development of tragedy in the Poetics: it

% AP.7.410 (=20 G.-P.). See Gow and Page for the possible textual problems in lines 3 and 4 of this epigram, as

well as Glucker 1973 for a fuller discussion of textual emendations to the epigram.

% AP.7.411 (=21 G.-P.). For different interpretations and possible emendations, see Gow and Page 1965, ad. loc.;

Clack 2001, ad. loc.; Vioque 2001, ad. loc.

% Heinsius was the first to print this epigram in 1612, and he did it in a discussion of the Ars Poetica; see Glucker

1973, 85.
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emerged from a more lowly and laughable art form, and Aeschylus is the first representative of a
more perfected tragedy. Indeed, Glucker argues not only that Dioscorides knew the passage from
the Poetics well but also that the epigrams have verbal parallels with Aristotle's account.*® It may
be that he was also using Theophrastus' work On Aeschylus or Chamaeleon's On Thespis.'®
However, the first of these two epigrams points to the now familiar etymology that
tragedy is from the prize for tragedy, the goat (tpdyog), a feature of the Eratosthenic account and
absent from Aristotle; the first and second refer to the koufiton and kdpot, respectively, perhaps
pointing to the common origin of tragedy and comedy found in the same account. The epigrams
certainly emphasize early tragedy's rustic and playful character.®® Indeed, as we saw in chapter
2, some sort of unserious dithyramb performed as part of a k@pog seems to have preceded
tragedy.'% While the epigram about Thespis has some corruption, it seems to be crediting
Thespis with inventing tragedy by advancing or transforming the dithyramb (though the lofty
content would only be developed by Aeschylus): as R. Janko has suggested to me, the word
tetp1Bdv ("four-sided™), one of the textual problems in the first epigram, is perhaps an adjective
referring to the innovation of transforming the circular chorus of the dithyramb into the square
chorus of tragedy. The unusual phrase katdyot yopov—a collocation to my knowledge unattested
elsewhere—is likewise rather mysterious, but I suggest the reference may be to the xatoyoyia, a
procession, perhaps during the Anthesteria, in which Dionysus was conducted from the harbor

into Athens.'®

% Glucker 1973; he also suggests that the epigram on Thespis is reminiscent of Themistius Or. XXV1, 316d
(=Aristotle On Poets fr. 38 Janko).
1% Cresci 1979, 253; di Castri 1995, 176.
191 v/ioque 2001, ad loc. suggests that maiyvio indeed refers to the “caréacter informal y casi lidico” of Thespis'
Egggedy and connects the epigram to Aristotle's account, but resists seeing any references to comedy.

See 8§2.6.
1% On the katayoyio, see Deubner 1932, 103-4; Pickard-Cambridge 1968, 12-3; Burkert 1985, 196. However, as
with so many other rites typically connected with it, Hamilton 1992, 57-8, warns that the kotayoyio and Dionysus'
procession from the sea are not certainly associated with the Anthesteria.
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Such a procession—a kdpoc—in honor of Dionysus is precisely the kind of circumstance
under which the original dithyrambs would have been performed. In a passage in the Bacchae
the chorus of women refers to themselves as Awovvcov katdyovoat, and Seaford sees a reference
to the katayoyic and such dithyrambs.'® In the epigram, if Dionysus is in fact the subject of the
verb katdyot, the rite is being inverted: rather than the priest and the procession leading
Dionysus back, it would be Dionysus himself leading the procession. Dionysus has taken on the
identity of the priest in the procession or the diddokolog of the performance. If, however,
Thespis is the subject and the nominative Baiyog is due to the lines' corruption, it is Thespis who
is taking on the role of the priest leading the procession for Dionysus. A post-classical inscription

from lonia describes the xataywyia thus:

101¢ Kataymyiog kadnynoetat tdv cuykatoydviwv tov Atovocov

At the Katagogia, he [sc. the priest] will lead those who conduct Dionysus. %

Thespis is being identified with the leaders of the dithyramb whose emergence from the chorus
produced tragedy.*® In Dioscorides, then, Thespis' tragedy is an adaptation of the original,
unserious dithyramb; in fact, when Aeschylus makes tragedy more lofty, he is elevating what is
still a k®dpog. It is, as in the Eratosthenic account, quite close to comedy in its origins and
original form.

But a deviation of great importance from the Eratosthenic account is the reference in the
first epigram to the prizes for the dramatic performance: not just the goat, but also a basket of

dried figs (cOkwv dppryoc). The latter is absent from Aristotle, Eratosthenes, Varro, and the

194 Seaford 1981, 270-1, on Bacchae 85; cf. Dodds 1960, ad loc.

1% No. 37, 21-2 (2nd century BC) in Sokolowski 1955.

1% Cf. Else 1965, 13, who notes that the relationship between poet and the chorus is analogous to the relationship
between actor and chorus: when Thespis emerges as the poet who determines the activities of the chorus, he is also
emerging as a single actor interacting with a chorus.
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Augustan poets. Indeed, it is mentioned in only two other sources as a prize, Plutarch'®” and the
Chronicle on the Parian Marble.'® The Chronicle says that d01ov &t£0n npdTov ioyddm[v]
dporyo[c] kai oivov pe[t]pntic'® and that, after Thespis introduced tragedy in Athens, [GO1ov
&]1é0m 6 [t]péyoc.t'® Cornutus hints at how the figs may feature in the account:
1OV 88 Tpdryov adt®d Voot S TO AHAVTIKOV SOKETV TdV APTEA®Y Kol TBY GLK®V £ival ToDTo
10 {Dov, Kabd Kol EKOEPOVTEG ADTOV €1G TOV AGKOV EVOAAOVTAL KATO TOC ATTIKAG KOG Ol
YE®PYOL VEAVIGKOL.
They sacrifice the goat to him [sc. Dionysus] because this creature seems to cause ruin to vines
and figs, for which reason the young farmers in the Attic villages turn it into a wineskin and leap
upon it.**

I am inclined to think that Cornutus is using a version that reconciles the accounts by adding to
the goat's crimes damage to the figs as well as to the vine. For while Dionysus is indeed

associated with figs elsewhere,*?

there is no sign that figs entered into the Erigone. Most of the
Erigone has been lost, of course, but one would expect the Augustan and Varronian accounts to
somewhere mention figs if indeed they featured in the story; however, as we will see in the next
chapter, no figs are to be found there. Nor would this be the only way in which the Eratosthenic
and Varronian accounts differ from the account in the Chronicle on the Parian Marble: the

Chronicle has the goat established as the prize for tragedy after Thespis introduces it, whereas

the Eratosthenic and Varronian accounts put the goat at the very beginnings of drama.

97 plutarch Mor. 527d N TATPLog T®V Atovucionv £0pTi) TO TOANOV ETEUTETO ONUOTIKAG Kol IAap®dS: AULPOPEDS
otvov kai kAnuatic, elto Tpéyov Tig elhkev, dAlog ioyddmv dppryov fkolov0st kopilwv, &mi tiot §° 6 pailoc.
Plutarch has the dramatic prizes as elements in the phallic procession during the Dionysia; this may be hinting at a
view counter to Aristotle's argument that the origins of comedy are to be connected to the phallic procession,
whereas tragedy derived from a wholly different source.

1% The connection between the Dioscorides epigram and the Chronicle on the Parian Marble is often noted: see
Patzer 1962, 21-4; Gow and Page 1965, ad loc.; di Castri 1995, 176-7; Vioque 2001, ad loc. Dioscorides also seems
to owe a debt to the Chronicle in A.P. 9.340 (=35 G.-P.); see Gow and Page 1965, ad loc.

9 EGrH A39.

"0 EGrH A43.

11 Cornutus p. 60, 20-4 Lang.

112 Hesychius s.v. ovkdng gives this word as an epithet for Dionysus; Sosibius fr. 13 says that Dionysus introduced
the fig and is called cukitng (sic) in Sparta.
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The Chronicle and related histories correspond, then, to the Eratosthenic account
inasmuch as they place the origins of drama in Icaria and etymologize tragedy by way of tpayog,
but the Chronicle seems to diverge both in the prizes and by placing Susarion and the origins of
comedy a few decades before Thespis and tragedy, rather than having them emerge together
from a common source.™*® Given Dioscorides' portrayal of Thespis' tragedy as rather comic and
that the Chronicle places comedy before tragedy, the account they represent seems to be rather in
line with the one represented in Tzetzes and the explanation of the proverb "Nothing to do with
Dionysus" quoted above.

As | have suggested, however, aside from the basket of figs and the chronology of the

introduction of the prizes,***

they differ less in their descriptions of the origins of drama than in
the labels they give to each stage. All of the accounts have a mirthful, pre-scenic, and perhaps
abusive stage before comedy and tragedy proper are introduced to Athens. Dioscorides, the
Chronicle, Tzetzes, and related accounts call this stage comedy, and the Parian Chronicle, at
least, names Susarion as its inventor and sets it anterior to tragedy.*™ Even Aristotle admits to
this stage, though he resists calling it comedy. As a development on this performance, Thespis
introduced a rustic, jesting kind of tragedy that Aeschylus later made lofty. | have suggested that,
according to the Eratosthenic view, comedy proper, Old Comedy, perhaps characterized by
corrective abuse, also emerged from the previous stage.

It is no surprise that some of the same sources that put Susarion and his abusive, but not

necessarily corrective, humor (both of which preceded tragedy according to the Parian Chronicle

and related accounts) at the first stage of comedy subscribe to a history of comedy according to

13 The Chronicle puts Susarion sometime between 582 and 560; Thespis introduces tragedy in around 540.

114 e., Dioscorides A.P. 7.410 and Plutarch Mor. 527d.

115 On Susarion, his name, the verses attributed to him, and his appearance in the Chronicle, see Rusten 2006, 42-4
and 59-60.
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which what we call Old Comedy was a subsequent development. The treatises Koster V, XXIV
(Diomedes), and Koster XX V11 describe Susarion as the inventor of comedy, but make clear that
comedy was at that initial stage only humorous and abusive, not corrective, and that its form was

undeveloped. Koster V, 12-9, explains:

Kol 00T 08 1 ToAoLd EAVTHG SLAPEPEL. KOl Yap Ol £V ATTIK] TPATOV GLGTNGAUEVOL TO
gmuTidevpa Tic Kopodlac—mnoav 8¢ of Tepi Zovoapiova®—kal 1o mpdcwna giotiyov drdktog,
Kol Ovog v YéAmC 1O korackevalopevov. &myevopevog 88 6 Kpativog katéotnoe pdv mpdtov
1A €V TR KOU®JSig TpdommTa LEXPL TPLAV, oTHoAG TNV dtasiov, Kol TG yopievTt THG KOU®diag TO
OEEAMPOV TPOSTEDEIKE TOVG KOKDS TpaTTOVTAG SLoAAL®V Kol Hdomep dnuocio pdotiyt )
KOP®Iig KoAdLmv.

And ancient [sc. comedy] differs from itself. For those who first in Attica established the practice
of comedy—they are those associated with Susarion—introduced the characters in a disorderly
manner, and what was produced was only laughter. Cratinus followed upon them and first
established the characters in comedy at three, ending its disorder, and he first added to the charm
of comedy utility by mocking wrongdoers and punishing them with his comedy as if with a
whipping in public.

Koster XXVII 3, from the Ansileubus Glossary, describes a similar development:

sed prior ac vetus comoedia ridicularis extitit; postea civiles vel privatas adgressa materias in
dictis atque gestu universorum delicta corripiens in scaenam preferebat, nec vetabatur poetae
pessimum quemque describere vel cui<us>libet''” peccata moresque reprehendere. auctor eius
<Sus>a[|o[Jrion**® traditur; sed in fabulas primi eam contulerunt Magnes f t ita, ut non
excederent in singulis versus tricenos.

But the earlier old comedy was laughable; afterwards, setting upon public and private materials
with words and gestures of the usual sort, it seized upon misdeeds and brought them on stage. It
was not forbidden for a poet to mark out each person who was very bad or to reprehend the
wrong doings and characters of anyone. Susarion is transmitted as its inventor; but Magnes and
... composed it into stories in such a way that they did not go beyond three hundred verse for
each.

116 As Koster observes, this must have been meant instead of what is given in the manuscripts, Zavvopiovo or
Yovvupimva.

17 K oster supplements thus.

18 Thus Koster and previous editors.
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These sources claim that, while Susarion may have in some sense invented comedy, it was not
comedy proper until a later stage of evolution; in this regard, he is very much a Thespis figure.
Just as Thespis' tragedy was deficient in form and content, so comedy took additional innovators
to make it mature. Koster XXVII says that it was not Susarion, but his successors, who
composed the comedies into stories (fabulae). If the idea is that Susarion's comedy was the
rustic, pre-scenic, mirthful celebrations that evolved into comedy proper and tragedy, and the
only question really at issue is whether it ought to be called "comedy," then the theories of the
history of comedy are all compatible. Whether the jest that characterized the earliest humor of
comedy was corrective or not depends only on such labeling rather than on the history of comedy

itself. Figure 3.4 describes this model for the development of drama.

Figure 3.4. The Model of Eratosthenes and Related Accounts for the Development of Drama

reciprocally
abusive pre-
scenic comedy scenic Old Comedy as
(performed from comedy institutionalized at
the sacrifice wagons?) Athens s
of the goat
and the recurrent mirthful,
askoliasmos pre-scenic proto-
dramatic
celebrations for
Dionysus featuring
reciprocal abuse
reciprocal unserious pre- : :
abuse from scenic tragedy "serious," scenic tragedy
wagons from wagons
Thespis Aeschylus
invents an invents
unserious "serious"
tragedy tragedy, puts
it on stage
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There are good reasons why these theories about the origin and nature of comedy and
drama are as similar and as compatible as | suggest. The Chronicle on the Parian Marble
probably owes much to Peripatetic historiography; Demetrius of Phalerum has been proposed as
an important source,™ and his influence was felt not only at Athens but also Alexandria.
Eratosthenes himself studied in Athens for some time before immigrating to Alexandria'*® and
can be connected to some of its important schools. He was perhaps best known for his
association with the Academy—the Suda, in addition to saying that he was nicknamed Bfjta,
explains that he was called a second or new Plato (evtepov 7 véov IThdteve)?*—and Strabo
says that Eratosthenes boasted about the philosophers with whom he was surrounded during his
time in Athens:
€YEVOVTO YAp, PGV, OG 0VOEMOTE, KATA TODTOV TOV Kapov Ve’ Eva mepifoiov Kai piov mOAv ol
kat’ Apiotova kol Apkecsiiaov avOncavteg eAdsopot
For there were, he [sc. Eratosthenes] says, as never before, in this time in one area and a single
city the flourishing philosophers associated with Ariston and Arcesilaus.

Arcesilaus was a student of Theophrastus but later established the Middle Academy; Ariston of
Chios, whom the Suda says was a teacher of Eratosthenes, was a Stoic.? Strabo goes on also to
mention that Eratosthenes criticized Bion and claims that he was a student of Zeno of Citium.***

Eratosthenes would certainly have been exposed to a range of ideas about the origins and

history of comedy and drama: just as the Chronicle on the Parian Marble probably owes much to

119 Rusten 2006, 38 n. 7, following Jacoby 1961, 546.

120 For a discussion of his biography, including his teachers and students, see Geus 2002, 18-47.

121 On Eratosthenes' appellations, see Geus 2002, 31-41.

122 Strabo 1.2.2.7-10.

123 Suda s.v. ‘Epatocdévng; Athenaeus 7.281c. On Arcesilaus, see D.L. 4.6; on Ariston of Chios (P.-W. 11, 953-6),
see D.L. 7.2.

124 Strabo 1.2.2.13-22. Strabo also mentions that he associated with a certain Apelles, whose identity is unclear;
candidates are a Stoic, an Epicurean, a student of Callimachus, and, most convincingly, a student of Arcesilaus. See
Geus 2002, 24.
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the philosophical schools of third century Athens, and especially to Peripatetic influence, the
Eratosthenic account probably does as well. Indeed, Eratosthenes may have written the Erigone
while still a resident of Athens'® and when he was studying under Arcesilaus in particular.
Certainly there is Platonic influence on the Erigone.'?®

As was mentioned above, it is unlikely that the account of drama underlying the Erigone
was described systematically and explicitly in the poem. Allusivity rather than explicit
explanation was a likely feature of the poem's style, and in any case it seems to have been rather

short: the author of On the Sublime calls it a little poem (mompdriov).*?’

As Solmsen observes, it
seems far-fetched to imagine that Varro's history of drama, which, as we will see, has many
similarities to Eratosthenes', would be based on such a poem;*?® surely he was instead using
some kind of treatise. There is no evidence, however, that Eratosthenes ever wrote such an
account, unless it somewhere appeared in the exegetical material in his Iepi ti|g apyaiog
Kouodiag, whose fragments, as we saw, show no signs of addressing this topic.

| suggest, then, that given the close relationship between the Eratosthenic account and the
Peripatetic material that | have argued above, Eratosthenes' time spent studying in Athens and
the likely provenance of the poem, and the absence of any evidence of a treatise by him on the
subject, the account underlying the Erigone, which I have been calling Eratosthenic on account
of its most influential witness, was not created by Eratosthenes. Instead, it probably arose in
Athens and competed with, but did not significantly deviate from, the kind of history preserved

on the Parian Marble. Given the history of Eratosthenes' intellectual development, it seems

senseless now to draw firm distinctions between a Peripatetic and an Eratosthenic or even an

125 Geus 2002, 54.

126 50lmsen 1947.

127 TLonginus] On the Sublime 33.5.
128 Solmsen 1947, 273.
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Alexandrian account of the origin of comedy and drama: Eratosthenes, though best known for
his work at the Library, was, like Demetrius of Phalerum before him, strongly influenced by the
main Athenian schools and produced important work while he was affiliated with them. It was
because of his production there, after all, that he was later invited to Alexandria to work at the

Library.®

83.5. A Kinship among Dithyramb, Comedy, and Satyr Play before Eratosthenes?

| have suggested that Aristotle's history of comedy and the versions associated with
Eratosthenes and the Parian Chronicle emerged in Athens and trace comedy to mirthful, abusive
performances at celebrations for Dionysus. Aristotle differs from these by insisting that comedy
and tragedy developed along separate lines, with tragedy emerging from dithyrambs and comedy
from phallic songs. But, as we have seen, this part of Aristotle's account is more philosophical or
theoretical than historical, and Aristotle himself alludes to some complications: not only did
tragedy develop from an unserious, satyric form, dithyrambs can, like comedy, be vulgar and
abusive.*® Though it is unfamiliar to us, the unified origin of drama described by Eratosthenes
and the rest may not be as innovative or contentious as it seems; on the contrary, Aristotle's
model may have been the more radical one.

As we will see in the next chapter, Varro and the Augustan poets used Eratosthenes'
model, not Aristotle's. But there are some hints that even in Classical Athens some kinship

between comedy, satyr play, and dithyramb (if not explicitly tragedy) was felt. We noted in 82.6

129 He was invited to Alexandria by Ptolemy I11; see Suda s.v. Epatocfévnc. On this invitation, see Fraser 1970,
175-207, and Geus 2002, 26-30. On the connection between the Peripatetic school and Alexandrian scholarship, see
Fraser 1972, 320: "[T]he Library ... has unmistakable links with those traditions of the Lyceum which account for
the nature and trend of much of the intellectual life of Alexandria, with its emphasis on the collection and
comparison of material ... and which at a later date led to the use of the word 'Peripatetic' as equivalent to
'Alexandrian™ (though of the two pieces of evidence for the latter point, one, the case of Satyrus, is very weak; see
West 1974). On the debt of Aristarchus, at least, to Aristotle, see Schironi 2009.

130 See especially §2.6.
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that the dithyramb may have been performed by satyrs and that it could be called a k@pog in
Classical Athens as an archaism; k@pog is, of course, an etymology given for kopmdia as early
as Aristotle.*! One of the two sources for the archaism is the Law of Euegoros, cited in
Demosthenes, which forbids taking sureties and seizing property from debtors during certain

festivals, including the performances of the City Dionysia. It lists the events:

1 TOUT| Kol ol ToiddeC Kol 0 KMWOG Kol ol Kopmdol Kol ol Tpaymdoi

the procession, the boys' [sc. chorus], the komos, comedy, and tragedy**

k®dpoc must refer to the men's chorus, i.e., dithyramb as institutionalized at the Dionysia. The
law may give the events by order of performance.*® If this is so, and my reconstruction of these
ancient theories about the origins of drama is correct, then this order also corresponds to their
order of development, with serious tragedy emerging after komastic revelry and comic
performance.™* In any case, the word k®poc alone may have connoted the dithyramb's
potentially unserious character and pointed to a connection between it and comedy.

That the word k®dpog could have such implications in Classical Athens is cooborated by a
suggestion of C. W. Marshall regarding the production of Euripides' Alcestis in 438. The Alcestis
was the fourth play of the tetralogy, the slot normally reserved for satyr plays, but it does not
have a chorus of satyrs. Marshall suggests that Euripides playfully misunderstood a recent law

forbidding kmpwdeiv, the law of Morychides.*® This law was probably intended to ban abuse by

31 Aristotle Poetics 3.1448a37.

132 Demosthenes Or. 2.10. The law is undated, and it is unclear when it was passed. The other source that uses
kdpog for the men's chorus is IG 117 2318.

133 See Winkler and Zeitlin 1989, 4-5 (with n. 3). However, the order of performance remains controversial. See also
Csapo and Slater 1995, 107.

134 If this is the case, then the order of performance perhaps exerted some influence on theory, just as satyr play's
connection to the tragic trilogy in performance pointed to a genealogical connection between them.

135 This law is attested at = Acharnians 67.
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name in comedy, but Euripides used the restriction on kopmdoeiv as an opportunity to strike the
kdpog of satyrs and produce a satyr-less satyr play with the Alcestis.**

Performers dressed as satyrs may have participated in the dithyramb before it shed most
of the trappings of Dionysiac revelry when it was still processional (i.e., a kdpoc proper).™’ But,
based on the visual evidence, there is a particular awareness starting in the 430s, the decade
during which the Alcestis was produced, that satyrs are intimately connected to the k®dpog and,
by extension, comedy.**® A number of vases produced between 440 and 400 depict satyrs named
Komos, sometimes enganging in revelry.*® But most suggestive of all is an extraordinary bell-
krater produced around 440 (figure 3.5) that depicts Hephaestus' return, a common motif on
black-figure and red-figure vases.**® According to the myth, Hera ejected Hephaestus from
Olympus, and, in revenge, he constructed and sent to her a magical throne that bound her once
she sat down in it. Of the gods, Hephaestus would parley only with Dionysus, who got
Hephaestus drunk and assuaged his anger. These vases usually depict Dionysus and his retinue,
typically composed of satyrs, conducting Hephaestus to Olympus.*** This is a scene that would
very much lend itself to dithyramb: a drunken and triumphant procession—a k@poc—of

Dionysus and his satyrs (such a scene would also resemble, of course, Icarius' drunken

13 Marshall 2000, 229-238; cf. §6.3.

137 Seaford 1976; Seaford 1984, 10-6; and Seaford 1994, 267-8. See §2.6 on the change of the dithyramb from
processional to stationary.

138 | owe the insight that satyrs, satyr play, and k@pot came to be closely linked to comedy during this period to a
paper delivered by C. Shaw at the APA in 2013 entitled, "Euripides’ Alcestis, komos-song, and the Decline of Satyr
Drama"; this paper also brought to my attention some of the vase paintings mentioned below. However, my
interpretation of the evidence differs substantially from his, which is that Euripides himself and his application of
the law against kopwdeiv to satyr play created the connection between comedy and satyr play. | suggest instead that
Euripides could apply the law of Morychides to the Alcestis precisely because there was already a sense, which
perhaps emerged in the beginning of that decade, that comedy and satyr play (as well as dithyramb) were intimately
related—indeed, perhaps even had a common origin.

139 A character labeled Komos is attested on 18 vases between 440 and 400; of these characters, sixteen are satyrs
but three are children. On these vases, see Smith 2007, who conveniently collates the evidence on p. 153.

0 For this motif in black-figure painting, see Carpenter 1986, 13-29; Hedreen 1992, 13-30. For red-figure, see
Carpenter 1997, 41-9.

141 For this story, see Pausanias 1.20.3. In two cases, there are not satyrs but padded dancers. On this substitution,
see Hedreen 1992, 130-6.
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procession as he introduced wine).'*? This particular depiction has a surprising member in the

retinue.

Figure 3.5. Paris, Louvre G 421 (after LIMC V1.2, pl. 42)

Though they are illegible in figure 3.5, names are written above the characters. At the
rear of the retinue on the left-most side is Hephaestus himself. On the right-most side, a satyr
called Marsyas playing an aulos leads the group. Dionysus, holding a thyrsus in his right hand
and a mixing bowl in his left, walks in front of Hephaestus. And, in front of Dionysus and just
behind Marsyas, holding a thyrsus and mixing bowl herself, walks a woman labeled
[K]IQMQIAIA. Comedy personified joins as a participant in a scene that is inextricably linked to
Dionysiac processions and to satyric revelry—to dithyramb and to satyr play. Her head is thrown
back in song; as she walks in the k@uoc, she sings an @dn. The painter makes comedy part of the

same complex as dithyramb and satyr play. Indeed, the return of Hephaestus myth is the subject

142 On the role of Dionysiac ritual in the visual depictions of the myth, see Hedreen 2004.
3 ARV2 1037.1(=LIMC VI, Komodia 2).
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of both satyr play and comedy.*** Tragedy does not appear here, it is true. But, as we have seen,
even Aristotle acknowledges that tragedy evolved from just this sort of satyric performance.

When Eratosthenes, the Parian Chronicle, and related accounts suggest a common origin
for the different genres of drama, they may have drawn on an idea that was fomenting in
Classical Athens. This idea was that comedy and satyric performance (and perhaps tragedy by
extension) are intimately connected in celebrating Dionysus and representing his k@pog. This is
why Euripides could use a law against kou@deiv to eject the chorus of satyrs from a slot
normally reserved for satyr plays; why the personification of comedy could be depicted in a
scene, the return of Hephaestus, long connected with satyrs and Dionysiac processions; why
satyr play and comedy could treat the same myths; and, for that matter, why comedies could
have choruses of satyrs.*> The proposition that all drama emerged from a unified source in
mirthful celebrations for Dionysus may not have been as adventurous as it may now seem to us.
On the contrary, the theories of Eratosthenes and the related accounts may have been drawing on
a sense already attested in the 430s that the genres of drama were interrelated.

The antecedents of these ideas may be even earlier. A Corinthian skyphos (figure 3.6),
produced ca. 590, depicts on the one side Heracles battling the hydra and on the other six padded

dancers.

144 Achaeus wrote a satyr play called Hephaestus according to Athenaeus 12.641d; see Sutton 1974, 116. According
to Photius s.v. "Hpog deopotg vmo vicog, Epicharmus wrote a play with the double title Kopaotai §j ‘Heaiotog.
145

See 86.3.
148 paris, Louvre CA 3004. On the provocative but uncertain relationship between the padded dancers (sometimes
called Corinthian komasts) and drama, see Green 2007.
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Figure 3.6. Paris, Louvre CA 3004 (after Trendall and Webster 1971, 1.5)

There are six dancers on the skyphos, but only five are labeled. As Trendall and Webster dryly
note, "These are not the names of ordinary men."**’ From left to right, they are Lordios
("Bendy"), Whadesios ("Pleasing™), Paichnios ("Playful™), Komios ("Reveller"), and Loxios
("Crooked™). They are not satyrs, but they are laughable characters performing an amusing dance
contiguous with a scene from mythology. As Steinhart argues, the name Komios, the potentially
mimetic dance associated with myth, and the provenance (Corinth, which is connected to Arion
and the origins of the dithyramb) point to a connection between the dance on the skyphos and
dithyramb.**® There may have also seemed to be a connection with comedy. We have already
noted the etymological connection between kdpoc and kopmdia; in addition to this, the Dorians
claim to have invented comedy, as we shall see in chapter 6. Finally, the Parian Chronicle has
Susarion inventing comedy in Athens sometime after 582 and before 560,"*° at most a decade or
two after the production of this painting (and by some traditions Susarion was said to be a Dorian
himself).

I do not mean to suggest here that comedy actually emerged from the performance of

such Corinthian padded dancers or that theorization about the history of drama dates so early;

147 Trendall and Webster 1971, 18.
148 Steinhart 2007, 209-17.
¥ EGrH A39.
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drama was not even institutionalized at Athens until later in the sixth century. But | do suggest
that well over a century before Euripides used the law against kopmdeiv to eliminate his kdpog
of satyrs, before Paris, Louvre G 421, which shows comedy participating in a k®pog with a satyr,
was painted, and before the series of vases depicting satyrs named Komos started appearing in
Athens, many pieces that could have enabled the connection of comedy to dithyramb and satyr
play, the supposed precursors to tragedy, were already in place. If a sense did emerge in Athens
in the 430s that the genres of drama were intimately related, it may have been suggested by such

evidence.

83.6. Successors to the Eratosthenic Account: An Alexandrian Approach to the History of
Comedy?

The Erigone may, then, not be representative of a uniquely Alexandrian mode; even if it
was written in Alexandria, it owes much to the Athenian schools. Given our other Alexandrian
witness, Dioscorides, this ought not surprise us: as we have seen, the account he uses is akin to
the one in the Parian Chronicle, which owes a great debt to Peripatetic scholarship. As | noted
above, the Alexandrian theories are surely not discontinuous with these others. On the contrary,
they probably drew from and expanded on these earlier theories, and a certain treatise on comedy
seems to prove this. The treatise, Koster 111, must have been enabled by and evolve from the

histories of the evolution of tragedy, comedy, and comic abuse described above.**® Like the

150 On Koster 111, see Nesselrath 1990, 45-51 and 174-5; Nesselrath 2000, 238-40; Harvey 2000, 114-5; Storey 2003,
42-3 and esp. 53-6; Konstantakos 2000, 173-196. Nesselrath and Konstantakos both suppose that the treatise is
Alexandrian, the former primarily on the grounds that the treatise's "asthetisch-literarhistorische™ approach
(Nesselrath 1990, 45) contrasts so strongly with the historical and ethical approaches among the Peripatetics and in
the other treatises, and the latter because he supposes that such learning as the treatise exhibits must be owed to the
Alexandrian library (Konstantakos 2000, 173). Indeed, Konstantakos 2000, 186-7, suggests that the treatise's
information about the number of Antiphanes' plays may have come from Demetrius of Phalerum, who wrote a work
nept Avtipavoug (D.L. 5.81) and who, as has already been mentioned, fled to Alexandria, presumably bringing his
writings with him.
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accounts discussed above and like Aristotle's, it does not take corrective abuse, or even abuse, to
be the sine qua non of comedy. For this treatise, Comedy's civic engagement and personal abuse
are aesthetic attributes that are not original to the earliest form of comedy and that in fact fade
away. And | will argue that, like the accounts discussed above, it supposes that the developments
of comedy and tragedy are inextricably connected.

In the introduction to Koster I11, its author says that Susarion invented comedy and that
the etymology of kouwdia is from kdpat, though he adds that some say there were no k®pon
around Athens but demes and thus it is from kopdtew. > The treatise, despite its awareness of
Epicharmus,**? seems to be implying that comedy emerged in Athens: instead of giving an
alternative location for comedy's origin, it gives an alternative etymology for comedy. Nor does
it note that Susarion himself is in some sources Megarian. The tradition that Susarion was either
from Attica or was an immigrant to Attica must be implicit. It also explains that the term
tpuymdio must derive from the prize at the Lenaea (tp0¢ as the new wine) or from the wine lees

that the earliest actors used in place of masks (tpvé as the dregs).'>*

All these propositions are by
now quite familiar to us from the theories discussed above.

On these points, this treatise resembles the Eratosthenic and related histories, and it must
be using one of them. Where it deviates and exhibits its innovations is in how it treats the
development of comedy. Whereas the accounts discussed above address the general trends of
comedy's development and locate the main factors in myth and ritual, this treatise emphasizes the
roles of comic poets in the development of comedy. In this regard, it seems to owe a debt to

Aristotle’'s methodology: poetry develops within itself as poets imitate, add to, or subtract from

their predecessors' art. The contingencies of history, politics, or geography play no part in the

151 Koster 111, 1-5.
152 Koster 111, 12.
183 Koster 111, 5-7.
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author's analysis. Personal abuse appears and disappears from comedy not because of, e.g., the
decline of the democracy, but because the art evolves.

Koster 111 describes the development comedy by listing the most important poets at each
stage in chronological order and discussing their careers. It is remarkable for the learning it
brings to bear on the history of comedy: it describes the nationalities, dates, styles, influence on
other poets, number of plays, and number of preserved plays of what it calls the most noteworthy
(d&rohoydToator) poets of Old, Middle, and New Comedy. Indeed, of the treatises, this author is
the only one to mention the poets Crates and Antiphanes.*>* For Old Comedy, it describes
Epicharmus,**® Magnes, Cratinus, Crates, Pherecrates, Phrynichus, Eupolis, and Aristophanes;
for Middle, Antiphanes; for New, Philemon, Menander, and Diphilus. While this treatise is
probably an epitome and the entries on these poets may have been abridged, the sequence on the
Old Comic poets is in fact largely intact: the treatise introduces it by listing the most noteworthy
poets of Old Comedy, and while the entry on Phrynichus is badly damaged and missing most of
its information, every poet on that list has an entry.*® The introductory section to the entries on
Middle Comedy, in contrast, mentions two noteworthy poets, Antiphanes and Stephanus,™’ but
only Antiphanes' entry remains. The introductory section on New Comedy lists six poets, but

entries for only the three mentioned above remain.*®

154 A bit surprisingly, Plato comicus is unmentioned. Nesselrath 1990, 48, notes that the text is probably an epitome,
though this makes it all the more striking that Antiphanes appears and not Plato, who is quite often given as an
important Middle Comic poet in these treatises. However, while Plato's comedies foreshadow certain fixtures of
Middle Comedy (see Rosen 1995), he certainly was an Old, and not Middle, Comic poet, despite the assertion of
many of the other treatises. This is perhaps another indicator of its author's erudition.

155 His name has fallen out from the text, but it was supplemented by Dindorf; this must be correct, given that
Epicharmus is mentioned earlier in the treatise as the first in a list of Old Comic poets.

155 Koster 111, 12-3. On Phrynichus and this entry, see Harvey 2000.

57 Koster 111, 46. "Stephanus" has long been suspect, and Dobree emended the name to Alexis.

158 |n addition to Philemon, Menander, and Diphilus, it lists Philippides, Posidippus, and Apollodorus.
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The organization of Koster 111 is above all chronological,**® but there is also a second
mode of analysis that reveals its dependence on the Eratosthenic and related models. The treatise
says that Cratinus, who is the third comic poet described after Epicharmus and Magnes, is more
perfect than his predecessors: he is romtikdtatog, and the next three Old Comic poets
mentioned, Crates, Pherecrates,*® and Eupolis, are in part described in terms of how their style
and career relate to Cratinus'.*®* He is presented as a pioneer who inherited an imperfect art,
improved it, and provided the model for his successors until the next innovator came along,
Aristophanes, who is, unlike his own immediate predecessors, not described in terms of his
relationship to Cratinus.

Personal abuse is mentioned in this context: the treatise does say that Pherecrates desisted
from his predecessors' abuse and that Eupolis exhibited abuse.'®? But, unlike some of the
treatises we will see in chapter 5, abuse is not the means by which the treatise tracks the
development of comedy. It makes no claims about how comic abuse affected audiences and how
that relationship influenced the development of the genre. On the contrary, personal abuse is one
of many artistic attributes that appear and disappear as the poets influence each other. As in
Aristotle’s philosophical account, poetry develops within itself.

But, unlike Aristotle, the treatise does not only suppose that the comic poets build upon

each other. It also connects the development of comedy to the development of tragedy. It says

159 And, indeed, the poets are given in the correct chronological order: see Nesselrath 1990, 50 n. 50.

1%0 phrynichus falls between Pherecrates and Eupolis, but, as has been mentioned, his entry is badly damaged.

181 The treatise explains, for example, that Crates was an actor for and then imitator of Cratinus, that he first
introduced drunks onstage, and that he was yeloiog and ilopog; that Pherecrates, in turn, was an actor for and then
imitator of Crates and was well known for introducing novel matters in his plays. Eupolis was vigorous in his
language, imitated Cratinus, and displayed much abusiveness and clumsiness: mwo\d yodv Aoidopov koi ckoidv
gmoaivet. On this judgment of Eupolis see Storey 2003, 43, who notes that cxaiov is not elsewhere used in literary
criticism and perhaps aicypdv should be read, per the emendations of Geel and Kaibel (he repeats this suggestion in
Storey 2011, 21 n. 3, the new Loeb of the fragments of Old Comedy). However, while it is not literary criticism of
this kind, Polyphemus is criticized as a okoudg singer at Euripides Cyclops 490.

192 Koster 111, 30 and 34-5.
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that Cratinus composed in the style of Aeschylus (katackevdlwv gig tov Aicydrov
yopaktipa).'®® Cratinus is conceived of here in the context of comedy as Aeschylus was in the
context of tragedy, and this treatise and the treatises related to it construct a history of comedy
that depends on tragedy's development. If this is so, the account in Koster 111 and the related
treatises must develop from the theories discussed above: while it moves beyond them in
emphasizing the roles of individual poets in the development of comedy (and this is no surprise,
given that those accounts focus on the earliest phases of comedy), this connection between the
development of comedy and tragedy is a projection of the relationship that the theories discussed
above assert. The Eratosthenic and related accounts held that comedy and tragedy originated
from the same source and developed alongside each other; Koster 111 and its relations assume
such an ongoing symbiotic relationship in the history of comedy.

As we have seen, Thespis' tragedy was something small and laughable, and Aeschylus
made tragedy oepvi] and brought it eic Toodvde peyéBovc.'® As we have also seen, comedy is in
some cases described as undergoing an evolution from something disorganized and anarchic to
something more evolved, even if the terminology about what comedy is and what its periods are
is sometimes inconsistent. This idea appears in several of the other treatises on comedy. Koster
XXVII, for example, explains that Susarion invented comedy and that Magnes first composed it
into stories (fabulae), though they were originally very short;*® Koster V says that Susarion and
the early comic poets pursued only laughter and introduced characters in a disorderly manner

(drdictorc), ™ as does another treatise that describes the development with nearly identical

163 Koster 111, 24. For the connection between Cratinus and Aeschylus in Cratinus' own work, see Bakola 2010, 28-9.
184 vita Aeschyli p. 333, 19-21 Page, quoted above.

165 Koster XXVII 3: auctor eius <Sus>a[|o[Jrion traditur; sed in fabulas primi eam contulerunt Magnes t 1 ita, ut
non excederent in singulis versus tricenos (quoted more fully and translated above).

166 K oster V, 13-5: kai adti) 8¢ 1| makond aTHG Stapépet. kai yap of &v ATTIK| TpHTOV GLOTNGALEVOL TO
gmrndevpo tig kopmdiag—moov 8¢ oi mepi Tovcapimve—rkai T TpdcoORA 16T YOV ATAKTMG, Koi Hovog T YELmG
10 katackevalopevov (quoted more fully and translated above).
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language.'®” Diomedes says that the earliest comic poets, who for him are Susarion, Magnes, and
Mullus, engaged in crude jesting before Cratinus, Aristophanes, and Eupolis came along.*®®
Koster V and XIb both give Cratinus as the one who first took steps to transform the genre,
explaining that that he not only added a useful element by incorporating the mockery of
wrongdoers but also that he ended its disorder and set the number of characters at three
(katéotnoe P&V TpdTOV Td &V Ti] KOOl Tpdcena péxpL TPV, othoag TV dtatiov).’® The
idea must be that, prior to Cratinus, comedy did not have coherent plots with a set number of
characters, but rather the earliest comic poets brought on many characters of many types and
pursued only laughter.

Such developments in comedy parallel the developments in tragedy: as | have suggested,
Susarion was imagined as a figure like Thespis, who invented an art form that was missing
essential elements and had to be perfected. Here, Cratinus is very much like Aeschylus in that he
transforms his genre's content and form. Aeschylus turned away from small and laughable
material, whereas Cratinus incorporated more coherent plots, a more refined humor, and
corrective personal mockery. Aeschylus added one or in some accounts even two actors;'"
Cratinus limits the disorder of his predecessors and sets the number of actors to three.*™* Such a
model underlies the treatise under discussion here, Koster I1l, and its association of Cratinus and
Aeschylus. Indeed, Cratinus not only resembles Aeschylus in these accounts, but is an imitator of

him. This also explains this treatise's treatment of Aristophanes.

17 Koster Xlb, 58-66.

168 K oster XXIV, 46-59: iocularia quaedam minus scite ac venuste pronuntiabant.

199 Koster V, 15-7.

170 Aristotle in Poetics 4.1449a15-8 and On Poets frr. 38, 41, 42 Janko says Aeschylus added a second actor; Vita
Aeschyli p. 333, 11-4 Page says that Aeschylus added the third actor as well, though it notes that Dichaearchus, like
Aristotle, attributes the introduction of a third actor to Sophocles.

"1 This treatment of Cratinus is a marked difference from Aristotle's account. There, Crates gives order to Athenian
comedy.
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Unlike his immediate predecessors, Aristophanes is not connected to Cratinus. Rather, he
is said to be an imitator of Euripides:
Apiotopdvng @linmov AOnvaioc. paxkpd Loyidtatog Adnvaioy Kol e0evig TdvTag DTEPAip®YV,
Ao o0& Evpuridov 17, Tolg 8¢ péheost AentOTEPOG.
Aristophanes, the son of Philippus, an Athenian: he was by far the most eloquent of the
Athenians and exceeded them all in his excellence, with his emulation of Euripides ..., and he
was more clever in his songs.!"
With Aristophanes, the Aeschylean/Cratinean line ends; he begins a Euripidean line. The poet to
whom Aristophanes is being compared with Aertotepoc is lost, but surely the comparison was to
either Cratinus, who is the major innovator preceding Aristophanes, or Eupolis, who is in this
treatise a close follower of Cratinus and whose entry immediately precedes Aristophanes.
Indeed, Aristophanes is regularly portrayed as remarkable for perfecting the art of Old Comedy
by avoiding the vices of his predecessors, especially Cratinus and Eupolis. Platonius, e.g.,
describes him thus:
ovTe yap mKpOc Alav €otiv domep 0 Kpativog obte yapisic domep 6 Edmolig, aAL’ Exet kal mpog
TOVG APAPTAVOVTOS TO 6(PodpOV Tod Kpativou kai 1o thg Emtpeyovong xdptrog Evmordoc.
For he [sc. Aristophanes] is neither too biting like Cratinus nor too charming like Eupolis, but he
has the vehemence of Cratinus against those who do wrong and the fluent charm of Eupolis.'™
Koster V, which says that Cratinus improved on his predecessors by settling the disorder of

comedy and adding a useful element, describes Aristophanes as perfecting Old Comedy:

172 Koster 111, 36-7.

13 Koster 11, 15-7 (=p. 39-40, 17-21, in Perusino 1989). On the terminology and methodology of this comparison,
see Perusino 1989, 20-4; on Platonius' reliability, especially regarding what he says of Aristophanes' last plays, see
Perusino 1987, 61-84.
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GAL &1L pdv kod 00Tog Thig pYodTNTOg HETETXE Kai pépa Tog TG draéioc. 6 pévrol ye
Apiotopdvng, nebodevcag texvikmtepov TV HeD’ 0vtod TNV Koumdiav, EvELauyey &v Gmnacty
gmionpog 6¢oEig ...

But he [sc. Cratinus] still had a share of the old style and a bit of disorder. Aristophanes,

however, devised his comedy more artfully than his contemporaries and shone forth and was
seen as remarkable among them all ...}

The Life of Aristophanes makes much the same claim: Cratinus and Eupolis were the most
important preceding poets of Old Comedy, but their art was deficient. Aristophanes brought it to
a more perfect state:
TPMTOG SOKET TNV KONV ETL TAAVOUEVV T1] ApYoiq Ay®YT) €T TO YPNCIUDTEPOV Kol
oeuvOTEPOV pETOYaYETY, TIKPOTEPOV T€ Kail aioypdtepov Kpativov kai EvmoAdog
BAacenuovviev 1 £0et.
He [sc. Aristophanes] first seems to have transformed comedy when it was still wandering in the
ancient way into something more useful and lofty, when Cratinus and Eupolis spoke more
bitterly and shamefully than was appropriate.’”

This language—=¢ni 10 ypnomtepov Kai cepvotepov petayaysiv—certainly sounds
rather like the evolution of tragedy in some of the sources discussed above.*"® Euripides is

credited likewise with perfecting his art form. In his biography of Euripides, Satyrus writes,

... [6AJAa cad [NOE]ev Kai £[te]Aeimwoey dote TOig pet’ ooV Depornv Ui Mmeiv.

... but he even improved it and perfected it so that he did not leave a chance to surpass him to
those who came after him.*"”’

7% Koster V, 15-22. cf Xlb, 65-6, which says the same thing in very similar language.

175 Koster XXVIII, 2-5. Koster XXIXa, 5-6 is quite similar to that account.

178 poetics 1449a19-21: 81é1 10 £k catvpkod petaBoreiv Oye dmeoepvivon; Dioscorides A.P. 7.411 (=21 G.-P.): t&
koo oknviy petexoivicey; [Plutarch] De proverbiis Alexandrinorum 30: <éni 10> adotnpdtepov petiilbov.

"7 Satyrus fr. 8 col. 2, 3-8. The column is damaged before this sentence begins. Thomas Magister in his Life of
Avristophanes says practically the same thing of Aristophanes: paiiov 8¢ 006¢ toig Entyvopévorg maptiikev
omepPoriv (Koster XXXI11 1, 5-6).
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In Koster 111 and the related accounts, comedy is imagined as developing alongside and
symbiotically with tragedy, with Cratinus connected to Aeschylus and Aristophanes to Euripides.
Sophocles is absent here, though he, like Eupolis,'’® has a rather unstable position in the
tradition. He is indeed sometimes credited with bringing tragedy nearer perfection,'’® and in
particular with adding a third actor.’® But that is not unanimously reported; the Life of
Aeschylus claims that it was in fact Aeschylus who added the third actor and emphasizes that
Aeschylus had the really difficult job of advancing tragedy to greatness from its more humble
origins.’® The inclusion of Sophocles would also disrupt the binary construction of archaic/new,
staid/innovative, or imperfect/perfected, which is an important reason why Aristophanes himself
excludes Sophocles from the contest in the Frogs. There, Sophocles yields to Aeschylus; indeed,
the Life of Sophocles says that he was Aeschylus' student. The Aristophanes/Euripides parallel is
also quite natural: Aristophanes, of course, parodied Euripides extensively, and the connection
between the two was felt in their own day, with Cratinus famously coining the term

eoputdopiotopaviCety, conflating the two poets.'® Satyrus, too, is well aware of the connection,

178 As we have seen, in Koster 111 and XXVIII, he is set alongside Cratinus and is stylistically similar; elsewhere, he
is regarded as an exponent of a less bitter form of comedy (Koster I1; Koster XVIl1a). On these different strands in
the reception of Eupolis, see Nesselrath 2000, 233-46, and especially Storey 2003, 40-6. This is perhaps a natural
feature of an evolutionary approach to the development of comedy: if the model is that Cratinus' comedy evolved
into Eupolis' and that evolved into Aristophanes', who fixed the faults of the former two and perfected the art, then
the similarities between Eupolis and Cratinus, and in particular their shared fault (excessive personal abuse), would
be of primary interest. Koster 11 (Platonius), which opposes Cratinus to Eupolis, is in fact notable because it does not
describe comedy's evolution through these three poets, but instead treats them as representative of different comic
styles: Cratinus is one extreme, Eupolis is the other, and Aristophanes falls nicely in the middle.

1 Vita Aeschyli reports that Sophocles was more perfect than Aeschylus: 8t 8¢ Sokel Teledepog Tpaymdiag
TOUTNG Z0QOKATC yeyovévar, opBag pev doxel (p. 333, 17-8 Page).

180 Aristotle Poetics 4.1449a15; Vita Aeschyli 3.11 says that Dicaearchus had the same belief as his teacher; Vita
Sophoclis 4.

181 vita Aeschyli p. 333, 19-21 Page: moAA® yohendtepov fv &mi Ofomdt Ppuviywm T kai Xopil eic 1066vde
peyéBovug v tpoy@diay mpoayayeiv T £mi AloydAg eiotovta €ig v Zoeokiéovg EABelY tehetdtnta (translated
above).

182 Br. 342 K.-A.: Tig 8¢ 60; kopyog Tig Epotto Oeatrc. VTOAETTOAGYOS, YVOLOSIOKTNG, evpuudapioTopavilov. See
Nesselrath 1993, 185, on this word.
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and immediately following the passage quoted above, in which he says that Euripides perfected
tragedy, he writes:
[]otdl p&v odv [Ty tévmv [a]viip totodTog: $10 kai Aptotopdvng Embvpel Ty YAGcGav odTod
petpoon "1 Mg o Afem]ta ppat’ [é€gopu]nyeto."
Well, he [sc. Euripides] was such a kind of man in his art: for this reason Aristophanes longed to
take measure of that tongue of his "through which his clever speech was polished."*#*
If Koster 111 and the related accounts rely on a model for the development of drama that connects
the evolution of tragedy to comedy and the art of Aristophanes to Euripides, then this is a
significant piece of proof in favor of a suggestion that Nesselrath makes in order to reconcile
three conflicting statements about the origins of New Comedy and New Comic devices.™®

The first statement is Satyrus', who attributes their origins (or at least perfection) to
Euripides:
t[a k]ota tag nlept]meteiog, Plio]opovg mapb[E]vmv, Hrofolag Tadiwv, AvayvmploHovg d14 T€
JOKTLAIOV Kol d1d depaimv, TADTA YOp £06TL ONTOV TO GLVEXOVTA TNV VEOTEPAY KOUWSIaY, O TPOG
dxpov fya[ylev Evputidonc.
The devices involving reversals, rapes of maidens, foundling children, and recognitions through
rings and through necklaces—for these are the things which make up New Comedy—are what
Euripides brought to their zenith.

