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PREFACE

I am privileged to have had my work on this thesis during the past four
Years supervised by Sir Kenneth Dover. In addition to the general
inspiration which I have derived from his own writings on Aristophanes
and from his combination of meticulous standards and humane vision, I am
particularly grateful to him for the patience with which he treated the
CKo&l«B\fpyaw that were all I had to offer in the earlier stages, and for
the unfailing tact with which he gradually helped me to work out my ideas
into a more coherent form.

My other main debt of gratitude is to my wife, Ruth, who made time
amid many other commitments to type most of this thesis for me. Any flaws

in presentation can be safely attributed to my own occasional interference

at the typewriter.

F.S.H.



Text and Abbreviations

Except where otherwise indicated, quotations and line numbers follow the
edition of V. Coulon (Paris, 1923-30). For convenience, however, I refer
to Euripides' relative in Thesm., as Mnesilochus, though Aristophanes did
not intend him to have any name at all (cf. Hiller (1874) pp. 449-52).
Commentaries on and editions of Aristophsnes are cited by the name of the
editor alone,

The frogments of 0ld Comedy are cited from Comicorum Atticorum Fregmenta,

ed. Th. Kock (1880-88), except where marked by the abbreviation CGF or
Edmonds (see below),

The scholia on Aristophanes are cited for Ach., Kn., Nu. and Wasps from the

Dutch edition, Scholia in Aristophanem, under the general editorship of

W. J. W. Koster (1960- ), for the remaining plays from the edition of

F. Dibner (1842),

For details of works referred to in the notes by author's name end public-
ation date alone see the bibliography.

The ebbreviations used for journals snd works of reference are standsrd

ones, but I note the following:

(Dovies) APF = J. K. Davies, Athenion Propertied Femilies 600-300 B.C. (1971).

(Austin) CGF = C, Austin, ed., Comicorum Grsecorum Fregmenta in Papyris

Reperta (1973).

DFA”= A, Pickerd-Cambridge, Drematic Festivals of Athens (2nd edn., rev.

J. Gould & D, M. Lewis, 1968),

DIC*= A. Pickerd-Cambridge, Dithyremb Trogedy & Comedy (2nd edn., rev.

T. B. L. Webster, 1962).

Edmonds = J. Edmonds, ed., The Fragments of Attic Comedy (1957-61).

NPA = J. Sundwall, Nachtrage zur Prosopographia Attica (1910).

PA = A, Kirchner, Prosopographia Attica (1901-3).

SEG = Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum (1923- ),




Introduction

The subject-matter of this thesis is one of the most striking and charact-
eristic forms of Aristophanic humour, and, as the fragments reveal, one
which was employed by 01d Comedy generally in the second half of the fifth
century. WYhile there are a plethora of kinds of joke'in Aristophanes
which might be termed personal, the kind with which I am concerned (and
'personal joke' and 'joke' will be used throughout to mean these) involve
reference or allusion to individuals from the contemporary or near-contemp-
orary world, usually from Athens itself, who are not 'on stage' when the
Jokes are made (though they may appear elsewhere in the play) - in short,
roughly the category covered by T% ZVQ%QUT:K&%”95Q?V s the body of jokes
which gave rise to the Hellenistic compilation of ku»uegbﬁyeuoff Such
jokes are a feature of all the extant plays, even the latest, yet although
they form as a group a major factor in Aristophanes' involvement with his
society, and although many of them deal with important Athenian figures or
issues, they have never been systematically studied? From at least the
time of Plutarch, who in a well-known passage mentions satiricel references
to individuals as an aspect of 01d Comedy which makes it unsuitable as an
accompaniment to drinking—partiest these jokes have been generally found
rather inaccessible, tiresomely outside the appreciation of readers
unfamiliar with the people concerned (though an ostensible exception is
constituted by the tradition of exegesis which L analyse in chapter 2).

It is the aim of this thesis to combat this attitude by examining the
significance of personal jokes both as an element in Aristophanes' comic
repertoire and as evidence which can illuminate the relationship between
the Athenian satirist and his public. I hope to demonstrate not only that
they are a rich source for the understanding of the genre, but also that
the humour of many of them is not as impenetrable as has often been

supposed.

The material can be divided at the simplest level into two large



categories: jokes contained within formal choral utterances which are
clearly separated from the episodic presentation of the drama; and those
found in the dialogue scenes themselves (only & handful occur in true
soliloquy), uttered by a variety of characters. In general satirical terms
these two types have much in common, and the first three chapters of the
thesis deal with issues that concern both equally. But there are also some
significant differences between them, especially in the area of comic form
and technique: chapter 5 has more to say about these aspects of dialogue
jokes than about choral satire, while chapter 4 is given over entirely to
the latter. Two major interests, although concentrated on in particular
sections, ought to be discernible throughout the work. The first, developed
in the final two chapters as just indicated, is in the form and technique

of jokes: this should not be a matter of empty philological classification,
but is intended to give some substantiation to the belief that the way in
which a joke is put together may be just as revealing of the effect the

poett is aiming at as any piece of information about the subject. The design
of a joke may, indeed, be not only an important clue to its meaning but
actually part of that meaning, in the sense of the comic satisfaction

which it is intended to provide. A further purpose of my attention to the
form of jokes is to try to discover how far Aristiophanes was concerned to
integratie them into drsmatic contexts and combine them with other dramatic
elements, how far he was prepared to let them stand as incidental entertain-
ment. My second major interest is in understanding the satirical operation
of the jokes in the conditions of publicity obtaining in fifth-century
Athens. Most Aristophanic scholars have made no effort of historical
reconstruction or imagination in this area. Chapter 2 contains a critique
of the naive approach to personal references which hes been widely inherited
from the scholia, and chapter 3 should complement this with some positive
suggestions for the appreciation of the satirical character of these jokes
in their original setting.

I shall return specifically to my two main themes in the later parts



of this introduction, but I want first to draw on the combined evidence of
the extant plays and the fragments of 01d Comedy in order to construct a
broad and preliminary survey of the use made of personal jokes in the genre
as a whole. Of the some one-hundred—and-sixt;.individuals who are the
targets of jokes in the extant plays of Aristophanes approximately seventy
are not mentioned in the remains of any other 0ld Comedian, and of this
latter group about half are found only once in AristopHanes himself. Given
the proportion of what survives to what has been lost, these figures are
surely no higher than we would have expected, and they demonstrate striking-
ly that there was a considerable overlap between Aristoplianes' choice of
targets and that of other comic poets, though we must remember that many
frmpments have been preserved precisely as parallels to Aristoplianic jokes
and we are in no position to calculate how many individuals were the subject
of jokes in other poets but not in Aristophanes. Nonetheless, the overlap
is impressive. A hasty conclusion might be drawn, notwithstanding the
partial nature of the evidence, that the poets of 0ld Comedy simply shared
the same pool of notorious and easy victims; and specious support might be
lent to this conclusion by the fact that of the seventy butts unique to
Aristophanes only just over half are not known at all from any other source:
even this group, it might be ﬁresumed, must have been less exceptional than
they seem, and we would no doubt find théir names far more often if we

had more complete plays. But inferences from such evidence must be drawn
with appropriate caution, What does seem reasonably likely is that a large
proportion, probably a majority, of targets will have been, over a period

of time at least, familiar names to the original audiences, especially when
we consider that because of multiple jokes against the same individuals

the quarter who turn up only once in Aristophanes account for far less than
a quarter of the total number of jokes. But it is not legitimate to deduce
from these figures that 0ld Comedy singled out only those who were well-known
or notorious in public life, for what the evidence of the plays and

fragments points to above all is the familiarity of most targets within



comedy itself, and this should promnt a consideration of how far comic

poets themselves crested or contributed to the publicity which their jokes
were able to exploit (see ch. 3). Moreover, it is essential to insist on
a distinction between the mere familisrity of a target's name or his estab-
lished associations and the particulsr question of what the contents of
individual jokes, whether facts, insinuations or abusive allegations, might
heve meent to Aristophanes'! first audiences: even where we are sure about
the former, no asnswer to the given question automatically follovws.

When we turn from the larger patterns which it may be possible to
discern in our material to some of the finer details, the dangers of
facile interpretation are even more apparent. The overlap between Aristo-
phanes' and his rivals' choice of satirical targets can be emphasised by a

comparison between Birds and the fragments of Phrynichus's Monotropos,

produced at the seme festival, the Dionysia of 414. The fragments of

Monotropos contain evidence for jokes about eight identifiable individuals,

and seven of these people are also the subject of jokes in Birds. A similar
comparison between Peace and Eupolis's Kolakes, however, both produced at
the Dionysia of 421, yields a rether different result: of the nine targets
who appear in the fragments of Kolakes only one also turns up in Peace.
The moral is surely that the tendency towards a community of subjects
among comic poets cannot be used presumptively where positive evidence is
lacking, even though we may be inclined on account of the imperfectgtrans-
mission through the scholia of the work of the l(ayueaﬁruxm to make the
general assumption that the ratio of Aristophenic butts mentioned in other
comic poets to those not mentioned would increase if our evidence were
greater. These issues are acute in the case of some ma jor Aristophanic
target;ttf:Lachus, Agathon and Cratinus, who scarcely appear elsewhere in
01d Comedy. The facts about Cleonymus underline the need for caution. One
of Aristophanes' favourite subjects over s long period, and perhaps a

9

political figure of some prominence, we might yet have believed that he was

completely avoided by other comic poets were it not for a reference to him



in a papyrus fragment of Eupolié? Yet it is still open to us, and I think
in fact most plausible, to suppose that the particular comic reputation of
Cleonymus in the extant plays was largely a creation of Aristophanes' own,
and one not much imitated or developed by his rivals. If Cleonymus was &n
associate of Cleon's, this might help to explain his prominence in Arist-
ophenes; and it is worth adding that the concrete evidence for the satirical
treatment of Cleon himself by other comic poets is surprisingly meagre when
we reflect how obvious a target he provided, and this confirms the internal
indications of the plays themselves that Aristophanes waged a special
vendetta against the politician and his collaborator;: It is almost as
difficult in Lamachus's case as in Cleon's to account for the shortage of
satiricel material from the work of other dramatists (none whatsoever for
Lamachus) simply in terms of the vagaries of the scholia and the traditions
behind them, given the figure's public importance over a long period of
time: here too, then, there is no good reason to shirk the conclusion that
we have to deal with an Aristophanic peculiarity or speciality.

To return to more general patterns in the surviving evidence, I should
indicate that well over half those targets of Aristophsnic jokes who occur
in the fragments of other poets are to be found in at least two other
comedians, and it is also the case that many of the group as a whole were
the subject of jokes in more than one play by a particular dramatist. The
individuals who appear as targets in Aristiophanes are between them the
subjects of over seven hundred references in the plays and fragments of 01d
Comedy. A definite impression suggests itself in these figures: that it
was not the usual practice of comic poets to use butts for single jokes,
though this must sometimes have happened, or to look for a constantly fresh
supply of personal satirical material; instead they regularly returned to
the characters they had ridiculed previously, or possibly picked on people
already made familiar by their rivals' plays. The fragments as a whole
therefore confirm what we might anyway have inferred from the extant plays

of Aristophanes alone. Of some twenty targets in Peace, for example, we



find that only fivél(including Sophocles and Pheidies) had not been referred
to in earlier plays, and only threg’do not occur again in a later play; more-
over, only one person, Pheidias, belongs in both these groups. Aristophanes
himself acknowledges the recurring use of the same targets not only in his
well-known criticism of his rivals at Nu, 551ff,, a passage which concerns the
subjects of whole plays rather than individual jokes, but also in the comic
TiwgaAtpts at Kn. 1264ff., where the implication, underlined by the following
introduction of Ariphrades, is that comic poets normally deal with known targets.
If we are receptive to the possibility that the subjects of personal
satire could develop reputations within comedy itself, even within the work
of a particular playwright, as well as in public life generally, it is pert-
inent to ponder some information about the time-span of jokes about indiv-
idua) butts. Consistent precision is obviously not attainable in this
area because of the difficulty of dating better than roughly many of the

comedies of which we now have only scanty fragments. It is unfortunate in

view of the intricacies of this subject, and of the potential chronological

relevance of personal references, that Geissler's Chronologie der altatti-

schen Komodie did not take sufficient account of the uncertainties of try-

ing to date works on the basis of the proper names which turn up in them.
Geissler, like various scholars before him, frequently relied on personal
jokes, and understandably, in his attempts to date lost plays. But many
of our 01d Comic fragments contain little more than the information that
an individual was named in such—-and-such a play, and even where we have a
reliable quotation its contents will not always allow us to tie down the
reference with any certainty to a particular date or narrow period? The
extant plays alone are sufficient to prove that an individual comic réput~
ation could be long-lasting: Pauson, for instance, is the subject of jokes

in both Acharnians and Plutus., Geissler was insufficiently willing to make

1S
allowance for this factor. Thus he dates Plato's Festivals to shortly

6
after 415 solely on the grounds of fr, 31, a joke about Dieitrephes: but




while this is arguably the most likely dote for this ploy (Dicitrenhes wis
general in 414/13 ond 412/11) we are not in a position to rule out a dote
say five yeors esrlier., Aristophanes' joke about him ot Birds 798-800
sugrests that he hos risen from a humble origin through o series of milit-
ary ronks to his nresent prominence: had his audience reslly not heard
before of this men whom they were about to elect genersl? Geissler's dating
of Aristophones' lleroes to the some pneriod, on the same grounds, & joke
about Dieitrephes in fr. 307, msy therefore also be too preciséz Similerly,
it is rash to deate Pherecrates' Petale later than 425 simply becsuse of a
joke sbout Cleisthenes (fr. 135)? Despite these and many other question-
able uses of personsl jokes for doting nurposes by Geissle;z the typiceal
effect of which is to put together references to the sume individunl some-
whet closer in time than they need hove been, colculations of the time-

span of comic reputestions based mainly on Geissler's dates yield interesting
results, It is nossible that more than twenty of our one-hundred-snd-sixty
torgets had comic reputations which lasted for twenty yeors or mor:f If

we were to arrange the remainder slong a scale divided into five-yeor inter-
vels, we would find a more or less even distribution along most of the
scale, with a heavier concentration st the botton, below five years (incl-
uding here that substential number, salmost a quarter of the total, who are
mentioned only once), Given that no target could last indefinitely (unless
he become proverbial), ond that repeated gibes at sn individual would have
to justify themselves comically, these figures, even ollowing & sizeoble
morgin of error, corroborate the tendency of comic satire to perpetuate

its own materisl. Not mony fewer thon half the tergets, in fact, snpear

to have been current in comedy for a period of ten or more years. This
pottern adds some chronolozical substance to the figures given earlier, and
it serves to strengthen my contention that in seeking to understand how the

original eudiences will have appreciated personal jokes we should consider

one important factor to have been a familisrity with the targets derived



from the outnut of comic poets themselves. It is germone to odd here thot,
though mony individunl jokes sre brief and would not necesssrily stick in
the mind in 8 performance, a cumulotive impact could be made — 8 comic imoge
or reputetion graduslly created - by the inclusion within & single play of
more then one joke ogesinst the some person. A sslient instence is that of
Cleonymus. Aristopnhanes does not simply keep coming back to him in play
after play (he is in seven of the extant eleven) but reinforces his sotire
by renetition within plays: Cleonymus is the subject of three jokes in each
of four pleys. All the extsnt plays contain individuals who are the target
of more than one joke, and most of them have several: both Wasps and Birds
have more than o dozen each. Some individuvals become standing targets, iond

stonding torgets offer the satirist special possibilities.

I 2 N H K H K F I KWK A A KK KW KN H KKK KKK X KX KKAN

Although much of chapter 5 is devoted to specialised analysis of some of
the more important formal aspects of jokes, one question of form deserves
brief discussion in this introduction. The term ! joke' may tend to suggest
a self-contained and complete verbal structure, even though the word is
acceptably used to cover a wide range of comic phenomena. But how far is
it possible to demarcate the formal extent of a joke in a dramatic context?
(I leave choral sections out of.consideration here) Is it possible to
determine where a joke begins and where it ends? My aim in raising this
issue, I should insist at once, is not to manufacture a definition which
can be dogmatically employed to decide whether any particular passage does
or does not constitute a joke. I see it rather as one way of trying to
sharpen our sense of how Aristophanes writes with a deliberate view to
creating comic effects which can be shaped with specific force by actors
and perceived as coherent units by an audience. The ends of personal jokes

in Aristophanes are in fact much easier to locate then the beginnings. In



Most cases there is a resemblance to the anecdotsl jokes of conversation
in that we can essily identify a climex or the noint which is the main ele-
ment in the joke, and this point almost slways comes at or very neor the end
of the joke: indeed, almost by definition, when the point of a joke has
been reached, the joke is over. Some Aristophsnic jokes may hove more than
one reison d'etre or punch-line. This is the cese, for instance, at Wasps
15 ff., where there are two principal comic hits at Cleonymus, st lines 19
and 27, divided by a further reinforcement of the some setiricsl point at
22 f. But this structural fact makes it no herder to see that the compound
joke ends decisively at 27, and thet we move on to s new subject immediotely
after it, Cleonymus is also the terget of a similarly complex and extended
joke 8t Nu, 670-80, and again the definition of the end of the joke is
sharpened by the fact thot the finsl punch-line is followed by & change of
subject, In these two passasges it hanpens to be equally clear -where the
jokes begin; this is becouse each joke constitutes & readily discernible
segment in the composition of its scene: an issue is raised sand left behind
at fixed points. Meany dramatic jokes, however, differ significantly from
told jokes in that the way in which they start is not so clear-cut., It will
be useful as a preliminary to ch. 5 to spend a little space examining the
extent of this difference. Jokes can be said to have punch-lines or clim-
axes or surprise endings, but, important though such features sre, they do
not in themselves make whole jokes, sand 8 climax or surprise depends for its
humorous effect partly on what precedes itf‘ Since my loater snalyses of
joking techniques will embrace observations both on punch-~lines and on ways
in which nreparation cen be laid for them, it is in order here to consider
further the question of how far a joke located in a dremetic context can be
seen snd felt to have a beginning.

A handful of jokes can easily be coped with at once precisely because

they do approximate to told jokes and are correspondingly well marked out as

'Einzelwitze'. It is a striking fact that such jokes tend to come in groups
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or series, ond in one cose ot lenst, st Nu., 144 ff., Aristophenes seems to
me deliberately to put the stories told by the pupil in & fresmework which
resembles the discourse of a8 teller of (kdévA&ﬂ:f The pupil purports to be
telling Fv&f{eLd, and Strepsisdes appears to be impressed by whsat he hears
(153, 165-8, 180): as elsewhere in Clouds, the comedy is directed simult—
aneously sgainst both ends of the intellectusl scele, the sophistic and the
naive. But the effect is dromaticelly ironic, for both men behave in a way
which the osudience can perceive as the telling ond recention of Jggég: note
in particular the pupil's eagerness to 'tell another one' (154 f.: he takes
it for granted thereafter), and Strepsisdes! smusement st 174, indisting-
uishable from the sstisfaction of hesring s good joke. At ony rate, we
have here a series of clearly sepnarsted snecdotes, each of which amounts to
an obviously coherent joke agsinst Chsirephon and/or Socretes. One might

compere Wasps 15 ff, (end 31 ff.), cited above, where, however, the slaves

behave more like deliberate joke-tellers. In both coses the oudience's re-

sction to what is being said is partly controlled by the formal charecter-
istics of the dialogue, ond entailed in this is the fact that we feel clear-
ly the point at which each section conteining a punch-line begins. A more
compressed series of personal jokes occurs at Nu. 348-55, but each element
in the series is equally clear, Other series, of differing sizes and com-
plexity, in which the beginnings of individuel sections are explicitly mark-—
ed are: Ach. 5-16, Kn. 128 ff., W, 73 ff., 1224 {f., Peace 665 ff., Av.

1292 ff., Pl. 174-9. The boundaries of a single joke inserted into & series
of some other kind are identifiable on the same principle: Trygseus's gibe
at Cleonymus, for example, 8t Peace 446 is one in a chain of prayers which
all follow the same formulgi ond an osudience would inevitsbly be awsre of
the unit (444-~6) to which it belongs. Such simple forms, easily apprehens-—
ible in performance, carry in themselves psrt of the pleasure of & joke, and

we can derive from them a clue 2s to how to eanalyse less sharply cut struc-

tures. In a series of the kind just instsnced, the individual formsl ele-
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ment (anecdote, illustrstion, proyer etc.) reises the subject which the joke
capitalises on, and holds together in » monner wlich con be felt &s being
setisfyingly coherent the poarts which sre reloted within the joke, a verbal
equivalent to the manner in which certoons usuolly drew together feetures
and details which can be grasped in 8 single act of comnrehensioniS How for
can most personal jokes in Aristophsnes be seen to be units of this sort?
My wey of approoching this issve is meont to emphesise, as my loter
comments on comic technique will try to do, kinds of ¢nprecistion and under-
standing which ere possible for an oudience in the flow of 8 performasnce.
Spectators cen be both encouraged and helped to perceive 8 portion of disl-
ogue as & unified joke by & number of meons, #and in identifying some of
these we go as far as it is possible to go in judging where jokes begin.
Among the most convincing means of supplying colierence is the fremework
provided by a piece of action or & visible element in the plsy. The ref-
erence to Cleon's desth at P. 269 ;f is the climox of & joke which really
begins at 261, where Polemos orders Kydoimos to fetch a nestle from Athens,
The episode is the drematicelly reslised equivalent of & riddle or similsr
verbal joke: Polemos's order creotes 8 specific ond specisl interest, which
Trygaeus turns into susnense (263 ff.), sbout whot the venture will lead to,
and the punch-line gets part of its force, affords pasrt of its sstisfaction,
from the fact thet it dispels or resolves the tension engendered by the
preceding lines (and brought to a pitch by the entilabe in 268: cf. ch. 5
for this device). If this is not purely s metter of form, the form is at
any rate indispensable for the intended effect., The following joke about
the corresponding Spsrtan side of the wor (274 ff.) hes the seme nattern es
the first one, 8and is a unity in the same dramatic sense, though its comic
character is different for the nrecise resson thst it reuses & form that

the audience now understand: there is no surprise in the second cese, for

most of the saudience st least; snticipstion, rather, is invited ond rewsr-—

ded. The repesated pattern yields 8 modified kind of comedy. Kn. 947 ff,
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8lso illustretes how 8 formol unity coen be visuolly strengthened. Demos's
request for the return of the seol-ring of his Tdr(&g storts a »niece of
stage-~business (with the ring pessing from the Pophlagonion to Demos at

948 snd from Demos to the Sausege-seller at 953) which culminates in the
last word of 958 (ond notice again the use of antilobe to structure the
comic progression). The short episode is & sort of building-brick in the
construction of the dialogue (cf. Nu. 670-80 ond W. 15 ff., cited above,

for the same compositionol feeture without the support of cction): the

joke gives & point to it which setisfies the interest aroused by the action,
and thereby justifies drsmatically the movement to a new subject, The vis-
ible element in such scenes helps to hold together the context in which the
joke has its force, but in simpler cases the verbal and comic unity of the
joke may be anyway potent., At Thesm. 234 f. the movements of the two actors
sccompany sn exchsnge which would be still self-contained if just hesrd, for
what really matters in the operation of this joke is the combination of s
pointedly nest form (brisk question-end-answer) with the idea of the buff-
oonish Mnesilochus being invited to admire.the effeminate sppesrence that
Evripides hes given him., In performsnce Mnesilochus's appearsnce is of
course essential to the whole scene, but this psrticular joke depends rather
on his own reaction to his appearance, and therefore begins when Euripides
asks him if he would like to see himself (a peculiarly feminine activity):
it mokes good sense to see this as 8 comic moment in its own right, for

that is the sort of effectiveness it would be given in performence.

This last example shows thst a decision sbout where @ joke begins may
involve a combinotion of formal with wider dramatic considerations. Although
it is not nossible to prescribe precise criteris which will yield & certain
snswer in every case, we can, I think, formulote 8 practicsl guide~line
which will help us to see feithfully the kind of comic impsct that & joke
might make in performance. It cen be generslly taken thet & personal joke
(in dislogue) is contained within the utterance which mokes the persons.l

reference (eg. the series of rhetoricsl questions at Pl, 174 ff.), excent



where thant utterance is necesssarily or formally tied up with one or more
other utterences. Thus a personal reference in the snswer to o question,

868 8t Thesm. 235, mokes & joke out of the combination, and in this case it
seems appropriote, given the full drematic setting, to count the preceding
question end answer (234) os pert of the some unit: the logicsal structure
end the humour of the exchonge combine to give the joke s clearity of defin-
ition that could be felt or a precisted as such by an audience. The comic
unity of question-ond-answer is equally obvious ot Kn. 1357-63, Nu. 501-3,
Av. 10 f., 149-51, Frogs 86 etc.; indeed, the satisfying character of the
joke—form in these snd similar cases mokes it tempting to tslk of the quest~
ions as feed—linegi though there is a donger in the use of this term of ob-
scuring the degree of drematic integration which mey still exist between &
joke and its context (see ch. 5). In contrast to closely connected utter-
ances of this kind,y or to the interlocking dialogue of an extended sequence
such as Kn. 947 ff., stsnd jokes like Frogs 1036-8, where Dionysus's gibe

8t Pantacles is really self-conteined, althouvgh it picks up the subject of
Homer the teacher which Aeschylus has just mentioned: but Aeschylus's sub-
Jject is not there simply for the sake of the joke, and it is continued after
it, unlike, say, the subject of.Demos's ring at Kn. 947 ff.,, which is rest-
ricted to the structure of words oand sction that culminates in the reference
to Cleonymus. Metricel considerations aside (though the ontilebe helps to
give edge to Dionysus's remork), the comment on Pantacles et Frogs 1036-8
could be cut out slmost without affecting Aeschylus's srgument (he acknowl-
edges that he has hesrd it at 1039): what precedes the comment does not need
completing, and I think it is important to observe that there is more of a

sense of on intruding witticism (a disrespectful retort to s rhetorical

question), carrying all its comic force in itself, then st Thesm., 235, where
comicelly as well as logicelly the two utierances operste in harness. A
contrast to the joke which forms an unnecessary and intrusive contribution
to an argument is supplied by e.g. Euelpides' remerks st Av, 125 f, snd

153 f.: these belong in the mein flow of the conversation st the points at
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wvhich they occur, and in the delivery of performance it would be hard not

to hear the personal references as formol and comical completions of the
suggestions which precede them (atiéz. 153 f. the form is prsctically the
whole joke: the personsl content is weak). Euelpides' points emerge, how-
ever ludicrously, from the conversstion itself, snd are used to creote comic
units which carry the dislogue along; Dionysus' contribution at Frogs 1036
8 momentarily breaks into the argument, snd this difference affects what can
be pereceivéd 8s the form snd shape of the jokes., Birds 125 f. end 153 f.
are comporable to the question-snd-answer jokes cited above, while Frogs
1036-8 hes more in common, I would suggest, with Ach. 139 f, (note the
elision), Kn. 1372, and W. 786-95,

To return to the implications of the distinction drawn for the beginn-
ings of jokes, we cen see that both the main types illustrated in the pre-
ceding peragraph ere likely to produce jokes thet form‘ﬁore or less definite
units in a dialogue. Both typnes, in fact, have something in common with
kinds of verbal humour familiar outside drama, The question-end-answer
joke, as representative of the type involving more than one utterance, res-—
embles, for example, the genre of riddle in which an answer has to be supp-
lied to & question ('What is....?%s. Those, on the other hand, which I have
suggested are likely to be heard ss self-contained within a single utterance
come closer to the witticisms and humorous interjections of conversation,
and it is not therefore surprising thst in maony such ceses (e.g. Ach, 139
f., Kn. 1372, Av. 521, Frogs 1036-8) it is natural to treat the remark as
an intentional joke on the speaker's part. In bot# kinds, the product is a
cleerly delimited comic moment., In many other cases the boundsries of the
joke sre less sharply definable. Where a personal reference is localised
within the lerger structure of a single utterence, the guide-~line which I
esrlier proposed ceases to be informative. Sometimes 8 reference of this -
sort is neatly enough confined by the stsges of the narrative or argument to
which it belongs, sand hence will be an apprehensible unit within the utter-

ance analogous to the units of dislogue described sbove: such sre e.g. the



jokes about Pericles and Asnasia ot Ach, 526 ff., about Cleon st Pecrce

647 f., and sbout Neocleides ot Pl. 665 f, ond 716-25. Poradoxically,
however, some of the sppsrently shortest of jokes nose the most difficult
problems of formal definition. These include some where 8 neme is substit—
uted surprisingly for sn object, substsnce, place etc.,, such as Lys. 103
and Eccl. 97, where the highly locolised satiricsl impoct nonetheless dep-
ends on a relstion with the preceding context. It is imnossible to cir-
cumscribe such jokes simply, but what metters, as everywhere, is to try to
do full justice both to the main moment of comic impact and to the detoils

of composition which pave the way for 1it,
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The character ond distribution of personal jokes within individual
plays does not in most cases yield s pattern of sny significonce. The only
play in which anything more thsn 8 casuel correlation occurs between the
main themes of the drema and the subjects of personsl jokes is Pecce. Here
more than half the jokes ore simed at militsry or politicsl figvures associ-
ated with wer; they run through the play like a delicete thread, contribut—
ing decoration to the central dromotic presentation of the recovery of
Peoce, and together they emount to @ selective but pointed survey of the
'Establishment' names who can be considered responsible for having kept the
city at war for so long. Most of them are mentioned more than once. The
list stretches as far back as Pericles himself, who is accused of having
fonned the flames of war out of self-interest (605 ff,). Although Pericles
is exposed in some detail in lermes'! speech, Cleon is attacked more often:
dead but not forgotten, he is the target that the sudience might expect
still to be in Aristophanes' sights (43—8), snd he fulfils their expect-~
ations by coming into view at severel prominent points (270, 313-15, 648 ff.,