The second is from a Life of Aristophanes, which says something similar of its subject

near the beginning of its account:

183 satyrus fr. 8 col. 2, 9-19, quoting Aristophanes fr. 656 K.-A.
184 Nesselrath 1993.
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Tp@TOC 8¢ Kol TG vEag kKopmdiag Tov Tpdmov dnédeitey &v 16 Kakdho, €€ oD v dpymv
Aapouevol Mévavdpdc te kol DIAMUOV E5paLOTOVPYNoaY.

But he [sc. Aristophanes] even first indicated the style of New Comedy in the Cocalus, from
which Menander and Philemon took their start and composed their dramas.'®®

The Life expands on this towards the end:

€y€veto o0& kal aitiog {Aov Toig VEoLg Kmukoic, AEym o1 1duovt kol Mevavopm. yneicpatog
YOP YEVOUEVOL YOPNYIKOD, BOTE [T} OVOUAOTI KOUMOETV TIvVa, KOl T®V YopNny®dV 00K AvTeXOVTOV
TPOG TO XOPNYELV, Kol Tavtdmoacty Ekheloumviog Thg DANG T@V KOUMIDY d10 TOVTOV aDTOV—
aitiov yop koumdiog 1 okdrTew Tvc—Eypaye kopodiav tva Kokalov, év @ sicdyst pOopav
Kol Avoyvopiopov Koi tdAla mavta, 6 einimoe Mévavopog. maiy ¢ Exhedoumdtog kol Tod
yopnyev tov [Thodtov yphwyag, €ic TO dtavomaveshal T0 GKNVIKA TPOCHOTA Kol peteckevdoot
gnrypdoet "yopod" @Beyydpevog v €keivolg, 0 Kai OpMdUEV TOVG VEOLG 0VTMG Emtypapovtag CHA®m
Ap1oTOPAVOLC.

He was even the cause of imitation for the New Comic poets, | mean for Philemon and
Menander. For after there was the decree about the chorus so that they did not mock anyone by
name and after the choral producers did not hold out when it came to producing choruses, and
the material for comedy through these very events had in every way disappeared—for mocking
individuals is the reason for comedy—he [sc. Aristophanes] wrote a comedy called the Cocalus,
in which he introduced rape and recognition and all the other things which Menander imitated.
And again, since the production of choruses ceased, when he wrote the Wealth on the occasions
of giving the play's characters a break or changing their costumes he wrote, "for the chorus,"
saying in those glaces what we also see the New Comic poets write in this way in emulation of
Aristophanes.'®

According to the Life, Aristophanes is the most important predecessor of New Comedy. He is the
precursor of the New Comic poets not only in that he perfected Old Comedy and stands at the
point of its eclipse, or even in that his last plays proved an important model for them, but in that

he even developed the plot devices that the New Comic poets used throughout their plays. These

are the very plot devices Satyrus had attributed to Euripides.*®’

1% Koster XX V111, 5-8. Cf. Koster XX1Xa, 7-8.

18 Koster XX V111, 50-8.

187 On the importance of the Cocalus, see Nesselrath 1993, 182-3, who mentions that Clement claims that Philemon
plagiarized from the Cocalus (Strom. 6.26.6) and suggests that such a statement, if true, must have gone back to
Alexandrian scholarship and the Library when comparison of these plays was possible.
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The third strand Nesselrath adduces is an assertion in the Suda in the entry on the Middle
Comic poet Anaxandrides that he first introduced love affairs and rapes (tp®toc 00tog EpmTac
kol TapBévev eBopag eionyayev). To reconcile these three conflicting claimants, Nesselrath
hypothesizes that the underlying theory was that Euripides popularized and perfected the devices
and plots that would later become features of New Comedy, Aristophanes parodied Euripides
and thereby incorporated these into comedy, and Anaxandrides finally shed the parodic frame,
i.e., they were no longer wrapped up in the parody of tragedy, but stood on their own.*®®

| suggest that Koster 111 and the related accounts rely on a model very much like the one
Nesselrath hypothesized. | have already argued that, in their model for the development of
comedy, the most important comic poets are described as analogs to and reliant on the most
important tragic poets. Aristophanes is the analog to Euripides in the development of comedy,
and Koster 111 is quite clear, despite the damage to the text, about Aristophanes' symbiotic
relationship to Euripides (Ao o0& Edpuridov). In these accounts, and not only in those two
sections of the Life adduced by Nesselrath that ascribe to Aristophanes the invention of the New
Comic devices, Aristophanes seems to be the most extraordinary exponent of his own period of
comedy, and also to have prefigured or contributed to the subsequent periods. Koster Il is not
explicit about this, though it does locate Aristophanes as the last artist of Old Comedy and may
therefore imply that he pointed the way to the subsequent periods.*®® Another treatise, Koster V,

is clear on this point; like the Life, it describes Aristophanes as the most excellent poet of his

188 Nesselrath 1993, 195, summarizes his argument thus: "Euripides exhibited typical plot elements of the future
New Comedy as an integral part of his own plays; Aristophanes parodied Euripides and thus incorporated these plot
elements into his comedies (still with a tragic or, more exactly, paratragic ‘coating'); and thirdly, Anaxandrides (if
our sources have chosen the right man out of Aristophanes' successors), as probably the oldest of the subsequent
generation of comic poets, at first continued parodying tragic plots, but then proceeded to invent similar plots
without the former tragic trappings; from that point onwards, infant New Comedy could grow up, and parody as its
midwife and nurse retire."

189 Nesselrath 2000, 239-40, also suggests as much, and he connects the treatment of Aristophanes and Eupolis in
the Life to their treatment in this treatise.
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period and ascribes to him the development of certain characteristics of New Comedy, though it
mentions only the Wealth and not the Cocalus:

Kol yop O TouToL dpdpa 6 [TAodtoc vewtepilel Katd TO TAdoUa: TV TE YOp DTOOESY (G AANOT|
&xel Kol yop®dv €otépnrar, Omep ThHG VEOTEPAS VTIT|PYE KOUMOTOG.

For his drama the Wealth is innovative in its fiction; for it has a verisimilitudinous plot and it
lacks choral parts, which was characteristic of New Comedy.**°

Here, too, Aristophanes is pointing the way to New Comedy through his innovations, though this
treatise does not list the plot devices that the Life claims Aristophanes introduced. The manner
with which Koster V summarizes this development does suggest a kinship with Koster I11,
however, and helps prove my suggestion that they rely on similar models: in Koster V, the
innovative feature that moves the Wealth beyond the ken of Old Comedy was that it had a
realistic plot (vV60eo1c g aAndnc). Koster 111 says that this is an important feature that Old
Comedy lacked:

ol p&v odv tfig dpyaiog koumdiog momrai oy, Vobicemg dAnOode, dALd Toudiic EDTPATELOD
yevopevol (nlmtal Tovg ay®dvag Emoiovv.

The poets of Old Comedy used to hold their contests by aiming at not true plots but amusing jest.

While it does not fully explain the point, the transition from Old to Middle to New Comedy must
therefore have involved the movement from noudid evtpdmerog to YmdOectc GANnONG. To this

group that puts Aristophanes as a kind of liminal figure we should also add Koster XVIllla:

Kai tii¢ pév modatdic moAlol yeyovaoty, Emionuog 0& Kpativog 6 kal mpattopuevos, LETET)OV O€
VoG 1pdvovL Tig Todotds kopmoing EdmoAig te kai Apioto@dvng.

d.*** was notable,

And there were many poets of the old type, and Cratinus, the one who is studie
192

but Aristophanes and Eupolis had a part in the Old Comedy for some period of time.

190 Koster V, 24-7.
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According to this account, Aristophanes was for a time a practitioner of the old, Cratinean
comedy before advancing on to the next phase.'*

In not just the Life, then, which is Nesselrath's main piece of evidence, but also in Koster
V and probably Koster 111 Aristophanes both perfects Old Comedy and points the way to New
Comedy. Nor does this model for the development of comedy just conceive of Aristophanes as a
transitional figure who, as Nesselrath suggests, imitated Euripides and thereby transmitted
Euripidean elements to comedy. The model is more comprehensive than that and, as | have
argued, constructs a comic history aligned with the tragic one: not only does it take into account
Aristophanes, Euripides, and the relationship between them, but it also connects Cratinus with

Aeschylus and likely Susarion with Thespis.

§3.7. Conclusion

Therefore, this treatise expands on the idea in the Eratosthenic and related histories that
comedy and tragedy are from the beginning interconnected. Not only do comedy and tragedy
share a common origin, the treatise postulates that they continued to intersect at important points
during their developments. A continued relationship between them is unproblematic and makes
good sense: they are two branches of the same family.

While this intimate connection between comedy and tragedy is un-Aristotelian, Koster
I11, the Eratosthenic and similar accounts, and Aristotle all approach comedy's development in
the same fashion. They do not make comedy develop due to social, political, or geographical

pressures; on the contrary, its development was largely self-contained. Aristotle divorces it from

91 For this meaning of tpéccw, see LSI s.v. 1V.2.

192 Koster XV1lla, 39-41.

193 On this text, see Nesselrath 1990, 37, who likewise suggests that the treatise is assigning Aristophanes and
Eupolis to both Old and Middle Comedy, pace Storey 2003, 45. On this treatise and its partition of comedy, see
Janko 1984, 246-50.
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normal social experience by connecting it to the phallic songs and discounting the importance of
non-reciprocal personal abuse. Koster 111, very much like Aristotle, has drama develop within
itself as individual poets advance the art. Some of these poets were notable for engaging in
personal abuse, but some did not. When Aristophanes pointed the way towards New Comedy
and comedy evolved, personal abuse does not enter into the calculation; rather, this evolution has
to do with evolving artistic qualities, particularly with regard to the construction of plots. In
Eratosthenes' history and the theories related to it, the original abuse did not target people who
were not involved in the performance. Abuse of third parties was not an original feature of
comedy, nor does it seem to have been an essential feature. And for Eratosthenes, at least, the

corrective abuse of only one malefactor was essential for the origin of comedy: the goat itself.
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Chapter 4

From Small Beginnings: Varro on the Origins of Comedy and Comic Abuse

84.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, | reconstructed the views about the origins of comedy and the
nature of its abuse that were held by Eratosthenes and his contemporaries. | argued that, unlike
Avistotle, they put the genesis of both comedy and tragedy in rustic celebrations for Dionysus
that included, at least for Eratosthenes, the dance around the goat (the askoliasmos) and abuse
from wagons. But, while the concerns and methods of the theories in chapter 3 differ from
Avristotle's in some important ways, they agree on a crucial point: the earliest form of comic
abuse was restricted to performers, and corrective abuse and attacks on third parties were not
original features of comedy. During that discussion, | adduced parallels from the Augustan poets
Horace and Vergil;' the latter especially seems to have drawn on the Erigone. In this chapter, |
will return to Roman scholarship on the origins of Old Comedy and the nature of its abuse. Here,
too, no coherent theory or history survives, but one can be reconstructed—and these traces allow
us to describe a theory more comprehensive and more revealing about the ancient interpretation
of personal abuse than any we have seen so far.

Firstly, I will compare what the Augustan authors say about the origins of comedy and
the nature of its abuse. Information about the origins of drama appears in Horace, Vergil,

Tibullus and Livy. These reports resemble each other closely, and most scholars suppose that

! Primarily at §3.2.
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they drew on a common source for their information. This source is today generally agreed to
have been Varro, one of Rome's most influential scholars.? He could have treated the origins of
comedy in at least six works: the De actis scaenicis; the De actionibus scaenicis; the De
scaenicis originibus; the Antiquitates rerum humanarum et divinarum;® the De poematis; and
perhaps the De poetis.” It is Varro's history of drama and theories about comedy that we seek to
reconstruct.

After exploring the Augustan authors, | will turn to the treatises by grammarians that also
use, explicitly or implicitly, Varro's history of drama.” These are much later (the three whom we
will study, Diomedes, Donatus, and Evanthius, wrote around the fourth century AD), and they
preserve, as these treatises so often do, a mélange of information. However, as | will argue,
through careful analysis, important features of Varro's theories can be extracted.

We will find that Varro's history resembles the Eratosthenic conception on three
important points: (a) the common origin of the different genres of drama; (b) features of the
earliest drama; and (c) the nature of the earliest comic abuse. But, as | have said, it is possible to

reconstruct from the sources that rely on Varro a fuller history of the development of comic

2 Hendrickson and Leo, who discuss the accounts of Horace and Livy in particular, argued that the history of drama
in at least some of these Augustan authors is un-Varronian or pre-Varronian; see Hendrickson 1894, and especially
Hendrickson 1898, 285-311; Leo 1904, 63-77 (retracting his ascription of this information to Varro in Leo 1889, 67-
84). Hendrickson proposed Accius as the source instead. This view was opposed by Knapp 1912a and Knapp 1912b
and has since met general rejection: Varroniana in other authors have been adduced to prove the reliance of the
Augustan authors on Varro. See Muller 1923; Waszink 1948, (comparisons to Varroniana in Tertullian); van Rooy
1952 (comparisons to Varroniana in Valerius Maximus); Brink 1962, 191-2. However, Forsythe 1999, 113-4,
descents from this view and supposes that Livy used a different source.

® The material in the Ant. div. books 9-10 probably treated the ludi scaenici and therefore reproduced more concisely
the material treated in De scaenicis originibus; the latter, in turn, probably used information already compiled in De
actis scaenicis and De actionibus scaenicis. See Schmidt 1989, 106-10.

* Dahlmann 1963, 111-2; but Schmidt 1989, 115 n. 98, is skeptical that the De poetis, a treatment of the individual
poets, would have given a history of pre-scenic drama. In fact, as Janko 2011, 387, suggests, there is no reason to
suppose that these were not two parts of the same work, with De poetis being its first book and De poematis being
its later books. For a brief survey of Varro's work on drama, see Oakley 1998, 43-4.

> The following studies also attempt to reconstruct Varro's views about the origins of drama and use the same
method but focus on different areas: Brink 1962, 173-206, whose emphasis is on Horace; Schmidt 1989, who
focuses on Livy and to a lesser extent Horace; Baier 1997, who treats this topic but also looks comprehensively at
the uses of Varro in Cicero and the Augustans; and Oakley 1998, 40-58, whose analysis is brief and focuses on Livy.
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humor, and, with this, the plot thickens. This theory, like Aristotle's and Eratosthenes', holds that
the abuse at the origins of comedy was only reciprocal. But Varro does acknowledge that comic
abuse came to be directed against third parties—with deleterious results. According to this
theory, Old Comedy's abuse of politicians and other spectators was a deviation from the original

form of comedy and was rightly curtailed for the good of the public.

84.2. The Origin of Drama and Comedy in Vergil, Tibullus, Horace, and Livy

The Augustan authors Vergil, Tibullus, Horace, and Livy all give hints about the
development of drama. Unfortunately, in no case is their main interest in describing a coherent
theory of the origins of comedy and the nature of its abuse. Their reports are either allusions or
digressions from their main subject, and, as we shall see, they occasionally have adapted the
information to serve another purpose. But, of our sources, they are the most chronologically
proximate to Varro; unlike the grammarians, who probably relied on second-hand reports for
Varro's ideas, we can trust that these Augustan authors used Varro's writings directly. They are,

therefore, our earliest and best source for the lost information.

84.2.1. The Origins of Drama in Vergil

Vergil's account in Georgics 2.371-396, like some of the accounts discussed below, is an
aition for both Roman and Greek drama. In their origins, at least, they developed along parallel
lines. He mentions the Athenians at line 383, then the jests of the Ausonians two lines later at
385, and the Roman practice of hanging oscilla at 389. Therefore, while this history may be
similar to Eratosthenes', it cannot be identical: Vergil has no interest in locating the origins of all

drama in Icaria or in connecting it to Attic rites that have no Roman parallel. Varro and Vergil
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are, therefore, not merely recounting obscure points of ancient history. They are describing
general processes according to which drama emerges and evolves.

As in the Erigone, Vergil finds a common source for the dramatic genres in an original,
undifferentiated custom. Comedy and tragedy both arose from rustic celebrations to Dionysus.”
He says that goats are sacrificed because they are dangerous for vines; with the sacrifice, ancient
games (veteres ludi) emerged in the theater, farmers danced around the goatskin, and the
Athenians established prizes (praemia) for their cleverness in the countryside and crossroads
(pagi et compita). The prize must refer to the goat itself; Probus supposed as much,’ and
Tibullus' account, discussed below, is explicit on this point. This, and the reference to dancing
around the goatskin, must be an etymology for tpaywdia, as the Erigone surely suggested, while
celebration of the festival in the pagi (i.e., k@pat) hints at the word kopwdio,® one of the
etymologies | argued would have been implied by Icarius' k@pog through the kduou. That this
pre-scenic festival has the seeds of both forms of drama is also hinted by its double nature. The
performers wear fearsome masks (horrenda ora); yet these performances are also in jest and
feature rough verses and unrestrained laughter (uersibus incomptis risuque soluto). Vergil is
describing the same kind of proto-drama and proto-comedy that we saw in the last chapter.

Vergil's account also puts the dance around the goat (the askoliasmos) at the origins of

drama, as the Erigone had, and it seems that Varro found an analog to the askoliasmos in the

® Lines 385-9 are sometimes presumed to refer to a spring festival, perhaps the Liberalia, and lines 393-6 to a
summer festival, perhaps the Vinalia Rustica, but Meuli 1955, 206-16, argues that the whole passage refers to the
Compitalia. De Saint-Denis 1949, 708-12, argues that the Liberalia is described in both passages; he is followed by
Schechter 1975, 376-7. However, Waszink 1948, 240-1 n. 38, is surely correct that, even if certain details
correspond to definite festivals, Vergil is describing general celebrations of Dionysus.

" Probus ad 2.382.

& Meuli 1955, 210; Schechter 1975, 377, is unnecessarily skeptical.
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Roman Consualia. As Waszink notes, Varro's description of a practice at the Consualia closely
parallels the askoliasmos:®

etiam pellis bubulas oleo perfusas percurrebant ibique cernuabant. a quo ille versus vetus est in
carminibus: ibi pastores ludos faciunt coriis Consualia.

They even used to dash and jump there over the ox-hides covered with oil. This is where that old
verse in the poem comes from: "There, shepherds celebrated their games, the Consualia, with the
hides."™

But the parallel is imprecise. Varro elsewhere says that the Consualia was named for the god
Consus and celebrated in the Circus at Rome,*! and Waszink argues that Varro held that the
Consualia was the origin of the ludi circenses.'? The Consualia would, then, be a festival set in
the city, not the country, dedicated to Consus, not Dionysus, employ the hides of oxen, not goats,
and would have had to do with the origins of the ludi circenses, not the ludi scaenici (as we will
see, according to Livy, scenic performance in Rome is only traced to 364 BC). There is the
added fact that in the De lingua latina, Varro describes the Consualia immediately after—and
therefore chronologically proximate to—the Vinalia Rustica, a festival of wine.

Indeed, a second appealing, but inexact, analogy is the hanging of the little masks,
oscilla, which Vergil also mentions in his aition.*> As we saw in the last chapter,* the Erigone
gave an aitiology of the Aiora, a festival at which maidens would swing in imitation of Erigone
to avert her wrath. In Vergil, that rite has been reconfigured: masks swing instead of maidens.*

Furthermore, the participants hang them not for Erigone, but for Bacchus. Both Probus and

° Waszink 1948, 242.

% Varro Vita populi Romani 1 fr. 23 Riposati.

1 varro De lingua latina 6.20: Consualia dicta a Conso, quod tum feriae publicae ei deo et in Circo ad aram eius

ab sacerdotibus ludi illi, quibus virgines Sabinae raptae.

12 \Waszink 1948, 230-3.

i For a recent discussion of oscilla as an artifact and the hanging of oscilla as a rite, see Taylor 2005, 83-105.
83.2.

1> On the hanging of oscilla as a reinterpretation of the swinging of the Aiora, see Immerwahr 1946, 258-9; Meuli

1955, 214-8; Schechter 1975, 377-8; Rosokoki 1995, 113.
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Servius reinterpret the Attic ritual in light of the Roman one: Probus simply explains that the
blighted Athenians consulted Apollo to determine why the maidens where hanging themselves,
and, on his advice, executed Icarius' murderers, established a festival, and hanged oscilla that
imitated the hanging of the maidens.*

Servius is rather more novel and perhaps shows some interest in reconciling the two
practices. He explains that the oracle told the Athenians to locate the bodies of Erigone and
Icarius, but, when they could not find them, they hanged ropes from trees and swung around as if
they were searching even the air. After they fell down and gave up on this project, they
constructed masks in the shape of their own faces, hanged these, and swung them instead to
prove their devotion to the god.!” This version manages to combine, then, the Attic practice of
swinging with the Roman practice of hanging masks, though, even here, there is a central
unanswered question: if oscilla were invented by the Athenians to propitiate their crimes against
Icarius and Erigone, why are they also hanged by the Romans? But, like the Roman equivalent of
the askoliasmos, Vergil elides the details and mentions, but does provide the aitiology for, the
hanging of oscilla. The Greek and Roman rites are developed just enough to set them in
parallel.'®
This analogy between the Aiora and the hanging of oscilla may not be Varonnian. For
one thing, of these Augustan accounts, it appears only in Vergil; for another, Varro elsewhere
gives what seems to be a contradictory explanation for the hanging of oscilla. In his commentary
to the Aeneid, Servius explains that suicide, and hanging in particular, were reckoned shameful

acts, and in this context he mentions Varro's explanation for the oscilla.

1% probus ad 2.389. Cf. Lact. Plac. ad Statius Theb. 11.644, who gives a similar account.

17 Servius ad 2.389.

'8 There are a number of aitiologies for the hanging of oscilla, some of which did not have to do with Erigone; see
Taylor 2005, 285.
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Varro ait suspendiosis, quibus iusta fieri ius non sit, suspensis oscillis, veluti per imitationem
mortis, parentari.

Varro says that offerings are made for those who have hanged themselves, for whom it is not
lawful to do the appropriate rites, by means of hanged oscilla, as if in imitation of their death.*®

The hanging of the oscilla is here, as the swinging is in the story of Erigone and the
hanging of oscillla apparently is in Vergil, a kind of offering for the dead that imitates their
manner of death. But the rites for Erigone are not performed because the customary offerings are
disallowed; on the contrary, such unusual measures are called for because the extraordinary
wrong done to her requires extraordinary expiation. The issue is not, as it is for Servius and
Varro, that the manner of her death is shameful, but that the actions leading up to it required
recompense in the form of an unusual rite during a festival. The same idea certainly underlies all
cases, since the aim must be to propitiate problematic or dangerous spirits: one averts the danger
associated with such spirits by hanging an oscillum that acts as a proxy for the practitioner.

But Varro's explanation does not put the oscilla and swinging in the festal contexts that
Vergil and Eratosthenes do, and therefore it seems disconnected from his history of drama. That
being said, we must concede that VVarro may have changed his views elsewhere or expressed
them differently. After all, he could have addressed the origins of drama in at least six works (see
§4.1 for the possibilities), and, even if his explanation for the oscilla is not fully compatible here,
it is close and could be adapted. For Vergil's part, the rite of the oscilla must have been an
attractive addition because it provides another aition: the oscilla not only correspond to the
swinging of the Aiora, but are also the first masks.?

Therefore, Vergil seems to have gone to great lengths to align the Roman origin of drama

with the aition described by the Erigone, but at least some features of his history are

19 Servius in Aen. 12.603.
2 Cf. Meuli 1955.
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undeveloped. Indeed, what is for our purposes the most important feature of the origins of drama
is unclear in Vergil, the nature of the earliest jest. He describes the performers as using rough
verses and unrestrained laughter (uersibus incomptis risugue soluto). Their jests are certainly
improvised, and they may be a type of personal mockery—a supposition that will be confirmed

through comparison with the accounts in Horace and Livy.

84.2.2. The Origins of Drama in Tibullus

In Tibullus, too, drama originates from rustic celebrations by farmers, but he also locates
at the earliest stage the use of the pipe (avena) and makes clear that a chorus was involved.?
There is no mention of the askoliasmos, but Tibullus does say that a goat was given as a prize.
He also adds the point, unmentioned in the other Augustan accounts, that the leading actor
performed covered in red cinnabar, which corresponds to the claim in later accounts that in the
earliest dramatic performances, before masks had been invented, actors applied pigment to their
faces.”? He makes no attempt, however, to describe the jest that characterized this earliest form

of drama.

84.2.3. The Origins of Drama in Horace
In 84.2.1, we saw Vergil's interest in making the Greek and Roman rites parallel each
other. Horace exhibits this interest, too, and he describes the development of drama, comedy, and

abuse in two places, the Epistles and the Ars Poetica. In the Epistles, he discusses the so-called

21 2.1.51-8. On this passage as an aition for drama, see Baier 1997, 122-3.

22 According to a scholium to Knights 522, actors used 10 Patpéyetov (a pale-green pigment) before the invention of
masks; Suda s.v. ®éomig says that Thespis first used yiud6iov (white lead) then avdpdyvn (a string of the flower
purslane? See Pickard-Cambridge 1962, 76) before inventing masks; and the treatises on comedy frequently say that
the first comic performers painted their faces with lees and derive the word tpuy@dia from this practice (e.g., Koster
XVIlla). An anecdote in Life of Aristophanes (Koster XXVIII, 16-7) most closely approach Tibullus' red cinnabar,
according to which Aristophanes, when nobody would make a mask of Cleon, painted his own face with red chalk

(nirtog).
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Fescennine license, which appears to be the Roman equivalent of Greek comedy and to exhibit
comparable forms of abuse. In the Ars Poetica, he discusses Greek comedy proper.

His discussion of the Roman material in the Epistles at 2.139-60 once again gives drama
and comedy rustic origins with the celebrations of farmers after the harvest (though here, it is the
corn harvest and not the grape harvest).?* After explaining that the farmers would propitiate
Tellus with pork, Silvanus with milk, and their own Genius with wine, the description of the
circumstances under which drama emerged immediately ends. Horace instead launches into a
description of Fescennine license,?* explaining only that it had been invented through the
aforementioned celebrations.?

He says that at first the performers poured forth rustic abuse in a genial fashion with
alternating verses (versibus alternis opprobria rustica fudit). But, after a time, its jokes began to
turn into open savagery and to attack honorable households (iam saeuos apertam / in rabiem
coepit uerti iocus et per honestas / ire domos impune minax). Out of concern for the common
good, a law was passed forbidding personal mockery (poenaque lata, malo quae nollet carmine
quemquam / describi), and poets were made to bring their audience delight instead of abuse.
Next, Horace discusses Livius Andronicus and the adaptation of Greek tragedy.

A parallel model is found in Horace's treatment of Greek drama in the Ars Poetica.?® He
begins from Thespis, who, Horace tells us, invented tragedy and originally conveyed his poems

from wagons. The first performers are said to have covered their faces with lees (peruncti

2 porphyrion in his scholium to line 140 expresses some uncertainty about whether Horace could mean the grape
harvest instead, but Brink 1982 ad loc., argues that the reference is to the corn harvest.

* Horace's Fescennina licentia (2.145) must refer not to Fescennine verses proper, which are epithalamia consisting
of improvised obscenity (cf. Servius in Aen. 7.695; Catullus 61.119ff. is an example), but to the license associated
with Fescennine verses, i.e., outspoken invective; see Brink 1982, ad loc.

% Horace nowhere asserts a common origin for drama, but one may be hinted by the movement of his discussion: (a)
rustic celebrations; (b) Fescennine license associated with comedy; (c) without transition from the subject of comedy
(for none is needed, if they are both offshoots of those rustic celebrations), Roman tragedy.

% Ars Poetica 275-84.
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faecibus ora). The latter may be an allusion to an etymology of tpvywdia, according to which it
is so named because the first actors smeared lees on their faces,?” which, as we saw in the last
chapter, occasionally figured into accounts of comedy associated with Eratosthenes. Horace also
implies the etymology for tpaywdia seen in Vergil, Tibullus, and Eratosthenes, that it is so
named because the poets contest over a goat.”® The allusion to presenting poetry from wagons
was also discussed in the last chapter, where | argued that abuse from wagons was a feature of
the Eratosthenic account of drama.?® From this pre-scenic form of drama, Horace next describes
Aeschylus and scenic drama before turning to Old Comedy and its place on the Greek
stage.*’According to the Ars Poetica, the libertas of Old Comedy, like that of Fescennine verses,
was at first praiseworthy, but then fell into vice and had to be curtailed by law (in vitium libertas
excidit et vim / dignam lege regi).®* At this point, Old Comedy ended.

These histories draw on the theories that we saw in the last chapter: like Eratosthenes,
Horace proposes that the earliest stage of comedy (in both Rome and Greece) was characterized
by rustic abuse with reciprocal verses. This abuse must also correspond to the risus solutus in the
proto-dramatic performance described by Vergil *> But Horace tells us more: the abuse did come
to be directed against third parties. However, the abuse became dangerous as the poets misused

their freedom of speech. Their mockery became too savage and unrestrained, they started to

27 See n. 22 above.

% Ars Poetica 220.

9 See §3.4. And, as we saw in the last chapter, Thespis' drama does not yet have the high character associated with
tragedy.

% He says that successit uetus his comoedia, i.e., Old Comedy followed tragedy and its poets. The transition to
comedy from Thespis, Aeschylus, and tragedy is so sudden that the meaning of this statement is not immediately
clear. It cannot mean that the origins of comedy chronologically proceeded Aeschylus; I suspect that it merely
means that comedy came later to the stage at the Dionysia (i.e., in 486, in contrast to tragedy, for which competitions
were introduced sometime in the sixth century). As in the Epistles, the sudden transitions among the genres of drama
when describing their history may hint at their common origin. See n. 25.

%1 ¢f. Ep. 2.147-50, which likewise characterize the unrestrained speech of Fescennine license as libertas.

%2 Georgics 2.386.
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abuse by name third parties without warrant, and the state had to regulate them.*® According to
this model, it seems, the abuse of third parties was not an original feature of comedy, but rather a
dangerous deviation from its appropriate form. But Horace's description is too brief and cryptic.
He does say that Old Comedy was at one point praiseworthy, hinting at the possibility that the
abuse may have been, at least for a time, beneficial. We will explore this possibility further

below when we turn to the treatises that preserve Varroniana.

84.2.4. The Origins of Drama in Livy

The final Augustan account is Livy's, which is quite dissimilar in both style and
content.® Livy begins not from some rustic festival that preceded drama, but from a plague in
the year 364. On account of this, the ludi scaenici were first introduced for apotropaic
purposes,® and Livy divides the development of drama into five stages.*® Firstly, dancers were
summoned from Etruria, who performed accompanied by the flute. Secondly, the Roman youth
began to imitate the dancers, adding jokes in alternating verse; these were akin to Fescennine
verses in being improvised and uncouth (Fescennino uersu similem incompositum temere ac
rudem alternis). Thirdly, professional actors took to the stage, who took part in saturae, a

dramatic performance whose song and dance were accompanied by the flute. The historicity of

¥ Ep. 2.146. The law described in 152-4 shows (lex / poenaque lata malo quae nollet carmine quemquam / describi)
that the mockery that must be outlawed is abuse by name of third parties. See below on the connection between this
law and the Twelve Tables.

# Livy 7.2. For a lucid discussion of this passage and the myriad interpretive problems surrounding it, see Oakley
1998, 40-58 (with bibliography on p. 40).

% It is tempting to see here, too, a parallel with the Erigone, where the festival associated with proto-drama is
instituted to appease Erigone's wrath. However, as we shall see, Livy is only giving an account of scenic drama; pre-
scenic drama's origins are much earlier, as Horace's account indicates.

% For schemes dividing the description in Livy 7.2 into distinct evolutionary stages, see Waszink 1948, 234;
Duckworth 1952, 5-6; Szemerényi 1975, 302-3; Schmidt 1989, 84-106; and Oakley 1998, 41, whom | most closely
follow here.
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the satura has long been in doubt,*” and even disregarding questions of historical accuracy, it is
not at all clear whether Livy was trying to describe a medley of cantica that were not necessarily
comedic,® a Roman analog to Greek Old Comedy (including its personal invective),* a Roman
analog to the Greek satyr play,*® or the product of a synthesis between Etruscan satyr dances and
the iocularia of the Roman youth mentioned above in Livy's second stage of development.** At
any rate, it is an intermediate form that seems to combine the activities of professional actors
with performance by the youths from the earlier stage (acting as the chorus?).** Following the
satura, Livy says that some time later Livius Andronicus introduced fabulae with argumenta.
Finally, with the introduction of such fabulae, the unrestrained laughter and jest were curtailed
(ab risu ac soluto ioco res avocabatur), and the Roman youth turned to the production of exodia,
which were combined with the fabula Atellana.

While Livy's account is different from the rest, it comes in a different context: he is
giving an annalistic history and is trying to describe discrete events that occurred in 364.
Therefore, it seems to be a deviation that he begins his history of Roman drama with the
importation of Etruscan dancers, which might preclude drama’s origins in a Roman agricultural

festival that gave rise to comedy and tragedy. And yet, as Waszink notes, the introduction of the

%7 Leo 1889, 67-84, argued that Livy's account derived from an attempt by Roman grammarians (Varro in particular)
to hypothesize a Roman parallel to Greece's Old Comedy; the same point is argued by Hendrickson 1894, 1-39, who
suggests a pre-Varronian Roman grammarian (possibly Accius) as the source. These papers have been opposed by
Knapp 1912b, 125-48, but there is still skepticism about the existence of the dramatic satura: it is dismissed as an
invention by Coffey 1976, 18-22, and Gratwick 1982, 160-2. Duckworth 1952, 9-10, suggests that the form of
drama Livy is describing—an early Roman musical performance that preceded Livius Andronicus' introduction
plays with Greek plots—surely existed, but it probably did not have the name satura. However, Szilagyi 1981, 2-23,
connects Livy's dramatic satura to Etruscan satyr dances portrayed on vases and speculates that Livy is describing
an historical dramatic form. Likewise, Beacham 1992, 11-2, suggests that we ought seriously to entertain the
possibility that Livy is describing a kind of Roman satyr drama that developed from Etruscan influence. On the
tradition of satyric abusive jest in Italy and the probability of Roman satyr plays, see Wiseman 1988, 1-13; Oakley,
1998, 55-8, views such a background as quite plausible. Schmidt 1989 connects the dramatic satura to Rhinthonica.
%8 Ullman 1914, 1-23.

% Hendrickson 1894, and Leo 1889.

0 Waszink 1972, whom Gratwick 1982 follows.

! Szilagyi 1981.

“2 | follow Schmidt 1989 here in particular.
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Etruscan dancers are not the only component: in the second stage of Livy's account, the Roman
youths added to the dance their jesting which was akin to Fescennine verse. There is no
indication that these rustic jests of the youths originated only after the introduction of the
Etruscan dancers; they must have existed already, having originated, as the other accounts
describe, in those rustic Roman festivals.*® What Livy is specifically concerned with here is the
events of 364 and their role in the later evolution of scenic drama, not drama'’s beginnings in
rustic, prehistoric celebrations.** Whatever the nature of the dramatic satura, the preceding stage
was certainly of a comedic sort, and, precisely as in Vergil's account of the jests in proto-drama,
it was characterized by a risus solutus that comedy was later forced to abandon. Livy does not
say, as Horace does, that it is due to a law forbidding personal mockery, but rather that it was

given up when argumenta from Greek models were introduced to Roman drama.

84.2.5. The Origins of Drama in the Augustan Authors
By comparing these scattered hints, it is clear that these authors accept the following

features for the origins of drama and development of comedy:

(@) In both Rome and Athens, comedy and tragedy emerged from a single, undifferentiated,

rustic proto-drama (Vergil, Tibullus, and hinted at by Horace).

** Waszink 1948, 229.

* van Rooy 1952, 238, shows that Livy is perfectly compatible with the probable source of the other Augustan
accounts, Varro (see below), when the pre-scenic and scenic origins are distinguished. See, too, Oakley 1998, 43-51,
who likewise argues that the accounts are compatible with each other as well as with Varro's views.
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(b) This drama was originally celebrated by farmers in the Roman equivalent of the k®dpou, and
this is the etymology of kopmdio (hinted at Vergil). The goat is the prize for the best contestant,

and this is the etymology for tpaywdio (Vergil, Tibullus, Horace).

(c) Comedy can be divided into three stages: a first stage characterized by libertas and reciprocal
abuse with improvised jest, a second stage characterized by the abuse of third parties, and a third

stage without such abuse (all three stages are in Horace; only two are in Livy).

But, as we have said, the nature of the personal abuse of third parties in this theory of
comedy is not entirely clear. Horace says that Old Comedy was praiseworthy before it
degenerated;*® was it (or did it at least purport to be) morally censorious for a time, or did it
pursue only laughter? His statement that the abuse of Fescennine license was curtailed because it
became too vitriolic and began to attack honorable families, may imply that their abuse was
earlier directed against those who were worthy of it, but this is certainly not explicit.*®

The following figure sketches out this model for the development of Roman drama

(V=Vergil; H=Horace; L=Livy; T=Tibullus):*

*® Ars Poetica 283.

% It is perhaps telling on this point that Braund 2004, 415-6, detects in Ep. 2 both the unwarranted, ribald abuse
typically associated with Fescennine verses and the "Volksjustiz" of the flagitatio, i.e., the practice by which a
victim goes outside the wrongdoer's house and publicly announces that he has been wronged.

*" For an informative diagram depicting Schmidt's model of the development of the satura in particular, which
includes much of this same information, see Schmidt 1989, 106.
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Figure 4.1. Varro's Model for the Evolution of Drama at Rome

Rustic, mirthful celebrations (V, T, H?);
pre-scenic performances with improvised abusive
jest by youths (V, H)

reciprocal abuse (H)

} Warranted abuse against third parties? (H)
} unwarranted abuse against third parties (H)

450 BC, the passage of the Twelve Tables (H)

364 BC, Etruscan dancers are summoned_to avert plague (L) _ _ _

youths imitating Etruscan dancers, joking with
improvised alternating verse (L)

Etruscans dancing to the flute (L)

(L)

} youths and professional actors participating in satura?

models (H, L)

84.3. Comedy and Abuse in the Grammarians

If these sources rely on Varro, as is generally accepted, we can flesh out his theory about
comedy's origins and the nature of its jest by considering other, later sources that use Varro:
Diomedes, Donatus and Evanthius.*® In some cases, Varro is, thankfully, cited by name, but this
is not always so. In what follows, I will use the results of the study above to locate further
information that may derive from Varro. By seeing where the grammarians conform to the aitia,
etymologies, and other ideas in the model above, we can identify places where they use Varro
and can add to our understanding of his theories about the development of comedy and its
personal abuse. | will argue that Donatus is an especially good source for VVarroniana; his

etymologies and reasoning are the most compatible with what we know about Varro's theories.

*® Valerius Maximus 2.4.4 and Tertullian De spec. 5 give accounts about the origins of Roman drama that rely on
Varro (see Waszink 1948 and van Rooy 1952), but they closely resemble Livy's account and do not help elucidate
this problem.
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The table on the following page illustrates the results of our study. I will suggest that, as we
hypothesized, Varro indeed supposed that pre-scenic comedy and Old Comedy were for a time

characterized by corrective personal abuse.

Figure 4.2. Important Features in the Development of Drama in the Histories of Eratosthenes, Varro, the Augustan
Authors, and the Grammarians

X indicates that a feature is present.
/ indicates that a feature is implied or | regard the attribution as probable.

Eratosthenes | Varro | Vergil | Tibullus | Horace | Livy | Diomedes | Donatus | Evanthius

Tpaymodia < X X X X X X X X
Tpayog

Tpay®dia < / X
TpLY®Hia
(tpv&=lees,
the earliest
mask)

Tparymdio < X
TPLY®Oin
(tpOE=new
wine, the
earliest prize)

Kopmdio < / X / X X X
K®dpon

Kopmdio < / X X / X
KOUOG

KoUodia < X
Kag

Askoliasmos | X / X

Reciprocal / / / X X
abuse in
proto-drama

Unified / / X X / / / X
origins of
drama

Comedy is an X X /
axivouvog
TEPLOYN

Old Comedy X X X X
is censorious

Avristophanes | X X X X
is Old
Comedy
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8§4.3.1. Diomedes

Diomedes, a grammarian writing in the late fourth century AD, discusses comedy and
drama in a section of his Ars grammatica.*® He cites Varro and the Augustan authors mentioned
above throughout his initial discussion,* but, based on his etymologies and his model for the
development of drama, he has incorporated other information as well and is not a fully reliable
source for Varroniana.

Citing Varro, Diomedes explains that tragedy is so named because a goat is given as the
prize and that the goat used to be sacrificed to Dionysus because it consumed the vine. This
agrees with the Augustan authors, and Diomedes quotes from the passages of Horace and Vergil
discussed above. Again citing Varro as his source, he gives the derivation of kopmdio from
k®dpou as a possibility and likens the development of drama in Rome to drama in Athens.

While Diomedes does not mention a common source for comedy and tragedy, he says
nothing to preclude this possibility. Indeed, he gives an alternative etymology for tragedy,
deriving it from tpvywdia, and says that actors, before the invention of masks, used to perform
with tpo& smeared on their faces. As we saw, Horace implies this etymology, and Diomedes
quotes him.>! This may suggest a common origin for comedy and tragedy: in its earliest uses,
after all, tpuywdia refers not to tragedy, but comedy,>? and, according to one ancient theory,
tpuywdio originally referred to both comedy and and tragedy before they were distinguished.>®

Finally, while he does not give his source, he distinguishes, as do Horace and Livy, a stage of

* On Diomedes and the nature of this work, which was probably composed for use in schools, see Kaster 1988, 270-
2.

*® Gramm. Lat. 1, 487-9 Keil (=Koster XXIV). Leo 1889, 74, and 1904, 75-6, accepts that Diomedes' source was
ultimately Varro. Waszink 1948, 231-2, suggests that Diomedes was using Suetonius' De poetis for his information
about Varro. On Diomedes' use of Varro, see as well Baier 1997, 104-6.

> peruncti faecibus ora (Ars Poetica 277), compared with Diomedes' peruncti ora faecibus. Meuli 1955, 228-9,
suggests that Diomedes' knowledge of this etymology for tpuy@dia ultimately goes back to Varro. This seems
probable, given that Horace only implies this etymology and so is likely not Diomedes' only source for it.

>2 Acharnians 499; cf. Wasps 650 and 1537 (where tpuy@doi is used of comic actors).

%3 Koster XVI, X1Xa, and XXIIb.
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personal abuse from a stage where the comedians mitigated their vitriol and focused on using
well developed plots.>*

But there are important points where Diomedes deviates from what we know about
Varro, and with this his use of other sources manifests itself. Firstly, he gives a second derivation
for tpuywdia, ascribing it to anonymous alii, and explains that some suppose that the word is
from not the lees, but the wine itself, since the Athenians gave wine as the prize at the
Dionysia.”® This differs importantly from the first derivation, because if tpoymdio derives from
Tpuymdia, and this word, in turn, comes from the tpv& awarded as a prize, then the goat that
consumed the vine, is sacrificed to Dionysus, and is awarded as a prize to the victor is left out: it
can be neither the prize for the competition nor the origin of the word.

This can perhaps be excused as an alternative etymology that Diomedes has included for
the sake of thoroughness; he does, after all, introduce its proponents as alii before going on to
quote Varro for one of the possible etymologies of comedy. More troubling are the alternative
etymologies of comedy, two of which are not compatible with what can be attributed to Varro

from other sources:

(a) Citing Varro, he gives the definition discussed above, namely that it derives from kduaut, the

place where youths would sing the songs that would become comedy.

* [sc. Menander, Diphilus, et Philemon] omnem acerbitatem comoediae mitigaverunt atque argumenta multiplicia
gratis erroribus secuti sunt.

> Diomedes says Lucilius is a testis for this etymology, and Warmington gives this passage after Lucilius fr. 464.
But it is not clear whether any of the passage is a quotation of Lucilius and in what way he is a witness. Diomedes
may merely mean that Lucilius says somewhere that wine is given as a prize at the Dionysia, rather than that the
word tpuymdia is to be derived from this practice. Mar, in his discussion this fragment (437 in his collection),
supposes that Lucilius gave the entire explanation: that wine was given as the prize at the Dionysia, that this is the
etymology of the word tpvywdia, and that tpaydia derives from tpuywdia.

% comoedia dicta amd Tdv koudv—idpot enim appellantur pagi, id est conventicula rusticorum: itaque iuventus
Attica, ut ait Varro, circum vicos ire solita fuerat et quaestus sui causa hoc genus carminis pronuntiabat.
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(b) As a second etymology, Diomedes understands k@pon to refer not to country hamlets but to
wards of the city and says that comedy may instead be from festivals on the city roads (ludi
vicinales) that were established after the Athenians moved from the country into Athens.>” This,

he says, is an analog to the Roman Compitalia).”®

(c) Thirdly, Diomedes says that it may be from the fact that it features the fortunes of rustic

families (vel quod in ea viculorum, id est humilium, domuum fortunae comprehendantur).

(d) Fourthly, Diomedes gives the possibility that it derives from kduoc, because, he says, the

kdpot of young lovers were sung in plays.*®

(e) Fifthly and finally, Diomedes gives an etymology that is disconnected from the other four (it
comes after the subsequent discussion of comic plots and the partition of comedy) that the word

derives from the island of Cos, where Epicharmus was born.*

(@), (b), and (c) all derive xkoupdio from ko, even if their rationales differ a little. Indeed,
Waszink suggests that (b) is certainly Varronian on the ground that Varro regarded the

Compitalia to be an important step in the history of Roman scenic drama.®* This is confirmed by

% See LSJ s.v. kv I1. Cf. Koster XXXI11 2, 2 (Thomas Magister), which gives the same etymology as Diomedes:
KOUOG 68 EKAAOLV 01 TOANLOT TOVG GTEVMTOVG.

*8 aut certe a ludis vicinalibus: nam posteaquam ex agris Athenas commigratum est et hi ludi instituti sunt, sicut
Romae compitalicii, ad canendum prodibant et ab urbana xoun xai »df) comoedia dicta est.

%% vel 4md Tod kdpov, id est comessatione, quia olim in eiusmodi fabulis amantium iuvenum k@®pot canebantur.

% sunt qui velint Epicharmum in Co insula exsulantem primum hoc carmen frequentasse, et sic a Co comoediam
dici. Cf. n. 64 below.

81 Waszink 1948, 231-3. He cites a fragment from book three of Varro's De scaenicis originibus found in Nonius
(196,8 M) as evidence: ubi compitus erat aliquis. Brink 1962, 184, also assigns this second etymology to Varro.
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Vergil's account in the Georgics, where a connection with the Compitalia is implied (prizes are
established pagos et compita circum).®

The subsequent etymologies are more difficult to reconcile. Regarding (d), Varro does
mention a derivation of kopdia from k®dpoc. However, his etymology has nothing to do with
young lovers specifically, but rather he connects it to the mirthful revelry that we have seen
associated with the origins of drama and comedy in Vergil, Tibullus, and Horace.® This
etymology does not contradict Varro's—the k@pot sung by young lovers can be mirthful and
celebratory—but it does seem to be more restrictive and to look in particular to the romantic
plots of New Comedy. The etymology (e), which derives the word comedy from the name of the
island Cos, is, to my knowledge, unattested elsewhere.® To his credit, Diomedes seems dubious
about this last, but it, too, is incompatible with what we know about Varro's ideas. We know,
therefore, that Diomedes must be incorporating information from sources other than Varro, and
caution is in order. After these etymologies, Diomedes describes the nature and evolution of
comedy and its abuse. He says that comedy features love, the seizure of maidens, and
recognitions;®® he defines comedy as axivdvvoc neployn, a definition often ascribed to
Theophrastus;® and finally, he gives an account of the different phases of comedy and the abuse

that characterized each.

62 \ergil Georgics 2.382. See Servius ad loc., who also connects this reference to the Compitalia: ‘compita’ unde
ludi compitalicii.

8 Varro de Lingua Latina 7.89: "comiter": hilare et lubenter, quoius origo Graeca k®poc. inde "comissatio” Latine
dicta; et in Graecia, ut quidam scribunt, "comodia™ (sic).

% Several sources connect Epicharmus to the invention of comedy: Aristotle Poetics 3.1448a31-34 (cf. On Poets fr.
34 Janko); A.P. 9.600 (Theocritus); Suda s.v. Eriyapuoc. But Epicharmus is typically linked to Sicily, particularly
Megara Hyblaea and Syracuse, rather than Cos. D.L. 8.78 solves this mystery: Diogenes (claiming to be using the
writings of Epicharmus himself) says that Epicharmus was born in Cos, went to Megara Hyblaea when he was three
months old, and then moved to Syracuse. However, the derivation of kopwdio from the island Kag is still novel.

% Something has fallen from the text during this description.