752 ff.), including the climax of Hermes' indictment of those hostile to the
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goddess. Hyperbolus, as the new Twofféqng y, but perhaps slso as an old
o.ssocinte of Cleon, can be picked out 8s a hindronce to the success of
Peace (681 ff., 921b, 1319), es can the familiar military representetives
Lemachus (304, 473 f., 1270 ff.) and Peisander (395). For good measure
Cleonymus the supposed éﬂkxcﬂly (446, 673 ff., 1295 ff.), but also another
political figure who may hsve had connections with Cleon (and note that the
é“&édﬂ13£5 were in a position to make others fight the war: 1186), and the
Spartan coréllary of Cleon, Brasidax (274 ff., 670), complete the list. It
is a gallery of familiar faces: Aristophanes had made jokes about them all
before, and many of his audience in 421 will heve heard them, Peace is an
illustration of how far Aristophanes could integrate a group of jokes into
the themes of a play, but the playwright practises the technique only with
smaller groups in the other plays: with the series of jokes against Cleon

in the first half of Acharniens, culminating in the defiant gesture in the

pnigos of the parabasis (6, 300, 377 ff., 502 ff., 659 ff,); with the jokes
about Lamachus in the same play that fill out the satirical imege of him
created by his appearances (270, 959 ff,, 1174 ff.); with the jokes about
Chairephon in Clouds, perhaps the relics of a larger role in the original
version for the compcnion of Socrate:9(104, 144-6, 156, 503 f., 831 etc.);
or with the series of jolkes against Cleon (35 f., 62, 197, 242, 596, 759
etc.) end his associate Theorus (42 ff., 418, 599, 1220, 1236) in Wasps,
which help to keep in the sudience's mind the alleged political exploitat—
ion of the dicastic system, Personal jokes can highlight the character of
an episode or scene., Those in the first scene of Eccl., for exsmple, are used
to give satirical realisation to the complementary themes of the women's
mock-mesculinity and the men's inadequate and false virility. The satire is
meant for male ears, of course, and the standards are male; but the jokes
would allow most of the audience to feel that it wes particular members of
30

the citizen body, not all Athenion meles collectively, who were the real

cause of the women's irritation. Epicrates' beard is a joke for its size,



(7

and in sny case is outstrinped by the womon's false snecimen (71). Plhor-
migius's hairiness mokes him comparable to a KJG@DS (97) (a piquont in-
stance of the inversion of normsl sexuul stosndards). Agyrrhius, who ought
to be the epitome of virility, as a major noliticel figure, is in fact not
only ﬂbvnegs (185) but onctually effeminote (102-4), like Epigonus (167).
The whole political system is such es to produce effemincotes (112 ff.),
snd Praxagora can be confident of reducing to size the best speakers thot
the presenf assembly has to offer (248 ff.)e.

Despite these partial correlations between groups of satirical refer-—
ences snd dominent dramatic themes, no helpfully neoat categorisatio; of the
topics of nersonal jokes is either possible or desirable., Even a rough
division of targets into the broad groups of political, srtistic, social
and private subjects would obscure the fact that mony butts are ridiculed in
ways which would necessarily put them into more than one of these cstegories,
sometimes within the same joke., The attempt at [XenJ Ath., Pol., 2.18 to
argue thot the vast majority of the objects of 01d Comedy's satire were
q ﬂ?wJJuU\ ﬂ Y£~Vdfb5 ;i Suvéyﬁvos‘ is too simple to fit the jokes with which
we aré dealing, though ss a generalisation the 0ld Oligarch's claim comes
closer to the truth than the assertion of the young Gilbert Murray that
Aristophanes '"as a rule...only attacks the poor, and the leaders of the
poor.sn‘ln fact, any subject, from the details of private sexual behoviour
(e.g. Kn. 1284 ff.) to major political acts such as the pronosal of the
Sicilian expedition (Lx_. 391 ff.), could be mode materiol for a personal
joke in 01d Comedy. Sexuol subjects were purticulerly attractive not only
because of natursl interest in them but also hecause it wos only in the
context of festival comedy that such matters could be dealt with publicly
and in completely frank deteil; snd jokes about nassive homosexuslity had
a special appeal for a popular and almost exclusively male audiencé%s An-
other very common topic of jokes has its roots in the cultural nature of the

Dionysiac festivals themselves., Apnproximotely one quarter of the targets

of personal jokes in the extont plays are known to hcve had an involvement
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with the nrtistic performances for which the festivels provided moajor sett—
ings: comic poets, tracedians, dithyrambists, flute-players, octors, chor-
egoi, doncers, surrogate Suﬁf(nd)mt, even the archons who granted chorus-
eszt the list of names (with some uncertain or doubtful coses bracketed) is
a tellingly long one: Acestor, Aeschylus, Agathon, Ameipsias, Antimachus,
(Antisthenzz), Ariphrades, Collimachus, (Callipidzg), Corcinus, (Ceceidz;),
Cephisophon, Chairis, Cinesias, (Cleidemidzg), (Cleocriﬁsi), Connus, Crates,
Cratinus, (Dercylt%), (Ecphantidgs), Eupolis, Euripides, (Execestidgé),
Hegelochus, Hermippus, Hieronymus, Ion, Iophon, Leotrophides, Lycis, Msagnes,
Melanthius, Meletus, Molon, Morsimus, (Morych:;), Oiagrus, (Pantaclz;),
Patrocles, Philocles,(Philoxendg),(Phyromachdﬁ), Phrynichus Com., Pythan-
gelus, Sophocles, Spintharus, Sthenelus, Theognis, Xenocles. The collection
of jokes about theatrical and reloted figures might be taken to reflect
Aristophones' own interests and acquaintances, but while there is no doubt
an suthorial factor to be reckoned with here the extent of this brand of
satire must also owe something to the festival satmosphere, in which the
spectators of Aristophanes' plays would also be the spectators of his riv-
sls' work, of tragedy ond of dithyramb, would develop an apprecistion of

the musicel and histrionic arts involved in them, and would naturally relish
not just the competitive derogation of one another issuing from comic poets
but slso eny ridicule directed at the crllegedly bed versions of the verious
enterteinments on which their pleasure at the festival partly depended. On
such occesions the gathering of a.considerable nortion of the citizen body
made nolitical humour snother particularly suvitable psrt of the comic poet's
repertoire., At the Lenais in particular the snectators' sense of their
native identity and politicel status could be expnloited (cf. Ach. 504—8),
ond this is one reason for the populority with 0ld Comedisans of jokes which
imnute or insinuote foreign or non-citizen origins against nsmed individ-

vals. In ordinary public life such sllegations would be either greve matt-

ers to be held back only for the most unscrupulous kind of politicsl invect-
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ivez but the Comedian could make them with imnunity, drowinc both on his
licence for TWKPqu(M. and on the readily svoilable feeling of privileged
solidarity among most of his oudience. It is not surprising that in the
pseudo—y&&ungAS at Frogs 416 ff. (see ch, 4) the chorus's unfettered
o&fxeoXoYt’d finds expression in an irreverent suggestion of non-citizen orig-
ins agsinst the politicien Archedemus, os well as in the frank obscenities
against the son of Cleisthenes ond Calliss,

These breliminory observations on some of the more common subject arees
have relevance to the issue which underlies chapters 2 and 3, nemely the
relationship between the sstirical contents of personsl jokes and the resl-
ity which they purport to refer to. I try to show in chapter 2 that the
orthodox assumption in both ancient and much modern scholorship has been
thst this relationship is normally?straightforward one; that most personal
Jokes get at. the truth, even if they attach some ornamentsation to it.

Among the weaknesses of this assumption is en imaginetive failure to resl-
ise that there is in many satirical topics themselves a kind of popular
comic intelligibility which can be independent of the truth sbout any in-
dividual at whom 8 joke may be aimed; I argue in ch., 3 that this intellig-
ibility can be understood in terms of the opersations of a range of stereo-
types of undesirable chsracteristicsy including the simpler forms of sbuse,
virtually universal (imputations of ugliness, stupidity, greed etc.), com—
binations of these simple categories with particuler groups (dishonest
rhetores or peculating officisls, cowardly genersls, greedy rich etc.),

snd further combinations which are closely tied to the society's specieal
institutions or customs (illicit citizens, passive homosexuals, tradesmen—
become-demagogues). There is not a fixed, single set of these stereotypes
(I use the word 'stereotype' because of the tendency to deal in readily
available and reductively simple terms) though some are more basic end per-
sistent than others., We cannot say, either, that they contain a definite
blend of so-much fact with so-much fiction. Some may believe in or rely on

them more than others, depending psrtly on the individual's own background
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ond status; and some stereotypes muoy embody © more uccurate crystollisation
of life thon others. Amusement, cycicism or fear moy be doninent in the
employment of them. But whot motters above all for 01d Comedy's exnlicit
and implicit use of them is that they ore, in an objective sense, popularly
intelligible ond enjoyable: that is, for any given cotegory, 8 muajority

will be invulnerable to the same cherge, and so will be cspable of freely
appreciating the applicotion of it to someone else; for ridiculing ond
abusive stereotypes tend to confirm the violues and behoviour of the mojority,
proscribing the aberrstions of minorities. On top of the normel difficul-
ties of judging how seriously someone is using a category, 0ld Comedy's
personal jokes need especislly careful attention before we can take them as
informotive about their butts because they were offered on occosions of
licensed entertainment, a fsct which increases the sotirist's scope for
distortion or invention es much sas it allows him the onportunity to expose
disreputable truths. In any perticulor cese, of course, it remains possible
that a joke will in fact exploit the truth about a person's psrentoge, flute-
playing or sexual habits, end it is certainly in general clear that jokes

on any one subject are not directed ot rondom targets: there will usually

be a correlation between the contents of the joke snd the identity of the
terget (though this need not be true for some virulent forms of sbuse). But
that correlotion may vary grestly, and it is importent to realise, if we are
not to give up Jjokes as necessarily unintelligible where our knowledge of
the subject is slight, that the impetus behind an allegotion or comic imoge
may sometimes come more from the humorous potential of the tonic of the

joke than from the cherscter of the target. In short, the number of jokes
about non-citizen origins in 01d Comedy may be less o reflection of the
stotistics of illicit citizenship in late fifth-century Athens than a nat-—
ural comic exnloitation, for the pleasure of those who could afford to feel
immune to suspicion, of the power of such allegstions in a society where
citizenship was the fundamental privilege that it wos, but where, in the

absence of bureaucrstic record-keeping, doubt sbout the legitimicy of it in
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pirticuler coses would not be essily refutable.

To give these issues a concrete applicetion, I shell end this chapter
by looking briefly at two sets of personal jokes sgninst individuvals eabout
whom we hsve no evidence outside 01d Comedy, but for whose satiricsl treot-
ment we can perhaps still discern some of the rsison d'étre, Acesto:'bel—
ongs to the group of torgets whose ponulority with comic poets lasted for
more thon twenty yeors. lle is mentioned in Crotinus fr. 85 ond Collias fr.
13, both doting from some yeors before Wasps 1221, his first appearance in
Aristophanes; slso at Birds 31 and in Metsgenes fr. 13 and Theopompus fr.
60, which tske us into the lest decsade of the century, and in Eupolis fr.
159, which belongs to Kolakes of 421. The projected imege of him is re-
morksbly consistent: the suggestion that he is not an Athenian citizen is
presented in some form in all the comic references to him, ond this was
crystallised in whot Birds 31 suggests was a familisr nickname, EO/(KMS.

Yet it is equally clear from Birds 31 ff. (cf. Metagenes fr. 13) thet
Acestor was in possession of citizenship., Why, then, should the comic
poets have returned so often to the sallegation sgainst him? Pert of the
answer, I would sugrest, must lie in the foct thot Acestor was a performing
tragic poet and must heve been primsrily familiar to theatre sudiences in
this role. The claim of non-citizen birth sgoinst him must hove hod a
different force from the same cleim ogainst a politicsl figure, for it will
hove been impossible to dissociate it from lmowledge of Acestor's profess—
ion: the comic poets' jokes sre likely to have been felt as being specific-
ally related to the festivals at which Acestor had nroduced plays, ond the
sense of citizen soliderity implicitly drawn on by the jokes will heve been
more cultural than political, though we know of st least one non-Athenian,
Ion of Chios, who competed at the drsmatic festivols in the fifth century.
0f course, how seriously the jokes were taken would depend pertly on how
firm a basis there was for them in the facts of Acestor's life., We connot

get st the truth at this point, but it is obviously more importont for our
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understanding of the jokes to ask whether the theotre nudiences who heard
them will necessarily hive been better informed. It will not do to assert
49

"Acestor...was evidently snother foreigner..." This hos often been token

for granted, but if Acestor was evidently 8 foreigner, how could he hold on

to citizenship? But why otherwise should most Athenians have known whether
Acestor's citizenship was legitimste? Perhaps there had been a scandal such
as a8 court—cose, but it would be tendentious to assume one. If we could
rely on thé scholisst on Birds 31, who claims that Theopompus had called
Acestor's father zaémdg, we might be dealing with an old chsrge: how could
many of those who heard Metagenes! snd Theopompus's jokes on the subject
after 410 be expected to know or remember the source of all this? The
tradition was poartly transmitted by <comedy itself, I would suggest, but to
acknowledge this is to recognise that many of Aristophanes' audience may
have been no more able to disentangle facts from allegations than we sre,
and that their appreciation of jokes against Acestor cannot have been a
matter of matching up the satire with a reality independently known to them.
If we read Ukwélﬁtqu at Wasps 1221 we can see that the possibility existed
of the theme simply turning into a standard joke sgainst the family: cf, the
joke against Cleisthenes' son at Frogs 422?7 Once the theme was established
in comedy, and so long as Acestor was active enough to kecp him a familier
nome with clear associstions, the gibe of foreign origins, whotever its
origin, would have all the comic justification it needed, though we should
not overlook the possibility that W. 1220 f. preserves & genuine hint of a
connection with Cleon which may have been an implicit factor in the jokes
against him,

Another long-lasting butt was the flute-player Chairis, who apnears to
have become a byword for incompetence on the instrument., If we take his
comic reputation to be an accurate reflection of his capabilities, however,
an oddity immediately suggests itself: if Chairis was so bad, why was he

ever employed to pley the flute, or how did he become notorious? Ach., 15
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f. seems, in context, to refer to a performince by Chairis st one of the
main State festivals, We should note, moreover, thot most of the jokes
about him suggest thot he still practises his instrument and is likely to
turn up unexpectedly; it would be strange, therefore, if the reputation
could be simply traced back to a single notorious occasion in the past. We
cannot hope to penetrate to the truth in such a case, but in addition to
doubting whether Chairis was simply a bad player I would like to point to
one factor which may hove ployed a part in giving the references to hin,
and the development of his reputation, some comic intelligibility. Although
flute—~-players had an important enough role in dramatic productions and on
other occasionsy they do not seem to have been highly valued, If the ngqf
wa)«*és preserved by Athenaeus (8.837 E) encapsulates an attitude that
existed in the fifth century, Chairis might heve been picked on to repres-
ent the epitome of his profession:

xvEe\ Hi\v oo?u\»\fﬁe\ Best vdov evK Evé{)uv‘o{v

AN’ 3’940( -rf:J Pusiv ;(\3 VOO§ EWTIETATHA .

A possage in Aristotle's Politics (VIII, vi. 1340b-41b) refers to the view
that an instumental accomplishment in music was F&vxuaov e Although Aris-~
tqtle himself is not nrepared to give unqualified assent to this attitude,
he does pick out flute-playing as being perticularly vulnerable to this kind
of criticism and praises 60 TQATEPOV for forbidding the practice of the
flute by Tuv VeV KL Ty ékeueééwvsh Part of the objection to the ad-
vanced playing of an instrument might be that it was s professional activity:
the performer, like the tradesman, offered a service for which he required
payment, We cannot simply project such attitudes onto Aristophanes' audi-
ences, but it is worth noticing that the joke about Chairis at Peace 950-
55 suggests not just that he turns up ;h&kqﬂg' and forces one to listen to
his bad playing, but thet he requires ond pesters for payment (TrogéJiTz
gﬁ%vv , 955)e A further element in the comic treatment of Chairis may also

be less of a response to one men's peculiarities then a satirical crystall-

isation of what might be light-heartedly treated as general choracteristics



of the profession. The flute-player's art moy hove sometimes seemed
physically ludicrous: the reduction of his activity to ¢w63v’ implies this
(Ach. 863, 868, Birds 954); end by Aristotle's dey at least ( foctics
1461b 30-32) olr)kvrr’u/ sometimes engaged in physical antics as well as
playing the instrument. If such behsviour goes back further, it could well
be referred to in the gibe at Chairis st Ach. 15 f.: Sli€Tpé&“v, whether
it refers to the neck or the eyegt shows thut.‘ﬂdeéxu@i should here mean
something ﬁore thon 'peeped out' (it prepores for the poradox of 6’(:9(0\: );
Dicaeopolis could make the point clear by s piece of mimicry. We should

at least be open to the possibility thet Chairis was paying the comic pen-—

8lty for characteristics thst were not veculiar to him,
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Notes

1.

2.
3.

4,

7.

8.

9.
10,

I should make it clear at the start thaot I do not intend by my use of

.the word ! joke' to imply anything precise about the intention or tone of

particular passages, I mean by my application of the word to a section
of a speech, dialogue or song only that it involves some kind of comic
criticism, abuse, ridicule or insinustion against a person: whether, and
to what degree, a given passage has the cavnacity to do more than arouse
laughter, by provoking serious reflection, evoking strong feelings or
influencing attitudes and maybe even behsviour, is too delicate oand com—
nplex a subject in most cases to be given consideration in this thesis.

I do, however, in general object to the common assumption that we can
automatically infer the poet's attitudes from his choice of satirical
meterial,

See Steinhausen (1910),

Quite a lot of the material was put into sets of categories by Halbertsma
(1855), Harwardt (1883), Frohde (1898), esp. ch. 2, van Hook (1927-8),
and Schmid (1946) pp. 16ff., but all of these omit much., Moreover,

apart from Schmid, who is only offering an outline of the subject, all
these scholars were much too uncritical oend tended to take jokes at face
value. Even Harwardt, who wes following the lead of Miuller-Strubing
(1873) and who showed some sensitivity to comic distortion end invention,
too often goes along with scholiastic inferences,

Quaest, Conv. 711f -~ 12a, It is odd thet Plutarch's exsmples - Cinesias,

Laispodias and Lampon - sre far from obscure targets.

These figures, ond others in this section which are not substantiated
in notes, can be checked against the material collected in the Index of
Names,

Fr. 18 (Timon: but cf. pp.57f.), fr. 20 (Lyceas, not mentioned in Birds,
Teless, Peisander snd Execestides), fr. 21 (Meton), fr. 22 (Nicias), fr.
26 (Syracosius).

Melanthius: Eupolis fr, 164. It heppens that Melanthius is mentioned
also in Leucon fr, 2, from the third play (Phratores) st Dionysia 421,

Note, at the most rudimentery level, the inconsistency of cross-refer-—
ence to other jokes against the seme targets within the pleys of Arist-
ophanes. It has to be admitted, of course, that we do not know how
systematic or careful the {KKTM?566P£MO\ actually were, so some of the
blame might lie with them. Cf. ch. 2 n. 13.

See pp. 714., and the refs. in ch. 3 n. 46.

CGF 100. There is also the claim of 2 Nu. 353 snd 675 (end cf. C.



26

adesp. 64), though no detsils are given ond we need to bewnre of such
vagueness in the scholia., Cf, Steinhausen (1910) p. 31.

11, Cf. ch., 3 n. 48,

12, Glsucetes, Melanthius, Pheidiss, Sophocles, Teleas.

13. Brasidas, Morychus, Pheidias.

14, Note the comments of Dover (1972) p. 211,

15. Note the example discussed by Gomme HCT i. p. 374 n.l.

16. Geissler (1925) p. 53; he denies that Crstinus fr. 233 refers to the
same man (p. 20), but it might well do.

17. Geissler loc. cit.

18. op. cit. p. 34.

19. Geissler, it should be noted, ignores the evidence of personal references
where he has other criteria to employ: e.g. in dating Eupolis's Chry-

soun Genos to the 420's (p. 35) he does not consider the reference to

Pantacles, mentioned elsewhere only at Frogs 1036~8, in fr, 296.

20, See the Index of Names and References under: Acestor, Alcibiades, Cellias,
Cinesias, Cleisthenes, Cleon, Cratinus, (?) Dieitrephes (cf. n. 16
above), (?) Euathlus, Euripides, Hipponicus, Hyperbolus, Lamschus,
Lempon, (?) Leucolophides, (?) Lycon, (?) Lysicrates, Melanthius, Pemph-
ilus, Pericles, (?) Philocles, Phrynichus Com., Socrates.

21, Analysis of jokes sometimes fsils by ignoring this relstion. Freud
quotes a question-end-snswer joke ("Have you teken & bath?", "What? Is

there one missing?" : Jokes and their Reletion to the Unconscious,

Engl. trans. by J. Strachey, The Pelican Freud Librery vol. 6, p. 85):
he points out himself that the expression 'taken 8 bath' is crucisl,
yet asserts that "the joke lies not in the question but in the answer";
but in fact the joke must lie in the combinsation.

22, The Greeks did 'tell jokes', comic Adyot or uOBol that had sffinities
with the Aesopic fable and the apophthegm: cf., Wasps 1176 ff,, 1382
ff., 1401 ff,, 1410 f., 1427 ff. For the Hlellenistic neriod we have the
XQ@E&L of Machon snd the seyings of Stratonicus, ond, later still,
the joke-~book Philogelos.

23. Compare Plautus Aul. 297-320, where Anthrax's snecdotes about Euclio
are in effect a series of jokes told to s keen sudience.

24, On the attribution of lines here see Suss (1908) pp. 20 f. = Newiger
(1975) p. 10 .

25, See E.H. Gombrich, 'The Cartoonist's Armoury', Meditations on a Hobby
Horse (3rd edn., 1978), pp. 127 ff., esp. p. 131,

26, Platnesuer's view od loc., following Herwerden, that line 270 is "taste-

less" end "silly-clever'" and (therefore, note) not by Aristonhenes, is



7.

es8.

29.

30.

31.

32,

33,

34,

stoted without argumentation and would lerve on elaboritely prepored
Joke with a peculisr resolution, for aﬂékuls aﬂiT@fﬁquS is not
necesserily s statement about a person, yet Trygreus's <o \¢ ....'Ubde/

(A EK£2VOS so evidently is. Pecce 270 in fect provides the

desirable setirical fullness: the exnlicitness of identification, and an
eleboration of the point of the imcgery (cf. Newiger (1957) pp. 27-30).
Note that et 282 f. an equivalent elucidetion is given of the identity
of the Sparten &)irqgﬁdrog y even though the repetition of the joke
pattern mokes this less essential. TIor the pattern of Peace 269 f, cf.
Birds 13 f., snd Cratinus fr. 71 (where Cobet, see Kock's note, wented
to remove Pericles' name!). Msrzullo (1970—72) p. 87 also crgues for
excision of 270,

Cf. Dover (1972) pp. 60 f., though note that Nu. 501 f. is not necess—
arily 'srtificial': it svits sn eager but naive pupil who idolises his
teachers.,

Cf. Wosps 22 f, with MacDowell's note.

See Dover's edn. pp. xcv f,

The joke at 167 f. might be taken to involve the whole sudience: see
p.219.

The sterility of such classificstions is well demonstreted by the eff-
orts of Halbertsma (1855) and Frohde (1898) ch. 2.

A History of Ancient Greek Litersture (1897) p. 292. Murray later rej-

ected his esrlier assessment of Aristophenes: Murray (1923) p. vii.

For homosexual jokes see Dover (1978) pp. 135 ff. The sudience: the
only fifth-century evidence which might suggest thot women attended the
theatre, Peoce 962-7, cen just as easily be taken to imply the opposite,
or at any rete thet hardly eny women were there; ond on the other side
we have Peace 50 ff., Birds 793-6, Thesm. 395-7, Eccl. 1144-8 and other
passages (not given proper consideration by Neverre (1900) pp. 53 ff. or
by many more recent treatments of the issue). Perhaps most importent is
the argument from silence, which hos never been given its full weight:
if there hcd been a sizeable number of women in the audience, would
Aristophanes have let the female choruses of Lys. (648 ff.) and Thesm,
(785 ff.) address the avdience and moke comparisons between the sexes
without giving any indication whatsoever that they were talking to both
men and women?

For jokes outside Aristophenes about rivesls see: Cratinus frs. 200,

307, Hermippus fr. 64, Eupolis fr. 78, Plato fr. 70, Strattis frs. 20,
54, Cratinus fr., 15 is a8 joke sbout &n archon, and Eupolis fr. 124

mey hove been one (a Cleocritus was srchon the year thot Demoi wss pro-
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duced). FEupolis fr. 306 is about s choregos (cf. Aristophrnes fr.
551), and for hits at 8o ra\oL see Cratinus frs. 15 and 256, CGF
56,55 f.

35. Cf, Ussher on Eccl., 363 f.

36. See Lewis (1970)

37. See Dover on Nu. 985.

38, Cf. p. 44 below,

39. Cf. 2 Ren. 1485 with Ghiron-Bistogne (1976) s.n.

40. See MacDowell on W, 78 and p., 37 below.

41. Supposiﬁg )@ﬂN{«S at W, 151 to refer to him, but this is for from cert-
ain,

42, See p. 66 below,

43, See p. 41 below.

44, Assuming him to be the dithyrambic poet, for whom cf._QIQ?pp.Bo{,

45, As the object of psrody at Pl, 290 ff. To be distinguished from the
Philoxenus in the Index of Names.

46. See Ussher on Eccl. 21-3.

47. Cf. Dover (1974) p. 32, and Andocides fr. 35 (B1. - F.) [: Evm
1007] on Hyperbolus's father,

48. Muller-Strubing's discussionﬁp550—65) of Acestor's family is badly
vitiated by the fact that in Z Av. 31 we should read TeoSHYoPEUEEY
11&9xbh§ sy not Wl&ﬁkevév s so there is no evidence that Acestor and
Tisamenus were related: cf. Theopompus Com, fr. 60. The soeme flaw is
to be found in, e.g., Starkie's ond Rennie's notles on Ach. 603.

49, Barrett, in Bsrrett and Sommerstein (1978) pe 327 n. 3.

50, Cf. also the jokes against three generations of Callias's family (see
Cratinus fr., 11 and Metagenes fr. 13), and for jokes against father and
son see the cases of e.g. Cephisddemus and Euathlus, Leucolophides and
Adeimantus, Lycon and Autolycus.

51, Some xqufa{ were slaves: e.g. the Hicesius mentioned at Andoc. 1.12.