% Fr. 708, 9-10 Fortenbaugh. On Diomedes' use of Theophrastus, see Dosi 1960, 599-672, with 601-3 for discussion
of these definitions. See, too, Fortenbaugh 1981, 257-8; Janko 1984, 49-50; Fortenbaugh 2005, 29-31, and 352-64.
Fortenbaugh 2005, 356-60 recommends caution about assigning the definition of comedy (and the definition of epic)
in Diomedes to Theophrastus. His point is well-taken, and Diomedes certainly combines different kinds of material;
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The first comic poets, he says, were Susarion, Mullus, and Magnes, whose jests
(iocularia) were of the old type (vetus disciplina) and were less witty that those that followed.
The poets in the second period (secunda aetas) were Aristophanes, Eupolis, and Cratinus, and

they composed extremely biting comedies and carped on the faults of the powerful.®’

The poets
of the third period (tertia aetas) were Menander, Diphilus, and Philemon, who mitigated all of
the abuse and pursued complicated plots. Diomedes is presenting, therefore, an evolutionary
scheme similar to some of the histories that we saw in the last chapter: the earliest stage of
comedy was unrefined and pursued only laughter, but, in the second stage, Cratinus and
Aristophanes revised the art and added a useful element.?® As we also saw in the last chapter,
while this model appears in multiple sources in this form, a recurrent discrepancy is how the
stages are labeled. For some sources, including, probably, the Parian Chronicle, the first stage of
comedy ("Old Comedy") is limited, as in Diomedes, to unrefined jest that pursued only laughter,
which is a small evolution on the unrefined, reciprocal abuse at the origins of all drama. Other
sources accept the same evolutionary process, but, for them, the first stage includes the
politically oriented abuse of Cratinus and Aristophanes.

| also suggested in the last chapter that Eratosthenes accepted the latter system of
labeling. His commentaries to Old Comedy, after all, do treat Aristophanes. VVarro must have

used the same system. In his well-known series of etymologies and definitions for satura,

Diomedes begins:

however, for our purposes here, | will continue to refer to it as Theophrastean to distinguish it from the more
properly Varronian material. But to this we should add an additional caveat: the very reason that Diomedes could
know this Theophrastean definition is because Varro quoted it.

¢7 principum vitia sectati acerbissimas comoedias composuerunt.

% See especially §3.4.

138



"Satura" dicitur carmen apud Romanos nunc quidem maledicum et ad carpenda hominum vitia
archaeae comoediae charactere compositum ...

"Satire" is said to be a song among the Romans that speaks ill and is composed in order to carp at
the faults of men in the manner of Old Comedy ...%

This series of etymologies is typically assigned to Varro, even if there is some dispute over
which Varro favored.” But the terminology used to describe comedy here is different from
Diomedes' periodization of comedy. When he describes the character of comedy (a rather
Hellenistic term), he speaks of archaea comoedia instead of vetus disciplina or secunda aetas.
Furthermore, it is the archaea comoedia, and not a second or intermediate stage, that carps on
men's faults. This conflicting description found in a series of Varronian etymologies must be
more representative of his theory than that other description and partition of comedy and its
abuse.

This terminology and usage also conform closely to Horace's in Serm. 1.4, where
Aristophanes and the poets who would attack men's faults are said to be of the prisca
comoedia.” Therefore, Varro and the Augustan poets do suppose that Old Comedy was
characterized by abuse of third parties—indeed, by corrective abuse. But to learn more about this
corrective abuse and how it developed from the original unserious, reciprocal mockery, we must

look elsewhere.

84.3.2. Donatus
So much for Diomedes, then. The other two sources that are of use, Donatus and

Evanthius, do not explicitly cite Varro, but do use Varroniana. Donatus' history provides less of a

% Gramm. Lat. 1 p. 485 Keil.
0| eo 1889, 71-2; Coffey 1976; van Rooy 1965, 2-4, 187-8; Baier 1997, 79.
™ Serm 1.4.1-5, quoted below.
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patchwork than Diomedes or Evanthius, and it contributes the most direct and convincing
evidence for the specifics of this theory of comedy.”® Donatus's history’® resembles Varro's
closely enough to show that he was relying on him, possibly by way of Suetonius, who may have
also been Diomedes' source.” Indeed, Donatus must be using sources similar to what Diomedes
was using. He, too, gives the "Theophrastean" definition of comedy as an axivévvog meproyn.
But then, quoting Vergil, he ascribes rustic origins to drama and says that the goat, being a
danger to the vine, was awarded as a prize, whence tragedy got its name. His movement from
comedy, to the rustic origins of drama with the goat as a prize, to tragedy may imply that he is
relying on a theory that traces both back to a common source.” He also derives kopodio from
koun, and draws the Varronian analogy between the Compitalia and the beginnings of drama in
Greece. Like Horace and Livy,”” who rely on Varro,”® Donatus names Livius Andronicus as the
founder of Roman drama.

Donatus mentions the same alternative etymology for tpaymdia that Diomedes gives and
Horace implies, according to which it is derived from tpvy@dia, which, in turn, is so named
because the earliest performers smeared lees on their faces before the invention of masks.” He
does not, however, give the conflicting etymology in Diomedes that tpvymdia was named
because wine, and not a goat, was the prize. For the derivation of kouwdio from koun, Donatus

offers three related explanations: (a) that it was at first performed in the kdpor;®® (b) that it treats

"2 On the use of Varro in this passage of Donatus, see, too, Brink 1962, 194-5, and especially Baier 1997, 110-3.
® Donati Commentum Terenti | pp. 22-5 Wessner (=Koster XXVI).

™ Leo 1889, 71-2; Leo 1904, 76; Brink 1962, 184-5; Baier 1997, 76-80.

" See Meuli 1955, 228, and Brink 1962, 185.

® Ep. 2.161-3; see Brink 1982, ad loc.

Livy 7.2.

8 Dahlmann 1963, 28-9.

"9 Ars Poetica 275-84, discussed above.

8 comoediae autem a more antiquo dictae, quia in vicis huius modi carmina initio agebantur apud Graecos.
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the lives of those humble residents of the k@pay;* and (c) that the participants in the earliest
form of comedy would gather into the crossroads and k®dpou (in vicos et compita). We have
already seen that (a) is also given by the Augustan authors and Varro. While (b) does not appear
in them, it is perfectly compatible with it. The final etymology, (c), is reminiscent of the lines in
Vergil's account that give his etymology for comedy (praemiaque ingeniis pagos et compita
circum / Thesidae posuere).®? In fact, Donatus quotes Vergil in the next sentence to describe the
rustic origins of drama. The gathering involved in (c) may also be meant to connect it to the
K®dpog, which, as mentioned above, is also a Varronian etymology.

And yet in this third etymology, Donatus explains more than Vergil:

Athenienses namque, Atticam custodientes elegantiam cum vellent male viventes notare, in vicos
et compita ex omnibus locis laeti alacresque veniebant, ibique cum nominibus singulorum vitia
publicabant; unde nomen compositum, ut comoedia vocaretur.

For the Athenians, because they were preserving their Attic propriety and wanted to mark those
who were living evilly, mirthfully and swiftly used to come from all places into the hamlets and
crossroads, and there they used to broadcast the vices of each individual person by name. From
this source the name was composed so that it was called "comedy."

Given that Donatus' surrounding discussion of the origins of drama relies on Varro and is
fully compatible with what we know of his theory from the Augustan sources, this, too, ought to
be part of the history.®® With this our hypothesis that \VVarro's history supposed that there was an
early stage of corrective abuse finds confirmation. Unlike Diomedes, Donatus does not divide
comedy into periods, but this description of comedy's pre-scenic form fully agrees with Varro's

characterization of Old Comedy during his discussion of Roman satire, i.e., that satire, like Old

Comedy, is composed for the purpose of attacking faults (ad carpenda hominum vitia).

8 4md Tiig kdung, hoc est ab actu vitae hominum, qui in vicis habitant ob mediocritatem fortunarum.
8 Georgics 2.382-3.
& Brink 1962, 194-5, and Baier 1997, 110-3, agree on this point.
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This also states explicitly what Horace implies about Old Comedy (that, for a time, it was
praiseworthy) and early Roman comedy (that it eventually turned to abusing honestae domus and
had to be curtailed, hinting that, in an earlier period, it was directing its abuse against those who
deserved it).* According to Varro, it seems, the proto-dramatic celebrations featured unserious,
reciprocal abuse, and comedy proper emerged when that abuse began to attack third parties and

adopted a corrective function.

84.3.3. Evanthius

St. Jerome, writing a generation after Evanthius' death in the year 358, called him the
most learned of the grammarians; but, of our sources, he proves the most confused.®® He begins
by describing the origin of comedy and tragedy in the manner familiar to us from the Augustan
authors: the beginning of both (initium tragoediae et comoediae) is in celebrations to Dionysus
performed at the harvest. The goat, the enemy of the vine, was sacrificed at burning altars, from
which tragedy gets its name. For this, Evanthius cites Vergil, as had Diomedes, and adds that the
goat may have been the prize, as Vergil implies and Tibullus states. Later in the same chapter,
Evanthius seems to contradict this account of their origins,®” since he says that tragedy is known

to have preceded comedy:

88424,

® Jerome Chronicon on the year 358. On Evanthius, see Kaster 1988, 278-9.

% De fabula, in Donati Commentum Terenti | pp. 13-21 Wessner (=Koster XXV). Evanthius' account was
interpolated into Donatus' introduction to his commentary on Terence, and, in its current state, immediately precedes
Donatus' discussion about the nature and origins of comedy and drama. Leo 1904, 77, supposed that Evanthius was
ultimately reproducing (among other things) information from Varro and Horace. Van Rooy 1965, 186-98, focuses
on Evanthius' confusion, especially about satire and satyr play. Baier 1997, 106-10, focuses, as we do here, on
Varroniana in Evanthius.

8 Noted, too, by Baier 1997, 107.
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itaque, ut rerum ita etiam temporum reperto ordine, tragoedia prior prolata esse cogniscitur. nam
ut ab incultu ac feris moribus paulatim perventum est ad mansuetudinem urbesque sunt conditae
et vita mitior atque otiosa processit, ita res tragicae longe ante comicas inventae.

Therefore, as the succession of both the matters and the times has been found, tragedy is known
to have been brought forth earlier. For just as there was a gradual emergence into mildness from
a lack of refinement and uncivilized manners, and cities were established, and life became
gentler and leisurely, thus tragic matters were devised long before comic ones.

Evanthius' conception that the unrefined and rustic tragedy must have preceded the urbane and
civilized comedy is startling. Certainly this contradicts the histories discussed above and in the
last chapter, according to which mirthful, comic performances came before tragedy and comedy.
Furthermore, Evanthius also contradicts himself: he earlier located the beginning of both comedy
and tragedy in rustic celebrations at the harvest, and he also specifically described Attic comedy,
at least, as developing in a rustic stage before the Athenians had gathered into their city.
Furthermore, in the beginning of the next section, Evanthius describes how comedy was
originally performed by choruses around smoking altars, surely recalling the burning altars at
which the goat was sacrificed, mentioned at the beginning of his treatise.

His explanation of the word kouwmdia also reveals a mix of sources. Despite his earlier
statement that drama, both comic and tragic, derives from celebrations for Dionysus at the
harvest, he also says that comedy came about from songs sung for Apollo Nomius or Aguiaeus
around the vici, villae, pagi, and compita.?® Evanthius explains the reasoning: Apollo Nomius is
the god of the pastores, and Apollo Agyiaeus is the god of the vici.*® We may add, too, that he is

the god of the compita, and, once again, the Varronian connection to the Compitalia must be

implied, even in this decidedly un-Varronian explanation that incorporates Apollo. Evanthius

8 Compare Evanthius' circum Atticae vicos villas pagos et compita festivum carmen solemniter cantaretur with
Vergil's praemiaque ingeniis pagos et compita circum / Thesidae posuere (Georgics 2.382-3).

8 at vero nondum coactis in urbem Atheniensibus, cum Apollini Nopio vel Ayviaio, id est pastorum vicorumve
praesidi deo, instructis aris in honorem divinae rei circum Atticae vicos villas pagos et compita festivum carmen
solemniter cantaretur, ano t®v koudv comoedia vocitata est ...
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adds two further etymologies: that kou@dia is from koun, his preferred etymology (he follows it
with ut opinor), or from kopalewv. Both have their place in Varro's theories; as we have seen, the
former is found in the Augustan poets, and the latter appears in a fragment of Varro himself.*°
But his description of the earliest comic song is curious: Evanthius says that it was sung
solemniter, a quite different characterization from the mirth of the early dramatic performances
of the Varronian history, and, for that matter, the Eratosthenic.

So Evanthius is mixing together a few different sources, then. At minimum, he is
conflating Varro's history with a more distinctly Peripatetic source, as Diomedes and Donatus
had, though he is less clear where he is using each. Evanthius says that in comedy there are parvi
impetus periculorum, echoing the "Theophrastean™ definition of comedy as daxivovvog meproyn,
used by both Donatus and Diomedes. This is especially true if if meproyn means not "episode”
but is the equivalent of meputéteia, which Photius gives as a synonym.” This idea also recalls
Avristotle's proviso that comedy should not be too painful, which, as we saw, excludes certain
types of plot and some forms of personal abuse. Evanthius also draws a distinction between Old

and New Comedy, whereby the latter has historical fidelity whereas the former is completely

fabricated.®?

% See n. 63 above.

°! Photius s.v. nepoyn. See, too, Fortenbaugh 1981, 258 n. 13, and Webster 1960, 178-9, on the term wepoy.

% 0ld Comedy is characterized by historica fides verae narrationis; New by ficta penitus argumenta. This recalls a
distinction between ictopia and tAdoua described by Asclepiades of Myrleia that is reported by Sextus Empiricus
Adv. gramm. 263-4: nAdopa refers to fictional, verisimilitudinous plots and ictopia to true events. Tidopata, we are
told, are exemplified by comedy. On this passage in Sextus, see Blank 1998 ad loc. and ad 250. By this distinction,
Old Comedy and its personal abuse would not be drawing on the material appropriate to comedy. Dosi, who is very
liberal about what he assigns to Theophrastus, supposes that this distinction is Theophrastean (see Dosi 1960, 604-
12, with 621-2). Janko 1984, 50-1, cautions that no text attributes this distinction to Theophrastus; on this problem
see also Fortenbaugh 2005, 137.
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Evanthius does not properly understand his sources, however. He says that Homer had
provided the exempla for tragedy and comedy with the lliad and Odyssey, respectively.*
However, as we saw in chapter 2, Aristotle says that the Iliad and Odyssey are analogs of
tragedy, and the Margites is the analog of comedy. Evanthius, being unfamiliar with the latter,
has made a mistake. Certainly he has misunderstood his sources, whatever they were, in his
discussion of satyr drama, where he describes it as a successor to Old Comedy and as criticizing
faults without giving the names of those whom it attacked. | will argue in chapter 6 that there is a
kernel of truth to the former observation, but the latter is demonstrably false. Caution is in order,
then, as we turn to Evanthius' description of comedy's personal abuse and his periodization of
comedy for information about Varro's theories.

As mentioned above, Diomedes puts Susarion, Mullus, and Magnes in the first stage
(characterized by less clever jests), Aristophanes, Eupolis, and Cratinus in the second
(characterized by assaults on men's faults), and Menander, Diphilus, and Philemon in the third,
but Evanthius knows nothing of Susarion and this first stage. While he calls Thespis the inventor
of tragedy, he says that Eupolis was the father of comedy along with Cratinus and Aristophanes.
These latter three belong to what Evanthius calls the dapyoia koupdio or the vetus comoedia, the
period during which comic poets openly attacked men's faults. He quite curiously calls the
middle period the satyra, a stage during which comic poets criticized faults without giving
personal names. The third and final stage is véa kouwdia with its wholly invented plots.

Unlike Diomedes, Evanthius' account resembles the Varronian account, and he must be
relying on it. Varro refered to the first stage as the archaea comoedia and said it featured

corrective personal abuse. Evanthius agrees on this, and his Old Comedy is characterized in the

% Poetics 4.1448b34-5. Evanthius' use of Aristotle was noted at nearly the same time by Scheidemantel 1883, 9-10,
and Leo 1883, 327.
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same way as Horace in particular describes it in the Sermones, namely that Aristophanes,
Cratinus, and Eupolis were its most important exponents.

Eupolis atque Cratinus Aristophanesque poetae

atque alii, quorum comoedia prisca virorum est,

siquis erat dignus describi, quod malus ac fur,

quod moechus foret aut sicarius aut alioqui

famosus, multa cum libertate notabant.

Eupolis, Cratinus, and Aristophanes, and the other poets who participated in Old Comedy used to
mark anyone who was worthy of being called out, because he was bad and a thief or because he
was an adulterer or assassin or in some way infamous, with great outspokenness.*

This accords with what Horace says of Roman drama in his description of its origins, as
discussed above: Horace says that early Roman comedy mocked freely and only ceased to abuse
by name when a later law prevented it (lex / poenaque lata, malo quae nollet carmine quemquam
/ describi).” Donatus, as was mentioned, also placed personal mockery at the beginning of
comedy proper: Athenienses ... cum vellent male viventes notare ... cum nominibus singulorum
vitia publicabant.”® Evanthius characterizes Old Comedy in the same way: inest in ea [sc.
comoedia] ... denominatio civium, de quibus libere describebatur, and Evanthius even says that
this was beneficial to the state (idque suo tempore moribus multum profuit civitatis).”’

Van Rooy has suggested that Evanthius is relying only on Horace for his characterization
of Old Comedy and description of satura, the phase of comedy that Evanthius identifies with
Middle Comedy and says employed veiled personal abuse, but this seems improbable.”® As was

mentioned above, Evanthius cites Vergil's account of the origins of drama, implies the Varronian

connection between pre-scenic drama and the Compitalia, and describes the censorious activities

% Serm. 1.4.1-5.

% Ep. 2.153-4. describi probably refers to abuse by name; see Brink 1983, ad loc.

% . 24 Wessner. cf. Brink 1962, 193-5, who also notes the similarity of Donatus to Horace.
. 16 Wessner.

% van Rooy 1965, 188-90.
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at the origins of comedy's development in a way that reflects not only Horace, but also parallels
Donatus, who, | have argued, is using a VVarronian source for his information. Further proof that
Evanthius is an important (if not always reliable) witness is his description of satura in his
tripartition of comedy. This tripartition is not merely an "uncritical acceptance” of Horace Serm.
1.4.6.% Van Rooy is right that Evanthius is closely reading Horace and imitating some his
language from the Ars Poetica for his description,’® and it is true, as Leo says and as has been
mentioned above, that Evanthius' discussion betrays an ignorance of the particulars of comedy,
Lucilian satire, and satyr play.'® Nonetheless, the use of Livy, Valerius Maximus, or some other
Varronian history of the origins of Roman drama better explains Evanthius' incorporation of the
dramatic satura into his history of comedy than the suggestion that he is parroting Horace.

In Livy, satura is an intermediate form, falling between iocularia akin to Fescennine
verses® and the argumenta of New Comedy. Satura has the same position in Evanthius, where
it is a middle form falling between Old Comedy (characterized by its historica fides and mockery
of contemporaries) and New Comedy (characterized by its ficta argumenta). If Evanthius were
unaware of the tradition of the dramatic satura and its intermediate position in the Varronian
sources, and were merely trying to work Horace's statement about Lucilius's dependence on Old
Comedy into his theory of comedy, surely he would not have hypothesized a dramatic satura,
identified it with Middle Comedy, and then claimed that Lucilius' literary satires derive, in turn,
from that. On the contrary, if he did hypothesize a dramatic satura, he ought to have identified it
with Old Comedy and to have located the origins of Lucilius' satires in that source, which is what

Horace says in Serm. 1.4.1-5, quoted above. That there are good reasons to connect satyr play

®j.e., hinc (sc. from the old comic poets) omnis pendet Lucilius.
109 \yan Rooy 1965, 189.

1% | e0 1889, 72, and Leo 1904, 77.

102 vy 7.2.7.
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with Middle Comedy™® and the dramatic satura with satyr play or at least satyr dances™®
suggests that Evanthius and his more immediate sources are not so ignorant as they appear, and
we ought not be so quick to regard Evanthius as inventing a history of comedy slavishly based
on Horace and be so reluctant to see his testimony as confirming Varro's characterization of Old
Comedy.

Significantly, Evanthius also deviates from Diomedes, as well as the other treatises on
comedy, when he describes why Old Comedy and its personal abuse of third parties vanished.
Many of the treatises say that the city's leaders forbade personal mockery so that they could do
wrong without being punished. This led to Middle Comedy and its more oblique mockery, which
was, in its turn, restricted likewise. In this history, comedy's outspoken personal attack is a
champion of the public good which is curtailed when vice grew too prevalent and powerful (éxi
TAETOV TPOTOVOTG KOl EMKPUTOVGONG THG Koudag).los

But this does not appear in Evanthius. To be sure, Evanthius says that comic abuse was
initially beneficial to the state. But he says that the increasing restrictions on personal abuse in
comedy were owed not to wrongdoers who wanted to sin with impunity, but to the comic poets
themselves, who started to abuse their license to mock:
sed cum poetae licentius abuti stilo et passim laedere ex libidine coepissent plures bonos, ne
quisquam in alterum carmen infame componeret lata lege siluerunt.

But after [sc. Old Comic] poets began to abuse their pen rather more licentiously and at whim

generally harm many good men, a law was passed that nobody could compose a defamatory
poem against another, and they fell silent.

103 See chapter 6.

104 See Szilagyi 1981.

195 E g., Koster XVIlla, 31-3: o0 petd moldv xpoévov o &pyovieg ABHvnow fipEavio KOADEW TG KmKoE T0D
povep®ds 0UT® Kol OVOPaoTL EAEYYEWV TOVG AdtkobvTag: avTol yap BEAovteg ddkelv kal un AéyyecBat, TovToL YaptV
énetipmv avtoic. On such narratives, see 85.6.
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This corresponds to Horace's description of the same development on the Roman side in Ep.
2.145-55 and on the Greek side in Ars Poetica 282-4, and it must be owed to the history in
Horace and Varro, according to which personal mockery at the earliest stages of comedy was
censorious and socially corrective, but at some point became unjustifiably abusive.

With this, the decline of comedy's personal abuse seems to be correlated with the
provision in the Twelve Tables against singing a malum carmen (a defamatory song).*® Cicero
in his De republica explicitly connects this law to personal attack in comedy. Cicero has Scipio
first explain that the Greeks granted great license to comedy and that, while it may have attacked

base men, it turned against good men too:

"numguam comoediae, nisi consuetudo vitae pateretur, probare sua theatris flagitia potuissent ...
guem illa non adtigit, uel potius quem non uexauit, cui pepercit? Esto, populares homines,
inprobos, in re publica seditiosos, Cleonem, Cleophontem, Hyperbolum laesit. Patiamur," inquit,
"etsi eius modi ciues a censore melius est quam a poeta notari. Sed Periclen, cum iam suae
ciuitati maxima auctoritate plurimos annos domi et belli praefuisset, uiolari uersibus et eos agi in
scaena non plus decuit, quam si Plautus,” inquit, "noster uoluisset aut Naeuius Publio et Cnaeo
Scipioni aut Caecilius Marco Catoni maledicere."

"Never could comedy have been able to demonstrate its depravities in the theater if the custom of
life had not permitted it"®’ ... Whom did comedy not attack, or rather whom did it not vex, whom
did it spare? Let it be granted it harmed demagogues, base men, men treasonous to the republic,
Cleon, Cleophon, and Hyperbolus. Let us suffer that,” Scipio said, "even if citizens of that type
are better chided by a censor than by a poet. But it is no more appropriate that Pericles, when he
had presided over his city with the highest authority for many years at home and abroad, be
befouled with verses and that those men be dragged on the stage than if our Plautus,” he said, "or
Naevius had wanted to malign Publius and Gnaeus Scipio or if Caecilius had wanted to malign
Marcus Cato."*®

106 Ep. 2.1.152-4: lex / poenaque lata, malo quae nollet carmine quemquam /describi. This connection between the
law forbidding personal mockery in comedy and the Twelve Tables was first observed by Kiessling 1889, ad
2.1.147. This law against mala carmina originally referred not merely to magic but also to slander and was in
operation at least until Naevius' day (after which point it was replaced by other laws against slander); see Fraenkel
1925; Momigliano 1942, 120-4; Smith 1942, 169-79. For our purposes, however, it is more important that in Varro's
(and Horace's) day, it was thought to have restricted mockery by name. That this is so is clear from Cicero's
description of the law, discussed below.

197 Augustine, who is our source for this section of the De republica, expands on this, explaining that the Greeks had
allowed comedy by law to attack people by name: et Graeci quidem antiquiores uitiosae suae opinionis quandam
conuenientiam seruarunt, apud quos fuit etiam lege concessum, ut quod uellet comoedia, de quo uellet, nominatim
diceret.

1% De republica 4.10-1 (cited in Augustine De civitate dei 2.9).

149



Cicero is describing the same mix of justifiable and unjustifiable abuse that in Horace and
Evanthius causes Old Comedy's end. Cicero, again by way of Scipio, goes on to explain that
such personal mockery was restricted among the Romans:

"Nostrae," inquit, "contra duodecim tabulae cum perpaucas res capite sanxissent, in his hanc
quoque sanciendam putauerunt, si quis occentauisset siue carmen condidisset, quod infamiam
faceret flagitiumue alteri.”

"Although our Twelve Tables,” he said, "in contrast, established capital punishment for very few
crimes, they reckoned that this, too, ought to be set among them, namely the crime of singing or
composing a song that causes infamy or disgrace to another."*®

Cicero is contrasting Greek and Roman comedy: Old Comedy was allowed too much license and
attacked the good and the bad; the provision in the Twelve Tables was intended to prevent
Roman poets from doing the same.*'° He is silent about how the transition from Old to Middle
Comedy happened and why personal abuse declined in Greek comedy.™* But the history found
in the Augustan authors and developed by Varro puts the developments of Greek and Roman

comedy in parallel and advances a theory according to which both were curtailed by analogous

laws after an initial period of license.™?

19 De republica 4.12.

119 Bajer 1997, 115, following Beckmann 1923, claims that legislation against personal abuse in comedy could not
have been a feature of Varro's account because the law in the Twelve Tables legislated against black magic—as
Pliny describes the law (N.H. 28.17)—and not against abusive speech. Horace and Cicero, Baier supposes, mistook
the nature of the law, an error that VVarro would not have made. However, if Pliny, Horace, and Cicero were
referring to the same law, it would be absurd to exclude the testimonies of Cicero and Horace in favor of Pliny's.
Rives 2002, 284-8, convincingly argues that these testimonies can be reconciled: personal abuse and magical injury
were not regarded as qualitatively different, but the law regulated both simultaneously, just as the English word
"curse," for example, collapses into one term both a damaging hex and obscene talk.

1 His point here is how differently personal abuse on the stage was treated in Greece and Rome. He may have
believed that personal abuse in Greek comedy was curtailed by legal or social pressure, but not until after it had
done considerable damage. The Romans, in contrast, had the wisdom to ban it early on.

112 Cicero may be supposing that for the Athenians a law explicitly permitted personal abuse in comedy, in contrast
to the Roman law that forbade it; Augustine seems to think as much (see n. 107), and Halliwell 1991, 54 n. 27,
ascribes this view to Cicero. Of course, Cicero himself describes the dispensation granted to comedy in Athens only
as a consuetudo, and, despite Augustine's judgment, there is no reason to believe that Cicero held that it was
permitted by law (and, as Halliwell shows, it probably was not).
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84.4. Varro's Model for the Development of Comedy and Its Abuse

To recapitulate, the Augustan authors and to varying degrees the grammarians Diomedes,
Donatus, and Evanthius propose a common history of the nature and development of comedy
that ultimately derives from Varro. | have tried to reconstruct the Augustan account and use it to
identify further VVarronian material in the grammarians. Diomedes is well aware of this account;
however, most of what he says is based not on it, but relies on other sources. Donatus is aware of
the other sources, but aside from giving a Theophrastean definition of comedy (which Varro
himself may have quoted), his discussion is fully compatible with, and representative of, the
Varronian account. Evanthius uses a variety of materials, and some of his discussion is self-
contradictory or simply incorrect. When it comes, however, to the nature of Old Comedy and the
different phases of comedy, he relies especially on Varronian information.

In summary, | suggest that Varro proposed the following:
(a) Among the Greeks and Romans, both comedy and tragedy emerged from a rustic proto-
drama celebrated at the harvest festival (Vergil and Tibullus; stated by Evanthius, who elsewhere

contradicts himself; implicit in Horace, Diomedes, and Donatus).

(b) The goat is sacrificed to Dionysus because it ate the grape vine (Vergil; Diomedes; Donatus,
Evanthius). The original performers danced around it, giving rise to the rite known among the
Greeks as the askoliasmos (Vergil only). Later, the goat was given as a prize, from which the

name "tragedy” comes (Vergil; Tibullus; Horace; Diomedes; Donatus; Evanthius).
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(c) The name for comedy derives from the k@uat, the villages where the proto-dramatic festival
was held (Vergil; Diomedes; Donatus); or because it treats the kopfiton (Diomedes; Donatus); or

from the mirthful and censorious activities of the k@pog (Varro; Donatus).

(d) The proto-drama had reciprocal personal abuse (Horace; Livy; implicit in Vergil). This jest
later became censorious for a time (implied by Horace; Donatus). The personal abuse in the first
phase of scenic comedy—among the Greeks, the Old Comedy of Aristophanes, Cratinus, and
Eupolis—was also censorious (Horace's in Serm. 1.4 and implied by his account in the Ars

Poetica; Diomedes quoting Varro's etymologies for satura; Evanthius).

(e) In both Greece and Rome, the license associated with the first phase of comedy was abused
and led to indiscriminate mockery, which was curtailed by legislation for the good of society.
Among the Romans, this took the form of the law against mala carmina in the Twelve Tables

(Horace; Evanthius).

(F) After Livius Andronicus introduced Latin plays derived from Greek New Comedy to Rome,

comedies were based on argumenta (Horace; Livy; Diomedes; Evanthius).

84.5. Conclusion
In this chapter, | have argued that the history of drama developed by Varro and used by
the Augustan authors and the grammarians closely resembles the Hellenistic theories discussed

in the last chapter and relies in particular on Eratosthenes'.*** According to Varro's theory, there

3 Hendrickson 1898, as mentioned above, denies the ascription of this account to Varro; he also connects it to
Crates of Mallos, who, Henrickson thought, was using a modified Aristotelian account. But practically nothing is
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was an initial phase in the pre-scenic Fescinnine verses that consisted of reciprocal abuse. These
verses correspond to the earliest jest in the Eratosthenic theory: there, the jest in the aition was
among drunken shepherds, and in at least some of the accounts of abuse from wagons the jest
was also reciprocal.***

But | have argued that Varro's history tells us more: over time, the abuse became directed
against third parties and took on censorious aims. However, the poets abused their freedoms, the
mockery degenerated into unwarranted abuse, and it was curtailed by law. An intermediate stage
followed that is perhaps to be identified with the dramatic satura on the Roman side,
characterized by veiled abuse against deserving targets. Finally, Livius Andronicus introduced
the Roman equivalent of New Comedy. Thus, as Livy concludes his account, drama grew from
such small beginnings into a craze that could hardly be supported by wealthy kingdoms.**

The parallels that this account draws are particularly revealing. As | mentioned towards
the beginning of this chapter, this history is not so interested in particulars; the origins of drama
are not limited to Attica, Icarius, and the caprine malefactor whom he punishes. Instead, it
emphasizes patterns of development that occur in both Greece and Rome: as Vergil describes it,
goats eat vines, farmers sacrifice them, and from this source the elements of drama, including
comic abuse, emerge. Therefore, when this theory proposes that unrestrained comic abuse
ultimately degenerates into dangerous speech that must be curtailed by law, it is asserting
something more general than it may first seem. It is not merely describing contingent events at

the origins of comedy; it is making a claim about the nature of free speech and comic abuse. As |

known of Crates of Mallos' work on comedy—if he even worked on comedy. Herodicus, a student of Crates of
Mallos, did write a kopumdobuevor that was cited by Athenaeus (see frr. 1-4 Diring). But such a prosopographical
work is far from the kind of theoretical treatise that would have given an account such as this.
114

See §3.3.
15 Livy 7.2: Inter aliarum parua principia rerum ludorum quogue prima origo ponenda uisa est, ut appareret quam
ab sano initio res in hanc uix opulentis regnis tolerabilem insaniam uenerit.
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will argue in the next chapter, such ideas about the perils of unrestrained comic speech are
intimately connected to criticisms of the societies that enable it—in particular, criticisms of

democracy and democratic values.
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Chapter 5

Comic Abuse as Class Warfare: The Politicization of Comic Abuse in Histories of Comedy

85.1. Introduction

In the preceding chapters, we have seen a series of theories that hold that abuse in
comedy was originally very limited: comedy emerged from festival, and its abuse was initially
directed at and exchanged among only the performers themselves. Aristotle's history and the
histories discussed in chapter 3 hardly take abuse of third parties into account. For them, Old
Comedy's mockery of politicians and other members of society was neither original nor central
to comedy. This is nowhere clearer than in the treatise Koster I11, which describes how some
poets of Old Comedy did engage in personal abuse, but some did not. In this treatise, comedy
evolved like tragedy (indeed, as | argued, symbiotically with tragedy), and comedy's interaction
with spectators was not noteworthy. This methodology is similar to, and perhaps draws on,
Aristotle’s in the Poetics, which, as we saw, downplays the connection between comedy and
society and rejects the proposition that civic engagement is a basic feature of comedy.

But Old Comedy was socially and politically engaged, and, even in the fifth century, its
abuse was politicized and criticized. In the last chapter, we saw Varro's history, which does
address Old Comedy's abuse of third parties. Like Aristotle and the Hellenistic theories, Varro's
holds that, when comedy's abuse began to attack third parties, it quickly degenerated and had to
be suppressed: the poets misused their freedom of speech. In this chapter, | will turn to more

politically and historically oriented histories of comedy's development and interpretations of its
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abuse. The outline of the narrative is this: comic abuse developed from some kind of discord
between rustics and the rich; Old Comedy became institutionalized in the Athenian democracy
and served the demos; something happened; comedy's right to abuse was abridged.*

In this chapter, I will argue for the existence of two contrary narratives, both of which
situate comedy's history in the context of political discord. As we shall see, they are attached to
views about the kinds of danger free speech can pose and the perils of democracy. One narrative
negatively values comic abuse, and it traces comedy's origins to unwarranted abuse by the demos
of a radical democracy against the elite. The other is a positive valuation and supposes that
comic abuse originated as a means for the demos to redress the wrongdoing of the powerful. This
polemic about free speech, democracy, and comic abuse are important and long-running: the
seeds of it are already present in fifth century Athens, Horace makes use of this polemic in his
Sermones, and elements of the controversy appear in the late antique or Byzantine treatises on
comedy. This is a movement from a religious analysis of comic abuse's origin and practice to a
functionalistic one: comedy and comic abuse have their origins and context in their perceived

function.

85.2. Comic Abuse and the Demos in Athens

Aristotle’s history of poetry in the Poetics situates the origins of comedy and the practice
of personal abuse in a distinctly religious rather than political context.? As | have suggested, one
of Aristotle's aims is to create a history of poetry that is largely self-contained: the forms of

poetry emerge and evolve through the activities and interactions of the poets themselves;

! See Csapo 2000, 116, for a similar outline of this history.

% See ch. 2. This religious context in which Aristotle places drama is, of course, quite important and influential:
Aristotle's account is the first to ascribe to comedy (and drama on the whole) an origin in ritual; see the articles in
Csapo and Miller 2007 for modern perspectives on this view.
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externals like the contingencies of politics and society are incidental to the development. Poetry
revolving around politically engaged personal abuse, then, was not suited for achieving what
Avistotle supposed its goals to be, nor was it productive in that it did not evolve into subsequent,
superior forms of poetry.

But Aristotle of course does know that such a kind of comedy exists, and in the Poetics,
before giving his more theoretical history of poetry, he mentions a political context in which the
origins of the abusive, civically engaged comedy could be understood. When discussing the
Dorians' etymological arguments in support of their claim to have invented comedy and tragedy,
he mentions two places that claimed to be the site of comedy's beginnings, Megara in mainland
Greece and Megara in Sicily (that is, Megara Hyblaea):

THG Hev yap Kouwdiog ol Meyapeig of te gvtadla O¢ €mi Thg mop adTOlg OMNUOKPOTING YEVOUEVNC
Kol o1 €k Zikehog: ékeibev yap nv Exniyoppog {0 momc} <ov>" moAd npotepog dv Ximvidov
Kol Mdyvnroc.

For the local Megarians [sc. lay claim] to comedy on the ground that it came into being during
their democracy. The Megarians of Sicily do so as well: for the poet Epicharmus came from
there, though he is not much earlier than Chionides and Magnes.*

Greek Megara's claim to comedy is, then, contingent on the claim that comedy must have

emerged under a democracy, as archaic Megara is supposed to have been for a time.” The claim

of Megara Hyblaea is that Epicharmus, an important comic poet who is said here to have

% Unless Aristotle is drastically overstating the case, this insertion by Butcher is necessary: Epicharmus may be older
than Chionides, but he could not be much older, since they were contemporaries (his Suda entry says that
Epicharmus was producing plays in 486, just when Chionides seems to have; the Suda entry for Magnes says that
Epicharmus was an older contemporary of his). Janko 1987, xxiv, suggests that 6 Tomzg is a gloss that displaced
ov.

* Poetics 3.1448a31-34.

® On this supposition, see below.

157



preceded the early Athenian comic poets Chionides and Magnes® and who, later in the Poetics, is
said to have had an influence on the development of Athenian comedy, comes from there.’

The Sicilian claim to Epicharmus contradicts the Megarians' on two points. Firstly,
Epicharmus was an early and influential figure in the development of comedy, and the argument
is that comedy was invented by him in Sicily rather than in mainland Greece.® Secondly, his
comedy is not characterized by the kind of personal abuse associated with Old Comedy; the
implication is that Epicharmus’ brand of nonabusive comedy is the real and original form, in
contrast with the personal abuse associated with Old Comedy and Megarian comedy.” The claim
that comedy came from Megara assumes a connection between comedy and democracy, i.e., that
such comedy must have developed in a democracy, but Epicharmus' comedy is not abusive and
was not produced in a democracy: though he may have come from Megara Hyblaea, according to
our sources, he lived and produced his comedies in Syracuse under the tyrants Gelo and Hiero.™
Indeed, Phormus (or Phormis), another Syracusan poet contemporary with Epicharmus, with
whom Atristotle associates him, was a friend of Gelo and tutored the tyrant's children.™

There are, therefore, already two competing traditions about politics and personal abuse

in our earliest literary source for the origins of comedy. The first tradition associates its origins

® Chionides and Magnes are the oldest Athenian comic poets known aside from Susarion (who is of uncertain origin:
even in antiquity, he was claimed by both Megara and Athens, and he preceded the establishment of the state-
sponsored festival). Chionides seems to have performed at the first performance of comedy at the Dionysia in 486
(Suda s.v. Xwwvidng, which says he put on a production in 486). Magnes is also among the earliest poets of the
festival: he appears in the first extant victory list for comedy for the year 472 (IG 11°2318); as we saw in §3.4 and
83.6, in some sources he is said to have made important improvements to comedy.

" Poetics 5.1449b5-9. This influence is explicit if the name of Epicharmus (and Phormus) are not interpolations; Else
1957, 197-8, deletes the names as later additions. But Epicharmus must at any rate be the poet whom Aristotle had
in mind when he describes Sicilian influence on Crates; see as well On Poets fr. 34 Janko, from which the
interpolation may have come (Janko 2011, 365 n. 2 and 366).

8 Cf. Aristotle On Poets fr. 34 Janko; Epicharmus is also given as the inventor of comedy in A.P. 9.600 (Theocritus)
and his Suda entry. Plato Theaet. 152e likens him to Homer and describes him as supreme (&xpog) in comedy.

® On the humor of Megarian comedy, see Kerkhof 2001, 17-38. See especially Eupolis fr. 261: ‘Hpéxhetc, Todt’ Eott
001 T0 ok@up’ doelyEg kol Meyapikov Kol opodpa. yoypdv.

9E g., Suda s.v. 'Exiyappog; the Parian Chronicle at A55 says that he lived during Hiero's time.

1 S0 Suda s.v. ®oppoc. Aristotle associates them at Poetics 5.14490b5-9 (if the names are not interpolations) and at
On Poets fr. 34 Janko.
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with Sicily, Epicharmus, and Phormus, and it asserts that the earliest comedy lacked personal
abuse and emerged under the tyrants. The second conceives of a more abusive comedy
originating in mainland Greece under the Megarian democracy. However, these two claims are
not completely contrary to each other. As we saw in ch. 2, Aristotle's history of comedy places
abuse at its origins by tracing it from lampoon, but, while this abuse continued into Old Comedy,
"true" comedy did not emerge in Athens until the comic poets began to turn away from lampoon
and compose generalized plots—under the influence of Sicilian comedy. This view, therefore,
does not necessarily deny that the Megarians engaged in comic abuse during their democracy;
rather, it denies that this performance was comedy proper in Athens until Epicharmus' influence
was felt. As we have seen, Aristotle, for his part, rejects abuse of third parties as a central feature
of comedy."?

Elsewnhere, too, Aristotle may hint at a connection between the advent of abusive Old
Comedy and the rise of the democracy in Athens. In the Constitution of Athenians, he reports
that in 488 BC, after the victory at Marathon two years before, the demos became especially bold
(Bappotvtog 7101 oD dnuov) and carried out the first ostracism. Ostracism, Aristotle says, was
instituted out of suspicion of the powerful and fear of tyrants,™ and its first targets in the years
488 to 484 were friends and relatives of the tyrants who had ruled Athens before the democracy.
In addition, in 487/6, according to Aristotle, the archons began to be elected by lot rather than by

a direct election that would favor the aristocratics.™* It is precisely in 487/6 that comedy was

12 See §2.4 in particular.

3 Ath. Pol. 22.3: £160n 81 tiv dmoyiav Tdv &v taic Suvapeoty, dtt Hewsiotpotog dnpayoyds kol otpatnyds dv
tOopavvog katéotn. The connection between comedy and ostracism may be more profound than that the institution of
both is connected to the ascent of the demos: Brenne 1994, 13, notes that the abusive language on ostraca is similar
to that in comedy.

' Ath. Pol. 22.5.
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added to the City Dionysia and became funded by the state™® (prior to this, Aristotle tells us that
comedy was performed by volunteers).® There is, then, a correlation between the ascendancy of
the demos, the use of their power against the elite, and the institutionalization of comedy in
Athens. In Aristotle, these connections are more suggestive than definitive: the events occur
during the same years, but he never explicitly describes the state's sponsorship of comedy as
motivated by the demos.

However, the idea that abusive comedy may depend on and serve the demos is informed
by the practice of the poets and their self-presentation. Aristophanes consistently presents
himself as defending the city's interests by advising the people and attacking those who would
lead it astray.!” He emphasizes that the targets of his abuse are not the common people but those

in power. In the Wasps, he says the following of his practice:

008" 8te TP®TOV ¥ MpEe diddokety, dvOpdnoc i’ mBécOa,
aAL” HpoaxAiéovg opyny Tv’ €xwv TOTG1 LEYIGTOLG EMIYELPETY,
Opacémg Euotag e00VG A’ dpyfig avTd T® KapyapOOOVTL,

00 dewvotatol pev am’ deaAndv Kovvng dxtiveg Edapmov,
EKOTOV 08 KUKA® KEQOAOL KOAAK®V OTUOEOUEVOV EAMYUDVTO
Tepl TV KEPOUAY, vV & lxev yapadpag dredpov TeToKvinG,
eOKNG O dcunv, Aapiog dpyelg ATAVTOVS, TPOKTOV 0& KOUNAOL.
To100TOV 1d®V TEPAG 0V PNOV dElcag KOTASMPOdOKToaL,

GAL" OEP VUMV ETt Kol VoV TOAEpET.

He says that, from when he first began to produce drama, he did not attack humans, but having
the wrath of Hercules he laid his hands on the greatest, standing boldly from the start against the
saw-toothed one himself, from whose eyes the most fearsome beams of Cynna flashed, and a
hundred heads of damnable flatterers licked him in a circle around his head, and he had the voice
of a torrent that begets ruin, and the stink of a seal, the unwashed balls of Lamia, and the ass of a
camel. Though he saw such a monstrosity, he denies that he became afraid and took bribes, but
still even now he contends on your behalf.*®

1> This connection between the incorporation of comedy into the Dionysia and the growing power of the demos is
noted, e.g., by Wilson 2003, 21; Rusten 2006, 57; Rusten 2012, 19.

1° Poetics 5.1449b2.

17 See Bakola 2008, who argues that Aristophanes presents himself as a poet-reformer along the lines of Solon.

18 \Wasps 1029-37; cf. Peace 751-60, which repeats some of this verbatim.
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Aristophanes is talking about his attack on the demagogue Cleon in the Knights, in which a
character named Demos is freed from his controlling and deceptive slave Paphlagon, who is a
thinly veiled parody of Cleon. As in the parabasis to the Peace,™ he claims that the targets of his
abuse and satire are not the poor, but the powerful who deserve mockery; indeed, in the Clouds,
asserting not only his poetry's novelty but also its value, he says that he stopped abusing Cleon
when the latter was no longer powerful. %

This stance does not fully reflect his practice: Aristophanes does sometimes mock the
poor and weak,** and he even mocks Cleon after his death in 422.% Nor is he completely aligned
with the common people against the elite. In the Knights, the chorus of knights with which
Aristophanes presents himself as allied® are those citizens who are wealthy enough to ride
horses in war, members of the traditional elite. And, although Cleon is wealthy and powerful, he
is not a member of the traditional aristocracy, but is newly rich.** There is, nonetheless, a definite
sense that comedy was aligned with the demos against the rich and powerful. The so-called Old
Oligarch, who was perhaps a contemporary of Aristophanes, views comedy as an institution

through which the demos immorally attacks the good (that is, the elite) while not countenancing

criticism of itself.”® He says the following of the demos:

' Peace 734-764.

2 Clouds 449-50: 6¢ péyiotov Svra Khémv’ Enais’ éc THv yaotépa, / kovk EtoAne” adeig émepmmdijc’ adtd
KELEV®.

2L E.g., Lysistratos at Acharnians 856-9 or Amynias at Wasps 1265-74, both of whom are mocked for being poor
and hungry; however, as MacDowell 1988 on Wasps 1971 suggests, the joke may be that Amynias was once rich
and powerful but has lost his fortune from gambling.

*2 Peace 47-8.

% See especially Knights 507-511.

2+ On Cleon's social standing and the origins of his wealth, see MacDowell 1995, 81-3.

% On attempts to date this work (and their problems), see Osborne 2004, 1-14, and Gray 2007, 57-8. On the
viewpoint of its author and the critical tradition to which he belongs, see Ober 1998, 14-51.
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KOPOSETV & o Kol kakdg Adyey TOV pév dfjuov odk Edotv, tva pr adtol dkovwot Kokde, idig 8¢
Kehevovo, & Tic Tiva Bovretat, €0 £i86teg 8T 00YL TOD dYpoL dotiv 008 ToD TABOVE O
KOUMOOVUEVOS (G &l TO TOAD, GAL™ ) TAOVGLOG T} YEVVOIOG T} OUVAUEVOG. OALYOL OE TIVEG TMV
TEVATOV KOl TAV SNUOTIKOY Kopumdodvtat, kKol 008’ oDTot £0v ur| S1d ToALTPayocHVIV Kod St
10 {nteiv mAéov T Eyev ToD dMNUOV: BOTE 0VOE TOVS TOLOVTOVG HYBoVTaL KOUMIOVUEVOG.

They do not allow them [sc. the comic poets] to mock or speak ill of the demos so that they do
not hear ill of themselves, but they bid them to do it privately, if someone wants to mock
someone else, since they know well that he who is mocked is not of the demos nor of the crowd
for the most part, but is rich, noble, or powerful. Some few of the poor and common are mocked,
and not even these except because of busibodiness and seeking to have more than the demos, so
that they are not vexed that such men are mocked.”®

The Old Oligarch supposes, then, that comic abuse is not unfettered and does not root out
injustice. Rather, it is licensed by the demos and is directed against the elite. While he admits that
the comic poets sometimes attack the poor, he supposes that such targets must already be
unpopular.

This much corresponds generally with Heath's reading of the role of political comedy in
Aristophanes—that "Aristophanes told his audience what they wanted to hear; they rewarded
him for it."?” But, despite Heath's view that political comedy did not have a political aim, the Old
Oligarch clearly holds that Old Comedy is one way in which the demos marginalizes his social
and political class. That is, even if politcal comedy did not have a political aim, it had a political
effect: while Aristophanes, at the most basic level, may have been pursuing the first prize by
appealing to the demos' biases and had no coherent political agenda of his own,?® his comedy

would still have had the effect of enacting, for the whole audience, the jokes and abuse that

appeal to the demos. Beyond the Old Oligarch's complaint, Cleon felt strongly enough about the

% [Xenophon] Ath. Pol. 2.18. On this passage and the Oligarch's perception of comedy, see Henderson 1998, 261-2;
Rusten 2006, 57; Hunter 2009, 104.

*" Heath 1987, 43.

%8 This is, of course, a thorny question, but it does not enter into our calculation here: whatever Aristophanes and the
Old Comic poets intended, the important thing for our purposes is the reception of their comedies. For the politics
(or lack thereof) underlying Aristophanes' comedies, see Gomme 1938; Dover 1972, 33-4; de Ste. Croix 1972, 355-
74; Halliwell 1984a; Heath 1987; Cartledge 1990, 43-53; Henderson 1990; Carey 1994; Sommerstein 1996;
Henderson 1998; Ober 1998; Rosenbloom 2002.

162



insults against him that he prosecuted Aristophanes (perhaps twice!),”® and there were probably
at least some laws passed (to be repealed shortly thereafter) against abuse by name in comedy.*

In the fifth century, therefore, there was already sensitivity to comic abuse—a feeling that
it achieved a social and political effect. Comedy and its abuse are connected not to ritual and
religion but are instead seen as a form of social control: for the Old Oligarch comic abuse is an
instrument by which the elite are subjugated by the masses of a radical (and immoral)

democracy.

85.3. The Origins of Comedy and Class Warfare in Archaic Megara

In this context, the claim that comedy originally emerged under the democracy of Megara
before it was performed in Athens takes on a new dimension.** Aristotle says nothing more in
the Poetics about the democracy of Megara, but characterizes it elsewhere as radical and unduly
abusive towards the elite.** He mentions Megara's democracy in the Politics when describing
how democracies fall. He says that demagogues exiled the rich so that they could steal their
wealth and lavish it on the people. The exiles, however, banded together and returned, fought the
demos and established an oligarchy.*® Aristotle argues that the democracy's fall fits a pattern in
which the rich form a faction because they come to despise the people's disorder and

lawlessness. Indeed, he says it was because of that very disorder and lawlessness that Megara's

% On the suits against Aristophanes (and testimonia for them), see Sommerstein 2004.

* For a survey of these decrees, see Halliwell 1991; the majority are probably false inferences by scholiasts. As
Halliwell shows, Morychides' decree (440/39), attested in the scholia to Acharnians 67, is the most credible.
Syracosius' decree (415/4), attested in the scholia to Birds 1297, may also have been historical, on which see also
Sommerstein 1986; Atkinson 1992; Henderson 1998, 262-3; Trevett 2000.

%! The Megarian democracy under consideration here existed at some time in the sixth century; for attempts to date
it, see Robinson 1997, 116 n. 192. For the emergence of democracy in Megara during the Classical period, see
Robinson 2011, 44-7.

%2 On the ancient sources for the democracy of Megara, see Okin 1985, 9-21; Figueira 1985, 112-28; Robinson
1997, 114-7. They are, unfortunately, rather sparse: aside from Theognis, Aristotle and Plutarch discuss the
democracy, but the latter probably relied on the former (see below).

% Pol. 5.1304b35-40; cf. Poetics 5.1300a16-9, which describes the same events.
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democracy was defeated.** As in the Old Oligarch, abusive comedy is drawn into the sphere of
the political: its very origins are connected to a dangerously radical demos. Note how temporally
specific Aristotle's report that comedy emerged during the Megarian democracy is: the
democracy may have lasted fewer than twenty years.®

The disorder and lawlessness of the demos that Aristotle has in mind are clarified by
Plutarch's discussion of Megarian democracy in his Greek Questions.*® Plutarch's information
probably comes from the Constitution of the Megarians written by Aristotle or one of his
students, which is no longer extant.*” Plutarch says that after expelling their tyrant, the
Megarians were initially sensible (¢cow@pdvnoav) but then became an unrestrained democracy
(dxdraotog dnpokpatia).*® He says that the demagogues poured out too much unmixed freedom
like wine, and, as a result, the people became corrupt in every way.*

He enumerates their abuses: the poor would go to the homes of the rich and insist on
being entertained and dined at great expense, but, if they were denied, they would use force and
abuse against everyone (pog Biav koi ped' HBpewc Expdvto mhot); eventually, they passed
legislation forcing their creditors to return the interest they had paid (this legislation was called
the palintokia).* Later, he reports that the demos robbed temples, and then he recounts a
particularly dastardly act: when sacred envoys from the Peloponnese were traveling to Delphi,
the ambassadors encamped in their wagons near Megara; some Megarians got drunk and, with

abusiveness and savagery (Ofpet koi oudtri), rolled their wagons into a lake, drowning many of

¥ Pol. 5.1302b25-31: 81& kaTappdvNo 8¢ kai oTactdlovot kai émtifevtar, olov ... &v Taic Snuokpationg ol
gbmopot katappovicavec Tig drafiog kai dvapyiog, olov kai &v OYParg petd v &v OtvopvTolg péymy Kaxkdg
ToMTEVOUEV®V 1) dnuokpatio dieeBdpn, kai 1) Meyapéwv dt” dta&iov kai avapyioav Tmbivimv.

% |egon 1981, 134 holds that the radical democracy may have taken control in around 600 and been ousted by 580
(or perhaps earlier).

% Mor. 295d (Question 18) and Mor. 304e-f (Question 59).

¥ Halliday 1928, 92-100; Legon 1981, 104-5; Okin 1985, 14-5.

% Mor. 304e (Question 59).

% Mor. 295d (Question 18).

%0 Mor. 295d (Question 18).
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the ambassadors, as well as some of their wives and children. The democracy refused to punish
the wrongdoers, and the Amphictyonic League had to take matters into its own hands.*

Some of the features that are commonly associated with comedy's emergence are present
here, but they are represented as dangerous and degenerate. As we have seen, several accounts of
comedy's origins relate them to drunken processions (k@pot),”> mockery,*® celebrations by
farmers in the country,** and, in at least one case, abuse from wagons.* In the accounts of the
Megarian democracy, there is a kind of processional revelry perhaps akin to a kdpog, but it
culminates in violence: the poor go to the houses of the rich and abuse them not only verbally but
physically and take their food. As Figueira has observed, alimentary themes may have been
particularly typical of Megarian comedy and are connected to a conciliatory practice of sharing
food among groups; yet in democratic Megara food and wealth are redistributed by force.*® This
supposedly conciliatory theme in comedy is reflected as precisely what comedy's detractors
claim it to be, coordinated abuse on the elite by the demos.

Of particular interest is the theme of drunkenness, which, as we have seen, is a feature of
the revelry in honor of Dionysus that lies at the origins of comedy.*” In Plutarch's description,
drunkenness is a metaphor for the lack of restraint that lets the demos run amuck. The democracy
turned radical and immoral when the demagogues poured unmixed freedom like wine (&kpotov

avToic EAevdepiav TV dnpoyaydv oivoyoovvrwv).*® Literal drunkenness is also what emboldens

*! Mor. 304f (Question 59).

“2 The earliest is, of course, Aristotle Poet. 3.1448a37.

% As | argue, some form of mockery features in the origins of comedy of Aristotle (chapter 2), Eratosthenes (chapter
3), and Varro (chapter 4).

*“ See §3.3, 84.2, §4.3, and §5.6 below.

> See §3.3.

*® Figuerira 1985, 132-147. For the idea that the accounts of Aristotle and Plutarch reflect festivals of license that
relieve tension between the people and the elite, see also Forsdyke 2005.

*" This was especially prominent in Eratosthenes' Erigone, which, as | have argued in chapter 3, hinted at the origins
of comedy while describing the first drunken procession in Attica.

*8 Mor. 295d (Question 18).
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the Megarians who assaulted the sacred envoy. These criminals, whom the democracy refused to
punish,* are called "wagon-rollers" (Guoafokviiotai). Indeed, it is to the strangeness of the name
that we owe much of our information: Question 59, one of the two questions that preserve
information about the Megarian democracy, investigates why there is or was a group in Megara
called the wagon-rollers. As we saw in ch. 3, an important ancient explanation for the origins of
comedy was that it emerged from comic abuse among drunken revelers on wagons who honor
Dionysus; here, however, the revelers are drunken brutes who roll wagons into a lake and
commit sacrilege. The peculiarity of the anecdote suggests that we ought not think of it as an
accurate report of events: it is unexplained in what sense these bold and drunken Megarians are
assembled into a single persistent group, or why the sacred envoy was travelling with their wives

and children, which is apparently without parallel.>

Rather, the story is a polemical aitiology
about democracy and accordingly, | suggest, about comic abuse. Democracy, comedy, and
drunkenness are associated here with sacrilege, hybris, and physical violence of the demos
against the rich.

Also attached to this account is a hint of discord between farmers in the country and
aristocrats in the city. The legislation that required creditors to pay back the interest that their
debtors had paid probably stood to benefit farmers the most, as did legislation in Athens in the

same period.” The account of democratic Megara makes the rustics one of the chief

constituencies in this radically democratic state. As we have seen, drunken celebrations by

* Here, too, one of the complaints of the Old Oligarch about Athens is reflected: he says that the demos know who
is good and bad, but tend to cultivate the bad and hate the good for their own benefit, and that it is easier to escape
one's crimes in a democracy than in an oligarchy (2.19-20). Cf. Plato Republic 8.558A, which expresses a similar
criticism, that even those who have been exiled or sentenced to death in a democracy can walk in public with
impunity.

* Figueira 1985, 296-7. Figueira speculates that the wagon-rollers may have been a group inasmuch as they were
discriminated against and attacked by the oligarchic government that subsequently seized power in Megara; the
wagon-rollers would, therefore, be the representatives of the democracy. The explanation for their name would then
be part of an anti-democratic polemic. For other instances of violence perpetrated against theoroi, see Dillon 56-7.
%! Qost 1973; Figuerira 1985, 147-8.
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farmers are an important recurrent feature in accounts of the origins of comedy; here in
democratic Megara, the supposed birthplace of comedy, like so many other features of the
origins of comedy, they are disparaged as part of a polemic against democracy and comedy. The
farmers are not just drunken revelers honoring their god, but political activists who have taken
over the state and are abusing and robbing the elite. This narrative asserts the perniciousness of
comic abuse and opposes the claims of both the comic poets themselves and its supporters: the
epigrammatist Honestus, for example, suggests that through comic abuse the drunkard can make
the townsman sensible (pebbmv Gotdv Eomppovicev).”? However, according to Aristotle and
Plutarch, after driving out their tyrant, the Megarians were initially sensible (éco@poévnoav)—it
is precisely when the demos becomes drunk on freedom that the Megarians cease to be
sensible.”®

The formative elements of comedy are reduced to a kind of class warfare. The theory
reported by Aristotle about the connection between comedy and Megarian democracy places
comedy in a period of unjustified verbal, physical, economic, and political assaults on the elite
by the demos. This theory hints at the same concerns that the Old Oligarch voices, that comedy is
the tool of a radical and immoral demos, but it goes much further by suggesting that comedy's
very origin is to be connected to such tensions. This narrative of comedy's origins is not merely
an historical exercise: it is an important part of a polemic about how Old Comedy and comic

abuse ought to be understood.

*2 The positive evaluations will be discussed more fully below. This epigram of Honestus (A.P. 11.32) is discussed
at length in the next chapter, where it is quoted in full.
%% plutarch Mor. 295d (Question 18).
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85.4. Politics and Histories of Comedy

Comedy and its abuse, therefore, are drawn from mythical origins and ritualized
performance into a political context. Accordingly, they are transferred from the country into the
city: as we have seen, while some accounts about the origin of comedy give it rustic origins, the
real interest of interpretations like those above is its civic significance. The intent and effect of
comic abuse take on a central importance. The abuse is no longer situated outside of the realm of
daily life, and these interpretations must consider whether the abuse is warranted and whether it
is effective.

The impetus to think about the origins and history of comedy in these terms comes
ultimately from the comic poets themselves: the concerns expressed by the Old Oligarch and the
above narrative of the origins of comedy are reactions to comedy's claims to civic engagement
and the pursuit of justice. We have already seen that Aristophanes characterizes his comic abuse
as beneficial to the people because it attacks those who are both powerful and deserving of
abuse.® In the absence of much knowledge about the objects of Old Comedy's attacks and its
audiences' understanding of its abuse, many later readers of Old Comedy assumed that
Aristophanes could be taken at his word.> This is true of the ancient commentators on the
comedies: as Stephen Halliwell has argued, the scholiasts' exegeses on the targets of

Aristophanic comedy seem frequently to extract knowledge about who is abused from the plays

> For further claims by Aristophanes that his comedy educates the citizens of Athens, see, e.g., Acharnians 497-508,
the famous claim that comedy (or, rather trygedy) knows justice; ibid. 628-658, that Aristophanes has taught the
citizens of Athens to be less susceptible to flattery and will continue to produce just comedies (kop@onocet To
dikana); Knights 507-511, that Aristophanes fights against the powerful, hates the same people as his audience, and
dares to say what is just (todg avToO¢ NIV Loel ToApud te Adysy Ta dikana); Peace 734-774, that, whereas his rival
poets mocked the poor or themselves engaged in licentious behavior, Aristophanes attacks the really powerful and
fights on behalf of the audience.

*® This is similar to the practice of the ancient biographers of the poets, who, lacking other sources of information,
extrapolated biographical material from their poetry itself (as well as poetry about the poets, such as comedy). On
this practice, see Fairweather 1974; Lefkowitz 1981.
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themselves and to presume that the targets indeed deserve rebuke.> This is also true the
hypotheses which identify corrective aims for the plays. For instance, a hypothesis to the Wasps
says that the play mocks the Athenians for being litigious and chastens (co@povilet) the
people.”’

Other ancient critics likewise supposed that Old Comedy's abuse had a corrective
function. As I will argue in ch. 7, Old Comedy's practice was brought into close proximity to that
of the Cynics, who made attacking vice an important part of their mission.*® To preview the
discussion, a recurrent interpretation of Old Comic abuse is that it mixed frank speech
(mrappnoio) with pleasing humor in order to rebuke faults in its targets. As we have seen, the
epigrammatist Honestus claims that comic abuse can produce moderation (co@pocivvn).>
Antipater of Thessalonica agrees: in an epigram purportedly inscribed on a collection of
Aristophanes' plays, he praises the fearsome charms (poPepai yéprrec) in the comedies and says
that he mocked the deserving.®

There was, then, a debate about the intent and effectiveness of comic abuse. Aristophanes
and these critics assert that it is educative, corrective, and in defense of the state, but the Old
Oligarch, Aristotle, and Plutarch regard abuse of third parties as divisive, wanton, and typical of
radical democracy. Accordingly, the debate takes in the origins of comic abuse: as we have
argued, the latter view places it in the radical Megarian democracy, which assailed the elite and

ultimately fell due to its own disorder and lawlessness.

% Halliwell 1984b.

% Wasp hyp. 1. For this tendency, see also Birds hyp. 3, as well as the hypothesis to the Dionysalexandros (P. Oxy.
663). For discussion of these, see §7.2 and Bakola 2010, 194-6.

% See §7.4.

%% §5.3; but see especially chapter 6 on this epigram.

% A P. 9.186. For other such evaluations, see, e.g., Gramm. Lat. 1 p. 485 Keil (Donatus probably quoting Varro);
Horace Serm. 1.4.1-5 (quoted below); Quintillian Inst. 10.1.65; Marcus Aurelius Meditations 11.6; and a host of
evaluations to be found in the ancient treatises on comedy, such as Koster I, 5-8; Koster I, 15-17; Koster V, 15-22.
See Quadlbauer 1960 for a wide-ranging survey of ancient literary judgments of Old Comedy. Many of these
evaluations are adduced and discussed in ch. 7.
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85.5. Comic and Satiric Transformations in Horace

This negative idea of comedy's origins is connected to a narrative about comedy's
decline. As we saw in chapter 4, Roman scholarship held that, while Old Comedy had a
corrective aim when it was first institutionalized after the advent of tragedy, its abuse grew too
indiscriminate and had to be curtailed. Horace says:
Successit vetus his comoedia, non sine multa
laude; sed in vitium libertas excidit et vim
dignam lege regi; lex est accepta chorusque
turpiter obticuit sublato iure nocendi.
Old Comedy followed upon these, not without much praise; but its freeness fell into a vice and
hybris that warranted legal regulation. The legislation was passed, and the chorus fell silent in
shame, for its right to do harm had been revoked.®
Horace approaches the question from a different angle than the other critics we have studied (he
is writing about Old Comedy's end) and he is writing under different social and political
circumstances. But writes from a similar critical tradition: he distrusts public free speech and
comic abuse and portrays them as necessarily falling into, even if they had some initial virtue,
misuse. As we saw, his narrative about Old Comedy's decline directly parallels his description of
the decline of Fescennine license, which he portrays as, in at least some regards, the Roman
equivalent of Old Comedy. Their freeness (libertas) declines into abuse and must be regulated by

law.®?

® Horace Ars Poetica 281-4. Evanthius De fabula 2.4 repeats the same narrative as Horace: sed cum poetae licentius
abuti stilo et passim laedere ex libidine coepissent plures bonos, ne quisquam in alterum carmen infame componeret
lata lege siluerunt.

82 Ep. 2.147-50; on this parallel, see chapter 4.
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However, Old Comedy and its abuse have a place of central importance to Horace's work
in the first book of his Sermones, published around 35 BC.% At the beginning of Serm 1.4,

Horace writes:

Eupolis atque Cratinus Aristophanesque poetae
atque alii, quorum comoedia prisca virorum est,
siquis erat dignus describi, quod malus ac fur,
quod moechus foret aut sicarius aut alioqui
famosus, multa cum libertate notabant.

Hinc omnis pendet Lucilius, hosce secutus,
mutatis tantum pedibus numerisque, facetus,
emunctae naris, durus conponere versus.

The poets Eupolis, Cratinus, Aristophanes, and the others who wrote Old Comedy used to
chastise with much freeness of speech [libertas] anyone who deserved to be described because
he was a bad person and a thief or because he was an adulterer or murderer or in some way
infamous. On this source Lucilius completely depends, having followed them, with only the feet
and meter changed; he was a clever man, with a well-blown nose, and was rough at composing
verses.®

Lucilius is central to the development of Roman satire, and, though he had been dead for
seventy years by the time of Serm. 1.4, it is Lucilius’ memory that Horace must confront when
writing his own satires. Although Ennius predates Lucilius and left works called Saturae,
Lucilius established the defining features of the genre in which Horace was working, with its

principal feature being, as Horace claims here, freely spoken and corrective personal abuse.®®

This has some basis in Lucilius' poetry, which, though preserved only in fragments, suggests an

% This is a decade or two before the Ars Poetica, whose dating is problematic: 10 BC is credible, but dates as early
as 28 BC have been proposed. See Dilke 1958.

% Serm. 1.4.1-8.

% According to Porphyrion ad Horace Serm. 1.10.46, Ennius left four books called saturae. But Horace himself
implies that Lucilius is the inventor of satire at Serm. 1.10.48. Diomedes—probably quoting VVarro—describes two
types of satire, an earlier Ennian type of miscellanea and then a later Lucilian type that attacked men's faults:
"satira" dicitur carmen apud Romanos nunc quidem maledicum et ad carpenda hominum vitia archaeae comoediae
charactere compositum, quale scripserunt Lucilius et Horatius et Persius; at olim carmen quod ex variis poematibus
constabat satira vocabatur, quale scripserunt Pacuvius et Ennius (Gramm. Lat. 1 p. 485 Keil). On the development
of the term satura and the characteristics of the genre, see van Rooy 1965, 51-89.
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interest in both free speech and attacking men's faults.®® Note, however, that reducing Lucilian
satire only to invective is a polemical move: his satires, after all, spanned thirty books, and many
of the fragments that describe his method seem to come from a series in which Lucilius, as a
character in his own poem, addresses an interlocutor, who, for all we know, is fictional.®’
However, Lucilius' libertas—and the invective that is evidence of it—seems to be what posterity
seized on as the really important thing. This "canonization" of a single significant feature of a
poet and a genre is paralleled, of course, by the ancient reception of Old Comedy and
Aristophanes, whose personal abuse, while only one of many important features, received
particular attention.

For libertas had taken on a special significance by the 30s when Horace was writing his

satires, in that it was a watchword of the major political parties.?® After his opponents used it as a

slogan against him, Julius Caesar briefly took it up as justification for his own designs: he claims

% The following fragments seem to describe Lucilius' practice: fr. 696-7 Warmington: mihi necesse est eloqui, nam
scio Amyclas tacendo periise ("1 must speak out, for | know that the city of Amyclae perished by being silent™); fr.
791-2 Warmington: rem populi salutem (perhaps meaning "the important thing is the safety of the people™); fr. 1070
Warmington: quem scis scire tuas omnes maculasque notasque ("who, you know, knows all your impurities and
faults"—speaking of Lucilius?); fr. 1075 Warmington: nunc, Gai, quoniam incilans nos laedis vicissim ... ("Now,
Gaius [Lucilius], since you injure us by your scolding in turn ..."—presumably an interlocutor is addressing
Lucilius and complaining about the effect of his satires); fr. 1084 Warmington: idque tuis factis saevis et tristibus
dictis ("and this by means of your savage deeds and unhappy words"—the same complainant as the previous?); fr.
1085 Warmington: gaudes cum de me ista foris sermonibus differs ("you enjoy it when you spread those things
about me in public with your satires"—the same complainant as in frr. 1075 and 10847?); fr. 1086 Warmington: et
maledicendo in multis sermonibus differs ("you pull me apart by speaking ill of me in many satires"—the same
complainant as the previous?); fr. 1089: quin totum purges devellas me atque deuras / exultes et sollicites ("why not
clean me out completely, pluck me, burn me, rejoice in it, and trouble me"—the same complainant?). On these
elements of violent and outspoken language in Lucilius' poetry, see Waszink 1960, 32; van Rooy 1965, 54-5;
LaFleur 1981, 1811-2; Keane 2006, 45.

%7 See Svarlien 1994, who adduces evidence that Lucilius' literary reputation was multifaceted. However, he pushes
too hard against the idea that the salient characteristic of Lucilius' ancient reception was invective: the statement of
Varro (transmitted by Diomedes) is proof enough of that (see n. 66, where it is quoted).

% On the role of libertas in partisan politics during this period, see Syme 1960, 154-6; Wirszubski 1950, 87-123;
Freudenburg 1993, 86-7. In around 40 BC, Sallust could already object that engaging in public life is only for one
who is willing to surrender his honor and liberty (decus atque libertatem) to the power of the few (lugurtha 3).
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that he left his province in part to restore libertas to the republic.®® But Brutus and the
conspirators minted coins after the assassination that pictured the goddess Libertas and icons
emblematic of libertas,” and they made made freedom (érevBepia) their slogan at Philippi.”
Julius Caesar's, as well as Octavian's, use of libertas seems rather limited in comparison,
precisely because it was so much their enemies' byword.”? Most significantly for our purposes,
after Caesar's death, Trebonius, one of the conspirators against him, associates the exercise of
libertas with writing political invective in Lucilius' manner, as well as with Caesar's

assassination. He writes in a letter to Cicero, to which the invectives must have been attached:

in quibus versiculis, si tibi quibusdam verbis gb0vppnuovéstepog videbor, turpitudo personae
eius in quam liberius invehimur nos vindicabit. ignosces etiam iracundiae nostrae, quae iusta est
in eius modi et homines et civis. deinde qui magis hoc Lucilio licuerit adsumere libertatis quam
nobis? cum etiam si odio pari fuerit in eos quos laesit, tamen certe non magis dignos habuerit in
quos tanta libertate verborum incurreret. tu sicut mihi pollicitus es, adiunges me quam primum
ad tuos sermones; namque illud non dubito quin, si quid de interitu Caesaris scribas, non patiaris
me minimam partem et rei et amoris tui ferre.

If | seem to you to be rather too frank with certain language in these verses, the baseness of that
person against whom we quite freely (liberius) inveigh will excuse us. You will even pardon our
wrath, which is just against both people and citizens of that sort. Also, why should Lucilius be
allowed to take up this freedom (libertatis) more than we? Even if he had equal hatred towards
those whom he harmed, nevertheless surely he had no objects more deserving of being attacked
with so much freedom (libertate) of language. As you promised me, please insert me into your
dialogs as soon as possible. For I have no doubt that, if you wrote anything about the death of
Caesar, you would not let me carry the smallest part of the affair and of your affection.”

% Caesar BC 1.22.5: se non malefici causa ex provincia egressum, sed ... ut tribunos plebis iniuria ex civitate
expulsos in suam dignitatem restitueret et se et populum Romanum factione paucorum oppressum in libertatem
vindicaret.

"0 See Crawford nos. 498-508 for examples of these coins.

! Dio 47.43.1.

"2 Raaflaub 2003, 66-7, suggests that for this reason both Caesar and Octavian used the rhetoric of libertas briefly
during their rise to power and then stopped.

" Cicero Ad familiares 12.16.3.
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Thus Lucilius and his satires seem to have been adopted by the enemies of Caesar, Octavian, and
Antony as a symbol of republican libertas;* indeed, Trebonius' Lucilian invectives may have

been composed against Mark Antony himself.”

By writing in this genre, then, Horace has taken
on a series of problems that revolve around Lucilius and libertas. Horace is writing in a Rome
fraught with especially dangerous political strife. Nor is he privileged with the high political and
social standing of Lucilius (or, for that matter, Trebonius) that would have allowed him to speak
so freely: Lucilius was a knight, had estates in Sicily and Italy, and was well connected
politically.”® Horace was the son of a freedman and had backed the losing side at the battle of
Philippi; he was pardoned by Octavian, but lost his patrimony.”’ As Freudenburg argues,
Lucilius could write abusive satires because he in fact had more libertas than Horace.™
Significantly, Horace wrote with Maecenas as his patron and thus was closely connected to
Octavian. Therefore, Horace in the satires was writing in a genre notable for its freeness of
speech and whose chief author, Lucilius, had, as we have said, been taken up by Octavian's
enemies as a symbol of republican values, libertas, and corrective abuse—but Horace was in no
position to employ such abuse. Writing in this genre was, therefore, a difficult mission, but its
undertaking was entirely voluntary. Horace did not have to write satire; this was a problem that
he chose to solve.™

Much has been written about this "Lucilius problem," as Freudenburg calls it, and how

Horace must reconfigure the concept of libertas and the genre of satire to correspond to his own

faculties—and accordingly, perhaps, to claim the concept of libertas for himself, his patron, and

™ Anderson 1963, 62-87; DuQuesnay 1984, 29-32; Freudenburg 1993, 86-7.

® DuQuesnay 1984, 29-32.

"® On Lucilius' wealth and connections, see Raschke 1987, who argues that, far from merely being a mouth piece of
Scipio, his high social standing is what enabled their friendship and licensed his literary activities.

" On Horace's claims that his father was a freedman, see Williams 1995.

"8 Freudenburg 2001, 48-9.

" Thus DuQuesnay 1984, 30-2.
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their party.®® This modification entails, at least nominally, a movement away from politically
engaged satire. When Horace engages in abuse in his satires, it is typically directed against
private inviduals for private vices (and even this abuse is rare).®" His project is part of a
transformation of the concept of free and frank speech (rappnoia) according to which free
speech is typical of the free man, who is careful, responsible, and well-meaning towards his
friends. In short, the claim is that libertas is a private virtue, appropriately exercised courteously
among likeminded individuals, rather than in an unrestrained fashion in a public forum.®? Horace
can safely lay claim to this new kind of libertas, in comparison with which the libertas of Old
Comedy and Lucilius is different and irresponsible—indeed, not true libertas at all.®*

In Serm. 1.4.1-8, quoted above, he has already reimagined both Lucilius' practice and the
practice of Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Eupolis: when Horace describes their abuse, there is no
hint of political engagement. Rather, they attack anyone who was living badly. This contrasts
with how Lucilian invective was conceived of by his latter-day imitators. As we saw, Trebonius
associated Lucilian invective with libertas of a particularly public and political kind, especially if
his invective was indeed composed against Antony. According to Horace, Trebonius and the
other imitators of Lucilius have deviated from their model.

When Horace draws Lucilius and his followers so thoroughly into Old Comedy's orbit, |

suggest that he is connecting Lucilian satire to the narrative about Old Comedy's decline. | have

8 On Horace's engagement with Lucilian personal abuse, see Hendrickson 1900; Knapp 1912a; Rudd 1957; LaFleur
1981; Freudenburg 1993, 52-108; Freudenburg 2001, 15-124.

8 On Horace's humor, see especially Freudenburg 1993, 86-108, who argues that Horace integrates the Aristotelian
liberal jest with abuse in the style of Old Comedy, as well as Kempe 2010, 64-7. However, while Horace may be
constructing such an integration in theory, it hardly seems successful in practice: Horace does not engage in much
personal abuse by name, and, when he does, it is against safe (or even invented) targets (on which see Rudd 1966,
132-59).

8 On this refiguring of libertas in Horace and the importance of Aristotle and Epicureanism, see Hunter 1985, 486-
90; Freudenburg 1993, 88-92; Ruffell 2003, 37-8. On the transformation of Tappncia more generally, see Konstan
1995; Konstan 1996; Konstan et al. 1998, 3-8.

8 As we will see in ch. 7, Old Comedy is later criticized explicitly in this fashion.
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shown above that in the fourth century there was a polemic against Old Comedy that connected
its origins to the radical democracy of Megara, whose freedom was really a lawlessness that
brought down the state. We have also seen above (and more extensively in chapter 4) that we
know from Horace's later writings a narrative that Old Comedy declined because its practitioners
became too free and irresponsible with their speech. As we have said, this narrative was probably
recounted by Varro—and was, therefore, current when Horace was writing his satires.

Some parallel between satire and Old Comedy probably originated with Varro,* but
Horace exaggerates this connection and makes the polemical nature of his engagement with
Lucilius clear: the only difference between Lucilius and Old Comedy, he says, is that they have
different meters! Horace is inventing a new genealogy for Lucilian satire and Lucilian libertas.
Quintilian famously calls satire a wholly Roman invention;® but Lucilius' brand of satire is just
slightly modified Greek Old Comedy, and its libertas was the same freeness that was found
there. Lucilian satire and its libertas are not distinctly Roman and markers of republican
freedoms. On the contrary, they are Greek. And, according to this tradition critical of Old
Comedy, they have the potential to be very dangerous.

When Horace mentions Old Comedy and libertas at the beginning of Serm. 1.4, he is
alluding to this tradition of dangerous and irresponsible libertas and pulling Lucilian satire into
the mix. According to this tradition, such libertas is not merely discourteous or impolitic, but, as
we saw, potentially a real threat to the integrity of the state. For it is not necessarily true, as
Freudenburg says, that "Lucilius was a republican hero whose bitter invective, like that of the
Old Comic poets, spoke for vanishing freedoms."® By this narrative about Old Comedy's

decline, for which Horace is a chief witness, the freedoms vanished because of their abuse: the

8 See Gramm. Lat. 1 p. 485 Keil, quoted at n. 65.
8 Quintilian 10.1.93: satura quidem tota nostra est; cf. van Rooy 1955.
® Freudenburg 1993, 102.
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Old Comic poets themselves, like the radical democracy of Megara, proved to be not free but
lawless. Democratic Megara may at first have had co@pocsvvn, Old Comedy may at first have
been praiseworthy, Fescennine license may at first have been amiable, and Lucilius' freely
abusive satire may at first have been beneficial. But such unrestrained, free speech, by its nature,
declined into dangerous abuse. The implicit argument is that the latter-day imitators of Lucilius
(that is, the enemies of Octavian) practice a dangerous, divisive art that, far from representing
vanished republican values, is comparable to a Greek form that vanished because it destabilized
the state. The Lucilians are the true dangerous radicals. Horace, in contrast, claims a native
source for his own brand of satire and his own libertas:

liberius si
dixero quid, si forte iocosius, hoc mihi iuris
cum venia dabis: insuevit pater optimus hoc me,
ut fugerem exemplis vitiorum quaeque notando.
If 1 say something too freely (liberius) or perhaps too jokingly, you will grant me this right with
indulgence: my father, who was the best, instilled this in me, so that by chastising each of the
faults through examples | might avoid them.?’
Horace has, therefore, developed two genealogies for satire that are attached to two different
narratives. In the first place is Lucilian satire, whose history is traced back to Greece, Old
Comedy, and the licentious talk that required the legislation that curtailed its freedom of speech
and destroyed the genre. On the other hand, there is Horatian satire, which Horace traces to his

own father, the prototype of the satirist.®® A few lines later, Horace quotes his father saying that,

in using satiric rebuke, it is enough for him if he preserves the custom of ancestors (mi satis est,

%7 Serm. 1.4.103-6.

® See especially Schlegel 2005, 50: “Lucilius, father of the genre of satire though he may be, is ejected by a better
father who is apparently a more profound satirist, one who, with perfect Roman credentials, earns his son's
reverence and is hence a support for patriarchy, the fundamental model for social order."
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si / traditum ab antiquis morem servare).® There is a programmatic pun, in operation since the
first satire,” on the etymological relationship between satis and satura: the pun implies that, for
Horace, satire is keeping the custom of his ancestors—it is the mos maiorum.*

Horace, however, is circumspect when critcizing the poetry of Lucilius himself; his
attacks focus on aesthetic criticisms of Lucilius' verse. In Serm. 1.4, he argues that his own
satires are more refined, saying that, though Lucilius indeed marked wrongdoers in his satires, he
was casual about his writing. He wrote too much too quickly and, as a result, incorrectly. In
Serm. 1.10, he reiterates this complaint, conceding that, while Lucilius scoured the city with
much salt, his verse was deficient in its composition.* In discussing contemporary poetry, his
criticisms are more explicit. He defends his own satires by saying that, while other poets may
recite their abusive verses in public, he only recites his to his friends,*® and he contrasts his
humor with a more licentious kind:
saepe tribus lectis videas cenare quaternos,

e quibus unus amet quavis aspergere cunctos

praeter eum qui praebet aquam; post hunc quoque potus,

condita cum verax aperit praecordia Liber.

Often you may see four men dining on couches meant for three, one of whom loves to besmirch
all of them however he likes, except for the one who proffers the water [i.e., the host]—but

afterwards, when he is drunk, this man, too, when truth-telling Liber uncovers the hidden
contents of his heart.”*

% Serm. 1.4.116-7.

% Hubbard 1981; Dufallo 2000.

% As usual, such claims are not without irony: as Johnson 1993, 20-1, notes, that Horace's father was a freedman:
"mos? maiorum? Which? Whose?"

% On the stylistic theory underlying these criticisms and their exact nature, see Freudenburg 1993, 158-62, with
Freudenburg 2001, 45-6 and 40-50.

% Serm. 1.4.21-25, but especially 1.4.63-78, where he may compare himself to satirists who recite their work and
publically engage in personal attack; for this suggestion, see Ullman 1917, 116-8.

% Serm. 1.4.86-9.
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Liber, i.e., "free," is an epithet for Bacchus; this is a criticism of the free speech associated with
Lucilian satire. As Freudenburg notes, it functions as a refutation to one of the ancient
etymologies of satire, that it is so called because men when filled with wine (that is, saturati)
would freely (libere) rail against people's misdeeds.® Horace, however, depicts such
unrestrained speech as in the service not of the public or even the private good, but rather as used
by an intemperant and impolite guest to satisfy his own degenerate humor at the expense of his
companions and the host. A few lines later, Horace speaks of this kind of free speech not as
exposing vice, but rather as a kind of vice itself.

The very same criticisms, as we saw, are directed against Old Comedy, in particular the
polemic connecting drunken abuse with dangerous and irresponsible speech and action rather
than frank, morally corrective talk that increases the listeners’ wisdom. It has also often been
suggested that Horace's depiction of licentious speech corresponds to Aristotle's account of the
irresponsible buffoonery that he associates with Old Comedy.*® This is true, but the pedigree of
the argument goes back further: this kind of criticism was already current in the fifth century
when the Old Oligarch complained that Old Comedy's abuse, rather than attacking faults, was
merely humoring the demos. As | have argued, Horace implicates Lucilius' latter-day imitators
precisely in this critical tradition, with its claims about not only ethical but also political dangers
associated with Old Comedy's personal abuse. Horace is fitting Lucilian satire into this narrative
critical of Old Comedy, and, by doing so, suggests that the Lucilians are doing something both
atavistic and foreign.

When | suggest that, by connecting Lucilian satire to this tradition critical of Old Comic

abuse and the dangers of unrestrained speech, Horace is aiming at Octavian's enemies, | do not

% pseudo-Acro intro. ad Serm. 1: alii dicunt, quod ideo satyra vocitata sit, quod ita convitia et crimina hominum
libere invadat, ut saturati homines idest ebrii; cf. Freudenberg 2001, 47.
% Aristotle EN 4.1128a4-1128b3; see Hendrickson 1900.

179



mean to reduce him to a mouthpeice for Octavian or his satires to a simple political tool. Nor,
while Horace's argument is part of a real polemic, do | suggest that it is entirely serious; for he
carefully places a banana peel and slips on it right in front of us. Even from the first satire,
Horace measures out and circumscribes the boundaries of free speech and the genre of satire, and
then he brazenly exceeds them.®” Here, too, there is subversion and, of course, playfulness. His
argument that his satires are limited to his friends and that his humor is, therefore, more
responsible and permissible is thrown into doubt by this very political dimension: his satires are
not securely restricted to the realm of private, Menandrean humor.

It is true that Horace's satires, by necessity, do not participate in the same kind of
personal abuse as Lucilius and his later imitators. However, if he claims to reconfigure libertas,
he is arguing against a public, politically inclined humor with a similarly public, politically
inclined humor. He has written a satire with political pretensions precisely by making a case
against personal abuse, which is what a Lucilian poet would claim to be the sine qua non of
satires that have political pretensions (that is, what such a poet would claim satires are). Another
ancient etymology of satire derives it from the lanx satura, a plate overflowing with victuals;*®
Horace claims that he will not feast us, but he feasts us well—though, it is true, we will be

hungry again in short order.

85.6. Positive Narratives about the Origins of Comedy
| have argued above that there was a tradition of interpreting comedy's personal abuse in
the context of political discord between the demos and the elite, and that there was a narrative

according to which the freedom of comedy, like the freedom in democratic Megara, had within it

" Hubbard 1981; Dufallo 2000.
% Gramm. Lat. 1 p. 485 Keil.
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the seeds of its misuse and destruction. Horace, used—or, rather, made a pretense of using—this
narrative about the social and political dangers of comic abuse in his analysis of Lucilian satire:
unrestrained comic abuse will by its nature fall into the hands of the rabble, become too free and
dangerous, be turned against unwarranted targets, and need to be curtailed. As we have seen, this
line of argument is a response to the comic poets' own characterization of the nature of their
abuse and to the later tradition that this abuse was corrective and useful for the state. It is perhaps
not surprising, then, that a counter-narrative would emerge among those who had a more positive
view of Old Comic abuse. The analysis is no less functional: here, too, the religious and
heterogenous features of comedy are stripped away.™ It is still a political apparatus; but it is
salutary, not detrimental.

This counter-narrative appears in its fullest form rather late among the anonymous
treatises on comedy. With some variations, the story goes as follows: Old Comedy and its abuse
first emerged when farmers were wronged by powerful men. The farmers, lacking other means
of recourse and fearing retribution if identified, gathered together, went to the houses of those
who had wronged them, and mocked them with the aim of shaming them before their neighbors
and getting them to change their behavior. This practice was institutionalized because it was
clear how useful it was to Athens. When the demos ruled, the Old Comic poets mocked generals,

bad jurors, the greedy, and those who lived licentiously. However, when the oligarchs took

% To be fair, the heterogeneity of comedy and, for that matter, of other genres does not seem to enter explicitly into
any theorists' calculations. Genres tend to be defined by just a handful of features, and deviations from these are
often excluded as marginal cases rather than legitimate innovations that point in new and different directions. Thus,
Old Comedy and Lucilian satire basically "become" vehicles for personal abuse and are evaluated on that basis. So,
while Ennius may have written something called satires, the inventor of satire is Lucilius. One of the intriguing
things about Horace's evaluation of Lucilius is that he makes gestures towards a different conversation, one that
focuses on the aesthetic qualities of Lucilian poetry—that is, a different way of thinking about and evaluating the
genre entirely. In histories of poetry and definitions of genres, however, a kind of generic essentialism certainly
rules. Of all the histories of poetry we have considered, Aristotle, perhaps only owing to the fullness and coherence
of his history as compared with the others', is by far the most honest about acknowledging marginal forms, e.g.,
tragedians who write "humanized" tragedy (On Poets fr. 12 Janko).
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power and the rule of the demos ended, the right to abuse declined as well: the powerful, to avoid
being chastised for doing wrong, first restricted comic abuse to foreigners and the poor and then,
finally, to foreigners and slaves.'®

What is initially most surprising about this narrative is that the cast of characters is the
same as the one we have already seen. It has farmers opposing the rich, the demos opposing the
elite, and the comic poets—whose profession developed from the activities of the farmers
themselves—standing with the demos against the powerful. But everything has been revalued.

The farmers have actually been wronged, and their abuse is not only justified but
effective. For the situation described is, as in democratic Megara, clearly precarious: the
gathering of the farmers outside the houses of the powerful to call for redress reflects the
possibility of mob violence against the rich. But it stops just short of that and does not degenerate
into wanton violence. In this regard, it reverses the events of democratic Megara. As Forsdyke
has argued, the activities of Megara's demos probably correspond to festivals of license that
temporarily invert the social standing of members of the community—e.g., the rich feast the
poor—in order to release tensions.'®* But, at least in Aristotle's and Plutarch's accounts, rather
than releasing tensions, the demos' activities spin out of control, and their depravity culminates in
the murder of the religious embassy. However, in these positive accounts the comic abuse is a
successful form of social control, since it prevents mob violence and maintains the integrity of
the community.

Similarly, the activities and success of the comic poets in Athens are revalued. They

continue to side with the demos, but their comic abuse is directed against powerful offenders.

1% versions of this appear in the following treatises: Koster 1V, XIb, XVIlla, XXIV, and XXXI11 2 (comic abuse
originated among wronged farmers); Koster | (Platonius), 1V, Xla, XIb, Xlc, XVIlla, and XXb (comic abuse
attacked powerful politicians and was attenuated by the increasing power of the oligarchs).

191 Forsdyke 2005.
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Old Comedy does not decline because of the licentiousness of the comic poets, but because the
powerful want to do wrong licentiously. Some features of this perspective become clear from a
Life of Aristophanes, which, while it does not preserve the narrative about comedy's
development, clearly belongs to the same tradition. Of Aristophanes it says:

udAloto 8¢ Exnvedn kol yomOn VIO TOV TOAMTOV GPOIPa, EMELON O1d TAOV AHTOD SPAUATOV
gomovdace dei&on TV TOV ABnvainv moitteiav, g EAevBépa T€ 0Tt Kol VT’ 0VOEVOS TVPEVVOL
dovAay®YOLUEVT, BAN’ &TL dnpokpatio Eoti Kai EAeH0epog v O dTjHog dpyel EovToD.

He [sc. Aristophanes] was praised and beloved by the citizens a great deal, because through his
dramas he endeavored to demonstrate that the government of the Athenians was both free and
not enslaved by any tyrant, but that it was a democracy and the demos, being free, ruled itself.'%
The Life makes much of Aristophanes' opposition to Cleon and his attacks on him for his thefts
and tyranny (10 tupavvikdv). It also recounts the story that during the Peloponnesian War
Aristophanes’ fame even reached the king of Persia, who inquired about which side Aristophanes
served (this is a credulous reading of a joke in the Acharnians).’® But the full extent of the
revaluation in this tradition is apparent from an anecdote that the Life reports immediately
thereafter:

oooi 0¢ kol [TAdtova Atovocio Td tupdvve BovAnBévtt pabeiv v Adnvaiov molteiov TRyl
MV APIGTOPAVOVS TOINGLV, THV KOTd ZOKPATOLG &V Ne@éhog katnyopiav, kol cupfoviedoot Ta
dpdpata avtod doknbévia pobelv avTdv TV ToALTELOVY.

They say as well that, when the tyrant Dionysius wanted to learn about the government of the
Athenians, Plato sent to him the composition of Aristophanes, the accusation against Socrates in
the Clouds, and counseled him by studying his dramas to learn about their government.*®

This anecdote is the second of two that connect Aristophanes' dramas with autocrats: both the

king of Persia and the tyrant of Syracuse are said to have heard of Aristophanes. The Life, which

192 Koster XXVIII, 36-9.
193 Acharnians 643-654.
104 Koster XXVII1, 46-9. The story is repeated in a more abridged version at Koster XX1Xa, 33-5.
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portrays Aristophanes positively throughout, seems to adduce these to show that Aristophanes’
poetry is, for the autocrats, illustrative of Athenian democracy, as well as that his fame spread far
beyond Athens. But there is a strong negative valuation underlying the second anecdote that is
rarely noted: why in the world would Plato send Dionysius the Clouds?

Koster prints the text in full, but, because of this question, most other editors delete or

195 Most scholarship,

modify that detail (tnv kata Zokpdrovg &v Neéhaig katnyopiov).
therefore, accepts the anecdote in the spirit that it is presented, that it positively represents
Aristophanes.’® But it is difficult to imagine that Plato would use the plays of Aristophanes to
illustrate the democracy in anything but a negative manner, and the Clouds would be the most
illuminating and damning exhibit.*’ Plato could only have sent the Clouds to Dionysius to
demonstrate the demos' delight in and susceptibility to wanton comic abuse, and the fate of
Socrates and Plato's own claims in the Apology about the effects of the Clouds must underlie his

intent in the anecdote.'® Indeed, rather than being part of a tradition that positively evaluates

Aristophanes, the anecdote must originally have been among those that were critical of him and

1% The phrase is deleted by Dindorf and Diibner; van Leeuwen leaves it but modifies it so that Plato is made to
exclude the Clouds from the dramas he sends. Lefkowitz 1981 leaves the phrase out in her English translation of the
Life, though she uses Koster's text.

1% Riginos 1976, 176-8, at n. 42 admits that the point of the anecdote may be that Plato sent Dionysius the plays to
illustrate the problems with the Athenian government, but then operates under the assumption that it was meant to
show a positive relationship between Plato and Aristophanes (and in fact the former's dependence on the latter).
Only Vickers 1997, 1-2 and 97, supposes that Plato indeed sent the Clouds to Dionysius in order to educate him
about Athens, though, for Vickers, the real point that Dionysius was supposed to extract from the Clouds concerns
the education of Pericles and Alcibiades, not the nature of the demos.

197 It is true that there is a tradition according to which Plato enjoyed Aristophanes' poetry (see especially
Olympiodorus In Plat. Alc. 2.65-75), and there is an epigram attributed to Plato that praises its beauty (XIV Page—
though Page supposes that the subscription to Plato is "mere guesswork™). We need hardly add that Aristophanes
appears as Socrates' companion in the Symposium. But Plato's problem here would not be with Aristophanes or his
poetry per se, but with their effect on the demos and the government. If we are to suppose that Plato sent the Clouds
to Dionysius so that the latter could learn about the nature of Athenian government (and not the beauty of the plays'
poetry), the evaluation could only be negative.

198 plato Apology 18a-€; 19c.
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his treatment of Socrates in the Clouds®

—and, accordingly, critical of comic abuse, the demos,
and the democracy's irresponsible treatment of its better citizens.

But the Life, like this narrative is on the whole, is thoroughly positive: the author of the
Life has misunderstood the anecdote or ignored its details. Indeed, this narrative admits less
nuance than the more negative one. Horace, at least, could admit a stage in which the free and
open abuse was useful before comedy degenerated. Here, however, it and the democracy are
upstanding right until the end. If comic abuse is problematic, it is because it is too effective at
attacking the wrongdoing of the powerful, and comedy's faculties, like those of the democracy
itself, are abridged for the benefit of the elite. Nor is there any hint of the religious background at
the origins of comedy. Comic abuse, in its origins, is presented as the reaction of the poor against
the misdeeds of the elite, and it is institutionalized because it benefits the state. Its perceived
function fully underlies its origin and nature. It was from the start an apparatus for social control,

and, in this story, the demos, its rule, and its comedy were forces for justice against corrupt, anti-

democratic oligarchs.

85.7. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have tried to reconstruct two competing accounts about the political
nature of personal abuse in Old Comedy and the origins and decline of Old Comedy. Both are
narratives of decline that involve the demos, the rich, and the changing dynamics of their
relationship. According to an account critical of comedy, its personal abuse was a product of

democracy, and, even if it was initially useful and just, it declined into depravity and had to be

109 See, e.g, Clouds hyp. 2; Aelian VH 2.13; D.L. 2.38; and Maximus of Tyre 3.3 and 12.8, which claim that
Aristophanes was in fact in league with Socrates' accusers. Eunapius Vit. Soph. 6.2.4, while not putting Aristophanes
in league with them, says that the comedy's success led to mockery of Socrates and emboldened his accusers to
bring their charges against him.
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curtailed. This history is, as | have suggested, based on a polemic against free speech and
democracy. In the second account, comic abuse was in origin directed by the people against
powerful wrongdoers who made abridging comic abuse part of their program of diminishing the
democracy.

At this point, we may briefly speculate about the origins of these accounts. We have seen
that features of the account that is critical of Old Comedy are old, for their outlines are visible in
the Old Oligarch's criticisms of the fifth century. The story of democratic Megara's rise and fall,
if it is wholly owed to Aristotle, would be from the 4th century. The negative account appears
fully and explicitly, however, in the 1st century BC in Horace's Ars Poetica''® and implicitly in
his Sermones, where Horace uses it and the polemic that underlies it against his opponents.

The pedigree of the opposing account is more elusive. Features of it are already present in
Horace and probably Varro, who do admit an early, useful stage for comic abuse. However, the
ultimate source for the claims about its usefulness during the Athenian democracy are, of course,
the comic poets themselves. However, | suspect that the rest of the narrative about the origins
and decline of comic abuse is late and responds to the more negative story. For, as we have seen,
is it less nuanced, less concerned about details and context, and more functionalistic; also, it has
left all the positives and inverted all the negatives in the other account. I even suspect that it may
have emerged in a place and time when the perils of free speech in Athens (or Rome) seemed
less relevant than more academic speculation, the idealization of democratic Athens, and the
justification for reading Old Comedy and its (often ribald) abuse.

At this time, Old Comedy and its history must no longer have seemed such important
political tools, and taking the Old Comic poets at their word and modifying comedy's history on

that basis may have seemed sensible or, indeed, more reliable. Aristophanes claims that he

10 Ars Poetica 281-4 (with Ep. 2.147-50 for the equivalent Roman development).
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pursues justice and serves the city's interests. All of the histories of drama trace its origins to
celebrations by farmers, and Aristophanes' own plays often feature as their protagonists farmers
who pursue justice and fight a corrupt system. Therefore, at the pre-scenic stage, farmers use
comic abuse to attack the rich justly. Aristophanes objects that Cleon and others impede him;
therefore, when Old Comedy disappears, it is because men like Cleon have finally won. It is less
a history than an aition. The rough edges are shaved away—the unwarranted abuse, the religious
origins, the jesting for jesting's sake—and what remains is a species of myth, recalling not what

was but what should have been.
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Chapter 6

The Admonishing Muse: Personal Abuse in Old Comedy and Satyr Play

86.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, | argued that the nature and function of socially and politically
engaged abuse was a matter of serious polemic. One body of criticism supposed that, as the
models of Aristotle and Eratosthenes suggest, personal abuse of third parties was not an original
or essential feature of comedy and that its purportedly corrective personal abuse was really a
form of social control that the masses exerted on the elite. A second body of criticism, however,
asserted that, as the poets themselves claimed, educating the public and rebuking vice were
comedy's main business and constructed a history of the genre around that premise.