52, 'Squint' seems the best sense with Wav ¢ cf, Miller, TAPA 76 (1945)

p. 76, with Kn. 175 and Av. 177. For the remote possibility of a
sexual meaning see Henderson (1975) pp. 180f,
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The Scholis on Personal Jokes

Apart from the intrinsic generol interest which the Aristonhanic
scholia' have for us as documents of and evidence for the history of Class~-
ical scholarship, those scholia which bear on nersonsl jokes sre worth
attention for two closely related reasons, In the first nlace, smong
their ultimste sources were works on the prosonogranhy of Attic Comedy, the
Kwyﬂibéﬁfvét, end, sterting further back, the monographs oand commentories
of Hellenistic scholars, and all these works were compiled by writers who
had access to a large amount of 0ld Comedy now lost to us, &s well as to
a veriety of other kinds of literary and some documentary evidence not-
entially relevant to the understanding and apprecistion of the jokes.
Despite the multiple processes of selection, compiletien and, no doubt in
some cpses, traduction to which the findings end oninions of Hellenistic
scholars were subjected over the period of centuries thet intervened bet-
ween their work and the incorporation of some of its contents in our sch-
olia, and despite the consequent difficulty of tracing back any paerticuler
interpretation to its source, even when & scholar is named in part of e
notei it remains worthwhile to examine and assess the scholia on individual
jokes as a notential source of wvelusble informetion or ideas not svailable
elsewhere. In psrticulor, as this thesis should amply demonstrste, we
often depend on the fragments from and testimonies to lost plays preserved
in the scholis, even if their form is sometimes wore tentalising than in-
formative., DBut there is a second reoson for & thorough evalustion of what
the scholio offer us on the jokes, which lies in the use made of them by a
ma jority of modern commentatoréi Many of these commentetors have often
seemed unable or unwilling to do more then reproducé or psranhrase the
scholissts! annotations on the jokest They have been generally content to
depend on scholiastic assertions &8s evidence indenendent of the text,

without sufficiently scrutinising these assertions themselves; and this has
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involved a correlative failure to nrobe the contexts, substence and comic
mechanisms of the jokes., By this process a whole set of sssumptions im-—
plicit in the scholisstic treotment of the jokes have, I believe, been
taken over unthinkingly by modern scholars. It is peradoxical that while,
as Suss said of the Aristonhenic scholia, 'am schwichsten sind die Bemerk-
ungen uber die sogennanten Kw’.L(t)SoL,‘}&EVOL'i yet modern scholars heve tended
to moke more use, snd more uncriticel use, of this section of the scholia
then of anj other, My twin aims in what follows sre, therefore, to try to
throw into relief the distinctive features, ond especially wesknesses, of
the attitude to the jokes which the scholia represent, and ot the same
time to furnish some illustration of the wesys in which the approaches of
modern commentators have been influenced by the scholie. In order to savoid
being both invidious and tiresomely long-winded, I have not attempted to
fulfil the second of these aims as systematically ss I might hsve done. 1
em concerned to highlight & tendency, not a universal practice, snd heave
thought it more appropriste to cite modern commentators selectively in
connection with individual cases. My selections could essily be sunonle-
mented, though as it is there are probably more than enough for most tastes.
I‘have tried to strike a balance between leaving general indictments unsub-
stentiated and offering a string of names (with inevitsble repetitions) in
every other note.

Before I begin the detsiled anslysis of the scholia, I want to discuss
briefly a point in the history of #ncient study of the jokes. Vslusble

though Steinhausen's KQMWIAOVMENO)! remains, I believe that he may have

underestimated the importence of the monographs send commentaries written esrl-
ier than the Kwyyébéyewol for the loter understonding of the jokes and

for what we find in the scholisy, and exsggeraoted the ease with which met—
erial could be attributed to the Kuyu?506PJNOL. Although there seems to

hsve been no systemstic interest in KhquébéyivoL before Ammonius, pupil of

¢ . .
Aristarchus, Steinhausen overlooked one apnarent link between Ammonius's

work snd thet of earlier scholars. We know thet both Aristophisnes of
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Byzantium and his punil Cellistratus wrote monogranhs th\l érdteavg, and
Ammonius himself wrote a work Fée\l v >Ae);v.‘6c éTa(QfSqu. These works
will not heve had much to ssy sbout 01d Comedy:o though they will have used
material from Middle and New, Dut it is easy to see thet a similer kind of
scholarly interest lies behing these and the Kw;ut)gcu/}aévotuz we shovld rem-
ember thet Herodicus (and perhaps the same wes true of others) probebly
arranged his Kwpct){oé}ttvm according to categories or types of per‘son‘.2 It
seems to me very plausible thaot in 3*¥ Wasns 1032 (~Z*Y E_gé_c_g 755), in the
reference to Eratosthenes' failure to recognise Cynna the éTou,eo( s, we hoave
a note which goes back to one of the avthors of works ve(;‘. E‘mte(:)v. More
generally, Steinhausen was rsther unfair to the earlier Hellenistic schol-
ars whose interpretations of jokes are occasionally recorded in the s;cholia‘.3
Quite apart from the possibility of an individual scholar being misrepres-
ented, we must keep in mind the tendency of the scholia sand some of their
sources to cite an author by name only when dissgreement with him is being
expressed. If we were likewise to judge the comonilers of wag&éya‘/ox
simply on the basis of those scholia where they are explicitly mentioned
(e.g. =Y Wasns 1238: see below), we should not essily arrive at a high
opinion of them. But my point here concernsn[ctt,he merits of perticular
interpretations or prosopographical comments but the general neture of the
ancient scholarly activity that lies behind our scholia on personal jokes,
and it seems to me improper to attribute virtuelly all of the material in
these scholia to the le.ut.)&()}.xivm, as Steinhsusen does, when the scholia
themselves suggest much more of a mixed tradition of the work of comment—
ators and the suthors of Kwp.t::foé)&ivu. This cen be seen cleerly from ;
Z”}Lz. 281, where we find alongside one another references to fmo/.mi}ué-m
and to Kw’ut;é‘oéyiv«o(: %v f’,v(aS Crro}uv],po(mv ves XAN? o?z{oz}ws Kexwfw:agn‘rdl‘f
There are also a number of scholia in which importent interpretetions ere

attributed to scholsars earlier than the Kw}utl&()f«ivm., but where no obvious

reference to the latter is found: see e.g. ZY Av., 440, W. 675 (both
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discussed below), In whet follows I shall only very occasgionslly have
anything to say obout the origins of scholiestic assertions or claims, but
it is as well to be cleer from the start thet the trsdition behind an
unettributed statement may often go back to esrly Hellenistic scholarship?
We certasinly cannot nretend thet the nresuppositions about 01d Comedy's
satire which underlie the scholia's trestment of jokes were a neculisrity

1
of scholership in the imperial and early medievel periods.

t e e S AL S LT ELELE S SE TS LR

It might be said that the scholissts' treatment of the jokes is per-—
meated by an assumption, discernible behind Plutarch's well-known ststement
of the difficulty of understanding 01d Comedy's jokes at dinner (Qusest.
Conv, vii. 8 (712 a)), that comprehension of a joke will necessarily involve
matching it up with a factual background independent of the joke. This is
an only psrtially justified assumption, but the damage that it hes done to
the scholia's approach is due to the fact that it has been coupled with an
unreadiness to admit ignorence of the supposedly requisite facts, Despite
the antiquity of some of the views which we find in the scholis, it hes to
be said thet the general standard of intellection in their interpretstion
of jokes is loJ: end this fact needs to be given full weight when the rel-
iability of their information in perticuler cases is being assessed. At
their worst the scholia commit flagrent factual errors of chronology or
identification, so rudimentary thst it would be pointless to dwell too
long on them. No-one is likely to be impressed by ZVY W, 61's attempt to

find a reference in that line to Thesmophoriazusse, The chronological

relation between Knights end Cretinus's Putine, recognised in =V KEn, 400,
is overlooked in 2 Kn, 526 (compsre Callimachus's error over the relation
between Marikes and the two versions of Clouds in 2f Nu. 553: cf, $E Nu.

549, 581, Sk 591)c 2" Kn. 794 tries to understand the reference to
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Archeptolemus there in terms of events leter than the first nerformance of
the piay. None of these notes has influenced modern interpretations of

the jokes, but such has been the general reliance among commentators on
scholiastic assertions thot in et lesst one cese a mistake as bad as any of
those just cited hes, though recognised, not prevented some modern scholers
from sccepting the interpretetion for which the factual error is the only
basis. XY W. 1025 explains the line and its context as an allusion to

Eupolis, and 8 quotation from Autolycus (= fr. 57), produced two years later

than Wasps, is supplied as supnort for the expleanation. The chronology is
incoherent, the reassoning feeble, for Eupolis cannot be the subject in the
quotatiod: snd there is in any case no need to understand the given pass-
age of Wasps as hsving a recognisable applicstion to e particular rivel,
though the scholiastic dissotisfection with this latter suggestion can be
gauged from the notes on the equivelent passage in Peace ( Z*¥ 740, ZY 141,
763). Yet modern adherence to the scholiast's interpretation of W. 1025
has been considerable, snd the wording of the note hss been accordingly
altered to eliminste the nonsense?

loving beyond the most obvious mistskes of foct, we find the scholia's
treetment of personal jokes chsracterised by s general superficielity, by a
failure to try to understand anything other than their ostensible sotirical
content. At its nlainest this superficiality reveals itself in the prec-

tice of providing uninformstive naraphrases of the comic imputstions which

the jokes carry. >® Ach. 843 offers Ko(Tol‘lT;/beJV...kthl?gé?le as a

comment on the chorus's allegation of quuﬁQwKT(x sgainst Prenis (like-

wise Z™ Ach, 716 on Alcibiedes). If Didymus reslly cleimed that Philocles
> /

and Theagenes were oqvcgwstJS sy 8 valuveless annotation on Birds 1295 (ZR'),

then this practice evidently goes beck beyond the compiletion of the scholie

in the form in which we have them., It is no help to be told thst Ach, 852

is a joke sbout Cretinus's malodorousness (Zz% ), end the epitome of redund-

ency is to be found in 2R Ren. 966, where fd)‘ﬁayyO)\oy)(vTrqv&g«L is glossed:
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dﬁﬂﬂhyyug Kol AéYX“I Kd} Gﬂﬁvug gxovr£J . Multinlication of examples

is unnecessery; but it is worth recording these litersl-minded corments as
one triviel menifestation of sn attitude to Aristonhanic setire whose more
serious forms and deeper imnlicetions I shall shortly try to exnose. The
attitude is chsracterised, I shall argue, b;YLnderlying inclinetion to treeot
satirical ststements and sllegations ss though they were simple stotements
of fect. Another facet of the seme ettitude is the scholia's fidelity to
the satirist's own moral terms and judgements, end tliis too deserves some
explicit demonstration. It is most easily illustrated by the scholia's
common use of'ﬂbvq95S3° So far as I cen see, they do not exhibit eny fine
discriminstion in their applicetion of it; in their hends it does not re-
flect nuances of political or social criticism, but the mere fact that an
individuael is the target of esbusive jokes. It is true that occurrences of
the word mey sometimes reproduce an element from en originsl joke: this can
be seen to be the cese in.‘ZE.ﬁgg. 710, where the commentator apnlies the
sdjective to Eusthlus and quotes from Aristophenes' Holkades, where it is
used of the seme man, This might &aso explein the oddity st the end of

>V Av. 1294: Sw(F;tMtt 8 slTov 9 ¢ Eivov 0 Zs_g Tovneov . But it will
hardly do to justify in this wey 811 the many cases where the scholiast
uninformetively wields ﬂbvneés as 8 crude way of implying feith in the
satirical imputotion or judgement made egainst & charecter (naturally, a
comic poet cen also use ﬂbvn(ég end similer words uninformstively, but thet
is a different matter). 2?'51, 766 begins with e rare admission of ig-
norance (see below), in this cese sbout o Wei6iou ; but goes on to state
thet Cratinus mentioned him in three of his pleys in such & way as to show
thet he was one of Twv Alav ﬂbvne&iv « Nothing is hereby sdded to our know~
ledge; we sre given a vegue morsal charscterisation which does not help us
to decide the importent and necessary question whether the son of Peisias

was 8 convicted criminel, & man only suspected or rumoured to have committed

some trsitorous deed, or the terget of perhaps fictitious allegetions with,



45

88y, 8 political motive behind them, A more nrecise account of the Cret—
inean references might have helped us to decide. It is similerly frustret—
ing to be told in 2" Av. 1298 that Meidies S\dﬁo/tk)\i‘rd(..... € T Tovneiov,
¢£S.HA&TMV £ N(Kd{g ¢ even if Pleto Comicus used Tkwqeés or'ﬂbvneﬁﬂ in

the context to which the scholiast refers (= fr. 80), which is a possibil-
ity, we sre none the wiser thsn we would be if we were told just that
Meidias wes the object of & joke in Nikei. ﬂbvneég if often slipped in with
other more informative terms, edding not information but an imnrecise derog-
atory colour: e.g. ﬂbvweBJ Ket | guiTqu (vaggggg.soa), &fﬂd% Kt ﬂbvqeég
a ToluTeaypuwy (ER Ay, 798), &vx(cSBy\TcS Kol \ dBovepos K T'°W\9"’§ (ZRY
Av, 1295). Empty fidelity to the standpoint of the setirist himself could
hardly be carried beyond the point to wiich 2% Eccl. 185 takes it, where
égquﬂanegs EGTt is the scholiast's only comment on Tov Y’qucgeuov /
'ﬂbvqeév ktAs I might just add thet reproduction of the satirist's moral
judgements (or what ere taken to be such) is a prectice not confined to
ancient commentetors., Many exsmples might be svyplied: see e.ge. Neil on

En., 1276, "Ariphrades was a disgrace (though & pupil of Anaxagoras)".

The litersl-minded superficiality end moral naiveté of the scholie are
in fact only two symntoms of & much more serious and extensive wealkmess in
their approsch to personel references in Aristophenes. This weakness con-
sists in the tendency to tske &8ll comic sssertions, imputotions and inn-
vendo at fece-value. This redical neiveté is consistently reedy to trest
the contents of Aristophanic jokes &s propositions of historicel fact -
whether sbout political events, personel 8pneerance, individuel cheracter or
‘behaviour., The sstirist is implicitly conceived of 8s & purveyor or rev-
ealer of truth, snd his personal imeges cen be transformed from their col-
ourful or oblique comic mode into plein factuel stestements, though wheregdver
possible the terms of the original imege should be preserved. This attit-
vde, end the precticel procedures of trenslation or pereaphrase which em—

body it, so pervades the scholie that it hss seeped into e me jority of mod-
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ern commentaries on the plsys end hos given rise to the general prejudice
thot Aristophenic nersonsl jokes must all heve had o rether straightforward
factusl background to which they refer or allude. The task of interpret-
ation seems to be conceived of as being to reconstruct, with the help of the
scholiay, what that bsckground amounted to in each case. An snelysis of the
scholia cennot alone remove that nrejudice, but it may sct es 8 valusble
prelude to the attemnt to define 8 positive a2lternative by showing up the
artificial and tendentious nature of the old anprosch end its working ®ss-
unmptions,

The scholiestic inclination to teake jokes st face-~value is everywhere
apparent, Zﬁ;égh. 11's principal comment of the joke sbout Theognis in
thet line is: @éoyvtg... 051‘0] T?*Y‘QS&K 'WON\W\\S TR0 ‘}’UXGéS e A very sim-
ilar note is to be found in X Ach, 140 and in the papyrus scholior:‘on the
seme line (cf. e.g. "le froid Theognis", ven Dsele on Ach. 11; Rogers on
Thesm, 170)., The comic imege or reputation is turned into fsct about the
man; there is no attempt to sepsrate the two things. Another relstively
hermless instance of this practice is 3® Ach. 16, where Cheiris is des-
cribed as K\Qa(hf@ég Kotk o(':a?ufﬁgg $VAe§ ; the judgement is repested in %Y
Av., 858, snd taken over by some moderns (e.g. ven Daele on Ach., 16, Plet-
nauer on Pesace 951) -~ no questions are asked sbout how or why a particuler
auletes should be so well-known as a bad player. It méy seem pedsntic to
quibble over these and other similarly brief notes, which efter 8l1ll might
reasonably be defended in themselves as convenient wsys of expressing what
is sometimes put in a sliéhtly fuller and more precise formula employing
K“’/‘*‘?S‘:T‘“ ’ %Kw)ut)gijfc ’ SMPél\kéT&l ’ OKGTTEL or the like, But this fluct-
uation between formulse msy seem more significant when we consider, for
exemple, the scholia on the three references to Execestides in Birds, where
we move from ToG‘roV tfé) EéVoV SMF&)/\O\N’« (ZRV 11) to WoRXaL)(aG ’iTeosfrro/\?,v
ot gfl.VOS c:STOS (2% 764) snd &7 Fc/(eﬁdes; ’Egv\Kio”r(B\g Tteo&/evl‘ro(,t ( 2RV

1527). The difference in kind between say an sllegation of incompetence
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and one of %iv(d is plso germane: we meke a lerger ond more definite ass-
umption in sccepting the latter. The general sttitude to the jokes is such
thet the slide from neutrsl paraphrase to trensletion into fect seems natur-
al. Further, when we encounter 2% Ach. 270 (cf. =€ 560), where it is soaid
of Lemachus GV;V... ¢IA°W§XG)AOS cho_s, or find the scholirst asserting of
Cleisthenes, OU?TDJ... &Ex -n\> \/évuov éguea'ro ’nreés To altr &&a’vi&@m ve’oS

( 2&_11_9.11. 118), we have unquestionebly gone beyond the renge of convenient
formulee into the eree of exegesis where satiricel nersonoce are treated es
necesserily faithfuvl imnges of the peonle they renresent, and where the
scholiest is prepsred to meske purportedly factuel clerims about even the mot-
ivetion of 8 terget. Modern comments sometimes slin into this mould even
without scholisstic help. "The incontinent Kinesies" is appearently & desc-
ription that cen be reecovered from Aristonhsnic evidence on the undeclared
assumption that Frogs 366 and Eccl. 330 refer to simnle factsz:. "Gods eand
men had lavghed to see him [CleonymusJ running from the battle of Delium"
was the concrete form which Gilbert Murray's imoginotion geve to & comically
imprecise allegetionf‘s In this light the relatively innocent chsracterisat-
ions of Theognis snd Chairis may seem more significont, When 2ZY Kn, 1374
describes Cleisthenes and Straton as yévw&s ce. koA ‘TTIT‘(O()}.LQ,VG\ T yeEvera
what we are being offered in the guvise of a8 simple note of identification is
of course a definite interpretstion of a satiricsl nicture, an interpret-
ation which takes the truth of the picture for gronted snd fills it out
with fictive explsnatory detail. In the absence of evidence about Cleis~
thenes outside 0ld Comedy it is faetuous and dengerous to try to find facts
in the Aristophesnic treatment of the men, yet the scholiest's shallow stt-—
empts can be easily psrelleled in the commentaries of more recent scholarsf*
The conviction with which the comic nersona of Cleisthenes could be accep-—
ted by some ancient commentators is strikingly shown by zV VYesps 1187:

5 & m\«(.seévgg € ,«a(NXK(/‘:( \/vwebf*éTMTOS, gTﬁeq & \/iwt&?oy v\\ )\D([AWQBS

, s y 2s
K/\’ude?(vlg ou TMAVU <\/Vo.)(>l,tos ?>. In view of the frequency with which the alleg-
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edly pethic Cleisthenes is joked shout in Aristonhenes both before end after
Wesps, snd given thet the noeme wes not 8 common one, the reference at ¥. 1187
can hardly be to anyone else, yet the scholiast here, or one of his sources,
wos evidently reluctsnt to believe that & man ridiculed so persistently for
rgAdKal (and therefore, of course, &8 men who wos ﬂﬁldkéjch. Zﬁyiﬂgg. 427)
covld possibly be imegined as holding the respectsble position of 8 sacred
Beweos.,

We cannot begin to understend or assess Aristoohanic sstire if we do not
recognise snd work with the fundementel distinction between sn allegation or
insinustion and a fact, between & comic imege or reputation snd the reel msn.
Yet the scholis consistently confuse the two cetegories by sutomstically
transleting the first of them into the second, and to & large extent modern
commentators have perpetusted the confusion by their creduvlous relisncé on
the scholia and on the jokes which so often sre their only source. It hes
been sccepted on the basis of Av, 521 by both 2% 8d loc. end some modern
scholarg'that Lampon did use the oath by & goose in real life. >Y Peace
1293 (cf. e.g. 2™ Peace 673) crystallises the Aristophenic trestment of
Cleonymus: Skaas Kol éa¥d67H5 o KAQAV%HQS. The ms jority of modern comm-
entators have been just as ready to believe the terms of the satire. Two
scholie, E}yﬁg, 673 and W 822, show that there was some recognition omong
ancient scholers of the fact that Cleonymus was sctive in politicel life,
yet the implicstions of this for our understending of his satiricsl imege
are nowhere touched on. Cleonymus's cese is not excentionel. We might
compare Peisander ( 03%; ng}\OS ;);V i ZM_{X_Y_. 1556; "Peisendros... Feigling"
Kock/Schroeder, cf. Rogers #d loc.), or Euripides (rudoy6Vq5 y&e o EgpnﬁXhS,
>™ Lys. 283, cf. 368; énd his mother wss a Mx&vom))\fs, e.g. Sk Ach. 457,
Thesm. 910), or Diopeithes (Gwo),wwué&\; ;)"\v, 2Y Av. 988). Though biograph~
ical detail is in short sup»oly, we know enough about Peisander, Eurinides
ond Diopeithes to be sble to make allowances for the distortions in the comic

imeges and for the naiveté of the scholisstic comments. With less well-
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known cherscters it is temnting to rely on the scholin ss though they
supplied independent corroboration of the contents of jokes, when in fact
they ere likely, and can often be shown, to be doing no more thon pareph-
rasing jokes or embellishing their sotiricel implicetions, ZR M, 75,
4>«)\<'9kuﬁo_; 0(51"05, is a nlain inference from the joke, and though the constr-
uction of these lines nrovides 8 good reasson for not terking the imnutetion
at face~value, the inference has been sutomctic in modern commentnries?
SR W, 78 asserts thct Dercylus was a comic actor, 2" that he wos a Kém]kog
\’f; [‘\8900‘\"(5. We know absolutely nothing about the man: both these sssert—
ions sre no more than inferences from the text, yet they have hed modern
a.dherents::8 Ancient end modern commentetors ore also in sgreement in the
quite gratuitous inference from W, 81 f. thet Nicostratus himself was
d)ahoefm\;z 2% Lys. 103, Kwpudetm St G5 SwpoSorog K TEESOTHS Kelx felvos,
looks at first glance ss though it might preserve some indepnendent inform-
ation about Eucrates, or at least about other jokes against him, snd hes
been sometimes so relied oxio, but I believe that the whole note hes nrobably
been derived from the text itself: gweogékcg end T\'eoso"mg sre slternative
sneculotions about the neture of the putative suspicion against Eucrates,
while even gévos may be an obtuse inference from é‘ﬂ] @e{lm{g . 2 on the
very similar joke agoinst Lysicrates ot Birds 512 produces the same kind of
general inference of corruotion, together with the bizerre notion (though
it is st least imeginative, and probably based on & reminiscence of Bgtlg_g_)
thsat Lysicrates was 8 Teut\/uq;v coe Khé'ﬂ‘ﬂl‘(, which at least suggests thet no
independent evidence of a suspicion against Lysicretes had survived: yet
no modern commentator has gone beyond this scholion. Zf Av. 151 asserts
that Melanthius suffered from Aémedv (cf. S®Y Peace 803), but the claim is
very improbeble (it is nowhere hinted at in the other jokes about M lanthius)
and almost certsainly drewn from this one passage. 2Y Ban. 55 provides

two possible identificetions for the Molon mentioned in that line, Is it

just coincidence thst the one candidste is rkéyd)&fw};o_g, the other F‘KQ‘\DS "t;
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diﬁui? These sre, of course, not independently known facts, but mosquer-—
sding interpretation,

The nrocess of trenslstion from joke to fact is not, however, always
eas immediately discernible as in these cases. 5_5 Ach, 710 describes the
orator Euathhs as izeﬁnewkxogywﬁ Addos . As both sdjectives are stendard
terms of abuse in Comedy, it is obvious enough that the scholion does not
derive from an independent source. Eusthlus himself is called X&AQS in Ach,.
705, but I suspect thst the phrase £z'g::ﬂ’gu>scn5 K\ X&Aos hes in fact been
teken from Ach, 716, where it is apnlied to Alcibisdes, who is bracketed in
this passage with Euathlus in the category of slick snd ruthless young
advocates., (A psrallel is perhaps to be found in XY W. 466, where
Px€é£vwg must have found its way into the note from line 474). The
scholion's terms belong st any rate to a stereotyped satirical cheracter—
isation of & particulsr social and political class, but the scholiast offers
us the description of Euathlus not es an index of 8 satirical theme but as
a specific vortreit of the individual, 2ZFf' Ran., 944 describes Cephisophon
as 8 &o0doy of Euripides (cf. 0,\KOY£‘('F\.5 }meémov , Vite Euripides 6), snd
if we had only this one joke sbout Cephisonhon there might be some tempt-
ation to believe the scholisst (though the neme, of course, is hardly e
slove's). But it is cleor from the MSS, of Ach. 395 ff. and from Z & Ach.
395 and 400 thet this notion was the result of an identificetion of Eurip-
ides! slove in Ach, with Cephisophon, an identificetion which there is no
reason to entertain, though it hes received some supnort in more recent
timesf' The origin of an interpretation may be even less apparent then
this. zkv Av. 279 surprisingly asserts: &AF&%)\‘L\... Tc\)v @ilen)‘i/o( fog
8§v&é¢&)ov . Given the unmistekg¢able literary allusion at Av. 280-82, it
is evident thet Philocles' associstion here and st 1295 with two crested
birds is coincidental; the hoopoe in the first passage is not Philocles but
belongs to him, and its crest is not specially pertinent. Yet closer in-

spection reveals thet what we hsve in 2 279 is a projection from the inter—
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pretation of xoQulcls B NckAésy st Av, 1295, wherc its sneculotive neture 1is
clear: p{‘non é%u&i/é‘ou\og i\\v (2%Y). And thet interprertion of kcpugcfg in
turn is interlocked with the belief thet the joke sbout Philocles st Thesm.
168 proves psrticuvlar physical ugliness, which is to take too much for
granted?z Readings of these two pesseres are made to buttress one another,
'as'ZF‘lbggg. 168 demonstrates, though neither is very strong.

In their eagerness to recreate the factusl background of Aristophanic
Jokes, the scholia frequently draw false, unsound or unnecesssary inferences
from the text, and this habit can only reduce even further the trust which
we may place in apparent informstion whose source or reasoning is no longer
discoverable. ZG_A_c_}l. 866 calls Chairis @r\ﬁa&&y, and this has been repeatd
by some modern scholargi but it is a quite unjustified deduction from the
nationality of Dicaeopolis's visitor and his pipers in this scene. 2¢€ Ach.
887 calls Morychus a tragic poet, which no other scholion or ev¥idence about
the man suggests. The source is probably the context of this joke itself,
where Morychus is parallel to T?\)\/b:\&}(o’(\g XOgo'\‘S (886) (I doubt whether the
proximity of Morychus and Melanthius et Pesce 1008f. is germane, but it
might just be). Morychus is also involved in 2‘533. 61, where the ambags-~
adors returning from Persia are identified as oiTﬁ4§ Tev }45éuxpv « This
presents an instance of sométhing I shall say more about below, the assim-—
ilation of the unknown to the known. The scholion rests on the most
specious of connectiongz between the luxury which the ambassadors enjoyed
in Persia and the reputation of Morychus for sybaritic indulgence (e.g.
Ach, 887). Zp‘vé_y_. 877 contains a number of statements which we can see to
be founded on doubtful inference: that Cleocritus is being ridiculed as
dﬁpoueéﬂous; that he was perhaps an actor (Symmachus: an inference from
Frogs 1437? cf. on Frogs 791 below); that he was cfewe(;;s.lg; and that the
joke contains a reference to Kived Vu (Didymus). This last claim reveals

the tortuwousness with which 'information' could be extracted from Jokes.