In chapter 7, 1 will turn to evaluations of Old Comedy's humor, especially later ones; as
we shall see, many of these indeed revolve around the idea that its humor, and in particular its
personal abuse, has an ethical effect that ought to be praised or criticized. The personal abuse of
third parties came to be essential to the construction and evaluation of the genre despite the
models for the development of comedy that discount its role. In this chapter, however, | will turn
to other genres. 1 will show that personal abuse of third parties came to be so much the defining
feature in constructing the genre of Old Comedy that even other genres were connected to Old

Comedy and folded into the history of comedy precisely because they employed personal abuse.
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We have already seen that Roman satire was for this reason drawn into the orbit of Old

Comedy." In this chapter, we will take up satyr play.

86.2. The Admonishing Muse
In a short epigram in the Garland of Philip dating to around the reign of Tiberius, the
poet Honestus hails Sicyon as the city where Bacchus devised the admonitions of the playful

muse:

Movong vovbesinv prhomaiypovog ebpeto Bakyog,
® ZIKv@V, &v 6ol kdpov dyov Xapitmv-

on yap Eleyyov &xel YAvkepmtatov &v 1€ YEA®TL
KEVTIPOV: YO HEBVWV AOTOV E6MPPOVIGEV.

Bacchus devised the admonishment of the playful muse,
Sicyon, in you while conducting the komos of Graces.
For truly it has the sweetest rebuke and sting in laughter;

And the drunkard makes the urbane man wise.?

In the standard, and only, treatment of this epigram, Gow and Page note that it must refer

to the establishment of satyr drama, as Sicyon and its neighbors Corinth and Phlius had long-

standing and extensive connections to the invention and establishment of tragedy and satyr play.

But Honestus' description seems to fit comedy better, and Old Comedy specifically, in its

purported aim of correcting faults through laughter. As we saw in the last chapter and will see
more extensively in the next, this is a standard claim about the nature of Old Comedy's personal
abuse. In addition, as we mentioned previously, the scenario of drunkards using comic abuse to

correct the faults of the powerful is common in narratives about the emergence of Old Comedy,

! See §5.5.
2 A.P. 11.32 (=Honestus 8 G.-P. [Garland]).
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as is the opposition between farmers and the elite.® We have also seen evaluations like the
following, for example:

i ionyopiac obv micy Vrapyovong Edeiov ol TG KOUMSiag GLYYPAPOVIES E1XOV TOD CKOTTELY
KOi GTPOTNYOVS KO OIKOGTAG TOVG KOKMG S1kdovTos Kol TV TOMTAV Tvag 1| erAapyvpougs 1
ov(®vtag dcehyeiq.

When there was political equality for all, those who composed comedies took part without fear in

mocking generals and jurors who judged badly, as well as those citizens who were either greedy
or lived with licentiousness.”

ovte yop [0 Aptotogovig] mikpog AMav Eotiv domep 0 Kpativog obte yapielg domep 6 Edmog,
AL Exel Kol TPOG TOVG AUAPTAVOVTOS TO GPOOPOV ToD Kpativou kai o T1ig émtpeyovong
xéprrog EvmoMdoc,.
For [Aristophanes] is neither too biting like Cratinus nor too charming like Eupolis, but he has
the vehemence of Cratinus against those who do wrong and the easy charm of Eupolis.”
The second in particular approaches the description in Honestus' epigram. Platonius explains that
Avristophanes was the greatest poet of Old Comedy precisely because he expertly mixed harsh
criticism of wrongdoers with charm, just as Honestus explains that the muse has the sweetest
rebuke and sting in laughter. Other treatises likewise describe Old Comedy's aim of correcting
faults through mockery and laughter.

But no source claims that Sicyon was where Old Comedy was invented. Yet we must

presume that Honestus knows what he is talking about. While he is said to be from Byzantium in

one place, he is called Corinthian on two other occasions,® and his epigrams treat Thebes,

® See chapter 5.

* Koster I, 5-8 (=p. 33, 6-10, in Perusino 1989).

> Koster 11, 15-7 (=p. 39-40, 17-21, in Perusino 1989). On the sources and schools potentially influencing this
second treatise, see Perusino 1989, 20-4; Nesselrath 2000. Cf. Koster XXI (Tzetzes): 6 koukog 8¢ Tmg yeAdV
Kopmdiog / Gproyd Tva kol kakodpyov kol 0dpov / 10 Lowrdv fidpaincey gig evkoouiov and Koster XV (Tractus
Coislinianus): 6 cxdntov EAéyyev Oédel duoptipata THg Yoyiic Kol Tod cdUaToC.

® The Palatine manuscript at 7.274 gives him the ethnic Bu{avtiov; he is called Corinthian in the Palatine at 9.216
and in the Planudean at 9.250.
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Corinth, and Mt. Helicon.” He was clearly an educated individual familiar with the area and its
traditions, and he would have been exposed to contemporary satyr plays.?

But Honestus conflates Old Comedy and satyr play. As we will see, he is able to do this
because the generic boundary between the two diminished in theory and practice as a
consequence of satyr play's incorporation of personal abuse. Based on the fragments and
fragmentary knowledge we have of satyr plays from the fourth century on, I will show that satyr
play increasingly adopted features of comedy, particularly Old Comedy's personal abuse. Then, |
will turn to sources in ancient scholarship that discuss satyr play. As we will see, this
development in satyr play caused some ancient scholars to connect satyr play to Old Comedy, as
Honestus had, and to identify satyr play as a class of comedy because of its supposed

preoccupation with personal mockery.

86.3. Comedy and the Classical Satyr Play

Satyr play and its rapprochement with Old Comedy have gotten deserved attention
recently, though most discussion tends to focus on the fifth century.® C. W. Marshall, for
instance, has suggested that Euripides produced the pro-satyric Alcestis of 438 as a playful
misunderstanding of a recent Athenian law forbidding xepmdeiv in 439;'° such a law in 5th
century Athens was probably directed against mockery by name, i.e., évopaoti kou®doeiv, but

Marshall supposes that Euripides may have jokingly used this decree as an opportunity to jettison

" Several of his epigrams are known not from the Anthology, but from inscriptions, including nine on statues of the
muses at Mt. Helicon (the date of these inscriptions are also the reason for placing his floruit under Tiberius; for a
discussion of these finds, see the references given by Gow-Page ad Honestus X-XXI).

® The last known writer of satyr plays was, after all, Lucius Marius Antiochus of Corinth in the 2nd century AD
(TrGF DID A 8,4).

¥ See most recently Storey 2005; Bakola 2010, 81-112. For the possibility that this rapprochement coincided with a
theoretical connection between comedy and satyr play, see §3.5.

10 Marshall 2000, 229-238. It was the law of Morychides concerning pf koppdeiv (and not the more typical i
ovopaoti kopmdeiv) attested in X Acharnians 67.
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his k@dpog. After all, satyr play, like comedy, has its own k@®upog, and the double significance of
this word may have been what Honestus has in mind in line two of his epigram. Certainly Old
Comedy could incorporate features from satyr play: Callias, Pherecrates, and Cratinus all
produced comedies called Satyroi that featured choruses of satyrs.**

As the fifth century went on, one feature that satyr play adopted was a certain topicality
and propensity for criticizing contemporaries: the portrayal of Polyphemus in the Euripides'’
Cyclops has sometimes been seen as a criticism of contemporary sophism,*? as has the depiction
of Sisyphus in Critias' Sisyphus.*® A fragment of Euripides' Skiron mocks Corinthian
courtesans,™ and a fragment of Achaeus criticizes the Delphians.' But such portrayals and jokes
are quite distant from mocking specific, contemporary individuals by name. No known classical
satyr play engages in such abuse. Jeffery Henderson characterizes its language thus: "The very
infrequent obscenities that we find in the fragments of satyr drama are ... casual, nonabusive
double entendres, sly references or colorful slang intended to ilicit a smile."*® Satyr play does

adopt such abuse, but only after Old Comedy itself has faded away in the fourth century.

86.4. Timocles and Post-Classical Satyr Play
The first known case of a satyr play that featured thorough-going personal abuse is

Timocles' Ikarioi Satyroi, produced in Athens, probably in the 330s.!” The fragments of the play

! The comedies entitled Satyroi are merely the ones assured of having a chorus composed of satyrs; others, like the
Dionysalexandros, did as well. See Storey 2005; Bakola 2010, 81-112.

12 For discussion of (and opposition to) this view, see Sutton 1980a, 120-33.

'3 See Dihle 1977, 28-42, with Sutton 1980a, 74.

Y Fr. 676. Unless otherwise noted, | follow the numbering of TrGF for the fragments of satyr plays discussed in this
chapter.

©Fr. 12,

'® Henderson 1975, 26.

" Wagner 1905, 27, dates the play to around 342, as does Bevilacqua 1939, 25-62. Wilamowitz 1962 (=Wilamowitz
1889-90), 688, and Coppola 1927, 453-67, date it to 330-327 based on a possible reference to the famine in Athens
during those years in fr. 18 K.-A. Coppola settles on the date 330/29, because Pythionice left Athens for Babylonia
in 329; he presumes that the references to her in the play mean that she was still in the city when it was produced.
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clearly resemble comedy, not least because of their biting personal mockery. The identity of the
author and nature of the play were first discussed by Wilamowitz in 1890, who argued two
points that have proven controversial: firstly, that the two dramatists named Timocles that we
know of from this period—one an author of tragedy, the other of comedy—are the same person;
and, secondly, that the Ikarioi Satyroi is a satyr play rather than a comedy. The basis of the
former is an ambiguous statement in Athenaeus,*® while that of the latter is that, of the three
times Athenaeus mentions the play, he once calls it Ikarioi Satyroi (9.407f), a form of title that is
reserved exclusively for satyr plays.'® Nearly every treatment of the Ikarioi Satyroi since has
opposed Wilamowitz on these two points.2’ Whether Timocles comicus is to be identified with
Timocles tragicus is probably insoluble,?* but there is no compelling reason to deny that the play
was a satyr drama.

The main arguments against its status as a satyr play are two: (a) its meter is more like
that of comedy than of the classical satyr play (so first Korte),?? and (b) the content of the

fragments, especially the personal mockery of politicians, is more typical of comedy (argued at

'8 He does this on the basis of Athenaeus 9.407d: TiyokAfic 6 Tiic kKopwdioc Tomtig (v 5 kai Tpaymdiag),
interpreting this as "Timocles, the poet of comedy (and he was a poet of tragedy)." But this could instead be
understood as "Timocles, the poet of comedy (and there was a poet of tragedy by the same name)." IG 11 2320
records that a Timocles won at the Dionysia with a satyr play called Lycurgus in 340.

19 Sutton 1980a, 84. As he observes, comedies that take their name from satyrs either take the title Satyroi or
incorporate -satyroi into the title, such as another play by Timocles, Demosatyroi. A double name with satyroi as the
second element appears to have been unique to satyr plays.

% He is opposed principally by Koérte 1906, 410-6; Wagner 1905, 64-6; and Constantinides 1969, 49-61. The
fragments of the Ikarioi Satyroi appear in collections of comic fragments: Kock, Edmonds, and Kassel-Austin all
regard it as a comedy, and in only one case has a collection of tragic or satyric fragments included the play (Cipolla
2003, though Cipolla is ultimately uncertain about how it should be classified). Most recently in his Loeb edition of
Athenaeus (2008), Olson repeats the claim that the title Ikarioi Satyroi "almost certainly belongs to a comedy" (402
n. 262). The exceptions to this opposition are Sutton 19804a, 83-5, who admits that Timocles tragicus may or may
not be identical to Timocles comicus but argues that Ikarioi satyroi was certainly a satyr play, and Coppola 1927.
Bevilacqua 1939 takes the uneconomical view that the comic author and the tragic author were the same, but that he
wrote two plays—the Ikarioi (a comedy) and the Ikarioi Satyroi (a satyr play).

*1 The Suda entries complicate rather than explicate matters: the Suda identifies two dramatists named Timocles, one
a comic poet—and the other, too, a comic poet. Wagner 1905, 62-3, postulates corruption and suggests that in one of
the entries, tpaywucog was originally written instead of kmpucoe.

%2 Kéorte 1906.
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greatest length by Constantinides).”® Regarding (a), Korte's argument was primarily directed
against fr. 15 K.-A.,?* which Wilamowitz had reconstructed from Athenaeus' prose as ionics.?
Most editors have since rendered them as iambic trimeters, and they, as well as the trimeters in
fr. 16 K.-A.,% are unremarkable compared to the fragments of the satyr plays of Python and
Lycophron, discussed below. Fr. 16 K.-A., which is preserved as trimeters by Athenaeus, has one
major violation?’ of Porson's Law in its seven lines and no "comic anapests."? This sample size
is too small to compare the frequencies usefully to those of the Cyclops,? but the types of
violation may be significant: the three major violations in the Cyclops occur between a
multisyllabic, non-lexical, non-appositive word and the definite article.** No violation in the
Cyclops, or in any fragment from a classical satyr play, occurs between two lexical words,
indicating that this degree of license was probably not permitted. The violation in fr. 16 K.-A.
line 4 of the Ikarioi Satyroi, however, does imply such license (kéievcov # capydavog). However,
such a license is comparable to that taken by Python and Lycophron in their satyr plays: Agen fr.
1 in its eighteen lines has two comic anapests and two comparable violations of Porson's Law,*

and Menedemus fr. 2 in its nine lines has two comic anapests and one comparable violation of

23 Constantinides 1969.

2 =Athenaeus 8.339d.

> Wilamowitz 1962.

% =Athenaeus 8.339d.

27| e., a violation that is unparalleled in tragedy.

% | e., a resolved breve or anceps not in the first foot or a proper name.

# Based on the count in Seaford 1984, 45-6, there is about one comic anapest per 42 lines and one major violation
of Porson's Law per 236 lines.

0 Euripides Cyclops 210: dudv # 1@ E0A®; 681: motépag # Tiig xepoc; and 682: avti] # Tij néTpy.

% On this license and the acceptability of violations at appositive boundaries at Porson's Bridge, see Devine and
Stephens 1983.

%2 Line 16: mohitny # yeyovévay; line 18: étaipag # appopav.
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Porson's Law.* If anything, the scanty evidence indicates that Ikarioi Satyroi was at least as
conservative with its trimeters as the satyr plays that would follow.*

The other two surviving fragments of the play, frr. 18 and 19 K.-A., are not iambic
trimeters, but trochaic tetrameters catalectic. While this meter commonly appears in comedy,
especially in the epirrhemata of parabaseis,® it appears in satyr drama at least once.* For his
part, Aristotle thought that in the satyric performances that preceded tragedy the trochaic
tetrameter catalectic was used before the iambic trimester was adopted.®” In addition, the
evidence shows that this period saw increased metrical innovation and license in satyr drama:
Astydamas Il fr. 4, from his satyr drama Heracles, is in eupolideans, a meter far more
characteristic of comedy, and Chaeremon's mysterious polymetric drama,® the Centaur, may
have been a satyr play.*® Any metrical anomalies in the Ikarioi Satyroi, then, are well paralleled
in other satyr plays of the period and fall short of proving that it should be otherwise classified.

As for the contents of the play, the fragments give little help in reconstructing its plot.
But its name is suggestive: we have seen that the deme of Icaria recurs as the birthplace of both

comedy and tragedy and that the deme is named for Icarius, who was taught by Dionysus in

* Line 9: tpuchivov # copmdtc.

% Of the Agen, Sutton 1980a, 77, writes, "These are the iambics of comedy, not satyr play.” Snell 1971, 106-8,
downplays the metrical looseness of the Agen and argues that it does not differ too much from tragedy, but his
defense falls rather short: to excuse the resolved anceps in line 6 (waxeipevov) and in the brevia in lines 8
(Tvbrovikng), 14 (dwmépyar), and 16 (uvpradog), he proposes that Python was pronouncing iota as a consonant (i.e.,
as a y) before a vowel and after a long syllable (IF'\vképag in line 17 is permissible because it is a proper name, and
IMvbovikm in 8 could be excused for this reason too). Even if we accept this, he admits that the violations of Porson's
law in lines 3, 16, and 18 are more typical of comedy than tragedy. To this list of violations, we may add Janko's
emendation to line 2, aétopa, which exhibits a resolved anceps but cannot be excused by positing a different
pronunciation for iota. Python is clearly taking more metrical license than would be permissible for classical satyr
drama, and Timocles prefigures him in this.

% See, e.g., Clouds 575-94 or Wasps 753-68, with their antepirrhemata.

% Sophocles fr. 296¢, perhaps a fragment of the Inachus. For discussion of this fragment, see Krumeich et al. 1999,
324-8.

%" Poetics 4.1449a22-4: 10 p&v yap TPATOV TETPAUETP® EXPBVTO L0 TO CATLPIKTY KoL OPYNOTIKOTEPOV EIVOL THY
moinow, AEswg 8¢ yevopévng anti 1 voig 1o oiksiov pétpov edpe; cf. On Poets fr. 20 Janko, with Janko 2011, 346.
At Rhet. 3.1.1404a29-35 Avristotle repeats the claim that tragedy used the trochaic tetrameter before the iambic
trimeter.

% So-called by Athenaeus 13.608e. Cf. Ar. Poetics 1.1447b,21.

% For discussion of this proposal, see Krumeich et al. 1999, 580-590.

195



viticulture and introduced wine to humanity. Certainly the drunkenness, revelry, and abuse
associated with this story would be appropriate material for a satyr play. There is certainly visual
evidence associating satyrs viticulture,*® and, in one version of the story, a satyr accompanied
Dionysus to Icaria.** There may also be depictions on vases of Dionysus and a satyr companion
meeting Icarius.*?

While other places have been proposed for the site of the play's setting,*® a locale near
Athens makes the most sense, since it engages with contemporary politics and mocks
contemporaries by name in the manner typical of Old Comedy.* Fr. 15 K.-A. mentions Anytus 6
nayvg, two mackerel that are the sons of Chaerephilus, and the courtesan Pythionice, who
entertains them. The first, Anytus the fat, is perhaps the politician who would become
suvtptipapyog in 323.*° Chaerephilus was a fishmonger, and at least one of his sons would serve
as trierarch; those sons are also targeted in comedy.“® Pythionice, also mentioned in fr. 16 K.-A.,
is a well known courtesan who was derided not only in comedy,*’ but also in the satyr play Agen,
discussed below. The politician Hyperides is mocked in fr. 17 K.-A., evidently for taking

bribes,* and other orators and politicians seem to be attacked in fr. 18 K.-A.*® Aristomedes and

“0 Hedreen 1992, 185-6, lists such representations in black-figure painting.

! pausanias 1.23.5.

“2 Many vase paintings from the archaic period show Dionysus (sometimes with a satyr) meeting a bearded man, but
it is unclear whether that bearded man is Icarius (for example, Oxford, Ashmolean 1965.126 [ABV 242.34]). See
Carpenter 1986, 45-7, and Shapiro 1989, 95-6, who are skeptical. One case from the fifth century, Malibu, Getty
81.AE.62 (=LIMC V, Ikarios I, B 10) does seem to show Dionysus and Icarius sacrificing a goat (although Dionysus
and the goat are mostly lost) while a satyr and a maenad stand in the background. On this vase, see Robertson 1986.
** Edmonds 1959, 612, advances two other possibilities: Dionysus was abducted by pirates while journeying from
Icaria to Naxos according to Pseudo-Apollodorus 3.5.3 (though Ovid Met. 3.595 puts the site of his abduction in
Chios); and, according to Theocritus 26.33, Dionysus was born on Mt. Dracanum on the island of Icarus.

“ Arnott 1996, 212 n. 1, says of the Ikarioi Satyroi: "[T]he extant frs ... are wholly comic in spirit."

*® He appears in IG 111632, and this is the identification preferred by K.-A. Coppola 1927, 454, instead identifies
him as one of the witnesses in Dem. 59.61 (Against Neaira). The latter may be right, given that Timocles wrote a
comedy called Neaira about the courtesan (fr. 25-6 K.-A.).

*® The sons are mocked in Alexis fr. 77 K.-A. and Timocles fr. 23 K.-A. (from the comedy Lethe). See Coppola
1927, 455.

* She appears in Timocles fr. 27 K.-A. (from the Orestautoclides) in a list of courtesans; Alexis fr. 143 K.-A.;
Antiphanes fr. 27 K.-A.; and Philemon fr. 15 K.-A. (alongside Harpalus, on whom see below).

*® He is mentioned as well in Timocles fr. 4 K.-A. (from the Delos) among politicians who take bribes.
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Autocles are mentioned in fr. 19 K.-A., the latter perhaps the trierarch of 356°° and the former a
pederast who is ridiculed in comedy.™

The argument that, because of such mockery, the Ikarioi Satyroi could not have been a
satyr play ultimately relies (as does any argument objecting to its meter) on the premise that satyr
play could not have so converged with comedy that they would be so difficult to distinguish.>?
This is unproven, and it is in fact the thesis of this chapter that in this period satyr play adopted
features of comedy, particularly personal mockery, to such an extent that later poets, like
Honestus, and scholars, like Evanthius, would indeed connect or conflate the two genres.
Timocles with his lkarioi Satyroi is problematic only because he would be the first example of
this trend and may even have been its originator. We can advance some good reasons why these
changes may have happened in around 330 at his hands. As Sutton has noted, the victory list for
the Dionysia of 340 marks the earliest known occasion when separate prizes were awarded for
satyr play and tragedy.>® In that year or shortly before, satyr play was dissociated from the tragic
trilogy, surely giving greater opportunity for innovation in the genre. Even if we reject the

proposition that the same poet could write tragedy and comedy,>* there may have been nothing to

* Thudippus, Dion, Telemachus, and Kephisodorus are named. Telemachus is also mentioned in Timocles fr. 23 K.-
A. (from the Lethe). For attempts to identify these, see Coppola 1927, 455-8, and Cipolla 2003, 324-5.

501G 11 794d 28, 1006; cf. Coppola 1927, 463.

> He is mentioned in Theophilus fr. 2 K.-A. and is usually identified with the Autocleides described as one of
Timarchus' lovers in Aesch. 1.52. He is surely the butt of mockery in Timocles' play Orestautoclides (fr. 27 K.-A.),
in which he is hounded by a troop of courtesans just as Orestes was by the Eumenides. Coppola 1927, 462-3, thinks
he is to be identified with a certain Autocles who was one of the generals in an expedition against the Odrysians.

2 Korte 1906, 413: "merkwiirdig ware es dagegen, wenn Satyrdrama und Komddie um 340 einander so dhnlich
gesehen hatten, dass man im Ton keinen Unterschied merken kann." In this methodology, he is followed by
Constantinides 1969.

531G 117 2320, the very victory list in which a certain Timocles—either a tragic poet, a comic poet, or both—won
first place with the satyr drama Lycurgus. On these developments, see Sutton 1980a, 85. This dissociation seems to
have persisted; later inscriptions from Athens, Anatolian Magnesia, Samos, and elsewhere suggest that, into the 2nd
century AD, there were separate contests and prizes for comedy, tragedy, and satyr play. See Seaford 1984, 25-6 for
a survey of these inscriptions.

> Sutton 1980a, 83 n. 276, hesitantly mentions Philiscus as a possible poet of both Middle Comedy and tragedy, and
Coppola 1927, 464, points to lophon and Chairemon as possible authors of both genres, but none of these
possibilities are very convincing. The arguments for Philiscus and Chairemon are based on the observation that the
Suda calls them both comic poets even though we know from other sources that they were tragic poets; the Suda
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stop the same poet from composing comedy and satyr play. Timocles himself does seem to have
been rather ingenious and original, at least when it came to attacking contemporaries and
combining politics with mythology,*® and comedy subsequently would move away from this:
after all, fewer than ten years after the Ikarioi Satyroi was produced Menander's first play would
appear on the Athenian stage. It seems likely that satyr play, which was now divorced from
tragedy, already featured humorous plots adapted from mythology, and had a history of cross-
pollinating with comedy,*® picked up where Old and Middle Comedy had left off as comedy

itself moved in a different direction.

86.5. Personal Abuse in Python's Agen

The topicality and personal mockery in Timocles' Ikarioi Satyroi are paralleled in the
satyr play Agen, probably performed for Alexander in India about five years later. Constantinides
objects to using the Agen as a point of comparison and as an indicator for the development of

satyr play during this period because it was a short drama performed at the edge of the world; but

may be mistaken or corrupt. lophon's case is more interesting and perhaps relevant to our discussion: Clement of
Alexandria Strom. 1.3.24 writes: Top®v 1€ 0poimg 6 KopKog &v AVA®S0IC 6aTHPOIS £l Pay®IGY Kol GAA®V TIVDV
Aéyer "kal yop eiceAivdev / moAhdv coprotdv dyAog EEnptupévog." An lophon comicus is unknown, and it is
unlikely that lophon, the son of Sophocles and well-known for his tragedies, was composing comedy, tragedy, and
satyr play. While cogiotai here refers to musical specialists and not teachers of philosophy or rhetoric, he could
have been influenced by comedy's penchant for mocking sophists and saw some resemblance there (see, for
instance, Antiphanes fr.120 K.-A.). On the other hand, Clement quotes Cratinus in the previous sentence, and it may
be more likely that calling lophon ¢ kopkog was a mistake.

*® Meineke 1839, 428, writes of him: "Timocles, poeta, quantum e fragmentis coniicere licet, unus omnium maxime
ingeniosus summaeque, ut temporibus illis, in dicendo libertatis." Constantinides 1969 argues that the Ikarioi
Satyroi and the fragments of Timocles more closely resemble Old Comedy than Middle Comedy for, among other
reasons, the subject matter of his comedies and the vitriol of his attacks on contemporaries.

*® Shaw 2010 suggests that Middle Comedy had an especially close relationship to classical satyr play in that the
latter's mythic plots of were an important source of inspiration for the direction in which comedy moved in the
fourth century.
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these seem like stronger reasons to look for precursors and to reject the supposition that its
topicality and personal mockery somehow arose ex nihilo.>

Of the satyr play Agen, written by the otherwise unknown Python, two fragments that
form a nearly continuous passage are preserved by Athenaeus. Most of the play seems to have
treated the dissolute behavior of Harpalus, one of Alexander's lieutenants. During his
campaigning, Alexander had left Harpalus in charge of the royal treasury of Babylon, and
Harpalus was known for squandering his money on two courtesans: first Pythionice, for whom
he built two temples upon her death,*® and then Glycera, for whom he paid a large sum and to
whom he insisted that his subjects pay royal honors, including proskynesis.>® In 324, Harpalus

stole from the treasury and fled to Greece.

<A> gotwv &’ dmov pev 0 Kahapog mEuy’ o
tpérop'® Gopvov, 00 dpiotepiic 8° 6de
nopvng O KAEWVOG vadg, ov on [Hariiong
1e0EaG KOTEYV® 010 TO TPayr’ avTod QUYNV.
gvtadOa o Tdv PapPapov Tveg pdyot (5)
OpAOVTEG ADTOV TUYKAKMG SIOKEILEVOV
gneioav oG d&ovot TV yuynyv dve
v [TvBovikng ...
... EKpOBETV 8¢ cov mobd,
HoKpav ATolk®V Kelbev, At0ida y06va
Tiveg tOHyan Tkakodow §| mpdrtovot ti. (10)
<B> &te pev épackov 6odrov éktijcbot Piov,
tkavov €ogimvouv: viv 8¢ ToVv xédpoma pdvov
Kol TOV pépabov Ec6ovot, Tpovg &’ oL HAAa.
<A> kol punv axode popladog Tov Aprarov
avToiol TV AYijvog 00K EAATTOVOG (15)
oltov damépyor Kol ToAlTny yeyovévar.
<B> INwképagc 6 6itoc ovTog Nv- Eoton 8’ Tomg
avtoicy OAEBpoL Kovy Etaipag appaPav.

> Constantinides 1969, 54: "Neither the Agen nor the Menedemus can be used as a criterion for the Athenian satyr
play ca. 330 BC. The former was produced at the far end of the world conquered by Alexander; Athenaeus himself
qualifies his description of the play by calling it catvpucov dpapdriov 'a short satyr play' (13.596D)."

*® See Theopompus FGrH 115F 253.

% See Arrian 4.10.5-12.5 for an indication of how controversial and problematic proskynesis was when Alexander
required it from his Macedonian subjects.

% On the possible emendations to this, see below.
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<A> But there is, where this reed grew, a birdless ..., and here on the left is the illustrious temple
of the whore. Pallides built it and condemned himself to flight because of the business. There,
some magoi of the barbarians saw that he was in a terrible plight and persuaded him that they
would summon up the spirit of Pythionice ... But I long to learn from you, since | live far from
there, what fortunes the Athenians have(?) and how they fare.

<B> When they used to say that they had their living like a slave, they ate enough. But now they
eat only pea mash and fennel, and not much wheat.

<A> But in fact | hear that Harpalus sent myriads of bushels of grain to them, no less than those
of Agen, and that he has become a citizen.

<B> This was the grain for Glycera: perhaps it will be security for their ruin and not for the
courtesan.®
There is some controversy over the date and circumstances of performance: Athenaeus, in whose
work the play's fragments are found, seems to give two contradictory statements about where and
when it was performed.®? He says that the production occurred when Alexander was, on the one
hand, on the Hydaspes (i.e., the river Jhelum in India) and, on the other hand, after Harpalus took
flight. Alexander was on the Hydaspes in 326; Harpalus fled in 324. Most commentators accept
the latter date.®® The most convincing argument for this is the suggestion that Hydaspes is an
error for Choaspes with XO written for YA.*

If this is the case, the Choaspes refers to the river near Susa, and therefore the play would
have been performed when Alexander was in Susa in March/April 324. However, as Adams
argues, it is hard to imagine that Athenaeus would have referred to so illustrious a city as Susa

with the obscure phrase "on the river Choaspes," while we might expect just such as phrase as

81 Agen fr. 1 (=Athen. 13.595f-596b + 586d).

%2 Athenaeus 13.595f-596b.

% Beloch 1927, 434-6, first put the performance in 324 at Ecbatana. This dating and location is the one generally
followed and is accepted by Lloyd-Jones 1966, 16-7; Sutton 1980a, 78-80; Worthington 1986, 63-76; and Krumeich
et al. 1999, 594. However, Droysen 1872, 498 n. 36, suggests that it was performed in 324 in Susa instead, and this
dating and location are accepted by Wikarjak 1950, 49, and Kotlinska 2005, 44-53. | have not had access to
Wikarjak's article and rely on Kotlinska's summary of his views.

% First suggested by Droysen 1872, 498 n. 36, who ascribes the mistakes to Athenaeus himself. Wikarjak 1950, 49,
suggests a copyist's mistake; he is followed by Kotlinska 2005, 46.

200



“on the river Hydaspes" for celebrations in Alexander's encampment in India.®® Moreover, if the
fragment refers to Harpalus' dealings with the Athenians, then March/April 324 is too soon:
Harpalus would not reach Athens until the summer, and his destination and intentions would not
have been clear until then.®® Finally, to my knowledge, there is no indication that Alexander
celebrated the Dionysia during his stay in Susa.

Snell, however, has argued for the date of 326, when Alexander was on the Hydaspes.®’
He suggests that holding a Dionysia needs only a few resources,® though Alexander did
occasionally receive substantial resources and reinforcements from his allies.®® Alexander
certainly did hold games during his Indian campaign, including on the Hydaspes, though Arrian
reports only gymnastic and equestrian contests.”® Snell argues that the Agen would have been
more dramatically effective if it were performed in 326 before Alexander's battle-weary army in
India. I am inclined to agree with his dating, though on a different ground that, I think, reconciles
Athenaeus' statements about the chronology.

The Agen could indeed have been performed when Alexander was in India and after
Harpalus' flight occurred—provided that Harpalus' flight refers not to the later and more famous
flight of 324 that finally estranged him from Alexander, but to his earlier flight of 333 before the
battle of Issos, described in Arrian 3.6.4-7.” This dating has the added benefit that puyrv in line
4 can be understood to be not merely, as Snell thought, a coincidence, or, as the supporters of the

later chronology would have it, an allusion to Harpalus' current dangerous and traitorous

% Adams 1901, 127-9.

% As argued by Worthington 1986.

®" Snell 1971, 117-121.

% Furthermore, the Agen was a particularly short play: Athenaeus calls it a catvpicdv Spopdriov (13.586d and
595d), i.e., a little satyr play.

% After crossing the Indus and before reaching the Hydaspes, Arrian 5.3 says that Alexander was sent 200 talents of
silver, 3,000 oxen, 700 horsemen, 30 elephants, and 10,000 sheep by his allies.

70 Games are held on the Hydaspes in 5.20. Contests are also mentioned in 5.3 on crossing the Indus.

™ For the circumstances of this earlier flight, see Heckel 1977, 133-5.
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activities,”? but a dig at his past cowardice. Such an attack on him would be especially fitting
given the dramatic setting. In the fragment, he has fled to the temple he built for Pythionice. In a
letter from Theopompus to Alexander, which describes circumstances like those depicted in
Python's play, Theopompus criticizes Harpalus for building the temple to Pythionice instead of
building memorials to honor the Greek dead from their battles against the Persians, including the
battle of Issos.” The temple itself and his so-called guyn to it recall both Harpalus' cowardice
before and his misbehavior after one of Alexander's greatest victories.

If there was such a consistent emphasis on Harpalus' cowardice—and, accordingly, on
the bravery of Alexander and his fellows—this sheds some light on the textual problem in line 2,
the nonsensical etmp'. Pezopulos, apud Kolokotsas, suggested the emendation nétpopa;’ he
had good reason for this, as we shall see, but Suss made the decisive criticism that a rock so lofty
that birds cannot reach its heights has no place in this scene. Siiss himself, following Meineke,
supposed that it must be some word for lake or swamp, since such places that are called &opvog
(avernus) are associated with passage to the underworld and necromancy.” But they can offer no
suggestions aside from the unattested &ropa, and von Blumenthal, who also follows Meineke, is
left supposing that the corrupted word may be Babylonian or a local name.”® Janko has proposed
the solution détoy, i.e., a gable or pediment.”” The speaker is, therefore, referring to part of the
temple complex. This has the obvious attractions that ® would be a small error for A, that it

corresponds to a structure we would expect on the scene, and that it is a joke. The word détoua

"2 Badian 1961, 16-43, describes the circumstances of the time; Harpalus, the Athenians, and Alexander's other
enemies in Greece and Persia posed a real menace.

® Theopompus FGrH 115F 253.

™ Pezopulos' suggestion is reported in Kolokotsas 1938; | have not yet seen this work and rely on Siiss 1939, 211-2.
" Siiss 1939, 211-2, following Meineke 1867, 280.

"8 yon Blumenthal 1939, 219.

" Forthcoming in Classical Quarterly (2013).
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derives from éétoc because a pediment resembles an eagle with outspread wings;® but this one
is "birdless,"” i.e., it is a building, not a bird.

Most importantly for our purposes, however, this corresponds to what must surely have
been another dig at Harpalus. For one of Alexander's greatest victories in the East was his
storming of a citadel that was so mighty that even Heracles had failed to sack it.” Its name: the
Aornos Rock, Aopvog ITétpa. This reference was why Pezopulos proposed and Kolokotsas
accepted the unlikely emendation wétpoua. The battle immediately preceded Alexander's
journey to the Hydaspes, and, if I am correct about the play's dating, Alexander conquered the
fortress just a year before the play was performed. Alexander, therefore, sacked a mighty fortress
higher than the birds can fly; Harpalus has built a memorial (indeed, a temple) for his lover,
complete with a birdless gable. The mockery directed against Harpalus may be comparable to
that directed at, e.g., the coward Cleonymus in Aristophanes. Like the attacks on politicians and
other public figures in Old and Middle Comedy, Harpalus is a well-known, recurrent target of
abuse: he is attacked elsewhere in comedy and appears alongside Pythionice in Philemon fr. 15
K.-A.

As Snell reconstructs the play, it has a chorus of satyrs who play magoi that will conjure
up from the underworld Pythionice, Harpalus' dead courtesan; later Glycera arrives and the satyrs
show excessive reverence to her by proskynesis. Alexander seems to be the titular Agen, which
must derive from éyo and mean leader;® at the end of the play, he would appear, perhaps in the

guise of Dionysus, and corral the satyrs, as well as Harpalus and Glycera.®* In some ways, the

"8 Photius s.v. Aetoc: 16 € TINVOV {dov kai To &l Td mpomvlain, 6 kai viv détmpa Aéyetar 1) yap émi Toig
TPOTLAOIOLG KOTOOKELT) AETOD MUETTON YO GITOTETAKOTOC T TTTEPAL.

" Arrian 4.28-30.

% von Blumenthal 1939, 216-7, discusses the formation of this name and points to, among other parallels, the name
Apynv in Herodian 1, 14 Lenz.

81 Snell 1971, 116-7.
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play seems like a sequel to the Ikarioi Satyroi: the latter play at least in part treats Pythionice and
her lovers (frr. 15 and 16 K.-A.), apparently during an Athenian grain shortage (fr. 18 K.-A.).
The Agen begins with her newest lover, Harpalus, mourning her death and having recently sent
grain to Athens to relieve their lack and procure a new courtesan.®

However the action proceeded, one feature of the play's style is clear from the extant 18
lines: the people whose faults will be mocked, Pythionice, Glycera, and Harpalus, are mocked
directly. As Athenaeus tells us before excerpting the passages, Harpalus in line 3 is referred to as
[oAAidne, which Snell interpreted as the equivalent of ®oAAidng, i.e., son of a phallus.® It is also
a comic formation from his own name (Har-palus). The primary reference, however, may be to
the verb A\ and Harpalus' aversion to military service, that is, the trembling or quivering that
renders him unfit to serve.®* This is a passive sense of néAiw; in the active the verb refers to the
act of brandishing a weapon, and, if this sense is meant as well, it is a sarcastic gibe at someone
who does not take up arms. Arrian tells us, after all, that Alexander appointed Harpalus as
steward of the treasury rather than to the army because Harpalus was lame,® and perhaps
mockery was made of his physical limitations and appearance too.

Pallides, who, one of the interlocutors says, is maykdkwc dtokeipevog, is like the lover
who wastes away in longing for his beloved of New Comedy,® though he has one lover,
Glycera, on the way, and another, Pythionice, about to be summoned for a time by magoi. But he

is also like the gullible braggart soldier: he is credulous for trusting the satyric magoi and, as

8 The connections are strong enough that Coppola 1927, 464-7, suggests that the Agen was written by Timocles or a
close imitator.

% Snell 1971, 107. See Sutton 1980b, 96, for opposition to this understanding of the appellation. Schiassi 1958, 83-
94, connects the name to BaAliov, a name apparently meaning dowtog and perhaps itself formed from @oAloc.

# Suggested by SiiR 1939; compare the word tpeotrc, derived from tpéw, meaning a coward (Hesychius s.v.
tpéotng). As Sutton 1980b, notes, though, the name surely recalls, too, Harpalus' connection to the city of Pallas (cf.
line 16, where one of the two interlocutors says that he has been made a citizen of Athens), and Sutton sees this as
the primary pun.

8 Arrian 3.6.6.

8 These New Comic types in the Agen are discussed by Schiassi 1958.

204



Snell suggests, he will soon demand extraordinary honors for himself and his courtesan—though
he is far from being a soldier, as his nickname, his behavior, his physical appearance, his "flight"
to the temple, and the latter's very existence all remind us. If the Agen was preformed primarily
before battle-weary soldiers in India in 326, such mockery of Harpalus' cowardice and softness
would be particularly fitting and be designed to buttress their spirits by criticizing the weakness

of those who stayed behind.

86.6. Lycophron's Menedemus

Snell calls the Agen a unique satyr play, but we have seen personal attacks on
contemporaries' faults in a way reminiscent of comedy in the Ikarioi Satyroi; it recurs as well in
a satyr play by Lycophron, the Menedemus, produced in either Athens or Eretria in 280.%” The
play's structure and content are less clear. Menedemus was a philosopher and politician in
Eretria,®® and Athenaeus tells us that Lycophron wrote the play in mockery against Menedemus
and criticized the philosophers' dinners.®

Athenaeus quotes the play to demonstrate the meanness of Menedemus' symposia:
Silenus seems at first to praise the banquet, telling the satyrs that it excels dinners in Rhodes,
Caria, and Lydia; then he dashes their expectations by describing how niggardly the provisions
are. The other fragments likewise seem to parody the dinners and congress of Menedemus and

his pupils.

¥ van Rooy 1965, 127.

% See D.L. 2.126-144.

8 Athenaeus 2.55d: Avoppav & 60 XaAkideng &v catupik® dpapatt, O éml katapmknost Eypayev gig Mevédnov
OV PILOGOPOV, G’ 00 1 TdV "Epetpikdv dvoudsdn aipesic, Slackdntov Tdv @IAocoQmvy Té Seinva enot ...
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YIAHNOX
Tideg KpaTIoTOL TATPOC EEMAEGTATOL,
EY® HEV LUV, g OpaTE, GTPNVIRD-
deimvov yap ot &v Koapig, po tovg Oeovg,
oVT’ &v PO To100TOV 0UT” &V Avdig
KATEX® OEOETVINKMG. ATOALOV, OG KOAOV
*kx
GALG KOATKIOV
VOOPES O TOAG TEPLYE TOD TEVIMPROLOV,
atpépo mapegeoTrog: 6 T aATNPLog
Kol ONUOKOVOG EmEXOPEVE OAYIATG
0¢puog, mTevitov Kai TPIKAIVOL GLUTOTNC.

Silenus:

Most accursed children of the mightiest father, I, as you see, am running riot: for neither in
Caria, by the gods, nor in Rhodes, nor in Lydia have | eaten and held in my belly such a meal.
Apollo, how fine *** But a boy brought around a little watery cup of wine worth five obols and
it had gone completely sour. And the cursed and common legume danced in abundance, the
companion of poor men and a small dining room.*

A difficulty in evaluating the criticism in the Menedemus is that, while Athenaeus says
that it was written in mockery of the philosopher, Diogenes Laertius in his life of Menedemus
says that it was an &ykdpov.” But Lycophron would not have been alone in mocking
Menedemus; Diogenes says that Menedemus early in life was disliked by the Eretrians, who
called him a cynic and a trifler.®> He tells us as well that Menedemus was parodied by

contemporary philosophers: both Crates of Thebes and Timon of Phlius mocked his pomposity,

the latter calling him a puffed up and haughty purveyor of pretensions.*®

% Menedemus fr. 2 (=Athen. 10.420b).

%1 D.L. 2.140.2-3: Avk6@pav &v 101 TEmompEVOLS oathpolg adtd, 0bc Mevédnpog Enéypoyev, &ykduov tod
PILOGOPOV TOMGOG TO SPapLaL.

%2 D.L. 2.140.8: Td pév odv TpdTa KATEQPOVETTO, KD®V Kai Afjpoc v7d tdv Epetpléonv dkodmv.

% D.L. 2.126.7-11: gaiveron 81 6 Mevédnpog oepvoc ikavdg yevéoar: §0ev antov Kpdne napmddv enot:
"OMaocov T AokAnmuadny kai tadpov Epétpny.” 6 8¢ Tipwv obtwg: "dykov dvactioas tTogpuopévog
appociBoupas.”
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Even if the mockery was gentler than in the Agen, it is still difficult to reconcile
Diogenes' éykadpiov with Athenaeus' katapdknoiw.> It may be that Diogenes had only a limited
acquaintance with the play, given that he makes no note of its criticisms when he says that
Menedemus was very hospitable and held many symposia where he welcomed musicians and
poets—among whom was Lycophron.* Diogenes has enough information, however, to quote
from the play, and Athenaeus and Diogenes may have used the same source, Antigonus of
Carystus,* for their information about the life of Menedemus, as well as, perhaps, for their
knowledge of the play.®’

The humor in Diogenes' quotation is rather subtle, however:
¢ €K Bpayeiog dontdg 1 Pond KOME
a0TOIG KUKAETTOL TPOG PETPOV, TPAYN L0 O
0 GOPPOVIGTNG TOIG PLANKOOIS AGYOG.

As after a short feast, a small cup is circulated moderately, and for those who liked to listen there
is wise discussion for dessert.”

Fr. 3 must be taken along with fr. 2 to see that Menedemus' dinner is being mocked for its
meagerness, not merely praised for its moderation: the feast is short, the cup is small, and the

dessert is not food, but conversation. Fr. 4 is likewise subtle:

% Steffen 1951, 331-7, thinks that D.L. was correct and the dinners of other philosophers (and not Menedemus)
were mocked and believes that Athenaeus' view that the play was meant in mockery against Menedemus was
mistaken. This view is opposed by Wikarjak 1948, 127-137, and van Rooy 1965, 128-134; the latter, 142 n. 39,
observes that it is inconceivable that Lycophron would have written a satyr play called Menedemus but mock not
Mendemus but other philosophers. Xanthakis-Karamanos 1997, 121-143, accepts Athenaeus' evaluation, supposing
that the play's mockery was rather mild.

%2133

% Cited by Athenaeus for his information about Menedemus' symposia at 10.15.2. Diogenes cites Antigonus for
some unrelated information about Menedemus in 2.136, but he does not say where he learned about Menedemus'
symposia, Lycophron's satyr play, or Lycophron's relationship with Menedemus. However, his description of
Menedemus' dinners in 2.140, given before quoting the play (Menedemus fr. 3), is quite close to Athenaeus',
suggesting a common source. Steffen 1951, 333-4, suggests that Diogenes relied on Athenaeus for this description,
but this seems untenable since Diogenes does quote Antigonus elsewhere.

°" The treatment of the play in Krumeich et al. 1999, 618-23, supposes as much.

% Menedemus fr. 3(=D.L. 2.140.5-7).
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TOAAGKIG
oLVOVTOG OTOVG
émi mAglov O Opvig kateAapupave

Vv €0 KOADV
<2 — v —-%>101010" 0VOETM KOPOG
Often the bird calling out the dawn caught them when they were long consorting, and they were
not yet sated.”
Given the other fragments, the joke must be a pun on k6pog: come morning, the guests have had
their fill of neither talk nor food. If these fragments are typical of the rest of the play, it becomes
clear how Diogenes might have regarded it as an encomium and Athenaeus as mockery: the
mockery at least partly consisted of jokes about the asceticism of Menedemus and his school and
their commitment to philosophy. Who is doing the mocking is significant, too. The speaker in fr.
3 and fr. 4 is unclear, but Athenaeus tells us that the speaker in fr. 2 is Silenus. He is, like his
satyrs, notoriously hedonistic, and his mockery of Menedemus and his dinners may be humorous
and even true, but it would not be especially damning or offensive coming from him. Mockery
from such a character can in its own way be an honor, and that double-sidedness is apparent in
frr. 3-4. In noting the meagerness of the fare, they are also noting the moderation of Menedemus
and his guests and their devotion to conversation.

Like Crates and Timon, Lycophron may have gone further and the mockery may have

been more extensive, though, once again, it may have been a sort of praise. In the collections of

100

chreiai that were becoming popular,™ the ones treating cynic sages in particular depict

philosophers who speak frankly (sometimes even obscenely), make great use of humor, have

% Menedemus fr. 4 is found in Athenaeus 10.420c and is given by Athenaeus there partly as a prose paraphrase. The
text here is as printed in TrGF.

199 Machon's iambic Chreiai, for instance, date to the middle of the third century, and, like Lycophron, he wrote in
Alexandria (he was also a comic poet of some bitterness, since Dioscorides says that he wrote with an artfulness
worthy of Old Comedy; see A.P. 7.708).
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little regard for social conventions, and are devoted to living and teaching their philosophy.**
Menedemus might fit such a model: Diogenes Laertius tells us that he was cutting and straight-

102

talking,”* that he was unconcerned about keeping his school well-ordered, letting students sit

and listen wherever they liked, %

and that he once insulted his host, King Nicocreon, by insisting
that it was always appropriate to listen to philosophers, rather than just at the present feast—and
as a result incurred the king's wrath and was nearly killed.®* If the mockery consisted of
depicting Menedemus as bitingly out-spoken, unconcerned with worldly pleasure (such as richly

provisioned symposia),'®®

and devoted to the philosophy to the point of unruliness and rudeness,
such a depiction could, like those of Menedemus' symposia in the above fragments, be both
laughable and encomiastic. In any event, the Menedemus seems to have continued the trend,
adapted from comedy, of mocking contemporaries for their faults, and the mockery of
Menedemus and his school is paralleled not only in Old Comedy, but also in the mockery of
philosophers and their schools in Middle Comedy, such as the sophists (mocked as emaciated in

Antiphanes fr.120 K.-A.) and Pythagoreans (called dirty vegetarians in Antiphanes fr. 166 K.-

A.).lOG

86.7. Sositheus and Cleanthes
The final author of satyr drama whom we will consider is the latest satyrographer of

whom fragments of much length survive: Sositheus, a contemporary of Lycophron and his

191 For the connection between comedy and the activities of Diogenes of Sinope in particular, see Bosman 2006, 93-
104. See also Cruces 2004, who argues that at least some of the quotations attributed to him were cited in comedy.
92D L. 2.127.3-4: gmixdnng koi mappnolooThc.

% D.L.2.130.9-131.1.

1 D.L.2.129.5-130.8.

1% Nor was his frugality due to insufficient means; D.L. 2.138.3 tells us that Menedemus and his friend Asclepiades
lived quite cheaply, though they had great resources (cu{fcag t@® Mevedqum cEOdpa EVTEADG IO PHEYEAWV) .

19 Note, too, that Lycophron was quite familiar with Old Comedy: we are told that in Alexandria under Ptolemy
Philadelphus Lycophron was charged with editing the comedies (Koster Xla, 1-5 [Tzetzes]; Koster Xlc, 1-3). See
Xanthakis-Karamanos 1997, 131-143, who detects many allusions to both Old and Middle Comedy in the
fragments.

209



colleague in the so-called Alexandrian pleiad. We know the title of only one of his satyr plays,
Daphnis or Lityerses.’®” Unlike the previous two cases, the play has a mythic plot, like satyr
plays from the fifth century. The preserved fragments do not refer to or mock individuals and
appear to recall and allude to Euripides' satyr plays, particularly his Theristae, which also dealt
with the myth of Lityerses.'® Scholars regard Sositheus as restoring satyr drama to its original
form and subject matter by returning it its pastoral origins and eschewing the personal mockery

we have discussed.'® An epigram of Dioscorides appears to confirm this view:

KNY® ZocBéov Kopéw vékuy, 6ooov €v dotel
GALOC A’ a0OaiLOV NUETEPOV ZOPOKATV,

Yxiptog O TUPPOYEVELDG. EKIGCOPOPNOE YOP MV
o Phociov, vai pa xopois, catvpmv

KTLE TOV &V Kauvoig tefpappévov 10eotv 11om
fyayev €ig pvpuny matpid’ avapyoicoag,

Kol T elcopunca tov dpoeva Ampidt Movon
PLOUOV, TPAC T VOV EAKOUEVOG LEYAANV

e000¢ pot Bupowv ktdmog - Todyepi KarvotounOeig
T PULOKIVOOVE QpovTidl Zociféov.

And |, the red bearded skirtos, tend the corpse of Sositheus, just as in the city another from my
kin tends Sophocles. For the man wore the ivy in a manner worthy of Phliasian satyrs, by the
choruses, and he led me, who had been reared among new customs, to my ancestral character
and made me old again. Once more | set out on a masculine rhythm with the Doric muse, and,
dancing to the loud sound, the beat ... of the thursoi delights me, devised by the risk-loving mind
of Sositheus.'*

In this epigram, a skirtos—a kind of satyr**>—praises Sositheus for restoring him, who

had been reared among newfangled customs, to his ancestral character. This must include

7 The play is called a drama, not a satyr play, when its title is given in Athenaeus 10.415b; it is presumed to be one
based on its plot and content. See Krumeich et al. 1999, 605.

1% For a commentary on the fragment focusing on these allusions, see Xanthakis-Karamanos 1997.

19°F g., Sutton 1973, 173-6; Seaford 1984, 20; Krumeich et al. 1999, 602-4.

19 Emended by Jacobs from éntd 8¢ pot épowv Tomoc.

UL AP.7.707 (=23 G.-P.).

112 See Cornutus De natura deorum 30, where the skirtoi appear among the satyrs and silenoi: ékotdoenc copuBorov
glotv ol Zatvpot TV dvopaciov £oynKoTes Amd 1o ceonpévar kol ol ZKiptoi 4nd Tod oKaipew Kol ol ZtAnvol ano
100 othaivev kai ol Zevidot dmd oD oevewy, 8 oty Opudv. A skirtos appears, too, in SEG 39.1334, a fragment of an
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returning the setting of satyr play to the country, away from the more urban setting where both
the Agen and the Menedemus occur. It also includes tightening the meter, which had in the fourth
and third centuries permitted greater license and become more like that of comedy.™ In the
extant fragments of Sositheus, there are no metrical anomalies like those in the Ikarioi Satyroi,
Agen, or Menedemus. However, we should beware of over-estimating Sositheus' archaizing
tendencies.

Firstly, since most of the fragments of the Daphnis or Lityerses are preserved by later
mythographers and scholiasts explaining mythological allusions, they may not be representative
of the rest of the play. Just as Athenaeus quotes from the Menedemus to show how philosophers
dined, these quotations from mythographers may not illustrate of the style of the play. After all,
Dioscorides calls Sositheus risk-loving (pilokivévuvoc), and we know that he was innovative
because he restored some earlier features of satyr drama: the plot of his Daphnis or Lityerses is
an innovation, as Daphnis does not appear in the traditional story of Lityerses, and it seems that
Sositheus has incorporated elements from the bucolic genre.***

Webster understands Sositheus' restoration of satyr play not as specifically a reaction to
the "new" style of Timocles, Python, and Lycophron, but to the satyr plays of Sophocles. In
another epigram by Dioscorides, the satyr adorning Sophocles' tomb says that he had before been
rough and hard like oak, but Sophocles changed his form to gold and dressed him in a delicate
purple robe.*™ Dioscorides' epigram about Sositheus may be praising him for restoring the satyr

116

from such newfangled luxuriousness to his original, rustic character.”™ If Sositheus" archaizing

epigram that mentions Pratinas, satyr play, and Sicyon. On this latter epigram, see Kerkhecker, 1991, 27-34; Lehnus
1996, 295-7.
13 On the increased metrical license in satyr plays, see §6.4.
i; See Krumeich et al. 1999., 606-8 for testimonia about the myth and Sositheus' modifications to it.

A.P.7.37.
118 \Webster 1963, 534-7. Likewise, Sifakis 1967, 124-6, supposes that Dioscorides is referring specifically to
modifications or restorations Sositheus made to the chorus of satyrs.
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tendencies are a reaction to trends started by Sophocles regarding the chorus, Dioscorides may
not be referring specifically to the attacks on contemporaries found in Python and Lycophron.

117 the skirtos in Dioscorides'

Even if Sutton is right to read these two epigrams separately,
epigram about Sositheus refers specifically to meter and dance and says nothing about style and
humor.

For Sositheus did insert personal abuse into his satyr plays. Diogenes Laertius tells us
that, in an unnamed play, Sositheus mocked the stupidity of a contemporary among the audience,
Cleanthes the Stoic,™*® and incurred the audience's wrath:
2wo1Béov 10D TomTod £v Bedtpw gimdvtog Tpdg avTov Tapdvta "odg 1) KhedvBous popia
Bonhatel," (=Sositheus fr. 4) Eusvey émi TadTod oyNuaToc: 8¢° O &yacdévieg ol dkpoatai TOV
pev ékpotnoav, Tov 0¢ Zmwacifeov EELarov.

When the poet Sositheus said to him [sc. Cleanthes] while he was present in the theater, "Those
whom the stupidity of Cleanthes drives like cattle,” he remained of the same bearing. At this the
listeners were astonished, and they applauded Cleanthes and drove Sositheus from the stage.**°
There is no indication, however, that the play was entirely about Cleanthes. Presumably
Diogenes would have mentioned it if it were, but he quotes only a single line that refers to him.
Rather than specifically removing personal mockery, Sositheus may have restored some formal
features of satyr drama by using a more traditional versification and dance, setting his dramas in

the country, and using a mythical plot, rather than writing about historical individuals in a more

urban setting.'?

"7 Sutton 1983.

118 Cleanthes was perhaps a popular target, and he, like Menedemus, was mocked by their contemporary Timon
(D.L. 7.170). Timon, like Sositheus, makes fun of Cleanthes' stupidity.

9D L. 7.173. Le., they applauded Cleanthes and hissed Sositheus' actors off stage. See Demosthenes 19.337:
€€ePatAet’ antov kal E€govpittet’ €k TV OedTpav.

120 Krumeich et al. 1999, 614-6, accept that the play was probably not entirely about Cleanthes as the Menedemus
was about Menedemus. However, they suggest that the play was early in Sositheus' career and he changed his style
later in life, for which there is just as little evidence as for my suggestion. One need look no farther than the Birds to
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86.8. Problems of Genre and Abuse

Such is the evidence from the fragments of post-classical satyr play.'** While most of
them come from just four plays, it is clear that from the 330s onwards satyr play underwent an
extensive rapprochement with comedy and adapted from comedy new subject matters and jokes,
including personal mockery in particular. As was discussed above, it cannot have been by chance
that in those same years as New Comedy emerged satyr drama began to parallel Old and Middle
Comedy closely: it mocked the very same individuals in some cases as Middle Comedy
(Harpalus and Pythionice) and the same types of individuals (philosophers like Menedemus and
Cleanthes, as well as their schools). This new form of satyr play was not a series of isolated
experiments, but must have had a lasting impact on the Athenian stage. The date and locale of
the Menedemus is uncertain, though it may have been performed in Athens fifty years after the
Ikarioi Satyroi.'?? Since Sositheus' play mocking Cleanthes was performed in Athens, sometime
between 262, when Cleanthes succeeded Zeno as head of the Stoa, and 230, when he died, this
"new" form of satyr drama continued to be current on the Athenian stage as much as a century
after Timocles had pioneered it.

This long and extensive interaction between satyr play and comedy led to a theoretical
problem about the nature and classification of satyr play. As we have seen, one theory supposed
that personal abuse of third parties (especially for corrective purposes) was a central feature of
comedy, even if another body of of criticism attacked this idea. This theory, combined with some

of satyr play's other borrowings from comedy, threatened to blur the genres.

find a drama that is set far from the city and has mythological themes, but still retains jokes and allusions to
contemporary people and events.

121 There are remnants of only one other significant fragment; they are from a play about Atlas written by an
unknown author (adesp. fr. 655 [=P. Bodmer 28]). The fragment exhibits asigmatism, and Turner 1976, in his
publication of the play, suggests that it was a revision of a fifth century play, though Sutton 1980a, 87-8, is doubtful.
For further discussion, including possible dates for its composition, see Krumeich et al. 1999, 624-631.

122 yyan Rooy 1965, 127, suggests Athens or Eretria in around 280.
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The Aristotelian model avoids this problem by appealing to a historical argument for the
generic distinction: Aristotle does not mention satyr play per se—at least in his discussion in the
first book of the Poetics, there is no room for it when he divides drama and dramatists into only

two categories, the more lofty (cepvotepot) and the more low (evteréotepor)'?

—but explains
that tragedy gained its loftiness after it was transformed from the satyric and emerged from small
plots and laughable language.™®* As the historical predecessor of tragedy, it is a subclass of the
genre of tragedy. Chamaeleon probably subscribed to the same model of the dramatic genres as
his teacher, since he too appears to have thought satyr play to be a form of proto-tragedy.'?
Demetrius, the author of De eloc., also closely connects satyr play to tragedy, perhaps relying on
the same principle: he explains that satyr play is what would result from trying to write a sportive
tragedy.'?®

In Aristotle, probably writing before the production of the Ikarioi Satyroi and the
emergence of the "new" form of satyr drama, the seeds of the generic problem had already
appeared: he explains that satyr play, or at least the satyric, has small plots and laughable
language, features that certainly recall comedy.**’ Indeed, the author of De eloc. is explicit in
likening satyr play to comedy in its yéAoc and yépic,*?® even if he goes on to call it a sportive

tragedy. This dyadic model of the dramatic genres is able to maintain a generic distinction only

from the historical claim that satyr play is the predecessor of and a subclass to tragedy

'2 Poetics 4.1448b24-6.

124 Poetics 4.1449a19-20: &k pkpdv PV Kol AEewg yehoiog 1 T £k caTLPIKOD HETABOAETV OYE GmecevOVOn.
See §2.6 for more on the status of satyr play in Aristotle's system.

125 Suda s.v. 008V mpdg TOV Advusov- T TPdcbey £ig TOV AIOVOGOV YpAOVTES TOVTOIS TyovilovTo, dmep Kol
oaTvplkd, EAEYETO. DotepoV O pHeTaPavTeg €ig TO Tpaymdiag ypapey KoTo pkpov gig phboug kai iotopiag
grpammoay, unkétt Tod Alovicov pvnuovedovteg, 60ev todto Kol Encpmvnoay. kKol Xapaléwv év 1 Iept @fomidog
T TOPOTAT G0 IGTOPET.

126 Demetrius De eloc. 169: 008¢ yap émntvorioetey &v Tic Tpaywdiov Tailovoay, &mel chTLpOV Yphyet GvTi Tpaydio.
On the dating, identity, and intellectual tradition of this author, see the introduction in Chiron 1993.

127 With the phrase éx pucpdv podov kai AéEewg yehoiag (4.1449a19), Shaw 2010, 16-8, believes that Aristotle
"tacitly associate[s] the playful, comic style of satyr drama with that of Middle Comedy."

128 Demetrius De eloc. 169.
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(confirmed, perhaps, by its position as the fourth element of the tetralogy), and that there are
therefore only two dramatic genres: comedy and tragedy.'*®

However, this historical claim was vitiated by a competing theory about the origins of
drama, according to which tragedy did not develop from satyr play. We are familiar with this
view by now, which was most notably proposed by Eratosthenes.** According to this theory, the
three dramatic genres are genetically related, and, without historical grounds for distinguishing
comedy from satyr play, the distinction depends on aesthetics and function.

Horace's discussion is the best instance of a triadic distinction: the three genres are
separated according to what they ought to be like and what they ought to achieve. In the Ars
Poetica,™" he warns against the dilution of the dramatic genres and describes what is appropriate
to each. For satyr play, he cautions against urban satyrs—surely referring to those of Timocles,
Python, and Lycophron—and the offensiveness associated with them, namely uncouth talk and,

perhaps, personal mockery:*2

129 However, the impetus to distinguish fully the three dramatic genres is perhaps already apparent in Aristoxenus,
another pupil of Aristotle, who delineates three distinct forms of dramatic dance (frr. 103, 104, and 106 Wehrli):
guuédeta (tragic), képda& (comic), and oikvvig (satyric).

%0'See chapter 3.

B It is tangential to our discussion whether Horace is talking about Greek satyr plays or contemporary Roman ones,
if Roman satyr plays even existed. But, as Wiseman 1988, 1-13, argues, satyrs had a long history in Roman and
Etruscan art and ritual, and there is ample evidence for Roman satyr plays in Horace's day. The simple fact that
Horace devotes thirty lines to satyr play in his handbook for the Pisones on writing poetry is evidence enough.

132 There is precious little evidence about what Horace more precisely may be reacting to, since, of course, not only
do no satyr plays from this period survive, but it is even debated whether Horace is discussing satyr plays of his own
day with these verses. However, Wiseman 1988, notes a tradition in Rome of satyrs mocking members of the
audience, and Horace may indeed have personal mockery in mind. Wiseman suggests as well that a letter from
Cicero to Quintus may be evidence for the nature of contemporary satyr plays. Quintus, while in Caesar's camp in
Gaul, had produced an adaptation of Sophocles' satyr play Syndeipnoi; Cicero writes that he does not approve, even
if it was put on festively (QF 11.16.3). Syndeipnoi concerned the snubbing of Achilles by the other Greeks at
Tenedos, and Wiseman suspects that the adaptation was concerned with mocking those who have mistreated or
snubbed Caesar. That much of the rest of Cicero's letter cautions against offending others may support this, and
there is some similarity, too, to the Agen, which was probably produced in Alexander's camp.
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silvis deducti caveant, me iudice, Fauni,

ne velut innati triviis ac paene forenses.

aut nimium teneris iuvenentur versibus umquam

aut inmunda crepent ignominiosaque dicta.

offenduntur enim, quibus est equus et pater et res,

nec, siquid fricti ciceris probat et nucis emptor,

aequis accipiunt animis donantve corona.

In my opinion, let the Fauni, drawn from the woods, beware that they not be, as it were, born at
the crossroads or the marketplace, or that they ever cavort like youth with too soft verses or
clamor dirty and ignoble words. For those who have horses, a father, and property are offended,
nor do they receive with a level mind or gift with the crown what the buyer of chickpeas and
roasted nuts approves.'*®

Such satyrs and such a kind of satyr play are too close to the genre of comedy for Horace,*** who
argues for a firm differentiation among satyr play, comedy, and tragedy, with satyr play
occupying a kind of stylistic mid-point between the latter two. Like Horace, Eustathius asserts
that satyr play is stylistically halfway between comedy and tragedy.® Vitruvius says that a
rustic setting befits satyr play, whereas the house is the right setting for comedy and the palace
for tragedy. %

Such formulations of the triadic model differentiate the genres by insisting on what is
stylistically appropriate for each, rather than by formally defining them; and, as | have argued, a
series of important satyr plays deviates from these prescriptions. A different theory of generic
classification, which tracks and defines the genre of comedy according to the use of personal
mockery, makes that model collapse and instead results in the proposition that satyr play is a

subset of comedy, rather than a third genre or a subset of tragedy. Indeed, it would also help to

explain an etymology of the Roman satura that was not only quite popular in Honestus' day, but

133 Ars Poetica 244-250.

134 See Brink 1971, 293 (on lines 248-50): "I conclude that, although the via media between tragedy and comedy
was taken seriously by H., it was the proximity of comedy from which he wanted to remove the New Satyric
drama."

135 Eustathius Comm. Od. vol. 2 p. 184 Stallbaum.

136 Vitruvius 5.6.9.
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even persisted through the Renaissance: the derivation of satura from cétvpot.**” The similarity
between the words may have suggested the etymology in the first place, as well as the tradition
of an early kind of Roman drama called the satura,**® but the tendency of satire to criticize and
mock the faults of wrongdoers certainly helped cement it. That penchant connects satire to Old
Comedy, as we have seen, as well as to satyr play. In describing the origins of Roman satire,
Diomedes first explains that it is like Old Comedy in rebuking men for their faults and then tells
us that Roman satire got its name because, like the satyrs, it discusses laughable and shameful
matters.

"Satura” dicitur carmen apud Romanos nunc quidem maledicum et ad carpenda hominum vitia
archaeae comoediae charactere compositum, quale scripserunt Lucilius et Horatius et Persius ...
satura autem dicta sive a satyris, quod similiter in hoc carmine ridiculae res pudendaeque
dicuntur, velut quae a satyris proferuntur et fiunt ...

"Satire" is said to be a song among the Romans that speaks ill and is composed in order to carp at
the faults of men in the manner of Old Comedy, such as Lucilius, Horace and Persius wrote ...
and satire is named either from the satyr play,™*® because likewise in this song laughable and
shameful matters are said, just as those things which are put forth and done by satyrs ...*4°

This explanation is probably Varronian,'** and it stops just short of identifying satyr play as a
subclass of comedy.

The early fourth century grammarian Evanthius draws a closer connection. Relying on a

theory of comedy that tracks the genre and identifies its subsets based on the criterion of personal

37 yan Rooy 1965, 124-139, puts the origins of this etymology in the first century BC, though he argues that it was
only in the fourth century AD that the Roman satire began regularly to be spelled satyra. This change in orthography
may have begun as early as the second century AD, however. Apuleius refers to satyrae that he has written in
Florida 9.27-8 and that Xenocrates has written in 20.5, though van Rooy 1965, 157, is quick to discount these as
changes by a fourth century copyist.

138 See chapter 4.

139 satyri is the term for a satyr play as well as the plural of satyr.

10, 485 Keil.

1 See §4.3.
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mockery, he explains that, after laws were passed that forbade Old Comedy, a new form of

drama arose:

Ne quisquam in alterum carmen infame proponeret, lege lata siluere. Et hinc deinde aliud genus
fabulae, id est satyra, sumpsit exordium, quae a satyris, quos in iocis semper ac petulantiis deos
scimus esse, vocitata est, etsi alii aliunde nomen prave putant habere. Haec satyra igitur eiusmodi
fuit, ut in ea quamvis duro et velut agresti ioco de vitiis civium, tamen sine ullo proprii nominis
titulo, carmen esset. Quod idem genus comoediae multis offuit poetis, cum in suspicionem
potentibus civium venissent, illorum facta descripsisse in peius ac deformasse genus stilo
carminis. Quod primus Lucilius novo conscripsit modo, ut poesin inde fecisset, id est unius
carminis plurimos libros ... Coacti omittere satyram, aliud genus carminis trv véav Koumdiav,
hoc est, novam comoediam, repperere poetae.

When a law was passed that nobody put forth a defaming song against another, they [sc. the
poets of Old Comedy] fell silent. From this point, then, another class of play, that is the satyra,
took its beginning. It was named from the satyrs, whom we know to be gods always in
wantonness and laughter, although others wrongly think that it has its name from another source.
This satyra, then, was of such a kind that in it there was a song with harsh and, as it were, rustic
jesting about the faults of the citizens, but with no designation of a proper name. This same kind
of comedy caused trouble for many poets, because they came under the suspicion among those of
the citizens who were powerful that they had described their deeds for the worse and had spoiled
the genre with the style of their song. Lucilius first composed this in a new mode, so that from
there he created a composition, that is, many books of a single poem ... After they were
compelled to give up satyra, the poets devised another kind of song, New Comedy.**?

We have already discussed the provenance of some of Evanthius' information.*** Leo
suggested that he was reproducing an earlier treatise on drama mixed with material from Varro
and Horace;'* van Rooy sees his statements as a confused mishmash and calls this the climax of
the confusion in the literary theory of Roman satire.'*> And there is much confusion here. Satyr
play did not end where New Comedy began and, as we have seen, some satyr plays did mock by

name. Evanthius was clearly unacquainted with post-classical satyr play. His main interest was

probably Roman Comedy, as we know he wrote a commentary on Terence.

142 De fabula 2.5-6. With this use of the word poesis, Evanthius reveals that, like Horace and Varro, at least some of
his sources are Hellenistic.

3 See §4.3.3.

' Leo 1889, 67-84.

15 yan Rooy 1965, 186-198.

218



But in giving the history of comedy, the data he is using and his analytical mode are clear
and very much in accordance with the trend | have identified: after the fifth century, satyr play
became closely connected to, and adapted important features from, comedy. This is so much the
case that Evanthius, or rather his source, theorized that it was a genetic descendant of Old
Comedy. With rough and harsh jokes, it attacked people's faults. Evanthius thought tht this was
the central reason for its development; he even supposed that this is the source from which
Lucilius derived his own art.

In Evanthius, satyr play has become the missing link between comedy and Lucilian
satire: while Horace in Sermones 1.4 says that Lucilius depended on Old Comedy, Evanthius
deemed satyr play such an important intermediate step that he argues that Lucilius depends on
satyr play, which in turn depends on Old Comedy, for his attacks on men's faults. And, most
significantly for our purposes, for Evanthius, who defines comedy and follows its history based
on personal mockery, satyr play has become a genus comoediae. Owing to this same principle,
Roman satire is for Evanthius a category of comedy, too, as it is in other late scholarship. John
Lydus refers to Roman satire as 1| catupikh kopodio!**

Evanthius' method entails conflating satyr play with Middle Comedy. He not only places
it between Old and New Comedy, but also describes satyr play in a manner elsewhere reserved
for Middle Comedy. In a history of comedy that frequently appears in the treatises, the
distinction between Old and Middle Comedy is typically that the former mocked openly,
whereas new laws attenuated the mockery in the latter, restricting it to mocking obliquely or by

innuendo rather than by name. The scholia to Dionysius Thrax describe it thus:

14 |0annes Lydus De magistr. 1.41; cf. Isidore Orig. 7.7.7.
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00 PETA TOALV YpdvoV ot dpyoviec Aoy fpEavto KOAVEW TOVG KOUIKOVG TOD PoveEPDS
oVt Kol dvouacti EAEYYEV TOVG AdIKODVTAG: avTol Yap 0EA0VTEG AOIKETV Kol pn
ENEYYESOUL,TOVTOV YAptV EMETIH®VY aTOTG 60ev Bomep aiviypat®dDG Koi 00 eavepDS NAEYXOVTO
VO TOV KOWKAV ... Kol 1] LV KaAgital moloid, 1 €€ apyig povepdg EAEyyovaa, 1) 68 péon, 1
AVIyHoT®odg . ..

After a short time, those in power in Athens started to prevent the comic poets from rebuking
wrongdoers openly and by name; for they wanted to do wrong and not be rebuked, and on this
account they censured them. From then on, they began to be rebuked by the comic poets
enigmatically, as it were, and not openly ... The former is called "old," the one which from the
start rebuked openly, and the latter is called "middle," the one which rebukes enigmatically ...**’
Later the comic poets were prevented from doing even this, and New Comedy arose.*?
Evanthius preserves the distinction between Old Comedy and its successor by explaining that,
while it attacked faults, it did so sine ullo proprii nominis titulo. The development in Evanthius is
the same as that found in the treatises—mockery by name followed by oblique or enigmatic
mockery—but the labeling is different. The scholia to Dionysius Thrax and the other treatises
call dramas of the second stage Middle Comedy, but Evanthius calls them satyra.

Why an ancient literary critic would have made such a connection ought to be clear from
our discussion above. In the 330s BC, a certain Timocles, probably himself a poet of Middle
Comedy, began or was involved in a new literary movement in which the personal mockery of
contemporaries was incorporated into satyr play. Even after Middle Comedy gave way to New,
satyr play continued to include personal mockery, sometimes in a manner reminiscent of Middle
Comedy, as in the mockery of philosophers in the Menedemus or Sositheus' play that attacked
Cleanthes. The use of personal mockery, especially for supposedly corrective purposes, is, as we

have seen, a feature of comedy that is either praised or attacked by critics.*® Whether or not this

feature of satyr play was still current by Horace's day, Horace thought it important enough, at

" Koster XVllla.

Y8\ similar history of comedy appears in Koster IV, Xla, Xlc, and XXla. On such the ideology and politics attached
to such histories, see chapter 5.

149 See especially chapters 5 and 7.
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least on a theoretical level, that he needed to argue against the use of personal mockery to
preserve a firm differentiation between the genres. Satyr play may appear in this history of
comedy in the place of Middle Comedy because of that longevity (as we have seen, it persisted at
least through much of the third century BC), but it is also surely because of its connections to
Roman satire and Old Comedy.

This is precisely why Honestus can conflate comedy and satyr play. When Honestus was
writing under Tiberius, Old Comedy had long ceased to be written and performed, but satyr play
was: in dramatic competitions in Greece, new satyr plays were performed until the second
century AD.™° Though we have little sense of their nature, and even of whether the they had
given up reproaching faults, satyr play was a living art form with a tradition of having picked up
where Old Comedy had left off: in a theory of comedy that relies on criticizing and mocking
faults to describe the nature and history of the genre, satyr drama becomes not only Old

Comedy's descendant but itself a class of comedy.

§6.9. Conclusion

| have argued in this chapter that, like Roman satire, satyr play was drawn into the orbit
of Old Comedy because of its personal abuse. The theories that discounted the importance of
personal abuse for comedy were not dominant; rather than construct comedy as a genre that, in
its origin and early phases, could or could not (and perhaps should not) be centered around
personal abuse, the opposite happened. Personal abuse became the essential feature for Old
Comedy—a necessary and sufficient feature that marked other genres that had it as descendents

or subcategories of Old Comedy. This is why satyr drama could be reconfigured as a subgenre of

150 Seaford 1984, 25. See, too, Slater 1993.
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Old Comedy; and this is why Honestus could suppose that satyr play, too, had an admonishing

muse. !

151 part of the impetus for Honestus, too, may have been the writers who helped shape this admonishing muse in
satyr drama: Lycophron and Sositheus were Alexandrian poets, and most of Honestus' epigrams are, after all,
preserved in a garland meant to imitate the Garland of Meleager.
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Chapter 7

Fearsome Charms: Aesthetic and Ethical Evaluations of Old Comedy

87.1. Introduction

In the preceding chapters, | have argued that there was a long-running polemic about the
role of personal abuse in comedy's development. | suggested that some early accounts—notably
Avistotle's and Eratosthenes'—held that personal abuse of third parties, such as politicians, was
not an original or essential feature of comedy and that there was a body of criticism that
connected the unrestrained abuse of comedy to an irresponsible demos run amuck. | set alongside
this a counter-narrative about the development of comedy that proposed not only that Old
Comedy mainly abused wrongdoers but also that comedy has its origins in such attacks. | argued
that personal abuse became such an important generic criterion that, after satyr drama
incorporated such abuse in the fourth and third centuries BC, it began to be generically
reclassified: Horace expresses concern about satyr drama becoming too much like comedy, and
by the fourth century AD Evanthius had incorporated satyr play into the history of comedy as a
successor to Old Comedy.

In this penultimate chapter, | will turn from the development of comedy and the role of
personal abuse in defining other genres to consider evaluations of Old Comedy itself. Given that,
as | have shown, the history of comedy and the bounds of the genre were largely defined by
controversies about the nature of its personal abuse, it is no surprise that evaluations of Old

Comedy's humor emphasize its social and ethical implications rather than its aesthetic qualities.
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While | begin by examining the judgments that most closely approximate aesthetic evaluations,
we will see that most sources veer from aesthetic into social and ethical conerns, with Old
Comedy's personal abuse and its didactic pretensions being of primary interest.
On this point, an epigram about the New Comic poet Machon is instructive:

TG KOUMIOYPAP®, KOVPN KOVL, TOV PIAAY®Va,

KIoGov Ve TOUPoV (Bdvta Maywvt eEpoLc.
0V yap Exelc KOHPOVO TOMUTAVTOV, AAAG TL TEYVIG

a&lov apyaing Astyavov nueiecoc.
10070 0’ 0 mpécPug épel- "Kékpomog oM, kai mapd Nelho

gotv 6T’ €&v Movoaig dpiud Téeuke Bopov."
Light earth, may you bear living ivy that loves the contest over the tomb of the comic poet
Machon. For you have no twice-washed garment, but you clothe a worthy remnant of the ancient
art. The elder will say this: City of Cecrops, sometimes on the Nile, too, bitter thyme grows
among the Muses.*
Dioscorides praises Machon because his plays are worthy of Old Comedy and likens his poetry
to thyme, a comparison that typically indicates elegance.? But the thyme of Machon's comedy is
bitter (6pwuv): it is worthy of Old Comedy because it is not only elegant but also biting. This
combination of the aesthetically pleasing with the biting appears elsewhere, and 1 will show that
in certain anonymous treatises and in other sources, such as epigrams like Dioscorides’, there is a
pattern of judgment about Old Comedy. These judgments intertwine the aesthetic with the
didactic and use the recurrent formulation that Old Comedy is best when it mixes a serious (and

usually abusive) didactic element, which Dioscorides calls dpyw, with appropriate grace or

charm.

LAP.7.708 (= 24 G.-P.).

% On this point and on this epigram, in addition to Gow and Page's commentary, see Gow 1965, 4-5. See, t00,
Quadlbauer 1960, 45, 51. Gow 1965, 7, puts Machon's floruit in the middle of the third century. It is noteworthy that
Machon—who lived in Alexandria and produced his plays there (Athenaeus 14.664a)—seems to be experimenting
with incorporating the Old Comic mode into New Comedy only a little after Lycophron and Sositheus had
incorporated it into satyr play (chapter 6). Indeed, Machon is implicitly compared to those poets, who were both
members of the tragic Pleiad: Athenaeus says of Machon fiv & éya00¢ momg £l Tig §Aog TdV HETd TOVG ENTA.
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This formulation is, | suggest, related to what Demetrius calls the Cynic mode® and what
is sometimes referred to as o omovdoyéhotov,” the seriocomic. Via this connection, Old Comedy
IS imagined, at least by the Second Sophistic, as prefiguring Cynicism and engaging in the same
project as Cynicism. As we will see, by that time the seriocomic mode, and the didactic or even
philosophical aims of Old Comedy, had to be considered in any serious critique of it. On this
basis, Dio Chrysostom compares Old Comedy to Cynicism and finds the former wanting; Aelius
Avistides criticizes Old Comedy as ineffective in its supposed aims, but still admits that such
aims may exist; and even Plutarch’s critiques, which relentlessly attack the propriety of Old
Comedy, must take into account its corrective pretensions and seriocomic manner. As we will
see in the final chapter, this formulation proves so influential that, even in the twelfth century,

John Tzetzes evaluates Old Comedy on precisely these terms.

87.2. Aesthetic Evaluations of Old Comedy's Humor

While, as | have suggested, the questions of whether Old Comedy's personal abuse is
salutary and whether it is original and central to comedy were the main points of debate in
ancient discussions of Old Comedy's humor, there was also some more purely aesthetic criticism
of Aristophanes and Old Comedy. I will begin with Aristotle, whose evaluative mode allows for
a more purely aesthetic reading. Next, I will turn to other sources that seem to evaluate comedy
on aesthetic grounds: Plutarch; the Atticists who use Aristophanes; the scholia and the
hypotheses; and an anonymous treatise on comedy. However, as we will see, few of them refrain

from turning to social or ethical criticism.

¥ That is, the Kvvikog tpomog (De eloc. 170); see below.
* Used first in Strabo 16.2.29 of Menippus of Gadara, a Cynic satirist. See below.
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It is generally accepted that Aristotle on the whole preferred the vovowa of the New
Comedy to the abusive language of the Old. As we saw in chapter 2, his system allows for
certain types of personal abuse, but that abuse must be ancillary: corrective or civically engaged
personal abuse is neither an original nor an essential feature in his conception of comedy. But his
esteem for Aristophanes, at least, is certain; the fact that he mentions Aristophanes alongside
Homer and Sophocles is evidence enough,” and his lost discussion in the second book of the
Poetics about the laughable—the types of men, words, and deeds that are appropriate to the
comic®—would presumably have reflected this high valuation, even if he rejected the centrality
of personal abuse to Aristophanic comedy. That Aristotle had room for an aesthetic evaluation is
suggested elsewhere when he describes the following kind of jest:

Kad & €0 fviypéva S1 1o anTd Hdar nadnoig yap ot kai petapopd, koi (0 Aéyel @eddmpoc) tO
Kave Aéyety. yiyvetar 88 dtav mopddofov ), Kod pv, d¢ Ekeivoc Aéyet, Tpdg TV Eunpocdey
d0&av, AL’ ddomep £v Toig YeAoiolg T mapamenmompuéva (Omep dvvaTol Kol Td Topa YPOLLLLOL
oKOupato: £Eamatd Yap), Koi &V Toig LETPOLG oV yap domep O dkovmv vmédaPev: "Eoterye &’
&xov Omo Tooai yipebra."

Good riddles are enjoyable for the same reason: for a metaphor is understanding, as is novel
speech (as Theodorus says). It comes about whenever there is something unexpected, and it is
not, as that man says, in accordance with expectation, but like plays on words in jests (jokes with
letters, too, can do this: for they deceive) and in verses. For it is not as the listener expects: "And
he marched on, having under foot his—frozen feet!"’

Aristotle explains that the humor arises here because the listener expects the quotation to end

with "sandals,” and that expectation is thwarted. This observation concerns play with words and

letters in particular, but in it Morreall sees the traces of what is today termed "incongruity

> Poet. 1448a24-8. On Aristotle's view of Aristophanes, see Cooper 1922, 18-41; Janko 1984, 66-9, 204-6; Watson
2012, 249.

® Per the division of the laughable and the allusion to the Poetics in Rhet. 1.11.1371b36-72a2. Cf. Koster XV, 13-30
(Tractatus Coislinianus).

" Rhet. 3.11.1412a24-31. On this passage and its difficulties, see Cope 1877 ad loc. and Janko 1984, 182-3.
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theory,"” that is, a theory of humor according to which laughter results from thwarted

expectation and is the "perception of the incongruous."®

This contrasts with the theory of humor
found in Plato and elsewhere in Aristotle, " the so-called "superiority theory," according to
which laughter arises from a sense of superiority over another person,'* and with this passage
and with his division of the laughable into not just people but also words and things Aristotle
indicates an awareness that laughter can arise from sources other than reproach and dominance
over others.™ Such a theory regards laughter as the result of a cognitive shift in the subject and
does not need a comparison with another person to arise; in this regard, it may lack an ethical
component and might best suit a more aesthetic appreciation of comedy.*

However, superiority and incongruity are not mutually exclusive. In a different context,
Avistotle describes the following scenario:
&l T1g AovcocOar gain pdtnv 8t odk é€&Mmey 6 filog, yelolog av £ od yap fv Todto ékeivov
EVEKaL.
If someone should say that he washed in vain because the sun was not eclipsed, he would be
laughable; for the former was not for the sake of the latter.*

There is here an incongruity between a proposed cause and effect, but it is not merely the

proposition that is laughable—the man who adduces it is yeloiog because the proposition seems

& Morreall 1989, 248 (where the passage is wrongly cited).

° Described thus by Lowell 1890, 132. On this theory, first formulated by Francis Hutcheson in 1750 and later
elaborated by Kant, Schopenhauer, and other adherents up to the present, see Morreall 1989, 248-9.

10 As we saw in chapter 2, for Aristotle the laughable, to yehoiov, in comedy at least is connected to a mistake or
source of shame (apéptnué Tt kai aioyoc). We might add that shame (aicyoc) is characteristic of the shameful man
(6 aioypdg), who can be opposed to the good man (6 karog): these qualities, too, are not only aesthetic but ethical.
On Aristotle and superiority theory, see Fortenbaugh 1975, 20-1, with clarification and revision on pp. 120-6; cf.
Halliwell 1986, 270 n. 26.

1 Hobbes describes this principle thus in his The Treatise on Human Nature: "Laughter is nothing else but a sudden
Glory arising from a sudden conception of some Eminency in ourselves, by comparison with the Infirmity of
others." de Sousa 1987, 226-9, calls such laughter phthonic, per Plato's discussion in the Philebus.

12 Fortenbaugh 1975, 120-6. Fortenbaugh also notes that Aristotle was aware of strictly physiological sources of
laughter (PA 673a2-12).

13 Cf. Morreall 2009, 70-5, for a discussion on the aesthetics of humor.

Y Phys. 2.6.197b27-29.
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absurd to his listeners. Similarly, Fortenbaugh offers the following example from Rhet.
3.11.1412b13, where Aristotle gives an example of homonymy: Avdoyetoc o0k dvacyetog ("Mr.
Borne can't be borne.")."® In this case, wordplay is combined with a kind of mockery so that the
humor arises from both a clever combination of words and a sense of superiority over the target.
Note, too, that on the comic stage jests do not occur in isolation. One character uttered, and
another character was mocked in, the first joke that I cited (oteiye 6’ Exmv V10 moooi ipedOAa).
Depending on the context, the speaker or the referent may be an object of laughter, rather than
only his incongruous phrase, just as the person who suggests a causal connection between
washing and a solar eclipse was laughable. Even in such puns, laughter is directed against a
human target: in drama, at least, someone, and not only something, is yeAoiog. This is not at all
surprising, given our discussion in chapter 2. As we saw, for Aristotle, comedy treats base
characters who engage in base actions, and he defines laughter—z06 yeloiov—as an error or
source of shame on the part of a character.*® Such errors are intimately connected to their own
baseness.'” Aristotle describes comic characters in such a way that there is necessarily an ethical
relationship between the spectator and the characters, and the spectator is superior.

But, as we also saw in chapter 2, Aristotle limits the number of parties that should be
involved in comedy. | argued there that one feature of the evolution of comic abuse for Aristotle
was that it developed from being in a performance that involves three parties (the poet who
abuses, a poet who is abused, and the spectator) to one that involves only two (the self-contained
comedy and the spectator). While comedy for Aristotle may involve laughing at and feeling
superiority over a target, that target is a character in the play (despite the ancillary forms of

personal abuse that, I argued, are permissible in Aristotle's system). Comic laughter for Aristotle

> Fortenbaugh 1975, 126.
1° Poet. 5.1449a35: 0 yap yeLoiOV E6TIV AUAPTNUE TL KoL aloX0g AvOSVVOV Kod 00 QBOPTIKOV.
1" See n. 10 above.
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may involve a sense of ethical superiority, but his system is careful to direct it against the
characters in the comedy rather than one's fellows by limiting the kinds of abuse comedy can
admit.

Plutarch treats devices similar to those described by Aristotle. In his Comparison of
Aristophanes and Menander he, too, considers the humor derived from word-play, citing
antithesis, homoeoteleuton, and paronymy as categories of comic speech.'® He criticizes
Aristophanes for using such devices in a haphazard or desultory way, for using vulgar language,
and for having characters speak in an unbecoming fashion that does not befit their social station
or profession. Thus he is concerned, as he is elsewhere when discussing comedy,* with
appropriateness of discourse.

But this notion of linguistic propriety also involves ethical appropriateness, and Plutarch's
aesthetic of the comic proves to be owed primarily not to Aristotle but to Plato.?’ He asserts that
Menander's language has wit without malice (ai Mevavdpov kopmdiot aedovemv aAdY Kol
hopdv petéyovotv), but that the wit of Aristophanes is harsh and biting (o1 8’ ApioTo@dvoug
GAeg mkpoi Kol Tpayelc GvTeg EAKOTIKNV dpudTnTo. Kol Inktikny &xovot). As we have already
seen in Machon's epigram, the quality of bitterness is used elsewhere of Old Comedy's personal
abuse, as is the idea that comedy bites those whom it targets. That Plutarch's evaluation of the
language of Old Comedy is also an evaluation of its ethical and social qualities becomes quite
clear at the end of the Comparison, when he turns from evaluating poetry to evaluating those

who enjoy it:

'8 This work survives in epitome in Mor. 853A-54d. On this work, and the influence of Aristotle and the peripatetic
school on it, see Plebe 1952, 99-112. But see especially Hunter 2000 (with Hunter 2009, 14, 89), who emphasizes
the influence of Plato.

¥ The other passages in which Plutarch evaluates comedy are discussed at the end of this chapter.

% Thus Plebe 1952, 106, writes, "quindi egli combatte il lessico di Aristofane non tanto perché linguisticamente
impuro, quanto perché moralisticamente sconveniente."
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o0devi Yap 6 GvBpwmog Eotke PeTpim TV ooV YEYPAEEVOL, AALY TO LV aioypd Kol AGEAYT
TOIC AKOAGGTOLS, TG PAAGEN LA O Kol TKPA TOIG fOoKAVOLS Kol KaKONOESLY.

For the man (sc. Aristophanes) seems to have written his poetry for no moderate person, but
shameful and licentious things for the intemperate, and obscene and bitter things for the envious
and ill-natured.?

Given Plutarch's account of democratic Megara, one claimant for the birthplace of comedy, such
criticisms ought to come as no surprise: as we saw in chapter 5, he associates abusive comedy
with the licentiousness of the lower classes and their maltreatment of the elite.?? We will return
to Plutarch's views on comedy below.

Plutarch veers from the aesthetic to the social and ethical. Elsewhere, too, a more
aesthetic appreciation of Old Comedy is rarer and more abbreviated than are approaches that
connect its aesthetic qualities with ethical concerns. A well-known epigram attributed to Plato is
among that rare group:

ol Xapireg, Ténevog Tt AaPeiv Omep ovyi meceTTOn

{nrodoat, Yoy eDPov ApLGTOPEVOUC.

The Graces, seeking to gain a sanctuary that would never fall,

Found the soul of Aristophanes.?®
This epigram does not appear in the Anthology and is perhaps to be connected to a revisionist
attempt by late pro-Athenian sources to downplay Plato's stylistic connection to the Syracusan
Sophron by connecting him instead to his countryman, Aristophanes.?* Among the places where

the epigram is cited is the Life discussed in 85.6, which mentions that Plato sent Aristophanes'

21 Mor. 854d.

*2 See especially §5.3.
2 X1V Page.
 Riginos 1976, 176-8.
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Clouds to the tyrant Dionysius.?® Riginos is surely correct to note the significance of Plato
sending Athenian poetry to the Syracusan monarch.?® The inspiration for this may have arisen
from the Atticists of the 2nd century, who chose Aristophanes as a representative of good Attic:
Moeris, Pollux, and especially Phrynichus. The latter sets Aristophanes alongside Aeschylus,
Sophocles, and Euripides as the épiotov mapaderypo of pure and clear Attic language in the
poets®’ and seizes every opportunity to rail against Menander's diction.?® Even if these critics had
ulterior motives for praising Aristophanes, their evaluations emphasize the beauty, elegance, and
immortality of his poetry rather than its effect on audiences or society.

More specific observations are found in the scholia and hypotheses. The former often
explain jokes by describing words or actions as yapEviog, KoUK®S, or yeloiov yapwv. The kind
of jokes described above by Aristotle that rely on a subversion of expectation, or, as the scholia
sometimes call them, are map’ vévolav, are noted especially often. For instance, a scholium to
the Wealth explains:
avti Tod ginelv "Myodpoi og €0VOVCTATOV KOl PPOVILAOTOATOV, TO TTap’ VTOVOLLY EMYUYE
KOUK®OG Toilmv.

Instead of saying "I think you're the most well-disposed and wise," he, having a joke in the
manner of comedy, added something contrary to expectation.”

% |tis found in Olymp. 2.71-2; three Vitae of Aristophanes (Koster XX1Xa; XXI1b; XXXI11 2); and in Proleg. to
Plato 73.4 Westerink

% Riginos 1976, 176-8.

%" Praep. Soph. excerpted in Phot. Bibl. 158.101b4. On the Atticists' use of the comic poets, see Plebe 1952, 90, 94,
and 98; de Falco 1958, 191-2.

%8 See especially Eclog. s.v. coonuov, a rather long criticism of those who extol Menander, and s.v. katogoydc,
where he apostrophizes the poet and criticizes him for using less pure Attic than Aristophanes: t60gv, Mévovdpe,
oLGCVPAG TOV TOGODTOV TV OVOUATMV GUPPETOV AUCYVVELS THV TATPLOV PMVNV; TiC Yap o1 TV Tpo God TM
Kataeaydg KEYPNTOL, O LEV Yap Aploto@avng obt®m enotv ...

% ad Plut. 27-8, where Chremylus tells his servant &AL’ ot o kpOym- TdV Eudv yap oiketdv / motéTatov fyoduai
o€ Kol KAENTIoTATOV.
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As for the hypotheses, what is probably the oldest stratum tend to give a general aesthetic
judgment after recounting the play's plot.*® Of these, the following offer some kind of aesthetic
judgment, usually at or towards the end:*!

Acharnians hyp. 1: 10 8¢ Spapa v &0 6eodpa nerompévov. ("The drama is among those
composed especially well.")

Clouds hyp. 3: 10 8¢ dpapa tdv mhvv dvvatdg temomuévov. (“The drama is among those
composed quite powerfully.™)

Frogs hyp. 1: 10 82 dpdpa 6V €0 mévv koi prAoldyme memomuévov. (“The drama is among
those composed quite well and eloquently.™)

Knights hyp. 1: 10 8¢ dpapa tdv dyav kahdg teromuévav. ("The drama is among those
composed particularly finely.")

Wasps hyp. 1: nenointat 8° advtd yapévims. ("It has been composed gracefully by him."”)

Peace hyp. 3: 10 8¢ dpapa tdv dyav mtetevypévav. (

particularly refined")

"The drama is among those that are

But, like the scholia, these hypotheses frequently adduce a practical aim for the play, and
they, too, present evaluations beyond the aesthetic. Peace hyp. 3 asserts that the point (to
kepdiatov) of the comedy is to recommend peace among the Athenians, the Spartans, and the
rest of Greece;** Acharnians hyp. 1 immediately follows the aesethtic judgment cited above with

the interpretation that the drama in every way calls for peace (10 8¢ Spdpo Tdv €0 6pOdpa

% These are the so-called "descriptive hypotheses," which have been grouped together due to certain commonalities
in style and content and are dated to the first or second century AD. On these see Korte 1904, 481-494;
Radermacher 1921, 74-85; van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998, 37-9; and most recently Bakola 2010, 193-8. Radermacher,
who dates them some time after Didymus but does not ascribe them to Symmachus, identifies these as Acharnians
hyp. 1; Clouds hyp. 3; Frogs hyp. 1; Knights hyp. 1; Lysistrata hyp. 1; perhaps Wealth hypp. 3 + 4; and perhaps
Peace hyp. 3, which, he suspects, belonged to this set but has since undergone modification. Korte ascribes these to
Symmachus and identifies the same set with the additions of Birds hyp. 3, Wasps hyp. 1, and Wealth hyp. 2 instead
of hypp. 3 + 4; he notes, too, that the hypothesis to the Dionysalexandros is of the same kind.

% So Korte 1904, 497.

%2 Unlike the others, this judgment does not come at the end, and, as Radermacher 1921, 78, notes, this hypothesis
has other important deviations from the rest in form and style.

% See Bakola 2010, 194-6 on this hypothesis especially. It also asserts that not only the Acharnians but the Knights
as well were written for the purpose of peace.
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TEMOMUEVAOV, KOl EK TAVTOG TPOTOL TV gipnvnv mpokarovuevov); Wasps hyp. 1 explains that
the play mocks the Athenians for being litigious and chastens (cogpovilet) the people; and Birds
hyp. 3 suggests that the okomdc® of the drama is to criticize Athenian litigiousness. Quite
revealing here is the well-known judgment at the end of the hypothesis to the
Dionysalexandros,®® which, as Bakola observes, mixes an aesthetic judgment with a practical
aim: kopwdeitatl 8’ @ dpapatt Mepichiic poda mOovAS SUEUPAGEDS MG ETOYNOYDS TOTG
Abnvaiog tov mokepov.*® These commentators may praise a play as composed éyav kaidc, but
connect such aesthetic evaluations, sometimes quite tendentiously, to a didactic aim, as is the
case of the Birds.*’

One anonymous treatise on comedy is quite exceptional in giving detailed and essentially
aesthetic evaluations of Old Comedy. This is Koster 111, which, as we saw, is probably
Alexandrian and closely connected to the Aristotelian and Eratosthenic theories.*® As we saw in
chapter 3, the treatise is primarily a chronological list that gives information about the life and art
of the important poets of Old, Middle, and New Comedy. Unlike the other evaluations, the
author has no concern for ethical or didactic aims; his primary interest is in tracing lines of
influence among the comic poets rather than their influence on spectators or society. He explains,
for instance, that Cratinus was nomtikdtatog and composed in Aeschylus' manner; that Crates
acted for and then imitated Cratinus, first introduced drunks on stage, and was ye\oiog and

ihapodg; and that Pherecrates, in turn, acted for and then imitated Crates and was well known for

* On this word, see van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998, 33-4.

% P, Oxy. 663, edited by K.-A. in PCG 4, pp. 140-1 and most recently in Bakola 2010, 322-3.

% Bakola 2010, 196-8.

%7 | have focused here on the general aesthetic evaluations that fall at the end of these hypotheses, but more specific
aesthetic evaluations are scattered throughout the scholia. Their phrasing is quite comparable to those found in the
scholia: Acharnians hyp. 1 describes Dicaeopolis' carping on Pericles as 0Ok dyapitwg; Clouds hyp. 3 says Socrates
talk about physics ovk dmbdvog; Knights hyp.1 says that the sausage seller prevails over Cleon péa yehoimg;
Lysistrata hyp. 1 says the women attempt to desert péia yehoimg; and Frogs hyp. 1 describes the torture of
Dionysus and Xanthias as ook dygloiog and the contest between poets as ovk amifdvamg.