Didymus arrived at it, so the scholion expleins, by construing a connection
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between this joke end the use mude of (.wu\auw( in Asiatic mystery religion -
but whet should we heve mode of the ploin essertion, e.g. (:)S K{vaeSe s
&eﬁoi)\?‘i‘fo o KK?C;K?""OS? 2R Ach. 1167 preserves, slongside the correct
understanding of fAO‘\VO’/l‘NOS, the rationslisation that Orestes the robber
W)oo’ﬂo(o(;)xivos ru,tv(o(v -rv:).s ﬂde\;*('ris ;(-n'éguav y ond this assertion is re-
neated, in very similsr language, in 2“51. 712, ZY Nu, 1001 bsses ©
cheracterisstion of Hinnocrates' sons on a putative word-play between
vl{awv ond 66‘(\/, and elmost every commentaotor in modern times hes followe::is;
but the pun is unlikely, end the verception of it hss been motiveted by o
preconception about the tergets. SRy Av, 822 regsrds Zgl)@j as the resl
name of Aeschines' fether (cf. 2¥ W. 1267), though it is not elsewhere
than in Wasnsg attested #s & proper name; and Zklllg_s_tp_. 861 reports thst
some ancient scholars believed Phrynondas actually to be the father of
Euripides' kinsman. 2V Wasps 822 describes Cleonymus as ugly, but this is
novwhere else apparent, snd the wording of the note shows that we are deal-
ing with an inference from xod\iﬂz;j. That Phaiax is being ridiculed &t Kn.
1375 £f. g TaeotkpoDwy T )weo’tmca( S¥1377) is en illegitimote embell-
ishment on the theme of the nasssge. Much less obvious is the assertion
in 2Y Kn. 1103 thst Thouphenes was a \c-'ffbyeo(/«/*o(f&;s, which has not been
chellenged by 8 single modern commentator and has been explicitly accented
by most. VWhile we cannot with certeinty rule out the possibility thet
independent informetion sbout Thouvphanes had been somewhere sreserved,

the office here assigned to him may well be no more than en extension of
the interpretation of Kn. 1256 to be found in 2V there. That leter sch-
olion is certainly wrong to csll Phanus a E“(Toy@o(,«)-«o(‘reég; whea tever we make
of UToYeddels KAV in thet line, it cennot signify » kind of yggrﬁdﬂj)s%‘
It is no doubt conceivable that (()Troyedft)AKTitSS has found its way into Y1256
from ZV 1103, but thsat the borrowing was in the opposite direction is

made much more likely by the probability that in = 1256 tﬁroy@o(f(re(’aié_g is

c /
a gloss on U‘WOYP“C"’@S; end thot a borrowing should have occurred at all
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seems plausibly asccounted for by the similarity between the two jokes. In
both jokes a close associote of Cleon is named, with the general satiricsal
intention of insinuating thet the politicien depends on sdjutants. One of
the two associates is given what ancient scholars reedily took to be an
official title; here was motivation for dubbing the other with e similar
title, If Cleon hed possessed a Y{drrdTiéS, which he will not have doné?
the scribe would nrobably heve been & sleve and his neme would herdly heve
been known., The names of Thounhanes and Phanus did mean something to at
least some in Aristonhsnes' audience, for these were a different kind of
men. I might end this paregraph by observing that in the geme of drewing
fectual inferences where the text does not warrant them, modern scholars
con sometimes outplay the scholis. Swoboda, for exemple, felt confident
thaot Wasps 959 could be taken to yield & biographical insight about Laches:
"musische Bildung war him.... fremd,'}gfwesumably Swoboda would not have
been prepared to evaluate Plato Laches 188d, where Laches uses an elaborate
musical metaphor, by the same criterion.

Admissions of ignorance or doubt in the scholia sre very rare (e.g.
SY M, 1178, 1285, Av, 766, 1379, Ran. 791), yet we cen be sure that schol-
issts and their sources, including the Kw)uy&:éfaivm, must often have been
lergely ignorant about the many tergets of Aristophanic jokes who hed left
no obvious traces in other literature; and they sometimes csnnot have been
much better informed sbout even some of those tergets who appeared regul-
arly in both Aristophanes and other 0ld Comedisns., As the next chapter
should mske clear, I do not acce;t that such biogrephical ignorance is
always an obstacle in the way of 8 full understending of personal Jokes,
but it certainly poses a fundamental problem for anyone who believes that
these jokes deal usually and essentially in herd facts, This belief is
implicit in the scholia's trestment of personsl references, yet difficul-

ties of interpretsation ere so rarely acknowledged. It is of some importance

to ask how the scholie coped, end I think thst scrutiny of individual ceases
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will lesd us to the conclusion that where necessary detail was lacking

they either guessed or invented it. 2ZY Rsn. 791 reports that Callistratus
claimed Cleidemides as a son of Sophocles, while Apollonius thought him an
actor; one of them at least is guessing, snd in the absence of reasons or
documentation (a fact which the scholiast himself here comments on scep-
tically) it is quite likely that both of them sre. The story in Shy Vasps
1312 about Sthenelus's pnenury end his consequent need to sell his tragic
6k£uéeu* looks to me very like 8n invention: it posits a highly improbable
theatricel situastion in which an individusl drematist owns his own stsge-—
propertiegz and there are in any case reasons in the nature of the eﬁxdguég
for supposing thet the reference is to an imegined not en actual state of
affairs., =V Wasps 599 describes Euphemius as one of T&v :(yo(v £ Ko)dk&(/?l
glo(PmMO},\f:vwv, but this is surely a thinly disguised and inept guess, der-
iving from the theme of the joke against Theorus. Y Av. 1379 reports that
Euphronius claimed thet Cinesiess the dithyrambist wss X“AOIS’ but this is an
unsubtle and litersl-minded rationelisation of ﬂé&i...KUAXév, sand gets
criticised within the ssme scholion., The inferences sbout the physical
cheracteristics of Diopeithes in 2V _K_n_.1085“(cf. ZY Av. 988) and of Aes-
imus in =% Eccl. 208 are no more secure. SV Av. 1293 explains Menippus's
bird-neme of XF)JXJV'as dve to his zﬂﬂwTPo¢ﬂx and the use of a swallow as

a branding-mark: this is inherently much too recherché to be o likely object
of the joke, and it may well be that someone has simply spun the story out
of the -\Mmos part of the man's name, This suggestion may seem less spec-—
ulative when we notice =& Kn. 1268, where Thoumantis is described as a
rﬁy?@ (the imege of him supplicating Apollo, as well as his nsme, no doubt
helped to encourage this fancy). The relation of Cleainetus to Cleon was
evidently unknown to the sources of 2V Kn. 574 (Cleon's father is ¢slled
Cleonymus in =Y Kn., 44! ), one of which suggested that Cleainetus had been
responsible for a l()vﬁuo“[w( ,u‘] §iv &Oﬁvdt TS &T(’“T‘\YC";S 6(‘0\6‘(\/.

The boldness of the conjecture, the chsracter of which is relevant to a
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group of scholis which I shall shortly discuss, is underpinned by the belief
that the joke must involve a reference to @ determinete factusl bsckground:
but the hypothesis of a ¢ﬁéuqxa is not just conjectursl; it is unnecesssary,
and indeed it makes poor sense of the joke. 2Y Kn. 877 is equally reveal-
ing: 6 8 KAiwv Sv)}uywy&;v Dty Tov AL (sc. (péTree) Zﬁéeqm MV Sq)u’ouf.

The technical meaning of Kn, 877 has been misunderstood, but the result is
a confident, purportedly feoctusl exegesis. SFY on Nu. 676, sdmittedly a
controveréial joke; asserts as the basis of its interpretation thet Cleony-
mus was poor; but this is nowhere else suggested in the many extant jokes
about the man (if enything, it goes against the theme of his voracity) and
it is not cloimed in sny of the other scholis which desl with him: it is not
a fact, although it is presented ss if it were, but a hynothesis invented

to make some sense of this one context. The scholiastic tendency to sssume
or sssert convenient 'facts' cen be clearly discerned in ceses where it is
doubtful whether a name designates a real individual. Mearpsias in Zelégh.
702, Ctesias in 2™ Ach. 839 snd Pyrrendrus in 2" Kn. 901 sre trested as
real people, end Msrpsias is given & colourful cheracterisation; but in all
three cases there are reasons for doubting the existence of contemnoraries
behind the jokes (see below). zV W. 1250 creates a persona for Philoctem—
on, but it looks like a construction put on this one passage, sand it remains
more likely thet here too the joke (if there is one at all) lies in the
etymology of the name,

A relsted feature of the scholia, snother symptom of their inclinstion
to construct a concrete background for every personal reference, is their
occasional hebit of assimilating the unknown to the knowﬁ? There are cases
where interpretation rests on & known fact even though it is necesssrily
irrelevent to the joke. Such is.zkvfzggg 697, where a suggested exnlanstion
of the gibe at Sophocles links it with the noet's dwngnyﬁ! at Samos in
441/0, though, es 2V ib. ad fin. seems to be awsare (6¢é'ﬂb¢i), the context

(see esp. 694) demands thst the reference be to 8n event or state of aff-
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airs belonging to the period since the stert of the war, when Peace left
Athens., More often, however, we find the scholies gratuitously discerning
allusions to known facts or themes, or committing themselves to firm ident-—
ifications, where none is possible or necesssry. SE Nu, 582 discovers in
the mention of the chorus's eyebrows s gibe st Cleon's feacial ta,r)r)e:ss.ra.nce‘t3
S* Nu., 922 tskes the mere mention of Telephus as sufficient grounds for
asserting Sw(ﬁ&)\ku EBG(TT(SP]VQ Aristocrates' nome 8alone accounts for the joke
about him at Birds 125, but 2% ad loc., followed by some modern schola.rs,“
extrapolstes back from the men's later beheviour and thereby perceives &
political point here, ZR Lys. 62 sutomatically identifies the Theagenes
there named with the man satirised as a KO)Aﬂo(d"rn/g elsewhere, but I doubt
(sex Lelow)
whether probable comic sense could be made of this identification[. The
same is true in the case of Myrrhine's husband Cinesias, whom ZR}L. 838
calls a g\eoedrFono’g s, and the Ariphrades of Eccl. 129, whom S® there
labels a ¢O;V(K(0’1’q’3 . These identifications at any rate cannot simply
be assumed, yet all of them have been taken over without argument by some
modern scholarsq:5 Few scholia allow us to see the different stages in the
development of an interpretation as clearly as zv_é_‘_r. 997, which cites
Philochorus, Euphronius and Cellistratus by name and gives us some idesa of
how laters scholars manipulated the information and suggestions inherited
from their predecessors. The starting-point of the issue was Philochorus's
assertion, which carries an archon date with it snd has more entitlement
to be believed than anything else in this scholion, thati Meton had erected
a sun-dial on the Pnquf Later writers, perhaps including Callistratus,
attempted to reconcile this fact with the reference to Colonus in Birds

997, by arguing both that KO)tha,j here meant KoAwvog ’Ayopd?og and that the
Pnyx fell within this latter region. The first of these claims is, of

course, motivated by the second, which itself seems to have been motivated
by the preconceived desire to discover in the line of Birds an allusion to

something which happened to be independently known from Philochorus. The
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whole case is factitious, and none the less so for hsving found wodern
subscriber;? The scholiast himself is sceptical about the attempt to bring
the Pnyx within Kokwvc\ag ’/\\(oeo&‘oj gy 80 the Tive{ who were responsible for
it presumably produced no evidence, and what evidence there is elsewhere
for the location of KOAwV55 ’Ayopot?og' indicetes, as the name itself would
have le#us to believe, that it was some distance from the Pnyéf The inter-
pretations of Euphronius and Callistratus reported in the = practically
prove that if Meton had a connection with one of the Attic places called
Colonus, it was forgotten not long after his death; and in such a matter it
would be historically irrational to put any store by later ancient con-
Jecture (n.b.,A4WoTi) motivated by the tendentious assumption that Birds
997 must tell us something about Meton. The joke in this line operates

by a simple bathos, and the most striking feature of all the guess—work
found in the scholion is its redundancy.,

Many of the examples of unreliability, naiveté and tendentiousness
vhich I have so far produced concern personal characteristics - character,
appearance or behaviour. But the performance of the scholia is of a simil—~
ar kind and standard even where putative historical facts and events of
some consequence are involved, Z€ Ach. 524 imaginatively alleges that
Alcibiades was the moving force behind the ludicrous theft of Megarian
prostitutes (an episode to which several modern scholars hsve given some
credencg). ZRAQ_I}_. 527 misreads the same context, and purports to inform
us that one of Aspasia's two ﬂéqvul was for the use of Pericles. In inst-
ancés where the naiveté is less blatant than this the scholia sometimes
initiate interpretations which have been widely perpetuated in modern
times., Perhaps the most striking illustration is afforded by ZEV'E, 240,
where we find belief first expressed in a real trial of Laches some time
before 422 (it is curious that ZY W. 836 rejects the equation between
Labes and Laches in the domestic trial-scene). The scholion suggests a

trial in 425, after Laches' recall from Sicily, though it must be noted
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thet this is offered as an explicit surmise (G?kog yaﬁv wtle )e In modern
times the belief in a historical trial was for long orthodox, and the
conviction involved is such that though powerful arguments agsinst one

have been carefully put by Jacoby, the thesis continues to be asserted as
if it were unquestionablg? The fundemental issue is a simple chronological
one, and I do not think that faith in the historicity of the trial can be
sustained uriless this difficulty is resolved. Whenever the substance of
the case against Laches (/Labes) it mentioned in Wasps, either financial
corruption is involved (240-2, 837, 896, 911, 925, 933 etc.) or activities
in Sicily are referred to (838, 897, 911): hoth elements are in the Vpuéw
itself (894-7). This allows no other conclusion than that Laches, if he
was tried at all, was tried in connection with his Sicilian 6?@dfny{x'?
that is not later than 424, Yet Wasps unmistaekably represents the trial

as though it were contemporsry (cf. 240-2, the whole trial-scene, and

n.b, &QT4uas ’ 836). There is no other case in Aristophanes of the redram-
atisation of a historical event as though it were contemporar?ﬁ and I do
not find it easy to imagine the motivation for such a comic procedure.

I cannot see any possible resolution of this contradiction which would be
congistent with belief in a real trial of Laches, A rather similar issue of
interpretation is raised by DA Ach, 6, which gives several explanations of
the reference to Cleon and the five.talents, all resting on the assumption
that a determinate historical background must have existedfz The assumption
has been shared by many modern scholars who heve used the scholion as the
basis of their own interpretations, but there are a number of good reasons
for believing that what we have at Ach. 6-8 is an allusion to a scene or
event in Aristophanes' previous play, from the previous Dionysia,.gghxr
loniansf‘ On top of other pertinent arguments, if Cleon had actually
clashed with the Knights in 426 in the way superficially suggested by
Dicaeopolis's remark, I find it virtually impossible to believe that Aris—

tophsnes would not have made more of it, particularly in Knight;? The
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theatrical nature of the rest of Dicaeopolis's snecdotes lends support to
the case, end t3Wv (5) is suggestive (cf. 15), though not conclusive (cf.
Ach. 706). If the theatrical interpretation is right, it may seem a little
surprising that no trace of it survives in the sdolia here, given the

presumable availability of Babylonians to at least early Hellenistic schol-

L
ars, but this factor cen hardly be given much importance when we reflect
that in the scholia on the three passages of Ach, where there are unquest-

ionable references to Babylonians (377 ff., 502 ff., 630 ff.) we find not

8 shred of information about the play which could not have been inferred
from the text of Ach, itself. (I take the controversial assertion,

Ach. 378, that Cleon prosecuted Aristophanes with a Yeaéﬁ\ fiv(ug sy to be
a fiction derived from the combination of Ach, 379-82 and 652-;?)