% See §3.6, where this work is discussed at length.
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introducing novelties. Significantly, the author says that Pherecrates imitated Crates and
abstained from abuse (tod pév Aodopeiv anéotn). No mention is made of the effects of abuse or
why it is absent in Pherecrates' dramas. That the author is thinking in such terms becomes even
clearer from his evaluation of Eupolis: the author explains that he was vigorous in his language,
imitated Cratinus, and displayed much abusiveness and clumsiness. Abuse is viewed as an
artistic quality like clumsiness that is to be compared or contrasted with that of his predecessors
and successors; it is not the defining feature of a poet's work, much less comedy on the whole.
However, this treatise is singular for acknowledging Old Comedy's abuse but still
engaging in a generally aesthetic evaluation. The other sources for the aesthetic evaluation of
Old Comedy and its abuse are either superficial (e.g., the Atticists, who have nothing to say
about mockery) or glide from the aesthetic into the ethical or didactic. In the next section, as we
will see, by the first century the evaluation of Old Comedy was controversial but the terms of the
debate had crystallized: Old Comedy was regarded as combining some degree of enjoyment with

a morally corrective aim.

87.3. Fearsome Charms: The Aesthetic and the Ethical Intermixed

We have seen in earlier chapters that, although some accounts about the development of
comedy minimize or criticize Old Comedy's abuse, this nonetheless came to be regarded as an
essential feature of the genre. Indeed, that didactic element was so important that by Evanthius'
time in the beginning of the fourth century it justified the assimilation of satyr play into the genre
of comedy. Honestus claimed that the admonishments of the muse have the sweetest rebuke and
sting in laughter, i.e., that such forms of drama achieve their morally corrective aim by

combining the pleasing with the biting.
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Antipater of Thessalonica, perhaps a contemporary of Honestus and likewise collected in

the Garland of Philip, has a similar formulation:
BiProt Apiotopdveng, Oiog mdvoc, ooty Ayopvedg

KI6G0G £l YAOEPNV TOVAVG EGELGE KOUN V-
Nvid> Boov Aovucov Exet oelic, ola §& pddot

Nxedov oPepdv TANOOLEVOL YopiT®V.
o kai Qopov dpiote kai ‘EALGSoc 0oty 1ok,

KOUIKE, Kol oT0EAG Ela kal yehdoog.
Books of Aristophanes, a god-like labor, upon which

the Acharnian ivy plentifully brandished its green foliage:
See how much Dionysus its pages have, how its

stories, filled with fearsome charms, ring out.
Oh you comic poet who were best in courage and a match for the

habits of Greece, when you hated and mocked what was deserving.*
Aristophanes’ poetry is admirable because it is full of inspiration and charm—charms that are
eofepai. The epigram also slips from the aesthetic into the ethical: as Gow and Page ad 27
suggest, poPepa yapig can be a stylistic observation marking Aristophanes' occasionally serious
or severe style.*’ That Aristophanes could employ the lofty style is noted elsewhere.** Horace
has a similar formulation: in Serm.1.10.1-17, he compares Lucilius and Old Comedy and asserts
that the poets of Old Comedy—unlike Lucilius—were well aware that ridiculum acri / fortius et
melius magnas plerumque secat res. This is in part an argument about style: as Freudenberg has
argued, in the context of the poem and contemporary poetics, the claim is that the Old Comic

poets knew how to blend appropriately the acre of the high style with the ridiculum of the

middle.*? Likewise, Cicero calls the Aristophanic mode both charming (suavis) and weighty

¥ A.P. 9.186 (=Antipater of Thessalonica 103 G.-P. [Garland]). Most editors print ioa in line 5, but Gow-Page are
surely correct that emendation is necessary.

0 As a comparandum, they cite Dionysius Ep. ad Pomp.3.21.4-5: 1o pév ‘Hpodotov kAhog ilapdv £ott, poBepdv 88
10 ®ovkvdidov.

*1 Quint. Inst. 10.1.65 says that Old Comedy is both exceptional at attacking vices and that its style is grandis et
elegans et venusta.

“2 Freudenburg 1990, 191-2; Freudenburg 1993, 101-2.
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(gravis).*® But this language has the hint of the ethical about it, and acre is sometimes taken
instead to refer to castigation and personal attack;* it is comparable to the dpiyuv that
characterized Machon's dramas. With its final line, the epigram confirms that this is not just an
aesthetic evaluation: although Aristophanes' charms may be poBepai because his poetry has
elements of the lofty style, his charms are particularly poBepai because they are fearsome for
those whom they attack.

We saw in the last chapter Platonius' rather schematic formulation of the same principle:
oVTe Yap mKpOg Alav €otiv domep 0 Kpativog obte yapisic domep 0 EVmolig, aAA’ Exet kai mpog
TOVG APAPTAVOVTOC TO 6(PodpOV Tod Kpativou kail o Thg Emtpeyovong xapttoc Evmordoc.

For he [sc. Aristophanes] is neither too biting like Cratinus nor too charming like Eupolis, but he
has the vehemence of Cratinus against those who do wrong and the easy charm of Eupolis.*®
This evaluation of Aristophanes' poetry is based on its skilful mixture of xapig with biting
personal attack on wrongdoers.*® Earlier in the treatise, Platonius explains how the other two
poets go wrong. He discusses Cratinus and then Eupolis:

0V Yap, Hdomep 0 Aploto@dvng, EMTPEYELY THV XEPV TOIC CKOUUOCL TOLET, TO POPTIKOV THG
EMTINOEWS 010 TADTNG AVop@dV, GAL™ ATADC KAt TNV Topoioy "youvijt Tht kepoAit" tidnot
TG PAacEN UG KOTA TOV AULAPTOVOVI®V ... EDGTOYOG O€ AV &V Taig EmPBoAdis TdV dpapdTmv
Kol S100KeVOC, £lT0 TPOIAV KOi SI0GTAHV TAG VTOOEGEIS 0VK dkodoVBmC TANPOT T Spdpiata.

Edmolig 8¢ e0pavtactog pev gig vmepPoAnV £6TL KATA TOS VTOOECELS ... Domep O E0TV VYNAOG
oVt Kol Eniyapic Kol mepi T0 oKOUUATO Aloy DGTOYOG,.

3 Ad Quint. 3.1.6.

*E.g., Rudd 1957, 333-5.

*® Koster 11, 15-7 (=p. 39-40, 17-21, in Perusino 1989). On Platonius' terminology, which may derive from
Peripatetic theory, see Perusino 1989, 20-4, and ad loc.

“® Storey 2003, 44, suggests that yépic was connected with Aristophanes in particular early on, and Platonius, in
trying to advance a tripartite system with Aristophanes as the mean between the two poets, has assigned this quality
to Eupolis (Cratinus was perhaps established as biting even in his own day). yapig is often a quality ascribed to
Aristophanes; in addition to the instances cited above, Athenaeus habitually assigns him the epithet yapieig (4.47.20;
6.92; 7.3.3; 9.14.4; 9.58.9; 9.58.40; 13.25.26; and, in epitome, 2.5.18; 2.18.25; 2.107.28). However, as Storey
himself notes, xapig is occasionally connected with other comic poets and Old Comedy in general (to his list of such
citations, one might add A.P. 13.29, an epigram in which Cratinus is called yapigig by way of a quotation from one
of his plays); as we will see, the principle of mixing yépig with corrective abuse is not restricted to Platonius'
judgment of Aristophanes or Old Comedy.
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For he [sc. Cratinus] does not, like Aristophanes, make charm pervade his jests, removing the
coarseness of his reproach through this charm, but simply, as the proverb says, "with a bare
head" makes up abuse against wrongdoers ... Although he is clever in the premises and set-ups
of his plays, when he continues and draws out the plots he does not complete the plays logically.
But Eupolis is extremely imaginative in his plots ... and, as he is lofty, so he is charming and
quite clever in targeting his jests.*’

Although Cratinus has some aesthetic aims, he is generally sloppy and preoccupied with personal
attack. Because of his carelessness, his reproaches have a coarse vulgarity (10 goptikédv) that
diminishes the quality of his poetry. Eupolis’ poetry is aesthetically pleasing, but it is not
particularly noteworthy for attacking wrongdoers.“® The evaluation of the individual poets may
differ, but the mechanics are consistent: Old Comedy is best when attacking wrongdoers is
balanced with charm and artistic excellence. In another treatise on comedy, Cratinus is credited
with introducing to comedy morally corrective personal attack, but is once again considered
deficient in artistic ability:

Emryevopevog 0¢ 0 Kpativog katéotoe pev mpdtov td €V T KoPodig Tpocoma LEXPL TPV,
omoog TV dta&iov, Kol T@ yopievtt TG KOU®diag TO ®PEAUOV TPOCTEDEIKE, TOVG KOKMDGS
npdrTovtag StaBdAleoV Kol domep dnposie paoTiyt T Kopmdig KoAdlmv. AL’ ETt pév Kai ovTog
g apyandtnTog petelye Kol Npépa g g dtasiog. 6 pévrot ye Aptoto@dvng pnebodevcoag
TEYVIKOTEPOV TOV PeD’ £avTod TNV KOU®ITaY EvELapyeY v dracty Emionpuog 09eic obTog ...
Cratinus followed upon them [sc. Susarion and the earlier comic poets] and first established the
characters in comedy at three, settling its disorder, and added to the charm of comedy utility, by
mocking wrongdoers and punishing them with his comedy as if with a public whipping. But he
still had a share of the antiquated style and a bit of disorder. Aristophanes, however, devised his
comedy more artfully than his contemporaries and shone forth and was seen as remarkable
among them all ...**

Unlike Platonius, this treatise takes an evolutionary approach: it tells us that Cratinus'

predecessors pursued only laughter and were rather disordered in their compositions; Cratinus

*" For Platonius' literary terminology, see Perusino 1989, ad loc. and Storey 2003, 46-51.
*8 In this account, this quality of Eupolis is, as Storey 2003, 44, comments, an afterthought.
* Koster V, 15-22.
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added personal abuse for the purpose of moral correction, but was still insufficiently artful;
finally, Aristophanes perfected the form and became the best comic poet of his period by
applying his superior artistic abilities.*

According to this approach, then, Old Comedy is at its best when it properly combines
artistic ability with an educative function in the form of morally corrective abuse. The poets of
Old Comedy are not alone in being described as useful; the grammarians suppose that New
Comedy is, too. Comparing New to Old Comedy, Evanthius says that New Comedy gave less
bitterness (minus amaritudinis) to the spectators, offered much delight (multum delectationis),
and was useful for the yvépon it advanced (utilis sententiis);>* Diomedes also notes that New
Comedy diminished the bitterness of Old's abuse.>® Donatus emphasizes the didactic quality of
comedy on the whole, and not just Old Comedy, when he defines it thus: "comedy is a story
containing various arrangements of the conditions of citizens and private individuals, by which
one learns what is useful in life and what, on the other hand, should be avoided” (comoedia est
fabula diversa instituta continens affectuum civilium ac privatorum, quibus discitur quid sit in
vita utile, quid contra evitandum).*

However, as we will see below, Old Comedy is the genre that is discussed most
consistently and most schematically in these terms. New Comedy may be called useful or more
pleasurable, as by Evanthius, but it is not described as trying to strike a balance between being

pleasurable and morally corrective. For New Comedy was never in danger of being too abusive

%0 Cf. Koster XX V111 and XX1Xa, which describe Aristophanes as not just being a more artistically adept successor
to Cratinus, but also as diminishing personal abuse in comedy and pointing the way towards and even practicing
New Comedy (on which see §3.6). On the significance of these treatises for a variant tripartition of comedy with
Cratinus representing the Old and Aristophanes the Middle, see Janko 1984, 244-50. An epigram of Christodorus
about a statue of Cratinus (A.P. 2.357-6) also attests to the tradition of Cratinus as an innovator in comedy: xai
TOmog aPpog Elaumnev aprotovootlo Kpativov, / ¢ mote dnpofopoict tolocovyoicty Tovov / Bopodaxeis E00woev
axovtiotiipog idupoug, / kdpov deéfoog, riomaiypovog £pyov dotdTic.

1. 17, 11-8 Wessner.

°2 Gramm. Lat. 1, 489, 5-6 Keil.

%% p. 22, 14-8 Wessner.
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or biting: by treating fictional characters in fictional situations, it avoids causing pain to real
inviduals. But, for this very same reason, it is less engaged with reality and perhaps seemed less
effective as a moral corrective. Its chief didactic use came to be not its illustrations of good and
bad behavior, as Donatus suggests, but the gnomai extracted from the plays and used in schools.
Indeed, the widespread incorporation of gnomai into anthologies may be a reason that his plays
themselves ultimately perished.> The elegant sayings, and not the plots and characters, seemed
to have been the really useful thing.

It may even be that the idea that New Comedy could benefit its audiences morally and
deter them from vice is an extension of or response to the claims made about Old Comedy. As
we have seen, the Old Comic poets themselves claimed that attacking wrongdoers and
benefitting their audiences was their mission, and at least some histories of comedy accepted this
proposition.>® Even Horace, who subscribes to a narrative of decline for Old Comedy, accepts
that Old Comedy was initially praiseworthy.*® When the grammarians make moral correction the
aim of New Comedy, too, they are trying to incorporate it into an evolutionary history according
to which all Greek comedy serves a single function and can be partitioned based on how each
phase of comedy achieves it. This asserts a continuity among the different phases of Greek
comedy by finding a way to put Old and New Comedy, which are so different in so many ways,
under the same generic umbrella. The magnitude of this interest to build a system and find a
continuity is clear from the treatises that explicitly state that the different phases of comedy can
be distinguished by their freedom to abuse wrongdoers: a common claim is that Old Comedy

abused without restraint; Middle Comedy continued to abuse the powerful, but used metaphors

>* Easterling 1995.
% See especially §5.6.
% For Horace's views, see §5.5.
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and obfuscation; and New Comedy was reduced to abusing only foreigners and slaves.*
According to this model, New Comedy, by being compelled to treat fictional characters, is an
attenuation on Old Comedy.

In contrast, Old Comedy and its abuse of real people is, as we have seen and will see, a
central problem for critics. Its didacticism is based on abusing real people, and such a mixture
can easily degenerate. As we saw in chapter 4, Horace in Ep. 2.1 describes what occurs when the
abuse becomes unrestrained: Fescennine verses, the analog to Old Comedy, was at first endowed
with great libertas and jested charmingly (amabiliter); however, over the years it lost its interest
in charming the audience, degenerated into unwarranted personal abuse, and ultimately had to be
regulated by law.>® Horace, of course, claims that Old Comedy degenerated in much the same
way.>® For comedy's personal abuse to be effective and socially acceptable, it must admit

restraint and charm.®°

87.4. Old Comedy, Cynicism, and the Seriocomic Mode

The evaluative principle that Old Comedy is of the highest quality and functions best
when it mixes charm with morally corrective abuse must be connected with the seriocomic mode
(i.e., 16 omovdoyérotov) that functions by mixing jest with serious, and often abusive,
didacticism.®* Indeed, the earliest traces of a concept of the seriocomic and the mixture of o

omovdoiov With 1o yeloiov appear in a well-known passage of Aristophanes himself, and Old

> Variations of this appear in Koster IV; Xla; XIb; Xlc; XVIlla; XXla; XXIII.

% Ep. 2.1.147-50.

> Ars Poetica 281-4.

% The mixture may be by its nature unstable. As | suggest in chapter 5, the critiques of Old Comedy's personal abuse
seem to suppose that its free speech will necessarily degenerate into wanton abuse.

% Sometimes spelled omovdatoyéhotov. On this mode in Greek literature, see van Rooy 1965, 90-116; on its
appearance in Cynic discourse, see Grant 1924, 53-61; Doring 1993, 337-52; Halliwell 2008, 372-87. For a general
survey, see Giangrande 1972.
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Comedy has a marked tendency to mix the laughable with the serious.®? The seriocomic as a
fully articulated style is, however, typically connected to the Cynics.®®

Freudenberg has argued that Cynicism's appropriation of this seriocomic mode, the
nappnoia that it shared with Old Comedy, and its didacticism influenced later critics of comedy,
who in some way regarded them as analagous.®* Freudenberg observes that, while Platonius
mentions that the Old Comic poets attacked corrupt political figures, he also says that they
attacked others who engaged in more common forms of vice: the greedy, those who gain money
by committing injustices, and those who live wickedly. Freudenberg writes: "For Platonius, the
Old Comic poets made their jests in the manner of the later Cynics who, when the freedom to
lampoon important political figures was no longer an option, directed their jibes at nonpolitical
figures and against common vices, not specific crimes."®® This argument as it stands is not fully
convincing, since Platonius is quite right: the poets of Old Comedy do attack antisocial but

unpolitical vices, both specifically and in general.®

Although Platonius does not give an origin
of comedy, the accounts found in some of the other treatises about comedy do not even place
political censure at its beginnings. Rather, according to them, comedy began in the country with

farmers abusing wrongdoers, and only later was it brought into the city and given a political

82 Frogs 389-93: kai moAAd pév yehotd W eineiv, ToAdd 88 omovdaia, / kol Tig ofic foptiic dEime maicavta kai
okoyavto vikioavta / tawviodcOat. On this passage, see van Rooy 1965, 101-8, and on the seriocomic and the
chorus throughout Frogs, see Baier 2002, 189-204; for examinations of the seriocomic elsewhere in Aristophanes,
see the other articles in that same volume, as well as Zimmermann 2005, 531-546.

8 Cf. Demetrius De eloc. 170 and 259. Crates of Thebes, the pupil and successor of Diogenes of Sinope, is usually
credited with fully articulating and adopting the seriocomic mode. Gerhard 1909, 41, suggests that Crates pioneered
this style as part of a project to develop a kindlier and less abusive form of Cynicism (Gerhard terms it ""Hedonischer
Kynismos") compared with that of Diogenes; in this, he is followed by Grant 1924, 53-5. Giangrande 1972, 34-5,
also supports this view. But even if Crates was thought to diminish the bitterness of Diogenes, jest and humor are
sometimes associated with Diogenes' discourse: see Branham 1996, 92-104, and, for Diogenes' use of the comic and
the appearance of his sayings in comedy, Bosman 2006, 93-104. However, the term orovdoyélotog is first used by
Strabo 16.2.29 to describe Menippus of Gadara, a pupil of Crates, the originator of Menippean satire.

® Freudenburg 1993, 82-6.

® Freudenburg 1993, 85.

% E g., Cleonymus is mocked as a glutton and coward at Acharnians 844; Cleisthenes is mocked for being
effeminate at Clouds 355; Simon, Cleonymus, and Theorus are mocked as oath-breakers at Clouds 400; Callias is
mocked as a pathic at Frogs 428-30; Patrocles is mocked as a wealthy miser at Wealth 85-6.
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purpose.®” Therefore, the kind of targets Platonius describes do not necessarily indicate Cynic
influence.

However, | suspect Freudenberg's general proposition is correct: Cynicism shaped the
reception of Old Comedy. The evaluative mode | have studied above—the mixture of yépig and
morally corrective abuse—closely resembles descriptions of the Cynic seriocomic style. Indeed,

Demetrius explicitly compares comedy and Cynicism in this regard:®®

Kaitol £6Ti ToAo oD &k mond1dig mopapeptypévng Sevotng upatvopuévn Tic, olov v Taig
Koumdiog, kol mig 6 Kuvikog tpomoc, wg ta Kpdrog "mpn ti¢ yoi’ €ott péow €vi oivomt
novTe." Kai 10 Atoyévoug 10 év Olvumig, dte 10D OMAiTOL dpapdVTOg EMTPEXMOV DTOG
EKNPLTTEV £0VTOV VIKAY T0 OAOUTIO ThvToS AvOpdToVS Kadokdyadig. kol yop yeldtot TO
elpnuévov dipa kai Bavpaletat, Koi NpEpe Kol VITOSAKVEL TMG AEYOUEVOV ... Kol OAMG, CLVEAOVTL
ppacat, v o £1d0¢ Tod Kuvikod Adyov caivovrt dpa Eotkcé tm kol ddkvovtt. ypricoviot 8 odtd
Kai ol PrTopég mote ...

And yet often from intermixed playfulness a certain forcefulness appears, as in comedies and the
entire Cynic style, like the words of Crates: "There is some land called Rucksack amid the wine-
dark sea"; and the story of Diogenes at the Olympics: when the armed race was run he himself
ran out and announced that he defeated all the people at the Olympics in the contest of nobility.
For what he said was both laughed at and marveled at, and it even when said somehow bites a

little ... To summarize, the entire style of Cynic discourse is like one who both fawns and bites.
Orators sometimes will use it too ...%°

While Demetrius does not specify the aim of that forcefulness in the case of Old Comedy,
descriptions of this style elsewhere more closely approach the formulations in the evaluations of
comedy. Diogenes Laertius reports that Monimus, a student of Diogenes and Crates, composed

maiyvio oTovdt) AeAndviq usmyuéva,m and Julian describes Crates' style thus: énetipa 6& 00 peta

muepioe, ALY petd yaprroc.”t Julian's phrasing is close to Platonius’ judgment about

® Treatises Koster 1V; XIb; XVIlla; XXla; XXVI, among others.
% On this author's identity, years of operation, and school, see the introduction in Chiron 1993.
% Demetrius De eloc. 259-61. Cf. De eloc. 170: ypficovtar 8 mote kai of ppdvipot yeLoiolg Tpdc Te TOOC Kapove,
0oV &v €0pTaic Kal &V GLUTOGIONE, Kai &V EMMANEECTY 8& TPOG TOVE TPLPEPMTEPOVC ... TOWOVTOC 8E O TO TAEOV KOl
0 Kvvikog tpomog- ta yap towadrta yeroio ypeiog Aapfdvetl &y kal yvaung.
70
D.L. 6.83.
1 0r. 6.201C.
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Aristophanes, namely that he is superior because he is not too mkpog, as Cratinus was, but that
he reprimands while maintaining the x&p1c typical of Eupolis.”

That Old Comedy was in some way thought to prefigure the Cynics' activity and was
therefore evaluated on like terms was surely owed not only to Old Comedy's tradition of the
seriocomic and the mappnoio that would come to be associated with Cynicism,” but to the early
Cynics' literary production.”® Crates composed parodies of Homer and Solon” and mocked in
verse the contemporary philosophers Stilpo and Menedemus;® the latter was, of course, also the
target of a satyr play reminiscent of Old Comedy, Lycophron's Menedemus.”” Cercidas, the
Cynic poet and statesman of the generation after Crates, wrote iambic poetry criticizing the vices
of his contemporaries, perhaps drawing specifically on Aristophanes.” Likewise, Kindstrand has
argued for the influence of comedy on Bion of Borysthenes, ’ a poet with Cynic leanings and a
pioneer of the diatribe. Porphyrion compares Bion's wittiness to that of Aristophanes,®® and
Bion's mockery of a philosopher was compared to comedy's mockery of tragedy.®" Given that we
saw in chapter 6 that comedy's purportedly corrective personal abuse could be a necessary and
sufficient condition for inclusion in the genre of comedy, such forms could have been connected

to Old Comedy by the same line of argument as Roman satire or post-classical satyr play.

"2 Indeed, just as Aristophanes is sometimes said to have tempered the abuse of his predecessor, Cratinus, Crates is
said to have tempered the bitterness of his predecessor, Diogenes. See n. 63.
" Kindstrand 1976, 45, lists the following similarities between Old Comedy and the activities of the Cynics: an
emphasis on mappnoia; the seriocomic style; the use of humor and satire; and the use of vulgar language.
™ For a survey of their literary production, see Branham 1996, 83-7.
"™ For Homer, see De eloc. 259, quoted above; the same parody is quoted at greater length and more correctly at
D.H. 6.85 (=fr. 6 Diehl). For Crates' parody of Solon, see fr. 1, 5 Diehl.
" D.L. 2.118 (=fr. 3 Diehl); Menedemus: D.L. 2.126 (=fr. 4 Diehl).
7 See §6.6.
"8 On Cercidas, see Williams 2006; for the most recent treatment of his fragments, see Cruces 1995.
" Kindstrand 1976.
:i Porphyrion ad Horace Ep. 2.2.60: Bion Aristofanis comici par dicitur fuisse magnae dicacitatis.
D.L. 4.10.
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Certainly Marcus Aurelius supposes that Old Comedy and its mappnoio prefigured Diogenes and
his practice.®

While Crates and his successors may have used less personal abuse that his predecessors,
Cynic seriocomic discourse still maintained a delicate balance: the word crovdoyéhotog is first
used of Crates' pupil Menippus of Gadara, who wrote satirical verse.®® The conflicting
descriptions about him reflect how precarious the seriocomic mode can be. Diogenes Laertius
claims that there is nothing serious about him and that his work is full of mockery (pépet pév odv
omovdoiov 0VdEV: Ta 08 PifAio avTod ToAAOD Katayélwtog yéuet), and Marcus Aurelius calls
him a yAevaotic.®* Dio Chrysostom reproves Cynics who, though they know things that are true
and useful, stand on street corners, heap abuse on everyone, seek alms, and thereby discredit
philosophy.® Epictetus, too, regarded the correct integration of charm as a central feature of
effective Cynic discourse, commenting that in its absence the Cynic is nothing but a sneerer.®

These conceptions of the seriocomic are a reason for the analogous formulations in the
evaluation of Old Comedy and Aristophanes. That Old Comedy could be imagined as engaging
in the same activities as the Cynics and therefore evaluated on the same terms becomes clear
from the Ars Rhetorica, once wrongly attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus; chapters 8-11

perhaps date to the early second century AD.?” The author of those chapters is concerned with a

8 Marcus Aurelius Meditations 11.6: 1 apyoio kopodic mopixdn, tadayoyiiv tappnoiay &xovea ko Thg droeiag
ok dypriotog S” oiig Thg 00VPPNUOCTHVIG VIO UVTCKOVGH: TPOC 016V TL Kol Aloyévng TomTi mopeAduPovey.

% Strabo 16.2.29.

* D.L. 6.99; Marcus Aurelius Med. 6.47.

8 0r. 32.9: 1v 8¢ Kuvik®v Aeyopévov £ott pév &v Ti] moret Ajfog ok OAiyov, kai kaddmep GALov Tvdg
TPAYLLOTOG KOi TOVTOL Popd Yéyove: vOBov pévtot ye Kal dyevveg avBpdnov ovbEv, mg einely, EmoTauévey, GALY
ypeiov TpogTic. 00Tol 88 &V TE TPLOSOIC Kol OTEVOTOIC Kai TuA@G iepdv dysipovot kal dmatdot Tanddpia Kol
vavTog Kol T0100tov dYAov, CKMLLOTO, KOl TOAATV GTEPLOAOYIOY GUVEIPOVTEG KOl TOG dyopaiovg TadTag AmoKPIGELC.
TOya POV Gyadov pgv o0&V pyadovTal, Kokdv & O 010V T TO HéYIoTov, Kotoyshdv £0ilovTsg Tovg AvorToug T@MV
PLLOGOOMV.

% Epict. Diss. 90-1: 81 8¢ kol yépv ToAAv mpooeivar puouciv @ Kovikd kol 6&0tta (el 8& p, oo yivetar,
GAN0 &’ 000EV), tva £TolHmG dVVNTOL KOl TOPUKELUEVMS TPOG TO EUTITTOVTA ATAVTAY. MG A0YEVNG TPOG TOV ElmdVTA
"oV &1 0 Aoyévng 6 un 0idpevog etvar Oeovc;" "kail Tde," Een, "ot Ocoig xOpov vopilo<v>;"

8 On these sections, see Russell 1981,124-5; Russell 2001; Heath 2003.

244



particular rhetorical device that he calls oyfjna or oynuaticpog. By this he means the technique
of saying one thing while aiming to achieve another: one cloaks content that might otherwise be
rejected in form that makes it effective on the audience. In 8.10, he gives an example from
tragedy, explaining that in Euripides' Melanippe the titular character gives a philosophical
speech, but has the hidden motive of saving her children. At the same time, this covers a hidden
motive of Euripides himself, to commemorate the teachings of his former teacher, Anaxagoras,
whose opinions Melanippe utters. In 8.11, before turning to another subject, the author briefly
mentions comedy:

1N 8¢ ye Kopwdio 6Tt moAtteveTan &v 101G OpAAct Kol PAOCOQET, 1] TdV Tepl TOv Kpativov kai
Aptotopdviy kai Ebmoly, i 8¢t kai Aéyew; 1| yép ot kopodia ot 1o yeloiov
TPOCTNCAUEVT] PIAOGOPET.

Why should | even mention that in the dramas the comedy of Cratinus, Aristophanes, and
Eupolis participates in civic life and engages in philosophy? For this comedy, while setting forth
the laughable, engages in philosophy.

The author states this proposition in very general terms. In the case of tragedy, he gave a single
example, where the philosophical discourse is on the level of the play's action rather than the
ulterior motive. On the second, extra-dramatic level, Euripides may have the ulterior motive of
commeorating Anaxagoras' philosophy, but that is not a general practice: Euripides does it
because he once had a personal relationship with the philosopher. However, the author seems to
reckon it general knowledge that Old Comedy is engaging in not only political but philosophical

business and that it does this by clothing those activities with the laughable.

8 Usener and Radermacher in their Teubner print avts, but R. Janko has suggested to me that we instead read aim,
as given here. This makes rather more sense: the comedy of Cratinus, Aristophanes, and Eupolis is being
distinguished from other forms of comedy that do not make a point of engaging with politics and philosophy—that
is, New Comedy in particular, which has no need for the rhetorical device under discussion, oynuaticpoc.
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This is similar to Eratosthenes' description of Bion's poetry: v ¢ilocopiav dvOwva
gvéduoev;® it is also close to the aforementioned description of the Cynic Monimus' activities
(naiyvia omovdii AeAndviq peprypéva). It fits with Demetrius' connection of Old Comedy to the
Cynic style;®* if this is how the project of Old Comedy is imagined, the evaluative formulations
adduced above must understood in this context. In Platonius' estimation, Cratinus is wanting
because his plays were too bitter and lacked sufficient charm to be successful comedy and
meaningfully corrective. He is like Epictetus' Cynic who, in the absence of charm, is a sneerer
rather than a successful philosopher.

This conception of Old Comedy and its abuse stands in direct competition with the model
we saw in chapter 5 in particular: its speech is not licensed by and designed to flatter the demos;
rather, it aims to expose and correct the audience's faults by mixing in just enough charm with its
rebuke that it is palatable. It is not a political tool whose genesis is in class warfare against the
elite; rather, it is a form of philosophy. It does not destabilize the state and lead to society's
degeneration; rather, it is, like Cynic discourse, salutary. Indeed, I suggest that Dio Chrysostom

directly compares Cynicism and Old Comedy using this very model.

87.5. Dio Chrysostom on Old Comedy

Dio Chrysostom, one of the most eminent orators of the Second Sophistic, mentions Old
Comedy and its didactic aims in two places, Or. 32 and 33. These two passages apparently say
contradictory things: in the former oration, he praises Old Comedy's methods; in the latter, he
compares it to the practice of philosophy and finds Old Comedy wanting. | will argue that he was

quite familiar with Cynicism, the seriocomic mode, and the idea that Old Comedy employed it,

8 D.L. 4.52. On the meaning and origin of this saying, see Kindstrand 1976, 51-2 and 153.
“D.L.6.83.
°! Demetrius De eloc. 259-61, quoted above.
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and I will suggest that in Or. 33, the speech critical of Old Comedy, he, probably as a rhetorical
exercise designed to amuse his audience, adopts the persona of a humorless Cynic street
preacher and evaluates Old Comedy on how well it lived up to the mission of Cynicism. In this
persona, Dio claims that the poets of Old Comedy did not live up Cynicism because they
delighted the audience too much instead of abusing and correcting them mercilessly.

Dio's views on comedy have already been explored by Plebe and Di Florio, both of
whom argue for strong Platonic and Peripatetic influences on his poetics.?* Reacting against
earlier scholars who insisted on a more or less exclusively Antisthenic-Cynic-Stoic line of
influence,” they unreasonably downplay Cynicism's influence on Dio's evaluation of comedy.
Dio is eclectic in his philosophy; even before his exile and supposed conversion from rhetoric to
philosophy, he uses Cynic topoi and once likens himself to a Cynic.** He is certainly well aware
of the Cynic seriocomic mode: in Or. 13, he illustrates it and employs it by telling an anecdote
about Diogenes and Alexander.” Elsewhere, he describes it quite clearly:
€ilol 0¢ ol kai Tov ATcmmov ofovtol To10DTOV TIva, YeVEGHUL, GOPOV LEV KAl POVILOV, OiILLAOV O
A mg Kai EuvBeivarl Adyovg ikavov oiwv <ot> avOpmmot 10161 dv AKovOolEY. Kol TVYXOV 00
TavTanact yevdti oloviat, Koi 1@ dvtt Aicmmog ToDToV TOV TPOTOV EMEPATO VOVOETETV TOVG
avOpdTovg Kol EMSEKVHVOL ADTOIC GTTO AULOPTAVOLGLY, OC GV LAAGTO NVELXOVTO aDTOV,
ndopevol €mi T® yeholw Kai toig poboig, domep to modio Toig tithoig pvboroyovpévorg
TPOcEYOLGt Te Kal dovTat. dmo o1 TG ToldTg 06ENS, MG Kol Tap” NMUAY AKOVGOUEVOL TL
tolodtov olov Alcmmnog Eleyev fi Onoiov Zokpdtng fi Omoia Aloyévng, Tpociact kai évoyAodot
Kai 00 dvvavton anéyesOat Ov av oty &v TOVTE TA CYNLATL ...

Some people think that Aesop is some such person [sc. as the Seven Sages are], wise and
knowing, but also cunning, and that he was capable of composing stories of the sort of things
that they themselves would most gladly hear. Perhaps they are not altogether mistaken, and

Aesop really tried to admonish humans in this way and show to them what wrongs they did,
since they would suffer him if they enjoyed the humor and the stories, just as children pay

% plebe 1952, 82-97; Di Florio 2001 (following Plebe).

% Plebe 1952, 82.

% Moles 1978. See Or. 32.9: o piv 008 £keivo havOavet pe, 8Tt Todg &v Tovte (i.e., Dio's own) T oyfuot
ovvnBeg pév €ott Toig moAhoic Kuvikobg kalelv (only especially notable if indeed this oration is pre-exilic).
% Moles 1983, 274-5. On Dio's use of Diogenes, see Billerbeck 1996, 211-3, with bibliography on n. 38.
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attention to and delight in their nurses when they tell tales. Indeed, from such a belief—that they
will hear from us some such thing as Aesop, Socrates, or Diogenes used to say—they approach
us and bother us and cannot keep away from whomever they see in this garb ...%

Dio here describes the kind of attraction his humble dress has for passers by: they come up to
him expecting some sort of seriocomic story along the lines of Aesop, Socrates, or Diogenes, all
of whom, like Dio himself, have a Cynic pedigree.”” So when Dio discusses Old Comedy and
evaluates it on similar grounds, we need not look far for the source of his evaluative principles.
Nor can Platonic and Aristotelian influence fully explain Dio's views, since invective is an
essential, and praiseworthy, element in Dio's evaluation of comedy.”® As Di Florio comments,
after tracking the Platonic and Aristotelian elements in Dio's poetics, "[a]d ogni modo proprio
I'elemento indispensabile alla commedia per il Crisostomo, l'invettiva, non € accettato né da
Platone né da Aristotele."® Plebe suggests that Dio's opinions about invective and Old Comedy
deviate from Platonic and Aristotelian views in large part because of the Atticists' sympathy for
Old Comedy,'® but this does not explain the ideological underpinnings of his use and evaluation
of comedy. Plebe ultimately offers a second reason, that Dio admired the Old Comic poets not

only for stylistic reasons but also “in vista della sua lodevole liberta di parola."*** Thus he

% 0r. 72.13.

" 0On Aesop himself as a kind of Cynic figure (partly based on the model of Diogenes), see Jedrkiewicz 1990-92,
124-5 (with bibliography in n. 50). On the adaptation of fables to include Cynic themes, see Adrados 1999, 538-48
(but pace Adrados see Zafiropoulos 2001, 34-6). The Cynics claimed, by way of Antisthenes, a lineage from
Socrates, and he frequently appears as a kind of Cynic hero. Dio himself mentions Socrates and Diogenes as similar
figures two chapters earlier (72.11), and Plato observed that Diogenes was like a mad Socrates (D.L. 6.54; Ael. VH
16.33). Crates is also likened to Socrates (D.L. 7.2-3). On Socrates as an antecedent to Cynicism, see Long 1996,
28-46.

% Dio hints at a definition of comedy that embraces invective: 1 8¢ yéwtog Evekev 1 Aowdopiog memompévo Gomep
10 TOV koumddockdinv (Or. 2.4). Cf. Plebe 1952, 89, and Di Florio 2001, 75, who note the similarity of this
formulation to Plato's in Laws 7.816e-17a: o0 u&v obv miepi YEA®TE 0Tty Talyvia, & 81 kopmdiav mévtec Aéyousy,
ohTO¢ T® vouw kai Adye keicbw. In Dio, unlike Plato, comedy is expressly a matter of laughter and abuse.

% Di Florio 2001, 79.

1% plebe 1952, 90, 92.

1% plebe 1952, 94.
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concedes that that Dio was interested in them for their mappnoio—an especially Cynic concern,
particularly in Dio, whose use of Cynicism is manifest.

His most extensive treatment of Old Comedy is in Or. 33, the rather mysterious first
Tarsian oration, in which Dio inveighs against his audience for some vice common to all the

Tarsians. But he describes it only by euphemism; at one point he connects the fault to the verb

péykewv, meaning to snore or snort.'%?

He begins the speech by mentioning sophists who say things that are pleasing to hear but
confer no benefit and quacks who present medical exhibitions that are entertaining to watch but
cure no ills. True physicans, Dio says, cure the sick with remedies that are often painful;
likewise, a true philosopher will speak not for the audience's pleasure, but for their benefit (33.1-

8). In this connection, Dio mentions Old Comedy:

AbBnvaiot yop elwBteg drovey kKaK®G, Kol vi] Ala €n” adTd T0DTO GLVIOVTES €1G TO BEaTpOoV MG
Aodopnbnoouevot, kol Tpotedekdteg dydva Kol vikny Toig GUEVOV adTO TPATTOLGLY, OVK OOTOL
T0VTO €VPOVTES, AALAL TOD Be0D GupPovAevoavtog, Aptotopdavoug pev fikovov Kai Kpativov kai
[MAatwvog, kol TohTovg 0VOEV Kakov Emoinoay. £nel 0& Zwkpatng dvev oknvilg Kol ikpimv €noiet
10 10D 00D TpoOCTAYLLE, 0V KOpdaKilwv 000¢ TepeTilmv, 0Oy dmEpevay. kelvol PV yop
VOOPMOUEVOL KOl OESOTEG TOV OT|HOV 1O deomOTNV E0MTEVOV, NPERA HAKVOVTEG Kol LETA YEAMTOC,
domep ai tithot 10ig madiotg, dtav 4€n TL TOV ANSECTEPOV TETV AVTA, TPOGPEPOLGT PLEALTL
ypicaoar TV KOAKa. Toryapody EPAamtov ovy NTToV Hep GPELOLY, dyepyiag KOl CKOUUATOV
Kol foporoyiog avamipumAdvteg TV TOAY. O 08 PIAOGOPOG AEYYE Kai EvovbETet.

For the Athenians were accustomed to hear ill of themselves, and, by Zeus, they used to gather
for this very purpose at the theater in order that they might be abused. They established a contest
and prize for the ones who did it quite well, not having themselves devised it, but by the
recommendation of god. They used to listen to Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Plato, and they did
no ill to them. But when Socrates without a set and stage carried out the commands of the god,
neither dancing the cordax nor playing the pipe, they did not suffer it. For those comic poets,
suspecting and fearing the people, used to flatter them like a master, biting them just a little and
with humor, just like nurses who, whenever infants have to drink something rather bitter, smear
honey on the cup and then offer it to them. Therefore, the comic poets used to harm no less than

192 There are sundry suggestions for what the vice was: among others, Welles 1962, 68 proposes the neglect of
philosophy; Jones 1978, 73-4, proposes the the literal act of snoring; and, most recently Kokkinia 2007, 407-22, has
suggested that Dio refers to breaking wind (on this suggestion, see below).
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they helped, infecting the city with arrogance, mockery, and buffoonery. But the philosopher
used to rebuke and admonish.'%®
Dio's ultimate evaluation of the Old Comic poets is negative, but not as a matter of principle. He
explicitly states that comedy has divine, rather than human, origins, and accepts that Old
Comedy has a beneficial aim, namely to rebuke faults, as he also explains in Or. 32.2%* There, he
inveighs against his audience, the Alexandrians, for their frivolity and unseriousness. He
criticizes their preference for dances and mimes, but insists that he is not recommending that
they give up all entertainment. As an example of a form of entertainment that aims to rebuke
faults and improve the audience, he cites Old Comedy, whose mappnocia he says is salutary
because it attacked whoever did wrong, including the city itself.*®

In Or. 33, his view of Old Comedy's activities corresponds quite closely to descriptions
of the Cynic seriocomic mode. He says that the comic poets were Npéua dakvovteg Kol peta

vYéAmTog, just as Demetrius had said of the Cynic mode that yeAdton to gipnuévov Gua kol

Bavpaletor, kai péua Kai Vodakvel Tmg Aeyouevov. But Dio's complaint proves to be that the

% 0Or. 33.9-10.

1% This view is specific to Old Comedy; he does not see New Comedy (or, for that matter, tragedy) as having a
particularly corrective function for audiences. In his comparison of the three tragedians in Or. 52, he praises various
useful elements in Euripides' poetry: that it has a strong gnomic element, contains incitements to virtue, and is useful
for an orator (52.11, 13, 17). In Or. 18.8, he praises both Menander and Euripides: oAb &' av £pyov €in 10 Aéyswv
o0 o TouTEOV YpIowa” 1 e yap tod Mevavdpou pipnocig droavtog fj0ovg kai yaptrog ndoav vrepPEPAnKe v
dEWOTNTO TAV TOAUDY KOUK®VY, T} T€ Edpuidov mpoonvela kot mBavotng Tod HeV Tpaytkod AvasTiOTOS Kol
GELOLOTOG TVYOV OVK AV TELEMG EPLKVOTTO, TOAMTIKD O Avopl mhvy dEEAMNOC, ETt 8¢ 7101 Kol Tabn dewdg TAnpdoaL,
Kol YVOUOG TPOG AmavTa ®QEAIILOVS KATAUEIYVVOL TOIG TomHaGLY, dte rhocoeiog ok dmelpog dv. The educative
use that Dio finds in both Euripides and Menander is for the training of orators because of their realistic portrayal of
characters and the usefulness of their gnomai. It is not because they offer moral correction or education to laymen.
On Dio's evaluation of Menander, see Plebe 1952, 94-5, who suggests that Dio is primarily concerned with
defending Menander from certain Atticists, like Phrynichus (cf. n. 28 above). Plebe and Di Florio 2001, 71-3,
believe that Dio is more interested in and shows greater approval for Old Comedy. On Dio's comparison of the
tragedians and evaluation of Euripides, see Luzzatto 1983, 42-7.

195 0Or. 32.6: GAL’ GEWdY Vb, HGomep T0OTOLS £TOINOG Kol VVEXDC AdTOVS Tapéyete, 0DT® Kol Adyov xpnoTod Tote
ducoboon kol T £mi T cvpPEpovTL S£EacBo Tappnoiave el kol Tovg ABnvaiovs, GV ukpd TpoOTEPOV EPVACONY,
00 TAVIMG ELPTCOUEV AUUPTAVOVTOG® AAAL TODTO Ve EKEIVOL Kal TAVY KAADG Emoiovv, &TL T0lg TomTaig EnéTpemov
pr povov tovg Kot vopa EAEYYEV, GALY Kal KOWT) TV TOAW, €1 Tt U] KaA®dG ETpoTTov.
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Old Comic poets bit too little and did not live up to the Cynic ideal.*® In this regard, he is
following precisely the line of criticism that we saw in chapter 5: as the Old Oligarch and others
suggested, comedy, despite its pretensions to moral improvement, used its abuse to flatter the
demos.

Dio's negative evaluation of Old Comedy is predicated on the fact that, as Diogenes said,
one needs a whip and a master, not a flatterer.'”” But the comic poets treated the people like their
master and let their jest degenerate into flattery,'® even though they had the perfect opportunity
and means to rebuke and educate their spectators, that is, a comic context and the same nappnoio
that the Cynics had.’® Dio is evaluating Old Comedy on the same terms as were used by
Honestus, Antipater, and Platonius—i.e., in terms of the Cynic seriocomic style and aim; this is
why Dio, like the author of Ars Rhetorica 8, can liken Old Comedy to philosophy.**

Of course, Dio comes to a different conclusion from that of Antipater and the other
supports of Old Comedy: while it access to mtappnoia, it abandoned it and degenerated because
the Old Comic poets, unlike Socrates, feared the people and devoted themselves to the laughable

instead of to the corrective. In this, Dio is simultaneously applying the Cynic seriocomic

evaluation and the negative Platonic evaluation: the laughter and abuse of Old Comedy could

1% Dio's accusation that comedy filled the city with dyepamyia is especially damning—rather than alleviating the
spectators' thpog, they increased it.

%7 IDiogenes] Ep. 29.4: okvtoug odv €i 6ot kai deomdTov, 0dy 8¢ o€ Bavpdost Kai KOAUKEVGEL (G VIO Y€ TOL0VTOV
avBpdmTov TAS G Tig mote MPeINBein, | TAOG O TOOVTOG OPEANCELE TIVAL;

1% This of course contradicts Aristophanes' own claim that he does not flatter his audience: gnotv [sc. Aristophanes]
8’ Hudic moAkds S18aEey a6’ dot’ eddaipovoag sivar, / 0O Bomedwy 008’ Yroteivov wedodg ovd’ Eamatirrwy, /
008¢& TavoLpPY®V 0VSE Katdpdwv, dALL T¢. BédTioTa Siddokwv (Ach. 656-8).

199 Marcus Aurelius Meditations 11.6 explicitly compares Old Comic and Cynic mappnoia, and, like Dio, regards it
as comedy's central means of education: 1 dpyaio kouwdio TapHyOn, Tdaywykny Tappncioy Exovca Kol Thg
ATVPIaC 0VK AYPHOTOC 17 AVTHC TTiC EVOVPPNHOGHVIE DIOHUVCKOVGE: TPOG 010V TL Kol Aloyévng TowTl
noapeldppavev. Aurelius is clearly imagining Old Comedy as a kind of Cynicism before Cynicism, togog being a
regular target of Cynic attack. On tdeoc, see Decleva Caizzi 1991.

19 5ee Plebe 1952, 91-2, and Di Florio 2001, 83-4, who suggest that Dio is conceiving of comedy as a kind of pre-
philosophy or imperfect philosophy.
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have been morally useful, but instead they infected the city with buffoonery.**! At least Dio
comes to such a conclusion in Or. 33; but in Or. 32, as we have mentioned, he praises Old
Comedy for its educative mappnocio while giving no hint of its dissolution. In Or. 33, he has
adopted a history of comedy like the ones espoused by Horace and Evanthius, according to
which Old Comedy misuses its license.™?

Dio holds these apparently contradictory views because of the style that he adopts in Or.
33: here, he claims that he will not use the seriocomic style and, instead, explicitly tells the
Tarsians that he will speak of painful and unpleasant things that will not be enjoyable for
them.™® He is making a show of being like that other kind of Cynic who travels in rags and, like
Diogenes or Antisthenes, avoids clever or seductive language in favor of frank rebuke.** In this
regard, Dio is also like Socrates, from whom the Cynics could claim their origin'*®> and whose
persona Dio occasionally adopts elsewhere.'*® Socrates, Dio says, made no use of stagecraft, did
not resort to blandishments, and rebuked and admonished the people, just as he himself promises
to do. Dio's assertion that comedy arose because of the god's recommendation (tod 6god
ovppovievcavtoc) surely belongs to the comparison between Old Comedy and these

philosophers: the comic poets, like Socrates—and, for that matter, Diogenes, Zeno of Citium,

111 particular, Republic 10.606¢, the suggestion that taking pleasure in buffoonery in comedy may lead to its
imitation at home.

112 See chapters 4 and 5. But Dio deviates from this history in that his complaint is that the Old Comic poets did not
use their license enough and that they should have accosted their spectators more brutally. The history given by
Horace and Evanthius, in contrast, asserts that the Old Comic poets became too indiscriminate and brutal in their
abuse. Dio is characterizing them as flatterers, which, as we will see below, contraindicates true frankness of speech.
13 At Or. 33.44, he likens himself to the physician he had mentioned at the start of the speech who cures patients
even if it pains or annoys them. Cf. D.L. 6.4 (of Antisthenes): épwtnBeic d1 ti mkpd¢ Toig padntoic smmAntet,
"kai ot tatpoi," enoti, "toig kauvovow."

14 Earlier in his speech, Dio warns his listeners that they will hear not praise but rebuke, explaining of himself: &tav
O& ayUNPOV TIVOL Kol cuvesTaApévoy idnte kal povov Badifovra, Tpdtov avtov Eetalovia kol Aowopodvta, un
{nrette mopa 100 T0100TOL PNdepio Bomeioy unde amatny, undE tov de&lov Ekelvov Kol mpoonvij Adyov, Og o
uaoto, Sotpifet mepi Muovg kai catpamog kol tvpdvvoug (Or. 33.14).

115 See n. 97 above.

118 On Dio's habitual use of Socrates and Diogenes as personae that he adopts, see Moles 1978.
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and Dio himself—were motivated by the god's counsel,™*” but the comic poets, unlike Socrates,
could not live up to it.

That Dio likens himself to Socrates here necessitated a different evaluation of the comic
poets. Any evaluation of them that is based on the proposition that Old Comedy used the
laughable for serious, even philosophical, ends—an idea that | have suggested was a common
interpretation by this time—must grapple with the comic poets' treatment of Socrates.**® There
was certainly a tradition that Socrates took little offense at his treatment and even that he or Plato
enjoyed Old Comedy.**® But another view during this period is that comedy could be quite
powerful and achieve positive results, but owing to personal enmity or corruption the Old Comic
poets used it for harmful purposes.'?® Such a judgment is based on a reading of the Clouds that
extrapolates from poetry to biography, sometimes quite fancifully:'?* a common assertion is that

122

Aristophanes was in league with Anytus and Meletus when he wrote the Clouds,™ though

nearly a quarter of a century intervened between the performance and the trial and, according to

17 The idea that comedy has a divine origin, as we have seen, reccurs in histories of comedy. As for consultations
with gods being the impetus for the pursuit of philosophy, Diogenes consults either the Delphic or Delian oracle at
D.L. 6.20; Zeno of Citium consults an oracle at D.L. 7.2; Dio discusses his consultation at Or. 13.9. However, the
date of Or. 33 is unknown: Desideri 1978, 122-129, dates it to Vespasian's reign and puts it before Dio went into
exile (meaning that this speech would have been given before he consulted the oracle). However, Jones 1978, 137,
puts the speech during Trajan's reign and, therefore, after the exile and oracular consultation (in this he is followed
by Kokkinia 2007, 420 n. 62).

118 On Socrates' importance during this period as an exemplar for Cynic and Stoic philosophers in particular, see
Moles 1978, 98.

119 The following sources report such a tradition: £ Clouds 96 claims that Aristophanes' criticisms were not directed
at Socrates in particular, but either at philosophers who make such silly claims in general or at Hippon, who
advanced such views (and it notes that Eupolis attacked Socrates more viciously than Aristophanes did).
Musonius—once Dio's teacher—Dis. 10.27-30 claims that Socrates enjoyed the Clouds so much that he invited
Aristophanes to write another play about him. D.L. 2.36 (in contrast to D.L. 2.38) reports that Socrates said that they
ought to give themselves over to the comic poets so that, if the poets said anything which pertained to them, they
might correct it. [Plutarch] De liberis educandis 10cd says that Socrates regarded being mocked in the theater like
being mocked at a symposium. Choricius 1.82 says that Socrates endured and overlooked comic mockery.

120 Quite exceptional in this regard, however, is hyp. 1 to the Clouds, which claims that Aristophanes wrote the
Clouds not out of personal enmity, but as a kind of indictment of Socrates on the ground that he was indeed
improperly instructing the youth.

121 On this phenomenon, especially in the Life of Aristophanes, see Lefkowitz 1981, 105-16. Of course, the
references to the Clouds in the Plato's Apology are also responsible.

122 This claim is reported in Clouds hyp. 2; Aelian VH 2.13; D.L. 2.38; Maximus of Tyre 3.3, 12.8, and 18.6. £
Clouds 627 says that some allege that Aristophanes wrote the Clouds because he was in league with Anytus and
Meletus, but then refutes this by noting that a long time intervened.
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Aristophanes himself, the Clouds was a failure.*?® This tradition underlies Dio's evaluation, and
he adopts it because it befits his persona in Or. 33: the charm and humor of comedy are powerful
tools that can be used for educative purposes, but, owing to the deficient characters of the comic
poets, the audience learned the wrong things. Dio, in contrast, will not err and lead the Tarsians
astray as the comic poets had. It is no accident that the accounts that blame Aristophanes for
Socrates' trial tend to emphasize his comedies' aesthetic attraction.'** The true philosopher, like
Socrates, Diogenes, and Dio, is fearless in pursuing truth and rebuking faults and has no need of
aesthetic embellishment. Therefore, Dio, too, is using the Cynic seriocomic mode as a model for
evaluating comedy, even if he evaluates it negatively and rejects it in this speech.

There is a second, correlated reason for this negative evaluation. While Dio claims that he
will address his audience with merciless honesty and makes a show of rejecting comedy, this
may all be part of the joke. | noted above that the subject of Or. 33 is mysterious. It is not clear
what fault he is criticizing in the audience, but he connects it to the verb péykewv. Kokkinia
argues that the speech is a typically sophistic exercise in arguing a laughable and impossible
point, and the vice that Dio is criticizing in his audience is farting.**®> There are a few hints that
Kokkinia adduces, including Or. 33.50, where Dio says that it is a kind of sickness upon their
noses. Another important hint is a line from the Aristophanes' Knights that couples péyxew with
népdeabar; 2 one of the keys to understanding the ridiculous subject of Dio's speech is the very

art form he criticizes at its beginning. This revelation illuminates a claim he makes at 33.34 that

123 Eunapius 6.2.4, while not putting Aristophanes in league with Socrates' accusers, says that the comedy's success
led to mockery of Socrates and emboldened his accusers to bring their charges against him.

124 Aelian VH 2.13 in particular asserts the high artistic quality and novelty of the drama: 6 8¢ Apiotopévng
LoPopevoc HmoBEcEmC €0 PAAA GVIPIKAC, VTOCTEIPAC YELOTA Koi TO £K TV HETPOV OiIOAOV KAl TOV 8PIGTOV TdV
EAMvov Lafov dmobsoty ... &t odv ndsg mpdypa kol dpapa Topddofov &v oknvii Kol Kopmdia Zokpdng,
npdTov pev EEEmnéev 1 kou®dio 1@ ddoKNT® Tovg AONvaiovg ...

1% Kokkinia 2007.

126 Knights 107.
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jest and mockery have done nothing to curb this vice. Of course laughing at it does not stop it;
farting is a comic topos—it is gives rise to laughter.**’

Therefore, his seriousness is comic. The vice against which he inveighs at such length, a
vice so terrible that he can only refer to it obliquely, is breaking wind. But there may still be truly
serious elements to the speech. For, as Kokkinia observes, while discussing this strange and
trivial topic Dio manages to mention several more serious vices in the process: sexual license,
susceptibility to flattery, and effeminate behavior in men, among others. He pretends to criticize

Old Comedy, but really he is using the seriocomic mode himself.

87.6. Some Objectors to Old Comedy: Aristides and Plutarch

Thus Dio's rejection of Old Comedy is, firstly, necessitated by the persona he adopts for
that speech (a philosopher whose discourse was more in line with Socrates or a Cynic street
preacher than a comic poet) and, secondly, hardly a rejection at all (though he affected to
renounce the seriocomic mode of Old Comedy, it was the main mode of discourse in the speech).
We have seen so far only one earnest objector to Old Comedy, Plutarch in his Comparison of

Aristophanes and Menander (to whom we will return);*?®

we will see that his objections are

similar to those raised by Aelius Aristides. These are best understood in the context of the

problems that Old Comedy and its discourse pose for readers under the Empire in particular.
We have already studied in chapter 5 a narrative that is highly skeptical of the frankness

of speech associated with Old Comedy. This distrust of Old Comedy's pretensions to corrective

abuse and the democratic values associated with it already existed in the fifth century, but the

127 In addition, if Dio is adopting a Cynic persona along the lines of Diogenes, then such a character inveighing
against farting is especially unexpected and humorous. Along with outspokenness and shamelessness of speech,
farting and shamelessness with one's bodily functions are Cynic topoi especially associated with Diogenes, on which
see Krueger 1996, 226-7.

128 See §7.2.
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problems had become particularly acute by the Second Sophistic. Discussing the problem of
reading the literature of Classical Athens under the Empire and esepcially during this period,
Connolly locates a basic dissonance in the use of Classical texts.'® They are, on the one hand,
both a point of cultural pride to which Greek aristocrats could turn**®® and a means of instructing
young citizens who might someday enter political life. On the other hand, they represent a period
and a city whose values were quite contrary to the politcal realities under the Empire: ionyopia,
noppnoia, and the rule of the 6fjuoc.

Using such texts required, Connolly suggests, re-contextualization and re-understanding,
and, as we have seen, nappnoia in particular had long been in the process of being revalued.
Our case in point has been Horace, who re-interpreted the libertas of satire not as the public,
biting abuse of Lucilius but as a mode of discourse to be exercised privately and courteously
among friends for their edification.’® As Konstan notes, frank speech is a characteristic of true
friendship; it differs from flattery, which seeks to benefit not the addressee but rather the speaker

himself.**3

This is, of course, precisely the fault that Dio found (or, rather, claimed to find) in
Old Comedy.

In Or. 29, a speech entitled ITepi tod un delv koudelv, Aristides considers the
usefulness and propriety of Old Comic personal abuse. His speech aims to persuade the
Smyrnaeans to halt a dramatic performance comparable to Old Comedy. The evidence for such

performances is scarce: the reperformance of Old Comedy was uncommon after the third century

BC, and evidence for the staging of new comedies in the style of Old Comedy under the Empire

129 Connolly 2001.

3% Thus Bowie 1973, 209.

131 See Konstan 1995; Konstan 1996; Konstan et al. 1998, 3-8, for discussion of this development; cf. Hunter 2009,
104.

'3 See §5.5.

133 See especially Konstan 1996.
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is scarce. | prefer to believe that the speech is a sophistic exercise intended to explore the issues
associated with such humor.*** Aristides makes the same charges as Dio: that the comic poets do
not perform a corrective function by attacking the bad, but rather have ulterior motives for their
abuse;** such mockery corrupts the spectators.** But unlike Dio, Aristides also criticizes
comedy on principle. He says that comedy's supporters argue that wrongdoers are rebuked by
comic abuse and become sd@poveg as a result,™*’ but rails against this proposition. He rebukes it
on the same grounds for which it is elsewhere praised: he criticizes its abuse and shameful talk,
i.e., its moppnoia;*® he suggests that such open criticism permanently harms everyone's

reputation;™*® he argues that the people ought to have specially selected teachers, not mere

140

poets;”™ and he attacks the seriocomic style itself:

O€l yap TOV Y€ 01000KAAOV 0VK €ig T BEatpal Baf)iCaw Kacel vouBetelv: tadtao PEV Yap Todg
ndovaig Kou TOAG Yyuyoywyiog dvaxkeitor: dAL’ gici ronm dmovbev Endvupot Tod Tpoopn-
Hatog, o0 Sel PLhoco@eiv, koi 008’ &v TovTo1C TODTOV, O1UaL, TOV TPOTTOV YAELALoVTA Koi KaKMG
avédnv dyopebovta, AAL™ A¢ yp1 ToVS ELeLBEPOVE TadevOVTA Kol TPOGOdACKOVTO TPOG TOTG
dALOIG Kal TNV AcyNUOGHVIY GLAATTEGOOL.

For the teacher ought not go to the theaters and there admonish; for theaters are established for
pleasure and enjoyment. But there are, of course, places named after this title, where one ought
to engage in philosophy, and, I think, not in these places in this way, mocking and speaking ill
without restraint, but, as is appropriate for free men, instructing and teaching in particular how to
guard against idecency.

134 Jones 1993, who surveys the evidence for the performance of Old Comedy after the fifth century, is much too
ready to accept that this speech is concerned with actual dramatic production.

% Or. 29.22-6.

% 0r. 29.29-30.

B37.0r. 29.16: kaitot ToApdoi Tvec Aéyey OC Gyaddv O Kakde EEeivar Aéyewv &v 1@ BedTp®, TOVC TE Yo KAKMS
BeProxodtag EEeréyyectat Kai ToUC GALOVE POP® TOD KOUMIEIGOHUL cOPPOVAS TaPEXEY 0OTOVG.

8 0r. 29.4-15.

%9 0r. 29.27.

10 0Or. 29.17-9. At Or. 29.16, he suggests that the comic poets or the performers claiming to educate are drunkards
and expresses doubt that pefbovrag adTovg £tépovg motelv cwppovelv; cf. the last line of the Honestus epigram
discussed throughout chapter 6 and above at §7.4: y® pebd@v dotov E6EPOVIGEY.
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As we have seen, comedy and philosophy are compared,*** but Aristides rejects the seriocomic
mixture altogether. Towards the end of his speech, he returns to this argument:

NO€wG 8 Gv Epoiunv ToVG Yaipovtoc T@ Aoldopelv moTtePoV mailovoty 1} omovddlovaty. €l puev yap
nailovot, Ti TpocmolodvTar voudeteiv; el & smovdalovoty, oo o mOEcHuL KaddV adTEY
noteEPOV TOT’ AANOT| TadTa Ao1dopodaty 1 WYevdiy. €l HEV yap aANnO1, Tl pabdvteg ov ypdVTUL TOIG
VOUOLG;

| would gladly inquire of those who delight in abuse whether they are jesting or serious. For if
they are jesting, why do they pretend to admonish? But if they are serious, it would be
worthwhile to ask them whether they speak their abuse truly or falsely. For if it is true, on what
ground do they not employ the laws?**

The latter passage in particular is an especially clear indictment of the seriocomic mode, with its
collocation of naiCewv and omovdalew and the claim that the laughable and the serious ought not
be combined.** This is related to claim that there ought to be specific, set venues for education
and moral instruction: courts for those who have broken the law, and schools for those who are
to learn philosophy.

In one passage, Aristides does praise Old Comedy, but he is careful to contextualize it
both historically and within the plays themselves. On the only occasion in the speech when he
distinguishes Old Comedy proper from the hypothetical modern comedy that he attacks, he says
that Old Comedy at least had parabaseis with vovfeoia kol naidevoic.*** Aristides' point must
be, firstly, that such parabatic material is distinct from the abusive humor under discussion and,

while perhaps admirable, is no longer relevant: his "modern” comedy does not have such

passages and personal abuse is the real topic in question. Secondly, parabatic material is itself

141874,

“20r. 29.32.

143 Noted by Plebe 1952, 97-8. Behr 1981, 389 n. 11, detects another possible dig at the Cynics and 1o
omovdoyérotov at 29.18, but the text is corrupt. Behr observes that the seriocomic mode is also criticized in Or.
3.628 and 34.57.

14 0r. 29.28.
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demarcated within the play: the poet, after all, emerges and speaks of purportedly serious
matters, and the lines between actor and character, seriousness and humor, and fiction and reality
are at least putatively clearer.’*

Avristides rejects not only comic abuse but all morally corrective abuse. He is mainly
concerned here, as elsewhere, with matters of reputation and propriety: using the ancient
Athenians as an example, he says that nearly all their writings conferred honor on them, but
comedy alone criticized them—and still gives the Athenians' enemies a means of defaming
them.'*® Such criticisms of moppnoia, lack of concern for reputation, and the seriocomic could
just as well be made against the Cynics, whom Aristides disliked and elsewhere did attack for
their frank talk in inappropriate places.™*’ For Aristides, being shepov is a matter of being
circumspect, having good taste, and recognizing that different modes of discourse demand
different venues and audiences, i.e., that proper behavior demands careful appreciation of and
adherance to one's social roles. Old Comedy's frank, unrestrained speech is not an appropriate
model, because it does not acknowledge such boundaries but rather exposes everything on stage
before the people. This is an essential problem that Old Comedy's abuse poses; as we saw,
Horace dealt with this issue by insisting in Serm. 1.4 that his satires were meant not for the

public at large, but for a carefully demarcated group, his friends.**

1% Aristides would have good reason to excuse the Athenians and Old Comedy at least a little. Aristides cites the
Old Comic poets with some frequency and was a sufficiently strict Atticist that he even had an admirer in
Phrynichus, whose conservatism and use of Old Comedy were noted above in 87.2. On Phrynichus and Aristides,
see Jones 2009.

18 Or. 29.27: uovn 8¢ | kopdia diéovpe Kai Tapéoye Toic Bovdopétvolg PAaceNUETV £Tt vovi AaBdg: £8oEav yap
avtoi Top’ avtdv EeAéyyecBar. This reminds one of Critias' evaluation of Archilochus preserved in Aelian VH
10.13, where Critias criticizes Archilochus neither for the quality of his poetry nor even its effect on its immediate
listeners, but because Archilochus put all of his faults on display and left such a reputation for himself. On Critias'
evaluation and such a stance on iambic and comic poetry, see Rosen 2007, 248-55.

7 0Or. 3.654-94.

1% See §5.5; cf. Hunter 2009, 99-106.
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In this context, Plutarch's criticisms of Old Comedy come more clearly into focus. In his
comparison of Aristophanes and Menander, he argued that Aristophanes wrote shameful,
licentious, obscene, and bitter things for immoderate men (ovdevi yap 6 GvOpwmog Eotke peTpim
TNV Toinov yeypagéval, GAAL TA LEV aioypd Kol AoEAYT| TOIG AKOAAGTOLS, TO PAAGEN L 08 Kol
TKpa 101G faokavorlg kai kakondeotv) and faulted him for inconsistency in his language and
characters (tocontog Stapopic Eyovoo kai avopotdtnroc).*® Such a response, of course, rebuts
the claim that Old Comedy—Iike the Cynic mode—is a tool for moderating and correcting such
kinds of vice.™ Likewise, his evaluation in the Quaestiones Convivales of the seriousness and
outspokenness of Old Comedy now appears quite pointed:

1 1€ Yap &v tdig Aeyopévaig mapafacesty adTdv 6rovdn Kol mappnoio Mov dkpatdc €0Tt Kol
oLVTOVOC, 1] T€ TPOG TO SKOUPOTO Kol Popoloyiag evyépeta devdg KaTdkopog Kol
avamentapévn Kol yELovoa pPnpdtov dKOCU®V Kol AKOALGTOV OVOUAT®V.

For the seriousness in the so-called parabaseis and its outspokenness is too immoderate and
intense, and its readiness at jests and buffoonery is terribly excessive, impudent, and full of
intemperate words and licentious language.*™*

Unlike Aristides, Plutarch does not even concede that the parabaseis were useful or could be a
useful model. He rejects Old Comedy on the whole, accusing it of being excessive, immoderate,
and base, and he thereby inverts the justification and evaluation of Old Comedy's proponents,
who had asserted that its frank talk, vulgar language, and personal abuse were tools for

correcting those who are base or immoderate. In another passage, he denies Old Comedy a place

9 Mor. 854d.

%0 Indeed, whereas Plutarch says that Old Comic poets wrote things that were doghyij, Platonius in Koster I, 8, says
that they attacked those cu{@vtog doghyeia.

1 Mor. 711f-712a. As in the Comparison of Aristophanes and Menander, the more obviously aesthetic evaluations
also prove to be ethical. Among his complaints against Old Comedy and its use at symposia here is that symposiasts
would need grammarians to sit beside them and explain the identity of each person who is mocked. This criticism is
more directly against the unintelligibility of Old Comedy compared with Menander, whose writing, Plutarch says, is
sweet, familiar, and plain. However, at the same time, Plutarch is also acknowledging that in reading Old Comedy
one must always deal with the fact that it treats and abuses real individuals, not fictions as New Comedy.
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in the sphere of the seriocomic. As Dio had, he likens a person who aims at honest rebuke to a
doctor, and he explains that outspokenness only admits a certain kind and degree of humor:

N mappnoio d€xetan To EmdEEIov Kol 10 aoteiov, av 1 xapic v cepvotnto odln, Opacvng o0&
kai Bogrvpio kai BPpig Tpocodoa mhvy dtoeOeipet kol ATOALVGLY ... £mEl Kol TOIG KMUKOIG
TOAAG TTPOC TO OE0TPOV ADGTNPA Kol TOALTIK(L TTETOINTO" GUUUEULYUEVOV OE TO YEAOTOV aTOTC Kol
Bopordyov, domep ortiolg VOTPLUp LoyOnpdv, E&itnlov €noiet v Tappnciov Kai dypnoTov,
dote mepti)v koakonBeiog d0&a kal fdelvpiog Toig AEYoLat, ¥PGILOV OE TOIG AKOVOVGLY OVOEV
47O TV AEYOUEVDV.

Outspokenness admits cleverness and urbanity, provided that its charm preserve solemnity, but
boldness, shamelessness, and outrageousness, when present, completely ruin and destroy it ...
for many serious political matters had been treated in the theater by the comic poets; but laughter
and buffoonery when mixed up with them, just like a bad mash with bread, used to make the
outspokenness faded and useless, so that the appearance of poor character and shamelessness
remained for those who spoke, and nothing useful from what was said remained for those who
listened. >

Here, Plutarch does not deny the seriocomic mode altogether, as had Aristides; nor, rather
unexpectedly given his objections cited above, does he even deny that the Old Comic poets had
serious social and political concerns. His complaint is against their language and type of jest,
which, he claims, obscure their mappnoio and make it useless to the spectators. In this regard, the
three objections found in Plutarch—Mor. 854d; 711f-712a; 67f-68c—are all quite different in
their particulars. The first objects that Aristophanes wrote immoderate poetry for immoderate
men using inconsistent language; the second objects to the immoderation of Old Comedy's
noppnoio and jest; the third objects that such immoderation ruins any serious aims and confers
no benefit. On the contrary, in this third passage, he says that not only is it ineffective, but it

corrupts the 66&a of the poets, just as Aristides had said that Old Comedy damaged the reputation

of Athens.'®

152 Mor. 67f-68c.
153 Given that this passage is about how one ought to rebuke one's friends, concern for the reputation of the one who
rebukes is quite natural. That Plutarch is giving examples of modes of rebuke among friends is also surely why he
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Plutarch's argument against Old Comedy has entailed redefining the terms. For Plutarch,
appropriate mtappnoia is not frank, unrestrained speech before the demos; he has reconfigured it
just as Horace reconfigured libertas. Such free speech is dangerous and ineffective, and the
demos is not the appropriate audience in any case: we have already seen Plutarch's distrust of it
and of democratic values in general.™>* Rather, mappnoia ought to be exercised among friends,
where, while harshness may sometimes be called for, it is properly contextualized.' Likewise,
Old Comedy's freeness of speech and freeness with language is not characteristic of the free
man; Plutarch asserts that this humor is goptikov kai Bopelikov kol favavoov, which Hunter
argues are characteristics associated with not just the man who is uneducated or boorish but also
not free—avelevBepoc.™® The appropriate and truly effective seriocomic mode is to be found not
in Old Comedy but Menander:

1] 1€ g 6moVATC TPOG TNV TAdLAY AVAKPACLS €T 0VOEV AV memotfjobat 00Eetev AL’ Ty
TEMOKOTOV Kol SLOKEYVUEVOV HOOVIIV OLOD Kl OQEAELOV.

The mixture of the seriousness and playful [sc. in Menander] would seem to have been done for
no other purpose than for the pleasure and profit of those who are drunk and relaxed.**

As in Aristides, Old Comedy fails as a model in Plutarch because its humor, and in particular its
personal abuse, are so often predicated on a lack of concern for appropriate speech, social roles,

and boundaries. It is not surprising, then, that Plutarch prefers Menander and his useful

grants here, unlike elsewhere, that Old Comedy had serious political interests; it is so that he can reject the mode of
Old Comedy as ineffective on principle. Likewise, the slightly different valuations of Old Comedy in the other two
cases are due to their different contexts. The first, from the Comparison of Aristophanes and Menander, has the
most generally aesthetic concerns and evaluates what kinds of humor are enjoyed by what kinds of men. The second
is concerned with comedy at symposia, and there Plutarch is preoccupied with what comedy is most appropriate for
symposiasts and what comedy's effect on them will be.

>4 See especially §5.3.

155 Connolly 2001, 362; Hunter 2009, 104-5.

'*® Hunter 2009, 81-2.

" Mor. 712b.
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illustration of types of characters.*®® Aristophanes and his Athens represent a system of values
and discourse that he does not and cannot share: they are uneven, undifferentiated, wild, and
much too biting. Plutarch rejects Old Comedy by taking the values ascribed to it elsewhere,
reassessing their meanings, and declaring Old Comedy a failure on the basis of the very terms on

which its supporters had judged it praiseworthy.**°

Hunter traces Plutarch's views on poetry and democracy ultimately back to Plato,*®
whose narrative of the history of poetry and democracy in the Laws is of particular interest:
according to Plato, the genres of poetry were once separate, but after a time, in their pursuit of
pleasing the audience, poets began to innovate and mix forms, beginning a lawlessness alien to
the muses (1| dpovoov mToapavopiog) that would eventually cause a lawlessness in the spectators
with regard to music (mapovopiav €ic Tv povoikrnv). Poets began to violate the laws of genre to
gain the approval of the crowd, rather than of the educated few. As a result, the common people
began to judge poetry, which had been reserved for the educated elite, and this democracy in the
theater developed into political democracy and a breakdown in the appropriate social order:

Vv 8& Apée piv Nuiv &k povoikiic 1| Tévtov eic Tévto coplag §6Ea kai mapavopio, GUVEPECTETO
0¢ éhevbepia. dpofot yap &yiyvovto g €100TeG, 1 0€ ddelo AvaloyLVTIOY EVETEKEV: TO YOP TNV
100 Bertiovog d0Eav un eoPeicOat dud Bpdcoc, TodT avTod €6TLV GYEGOV 1| TOVIPA AVOLGYLVTIOL.
But now, from the musical art, the opinion that all men are wise in all things and lawlessness
began, and freedom followed. For they became fearless as if they had knowledge, and

fearlessness begot shamelessness: for not fearing the opinion of one's better because of boldness,
this very thing is basically vile shamelessness.***

18 See Hunter 2009, 84-6.

59 In particular, Old Comedy's mappnoia is reassessed as servile flattery: rather than a means of rebuking faults
wherever they lie, it is used to please and flatter the demos (see Connolly 2001, 363). As we have seen, this view
was incipient in the Old Oligarch, and it appeared in Dio's (or rather Dio's persona's) evaluation of Old Comedy.
1% Hunter 2000; Hunter 2009, 14, 89.

1% plato Laws 3.700a-701b.
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This, of course, resembles the narrative critical of comedy that we saw in chapter 5, that the
origin and development of comedy's personal abuse is caused by, and is a cause of, social and
political chaos. In this case, the development of comedy is once again fundamentally connected
to the emergence of democracy. Plutarch criticizes Old Comedy's verbal unevenness, its
abusiveness, and its inappropriate mixture of the serious and the comic. But, as Plato shows, the
problem runs deeper: poetry that disregards established systems makes its listeners disregard
them too.

But Old Comedy, of course, makes it its business to disregard such systems. We saw
above how, in his Comparison of Aristophanes and Menander, Plutarch complains that
Aristophanes has characters use inconsistent and immoderate language;*®? and inconsistent
language is concomitant with inconsistent behavior. In the Thesmophoriazusae, Mnesilochus can
turn from a buffoon into a wit as the comedy demands; in the Frogs, Dionysus' changeability of
character alters the outcome of the play.*®® In criticizing Old Comedy's inconsistency, Plutarch
perhaps has in mind paratragic speech in particular.®* Having a low character speak in high
language would be quite in line with his concerns about Old Comedy's violation of social
hierarchies and traditional systems. Here, too, language is often associated with behavior,*® and

Trygaeus, for example, can not only act like a Bellerophon, but even triumph where the latter

102872,

163 Sjlk 2000 terms such characters or recreate themselves as the situation demands "recreative” and argues that they
have little or no continuity of speech or behavior (though he admits some exceptions, such as Strepsiades). Whether
or not one is willing to accept such a strong claim, the important thing is that such inconsistency is diametrically
opposed to the ideal approached by Menander's characters. On inconsistency of plot in Old Comedy, which Plutarch
does not specifically mention, see Lowe 2000, 86-8.

164 Mor. 85d3: GAL’ (homep Gmd KATPOL GIOVELEL TOTG TPOCOTOLS T TPOGTUXOVTOL TAV OVOAT®OV, Kol 0VK 8V
daryvoing €18’ vidg oty gite monp €lt’ Gypoikog gite Oedg gite ypadg €0’ fipwg O drodeyduevog.

1% As I argue above, Plutarch's criticisms in the Comparison of Aristophanes and Menander are clearly contingent
on the belief that the language one enjoys reflects one's own character and behavior, though he does not approach
this in so schematic a way as Plato in Laws 3.700a-701b, quoted above, in which undifferentiated poetry produces
an undifferentiated (i.e., democratic) state.
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fails.'®® From this perspective, such parody is dangerous not merely because it is a lower form
ridiculing a higher form, nor even because it is a lower form in competition with a higher form.
The problem would be simpler were relationship only antipathetic rather than sympathetic, but
the parodic act is more complex and pernicious than that: it is a lower form interfacing with a
higher form and producing a synthesis.'®” In comedy and tragedy, the higher form becomes a
part of the lower form and generates something new—a miscegenation that must have looked
problematic to Plutarch, who had no recourse to arguments that the different genres emerged
from different sources. As | have suggested in chapters 3 and 4, Aristotle's idea that tragedy and
comedy were originally distinct forms with separate lines of development encountered
opposition early on.*® The view that comedy had a common origin with tragedy is at least as
early as Eratosthenes.

But Old Comedy contained even more dangerous forms of transgression and confusion of
the traditional systems which would increase the purported threat to the audience. A real person
of high standing, such as Lamachus, could be brought on stage and made to speak and behave
like a fool; and recent or past historical events could be reimagined and rewritten so that lofty
and important acts are brought low.*®® Perhaps most dangerously of all, Old Comedy had little
regard for so-called dramatic illusion, and personal abuse could be directed against spectators by

characters on the stage. By claiming that Old Comedy engages in a seriocomic discourse that

188 Indeed, a low character behaving like a lofty one is the inversion of the sort of complaints leveled against
Euripides in the Frogs. At Frogs 1064-5, e.g., he is blamed for clothing kings in rags and making rich men act like
poor men.

'°7 On parody as synthesis rather than mere ridicule, see Rose 1979 and Rose 1993.

1%8 See also §2.6 for some of the tensions in Aristotle's own model for the development of the different genres of
drama.

1%91n Acharnians 496-540, e.g., the beginnings of the Peloponnesian war are so rewritten that the war becomes a
personal vendetta by Pericles because the Megarians stole some courtesans. As for ancient history, while no Old
Comic mythological burlesque survives, the Dionysalexandros rewrote the origins of the Trojan War, making it a
great misunderstanding. Indeed, Sells 2011, 67-8, entertains the possibility that the Trojan War was averted at the
end of the play.
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uses personal abuse for corrective purposes, the proponents of Old Comedy are disavowing a
firm break between drama and reality, and not even that basic differentiation is left.'”® The
danger is not merely that the audience could be induced to behave badly by seeing low characters
do and say low things. The relationship pretends to be much more direct: low characters actually
interact with the audience—and Old Comedy's proponents claim that it is useful!*"
§7.7. Conclusion

These are the reasons why Plutarch and Aristides are so eager to revalue Old Comedy's
purported virtues, particular its parrhesiastic, corrective personal abuse.'’” As we have noted
throughout, the complaints of Plutarch, Aristides, and to some extent Dio are of the same stripe
as the negative narratives about Old Comedy's origin and development that were discussed in
chapter 5: they form a school of thought that rejects Old Comedy's pretensions to corrective,
frank personal abuse because they have a different perspective on the nature of frank speech.
These critics supposed that comedy's frank speech was licentious, vile, and ruinous to the state;
indeed, they sometimes charged that it was not true frank speech at all, but servile flattery that
further corrupted its audience.

However, such criticism is uncommon, and, as | have shown, most sources praise Old
Comedy's use of the seriocomic mode. We have seen that Old Comedy's frank speech was

judged to be analogous to the Cynic mode of discourse, and praise of it is found in epigrams,

170 Evanthius criticizes Plautus, too, for this fault: illud quoque mirabile in eo [sc. Terentio] ... quod nihil ad
populum facit actorem uelut extra comoediam loqui, quod uitium Plauti frequentissimum (De fabula 3.8). On the
reception of Plautus, which is in some ways quite similar to Aristophanes’, see Hunter 2009, 89-99.

1 As we saw in chapter 2, this is a basic problem that Aristotle's system has with some forms of comedy and
iambus.

172 0ld Comedy may not have uniquely posed these problems. Mime in particular may have mixed systems in some
of these same ways, though it could not lay claim to the same democratic pedigree as Old Comedy and its abuse was
not justified as being corrective. This coupled with Old Comedy's place in the literary canon made it an important
object of critique. In contrast, mime needed no such sustained criticism. On the subversiveness of mime, see Hunter
2009, 643-62 (esp. 650-5), reprinting Hunter 2002.
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scholia, hypotheses, the treatises, and elsewhere. These interpret Old Comedy in a more
credulous fashion, taking the poets at their word, as did the positive narrative about Old
Comedy's development in chapter 5. As we will see in the final chapter, the views of Plutarch

and those critical of Old Comedy were on the whole rejected.
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Chapter 8

Conclusion

In the preceding chapters, we have seen a range of criticisms of Old Comedy's abuse and
several attempts to promote a different kind of comedy. In chapters 2, 3, and 4, | reconstructed
early and influential histories of comedy that connect its origins to festival and reciprocal abuse.
These accounts reject the idea that personal abuse of third parties was an original or essential
feature of comedy, and Aristotle, the Varronian history, and the negative account in chapter 5
make cases for why comedy ought not center around such personal abuse. In the previous
chapter, we saw that Plutarch was especially critical of Old Comedy and attacked the idea that its
abuse could be useful: rather than benefitting audiences, he proposed that it blurs boundaries and
upsets society (as he would presumably claim democracy itself does). But the belief that
corrective abuse was comedy's function trumped these arguments, so much so that comedy's
history and even the definition of the genre came to be constructed around it. As we saw in
chapter 6, even satyr play, like Roman satire, was absorbed into the genre and its history.

In the fourth century AD, Aristophanes, it seems, began to be used in schools more
widely than Menander, who, as we mentioned in the last chapter, survived mainly in short
gnomai excerpted from his plays.® Aristophanes was probably attractive not only because of his

good Attic Greek but also because, unlike New Comedy, his plays preserved realia about

! On the survival (i.e., loss) of Menander, see Easterling 1995.
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Classical Athens.? They had such material precisely because Old Comedy engaged with politics
and society through, for example, personal abuse. But, if the plays were being read to learn about
Athens and the Athenians, the historical figures mocked in them could not be ignored or
dismissed as fictions. The view that | explored in the last chapter must have seemed particularly
salient: Aristophanes' humor may have been viciously abusive towards historical individuals, but
it was for a good cause. It was a mixture of the laughable and the serious that pursued a moral
aim, one that was comparable to philosophy in general and Cynicism in particular. This
rationalization may have validated Old Comedy's vulgar and abusive humor and contributed to
its survival.

No such rationalization survives for why Aristophanes was studied and copied and
entered into the manuscript tradition, nor does any counter-argument to Plutarch. But many
centuries later, the Byzantine scholars John Tzetzes and Thomas Magister still supposed that
comedy developed as a kind of moral correction. They held the view that Old Comedy mixed
mockery with a didactic goal and was, therefore, a moderating force. Tzetzes says that Old
Comedy drove the dissolute to evkoopia;® in his second Life of Aristophanes, Thomas Magister
explains that comic poets mocked wrongdoers and gave instruction in what was appropriate.*

This Byzantine view extends to the judgment of individual plays and is not merely

theoretical. In his hypothesis to the Frogs, Tzetzes says that the play was composed as criticism

Z Wilson 1983, 20.

® Koster XXla, 69-71.

* Koster XXI11 2, 10-3: £&téynoav &mi TodT0 0f Kool TomTol v pépet Tadiic SKOUULATE T TV GdkovVTMmVY Koi
oy, GV Tpoaoiikev, épyaldusvor; cf. XXIII 1, 9-15 (Thomas's first Life), which especially emphasizes that
Aristophanes' plays were full of yapic: dpdpata 8¢ téccapa TpOG TOIC TEVIAKOVTO YEYPAQPEY, Gmavta edpovciog Kol
¥Gp1Tog ATTIKTG HEoTa Kal meibovTa Tovg dxovovtag Bovpdle te kKol KpoTeilv. obTm 08 Tod Tiig ToAtteing
OLUPEPOVTOG EMOLETTO AOYOV, MG UNdEVO TAV Eml TG Aapmpdc TOYNG Undémote dmocyEoBal 10D GKAOMTTELY, &l
adwodvtog fiobeto- 60ev TNV Toppnoiov avTod de610TEG 01 TO1O0DTOL HETPIOVG GPAS AVTOVG TaPETYOV Ael Kol TQ
oMU AvctterodvTog.
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of poets who are flat, high-talking, false, and talentless, but who, in their madness and lack of

self-knowledge, think that they are best. Turning to the play's political content, Tzetzes writes:

TOIC 0& YEAO101C TOVTOLG O KOUIKOG HeBAd® SevOTNTOC AVVEL TAVY YEVVOIO KOl GTTOVSALOTATO.
With these jests, the comic poet in his clever method accomplishes aims that are altogether noble
and of the utmost seriousness.’
Thus the analysis that Old Comedy's jest was used for a serious, political end persisted into
Byzantine times. Based on the evidence available, it seems to have completely overshadowed the
more purely aesthetic evaluations, like those found in Koster 111, the treatise that evaluated the
comic poets based on their influences and style,® and the negative evaluations, like Plutarch's.

Likewise, the theory of comedy underlying Tzetzes' analysis, that Greek comedy could
(and perhaps ought to been) civically engaged, must have overshadowed the theories that
rejected such engagement. For both Tzetzes and Magister are proponents of the idea that Old
Comedy's main business was attacking misdeeds and that Old Comedy and its corrective abuse
vanished because evildoers passed laws to curtail them.” Middle and New Comedy were,
therefore, attenuated forms—forms that did not survive for Tzetzes and Magister and were, by
this analysis, perhaps not great losses.

| noted at the beginning of this study how unsatisfying such a theory can seem. Its
functionalist analysis of comedy is thoroughly reductionist: Aristophanic comedy is comparable
to a Cynic screed, only it is more attractive and effective. In contrast, in the previous chapter, we

saw a fine epigram about Aristophanes that may seem more palatable:

> Tzetzes hyp. 1, 40-1. This evaluation is rather surprising because, while Tzetzes has a very high opinion of some of
Aristophanes' other plays (especially the Clouds), he otherwise evaluates the Frogs quite poorly. His commentary
even on the first line says as much (see, too, e.g., ad 100a). Nonetheless, here and on line 1 he finds praise for the
play's political aims.

® On this treatise, see §3.6 and §7.2.

" See Koster Xla; XXla; XXXIII 2.
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al Xapireg, TéHevog TL AaPeiv Omep ovyi meceiTon
{nrodoat, yoynv evpov ApioToPAVOLG.

The Graces, seeking to gain a sanctuary that would never fall,

Found the soul of Aristophanes.®
The epigram is remarkable both for its elegance and for praising the beauty of Aristophanic
comedy. There is no mention of an admonishing muse who accompanies the Graces, as in the
first two lines of Honestus' epigram;® here, Aristophanes’ poetry is eternal because of his artistic
genius. But, if 1 am right, the ancient controversy about the interpretation of personal abuse and
its proper role in comedy helped inform how the genre was constructed, what comedy survived,
and how it continued to be interpreted even after antiquity. Through the proposition that its
vulgarity, viciousness, and abusiveness really did attack wrongdoers and benefit the democracy,
such comedy could be justified and, perhaps, survives for us. The Graces may have proved right

in their calculation only because of the admonishing muse.

8
XIV Page.

% A.P. 11.32 (=Honestus 8 G.-P. [Garland]): Movong voveainy pilonaiypovog ebpeto Béiyog, & Zukvdv, / év coi

Kkdpov dymv Xapitov; the epigram is quoted in full and translated at §6.2.
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Appendix

Summaries of Certain Treatises on Comedy in Koster

Throughout this study, | have made extensive use of the materials on comedy compiled
by Koster 1975 in the Prolegomena de Comoedia. While I call the compilation treatises
throughout for the sake of convenience, this is something of a misnomer. Some are indeed
treatises appended to manuscripts of Aristophanes,* but much of the collection comes from other
sources that discuss the history and nature of Greek comedy. Koster X V1, for example, is an
entry from the Etymologicum Magnum; XXVII1 is a Life of Aristophanes. Many of these sources
are anonymous and undated, and it is often unclear how ancient or how accurate their
information is. Some are certainly late. Diomedes, Evanthius, and Donatus (Koster XXIV-
XXVI) wrote around the fourth century AD, and the works of John Tzetzes and Thomas
Magister are Byzantine. But these sources can preserve very old information. For example,
Diomedes quotes lost works of Varro and Theophrastus; Koster 111, one of the anonymous
treatises appended to a fourteenth century manuscript of Aristophanes, is an epitome of an
especially learned source and is thought to have derived from Alexandrian scholarship.

Because some of these are very obscure and discussions about them can be difficult to
follow, I have summarized the salient points of the treatises that | have used. The summaries

below are not comprehensive. They record only the points important for our discussion, such as

! See Koster 1975, v-vi, for a convenient table of the treatises and the codices to which they are attached.
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etymologies of kopmdia, descriptions of the history of comedy and its abuse, evaluations of
personal abuse, etc. | give first the author (if known) followed by the name of the work.

I: Attributed to Platonius; entitled Iepi dapopdc kopmdiag. Aristophanes, Eupolis, and Cratinus
are given as the main poets of Old Comedy, which flourished during and was enabled by the
democracy. The poets would abuse generals, bad jurors, the greedy, and the licentious. When the
democracy declined and oligarchs took power, Old Comedy ceased abusing wrongdoers. Middle
Comedy mocked bad poets. In Old Comedy, portrait masks were used, but in Middle and New
they used truly ridiculous masks so that they would not offend their Macedonian rulers even by

chance.

I1: Attributed to Platonius; entitled Ilepi dopopdc yapaxtpwv. The treatise compares the styles
of Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Eupolis. Cratinus is sloppy with his plots and very abusive against
his targets. Eupolis is especially imaginative and pleasing. Aristophanes is the best of both styles,

being both abusive towards those who error and poetically pleasing.

I11: Anonymous. Comedy was founded by Susarion. The word kopmdia is from kdun or
kopalew; the word tpuymdia was coined because yAetkog was the prize at the Lenaia or because
lees were used for masks. The treatise then describes the most important poets of each phase of

comedy. On this treatise, see §3.6.

IV: Anonymous. The word kopmdio derives from k@pan, because villagers who were wronged

used go to the house of the wrongdoer at night and abuse them (but they refrained from saying

his name). The city saw that this was an effective means of averting wrong and institutionalized
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it as comedy, and poets were allowed to mock without restraint. Lees were used as masks
because the performers were afraid that the powerful would seek retribution against them. The
wealthy and powerful eventually prevented poets from mocking openly; this was the end of Old
Comedy, whose chief representatives were Aristophanes and Eupolis. In Middle Comedy, whose
chief representative was Plato, the poets mocked obliquely or through metaphor, until this, too,
was prevented. In New Comedy, represented by Menander, the poets mocked foreigners and the

poor.

V: Anonymous. Old Comedy itself has two phases: comedy originally pursued laughter, but then
Cratinus advanced it and added a useful element by criticizing wrongdoers. But he, too, had a
share of the older, more disordered form. Aristophanes was the most artful and outshone the

other poets. He practiced Old, Middle, and New Comedy.

Xla: Tzetzes; his Proemium | to Aristophanes. Susarion invented comedy; his only surviving
verses abuse his wife, who was bad and left him. Old Comedy abused by name; Middle abused
obliquely or metaphorically; New only abused slaves and foreigners. Politicians, who were doing
wrong, did not want to be held accountable and increasingly restricted the poets' freedom of

speech.

XIb: Anonymous (called Anonymus Crameri 1); titled in one manuscript 'Ex noiag aitiog 1y
ovvéotn kougdio. Farmers who had been wronged in the k@uotr came into Athens at night and
mocked those who had wronged them without giving the wrongdoer's name; this practice seemed

salutary and was institutionalized. Susarion was the first comic poet. The Old Comic poets

274



mocked those who lived badly and delighted in wrong; but, soon, the wealthy and powerful
prevented poets from mocking by name. Middle Comedy mocked obliquely or metaphorically.
The poets were prevented from this, too, and in New Comedy mocked only foreigners and the
poor. Old Comedy differs within itself: the poets originally pursued laughter, but Cratinus added

a useful element by attacking wrongdoers. Aristophanes was the best and most artful.

Xlc: Anonymous (called Anonymus Crameri Il). Old Comedy mocked openly, but a law was
passed mandating that they mock only obliquely or metaphorically. This was curtailed, too, and

New Comedy mocked only slaves and foreigners.

XI1b: Anonymous. Comedy was named from k®dpa, because farmers used to sing at night, or

from kdpoun, because they used to go and sing there mocking those who had done wrong.

XV: Anonymous; the Tractatus Coislinianus. Comedy differs from abuse because the latter
treats what is bad openly, but comedy requires innuendo. The mocker seeks to rebuke faults of

the mind and body.

XVI: Anonymous; excerpted from the Etymologicum Magnum. Among the several etymologies
for tpaywdia, it suggests that tpaymdio may have derived from tpuywdia, which was once the
common name for comedy and tragedy. Comedy was so named because it was performed at
festivals for Dionysus and Demeter in the k@pat; or it is from kopalew; or it derived from a

song sung at night time (k®ua); or it was so-named because it is a song of the kountai. Farmers
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who had been wronged used to go around the streets and announce the harms against them

anonymously, which caused the wrongs to stop.

XVlla: [Plutarch]; excerpted from De proverbiis Alexandrinorum. The writer explains that
tragedy and comedy emerged from laughter: people used to drink the new wine and engage in
abuse at the harvest, with their faces painted with gypsum. kouwdia derives from k@dpon, where
the songs were originally sung. Tragedy emerged when some poets turned to more serious

pursuits.

XVIlla: Attributed to Melampus or Diomedes; excerpted from the scholia to Dionysius Thrax.
The word kopmdia derives from kdua or kounrtai. Comedy originated when farmers who had
been wronged came into Athens to reproach the wrongdoer at night and abused him
anonymously. Because this prevented wrongdoing and served the common good, the Athenians
bade them do this in the theater. Originally, they would paint their faces with lees because they
were afraid. Susarion was the first comic poet. The comic poets mocked those who lived badly or
delighted in wrong, but those in power wanted to do wrong with impunity and curtailed their
freedom of speech. They were reduced to mocking obliquely or metaphorically (Middle
Comedy) and then to mocking only foreigners and slaves (New Comedy). Cratinus was the most
distinguished poet of Old, although Aristophanes and Eupolis had a part of it too. Plato was

distinguished in Middle Comedy; Menander was remarkable in New.
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XVIlIb 1 and 2: Attributed to Melampus or Diomedes (1) or Heliodorus (2); excerpted from the
scholia to Dionysius Thrax. Comedy is public abuse before the people. The word kopmdia

derives from k®dpou.

XIXa: John the Deacon; excerpted from his commentary to Hermogenes Ilepi pefddov
dewvotntog. After men turned to farming and dedications of the first fruits and feasts were
established, comedy was invented. Susarion was the first to compose it in meter. Tragedy was
subsequently invented. tpaymdio may have derived from tpuywdia, which was once the common

name for comedy and tragedy.

XXla: Tzetzes; from his Ztiyot mepi dopopdc momntdv. Tzetzes explains that tpuywdio was the
original name for tragedy, comedy, and satyr play. Comedy mocked thieves, evil-doers, and the
bad and induced them to good behavior. Susarion invented comedy, and it was first characterized
by open abuse. In the second phase, to which Cratinus, Eupolis, Pherecrates, Plato, and
Aristophanes belong, the abuse was concealed. In the final phase, during which Menander and

Philemon were poets, the abuse was concealed except against slaves, foreigners, and barbarians.

XXI1b. Tzetzes; from his prolegomena to Lycophron. Tzetzes says that comedy, tragedy, and

satyr play all took either the goat (tpdyog) or the new wine (tp0&) as their prize. The word

Kopmdio derives from kdpa; or from kdpot; or from kdpog.

XXII1. [Andronicus]; entitled Iepi taEemg momtdv. Old Comedy abused openly; its most

important poets were Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Eupolis. Middle Comedy abused
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metaphorically or obliguely; its most important poet was Plato. New did not abuse at all except
against slaves and foreigners; its most remarkable poets were Menander and, among the Romans,

Plautus and Terence.

XXI1V. Diomedes; excerpted from his Ars grammatica. For a description of this work, see §4.3.1.

XXV. Evanthius; excerpted from his De fabula. For a description of this work, see 84.3.3.

XXVI. Donatus; excerpted from his De comoedia. For a description of this work, see §4.3.2.

XXVII 1. Festus; from his De verborum significatu. Comedy is named for the vici (i.e., the

k®dpat) in which the youths used to gather and sing.

XXVII 2. Isidore; from his Etymologiae. Comedy is named for the pagi (i.e., the k@uaz) or for

the comissatio (i.e., the k®pog).

XXVII 3. Ansileubus; from the Glossarium Ansileubi. Comedy is named for the pagi (i.e., the
k®dpa) or for the comissatio (i.e., the kdpog). The earliest comedy was purely laughable.
Afterwards, comedy seized on public and private matters and attacked misdeeds on the stage.
The poets were not forbidden from rebuking anybody. Susarion invented it, but Magnes (and
Chionides?) first composed comedies with plots, although these were not more than 300 lines.
Eventually, the poets lost their right to abuse and took to writing about the lives of private

individuals.
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XXVIII. Anonymous; the Life of Aristophanes. When comedy had been going astray and
Cratinus and Eupolis were more biting than was necessary, Aristophanes transferred comedy to a
more useful and lofty style. He was especially praised and beloved because his plays showed that
the city was free and ruled by no tyrant, but rather by the demos, and he attacked Cleon for his
tyranny. The reason for comedy is abusing individuals; but, when abuse by name was banned,

Avristophanes pointed the way to New Comedy by composing plots with rapes and recognitions.

XXX 1. Thomas Magister; Thomas's Life of Aristophanes. Aristophanes was superior to all
comic poets before and after him, and all of his drama were charming and won his audience's
acclaim. Since it benefited the state, he composed his poetry such that he did not spare from
anybody, even the powerful, if he saw them doing wrong. Wrongdoers feared his freedom of

speech and became well-behaved and profitable for the demos.

XXX 2. Thomas Magister; Thomas's Life of Aristophanes. The word kouwdia derives from
k®dpat, from processions for Dionysus, or from kdua. People who had been wronged used to go
covertly to the streets where the wrongdoer lived and announce that he had done wrong. The
guilty party would moderate his behavior afterward. Since this was beneficial for the city
because it deterred wrong and promoted justice and good behavior, comic poets were assigned

for this purpose.
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