I shall round off this section with some observations on a group of
scholia in which jokes are explained by reference to the proposal of a
+44"ﬁ“* not mentioned in the text but attributed by the scholiast to the
subject of the joke. I mentioned earlier 2Y Kn. 574, where a muddled
note maskes Cleainetus the author of a xpﬁéu?wt restricting 5(fq&y$ in the
prytaneion., An even less likely @ﬁ@nﬂgu s supposedly stipulating seporate
seating for men and women in the assembly (?):,‘ is attributed by 3SR Eccl.
22 to one Sphyromachus, and in a modified form has even had some modern
support? The extraordinary nsture of these scholia needs to be kept in
mind when we consider 2% Ach. 1150 and 3" Av. 1297, In these two notes
we are offered interpretations based on belief in ?Wﬂ*&#dT“ restricting the
freedom of speech of comic poets, and proposed by the targets of the two
jokes, Antimachus and Syracosius. In neither place does the Aristophanic
text itself lend any support to the interpretation or even seem an app-
ropriate joke for the proposer of such a decree, and in the case of Ach,
1150 ff, the scholion actually runs against the contents of the Joke,

Further, the examples cited above prove that the invention of a ¢(¢u7u1 to

explain a joke was not a licence beyond the inclination of ancient comment—
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ators; so it will not do to assume that Antimschus or Syracosius must have
been authors of‘Pq¢@7uxT« simply on the grounds that the scholia on them
are not inferences from the teng The scholia were familiar with ot least
one genuine fifth-century measure to curb the ﬂapeqfﬁx of comic poets

( 2"5_«:_11. 67), and their habit of assimilating the unknown to the lmown
will have been sufficient motivation for them to hypothesise such a measure
in cases like those under consideration. This view may have been propag-—
ated by Roman writers who, a8s Cicero does at de rep. IV. 114, considered
the freedoms of 0ld Comedy in the light of their own legal restrictions,
going back to the Twelve Tables, on libel and slandef? We must also notice
the admittedly conjectural character of both our scholia: Ach. 1150, €§okei
(Z¢), 4»046“ (Z%); Av. 1297, Sorel (2Y). These various considerations
seem to me to tilt the balance heavily against both \}zr\c(u'o’powd , though for
a final judgement the two cases must be treated separately. SRE Ach,
1150 is by far the weaker. The ¢ﬁ¢u?ui takes different forms within the
scholion, one of them (‘rot)j xoea{JS rU\Se\v % TQvV Xoeqya)v Xxluﬁgwu\/)
palpably and crassly a misconstruction on the text., No independent evid-
ence is even hinted at, and it would be bizarre to attack a man for his
behaviour as xppqyég if the resl aim is to complain about his censorship
of Comedy?' A majority of modern scholars have refused to believe in Anti-
machus's decree, but support has been general and firm for Syracosius's,
which indeed is less implausibléf But we ought only to accept ‘EY'AX.
1297 if it contains satisfectory evidence, yet in fact what we are offered
amounts to precisely one very corrupt fragment of Phrynichus (= fr.26).
This fragment, whatever it should say, cannot have referred in unmistakable
terms to a ¢6&N9u« of the relevant kind, otherwise the scholion's &oxt?
would be redundant., Besides, it has often been remarked thst there are no
traces in Birds of any restriction on ﬂHQQQS{Q, though this does not
worry some believer;? The question therefore facing us is whether on a

point of some importance we can afford to trust a scholiestic interpret—
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ation of a comic passage which we no longer have intact, and I hope I have
supplied sufficient evidence of scholiastic unreliability in the preceding

pages to sustain my contention that such trust 1s dangerous.

E LI LTSI LTSS LIS RS ST L SR E S

As soon as we decide to go beneath the surface of a personal joke,
and in some cases before we can reach any understsnding at all of a joke,
we may find that we are confronted by fundamental difficulties or uncert-
ainties of identification, One reason for this is thet many of the targets
of jokes have not left, and could hardly have been expected to leave, any
clear traces in historical evidence other then the texts of 0ld Comedy
itself, Another is that a proper name need not designate a historical
individual but may belong to a legendary character or even to a person (I
think Orestes the Aaﬂuﬁﬁrqg is an example: see below) whose reputation was
a mixture of the real and the legendary which even an Athenian in Aristoph-
enes'! own day might have found hard to disentangle; end where a name is
that of a8 resl person, he need not have been contemporary with the jokes
about him, A third reason for some problems of identificetion is that
one or more real and/or fictitious people may share the same name (éynnn¢xﬁx)
What is so important about facing up to the challenge of these difficulties,
and in particular those posed by the first and third factors just mentioned,
is that we are forced to attempt answers not just to individually trouble-—
some cases but also to broader questions about the relation between the
satirist and his audience - about the kinds and means of publicity existing
in the society, about the degree of familiarity of theatrical spectators
with facts, personalities and rumours, and the consequent possibilities
for the original audiences of understanding personal references, One use-
ful way of starting to broach some of these questions, which are the theme

of my next chapter, is to consider the ways in which the scholis cope with
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problems of identification,

¥e cannot always be sure in Aristophanes whether a proner name desig-
nates 8 characterisable person (real or fictitious), or simply adds a touch
of local realism to an utterance. A nice illustration of this issue is
provided by the two passages in Clouds where the name Amyniagsoccurs. Nu,
31 in itself would seem to offer no difficulty, for there is no incentive
to see a personal joke here, yet at 686-91 the same name without much doubt
refers to an identifiable contemporary, probably the same man as the target
of jokes in Wasps. The critical difference lies in the extent and charac-
ter of the two contexts, though I would hypothesise that at 686 ff., the full
realisation of the joke is not intended to come until the punch-line. How
any individual member of the audience will react to the mention of a name
is not wholly within the control of the dramatist, but the possibility of
private or eccentric responses does not prevent us from asking in any part-
icular instance what the poet is likely to have intended and how most of
an audience is likely to have taken a personal reference, for as far as the
factual point of identity is concerned (the same is not necessarily true
for other aspects of a joke) the poet must give positive indications of whom
he is aiming at, or else rely on factors (the uniqueness of a name, great
notoriety, topical familiarity etc.) which will with sufficient certainty
allow him to dispense with his own indications. If we cannot supply a rea-
son for supposing such factors to be in operation, it ceases to make any
sense‘to claim that we have a personal reference or joke, but it is, natu-
rally, for the most part passages in which he may be employing the second
of the given alternatives thst pose difficulties for us., Consider three
cases: Lys. 63, where Calonice mentions 'the wife of Theagenes'; Thesm,
605, where one of the women interrogated by Cleisthenes identifies herself
as KkiveFDU)uwﬂ; and Lys. 1105, where the Spartan exasperatedly replies
to the Prytanis's suggestion that Lysistrata be summoned, Ve U T dus’\(xf

A </
quz,1%v ’MMGTpdTDV. To decide whether each of these masculine names was
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intended to mske the original audience think of a particulsr individual

who possessed it has to involve an attempt to place these passages in rel-
ation to the undoubted references in Aristophanes to real people called
Theagenes, Lysistratus and Cleonymus; in none of these instances is there a
patent pointer to identity in the context., It can hardly come as a surpr-
ise that the scholia on tw&wof the three passages (there is no schol. vet.
on Thesm. 605) offer, without discussion, an interpretation containing the
assumption that the name represents a real person, though they choose not

to identify Lysistratus with the target of that name joked about elsewhere,
Consideration of these and other instances suggests to me that the scholia
are far more inclined to assume that a name denotes an identifiable indiv-
idual than to make the opposite assumption or leave a case open; there is

an appetite in their concern with EVgM¢JW\ ’““Pﬁ)gaﬁ’ . Yhether they will
identify two E%MSV%FOtis much less predictable, as they operate with a view
only to the surface of a joke, and all therefore depends on whether there
happens to be & close enough match or compatibility between details (see
below). What they offer is mostly, therefore, naive opinion, so they can
rarely add anything to our apprehension of the text. We need to puzzle

out the issues for ourselves. In the first place, we should be prepared to
allow the possibility thsat a comic poet might opcasionally use a name which
he knew might make some of his audience think of a particular person, but
without. himself intending & special personal reference to be taken. There
is also the possibility that a joke might be understood differently by diff-
erent members of an audience, as is implied in a remark of Aeschines! (1.157)
which I discuss at the start of the next chapter., But both these possibilit-
ies are of limited applicability in practice, and in the ma jority of cases
we need to focus the question more closely and deal in terms of the potent
external circumstances which largely determine the audience's understanding.
We must principally satisfy ourselves that there is a real comic gain to be

derived from making & given identificationj; that it would be worthwhile,
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and mean something, to meke it; that we could then moke an intelligible
connection betwecen the resulting joke and our other knowledge of the sub-
ject. The relative commonness of the name must be estimated, especially

in cases where positive pointers from the dramatist are lacking; and we

must rationally accept that the more common a name, the greater the need for
cluss in the text to make a personal reference effective., At Lys. 1105 we
have a very common Athenian name, Lysistratus, and no obvious pointer to
identity at all, notwithstending thet the scholia ( 2Y W. 787) trest the
homosexual innuendo as one. The Spartan's implication is that anyone, even
a male, will do to satisfy the frustrated men, and the primsry mechanism

of the joke operates in the mere change from female name to male equivalent,
This element of word-play is crucial, for it makes the joke complete with-
out a personsl aspect and thereby crystallises the issue into the question
whether there sre any positive reasons for believing that the audience will
have discerned a specific reference in the name, Naturally, it might be
entertaining to think of a particular contemporsry being used as 8 sexusl
outlet by frustrated men: that is the humour of both Lys. 1092 and Thesm,
35. But, leaving other factors sside, neither of these other jokes has the
verbal point of Lys. 1105: they need, therefore, to be taken personally,

and would otherwise be pointless. Those commentators who have followed the
5 in finding en individual behind the Lysistratus of Lys. 1105 have given
no reason for doing so; end I cannot see what reason could be given, though
a preference might be felt for the additional comic element., Here is a

case where Aristophenes may have been content to leave the joke open, de-—
pendent partly on his audience's quickness perhaps, At Thesm. 605,P<Aiovépou
Yuw{, on the other hend, the critical factor, which no commentator has ment-
ioned, is the rarity of the name Cleonymus,and it is, besides, an attract-
ive identification to make, on account of the possibility of comic irony
which it opens nﬁ? Little hesitation has been shown by modern scholers in

62
identifying Theagenes at Lys. 63 with the kmown butt of earlier plays, but
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I have yet to find any justification in terms of the comic sense of the
passage. Unless we are happy with a circuler argument involving the ass-
umption thet there must have been something well-known about Theagenes which
gave point to the lines for the original sudience, we should edmit thst the
neme was common enough (this would be even truer if we emended to Theogenes)
for no personal reference to be felt as necessary, and that a positive
identificaetion would be comically superfluous. If there were reeson to
suppose that Theagenes was one of the best known men in Athens, the case
would be somewhat different: we should then have on¢ of the potent external
factors which I mentioned earlier, and some slight humour might be seen in
the involvement of the wife of such an important person in a mysterious
female gathering, As it is, the main comic point of the lines certainly
lies elsewhere, in the glimpse it gives of feminine superstitio;?

A more basic difficulty is posed by jokes where we are in no doubt
that a real person is referred to, but are uncertain who he is. Tov
E£V04>&wrou at Nu, 349 is identified as Cleitus by ¢ 348 and as Hieron-
ymus by 2" 349 (it is perhaps surprising that some ancient scholars did
not add Lemachus to the list: =% Thesm. 840 calls his father Xenophantgz).
Both identifications appear to be based on no more than the fact thet these
two men are ridiculed elsewhere for hairiness, and the accident that has
preserved for us such a joke about Hieronymus (ﬁgﬁ. 389) but failed to do
the same for Cleitus does not in itself constitute an argument for preferr-
ing the former. It would be out of place to make a confident choice in
this cese, though modern commentators have found it easy; but lster inscricg-
tional evidence for the existence of the names Hieronymus and Xenophantus

-
in the same femily may tilt the balance in Hieronymus's favourt jiv'ﬁz.

17 preserves for us Symmachus's identification of the son of Therreleides
with one Asopodorus, who was ridiculed for smallness by Telecleides. Yet

within the same scholion doubt is twice expressed about Symmachus's sugges-

3
tion, and there seems to be a realisation that the metaphorical and abusive
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application of the 'son of...' formula may mean that no sctual son of
Tharreleides was meant, This scepticism tends to confirm what would anyway
have looked probable, that Symmachus had identified the targets of two
jokes simply on account of what he took, very questionablfj to be simil-
arity of satirical content, Commentetors are happy to follow Symmachus.
The case of Wasps 325 f, is much less clear-cut, At W, 459 Aeschines is
dubbed Tc:v 2£>\)\aQT\/ou, and at W, 1242 Biél)ou; the mock-patronymic Q
Z€Mou is also applied to Amynias, at W, 1267, Philocleon's reference to
"('Av ﬁé»‘au Te O Tov (325 f.) is earlier in the play than any of the passages
Just cited, a fact which commentators have not remarked on in choosing
whether to see Aeschines or Amynias behind it., Further, what the later
Jokes prove is that the patronymic wes not the preserve or special comic
persona of one person, and so in accordance with the principles sketched
earlier in this section we need to find & positive indicetion of identity
at 325?: I can see only one, the deictic TbGTbv', which has been used to
support the case for a reference to Amynias, TouoTov does not quite prove
thet Philocleon pointed or gesture,d: cf. e.g. OSTDS Kclo(k(iwu,;o_g at 592;
Nu. 349 and Lys. 577. However, a gesture seems likely, and since an actor
could not have pointed clearly from a skene window to a particular member
of the audiencgt I think we have here an sbusive glance at Philocleon's own
son, who is asleep in front of the house (cf. 394 ff.), and not a personal
joke, in the given sense, at all,

Finelly in this section, a few words about the scholia's treatment of
some caeses of 'redende Namen'!, It should be remembered that 'redende
Namen' and personal jokes are not naturally exclusive categories, as the
Aristophanic Lamachus is sufficient to prove (see Ach, 269 f., 1071, 1080,
1206), Where, however, a name provides an etymological joke, the rational
presumption is thet we do not need to understand it as also belonging to a
real person unless there are positive reasons for doing so., This presump-

tion often fails to operate in the scholia and in the modern commentaries
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which follow them. Marpsias at Ach, 702 is taken by 3¢ ad loc. to be a
contemporary éﬁﬂoe, though the description given of him looks like nothing
more then an imaginative embellishment on the text itself, Given both the
extreme rarity of the name and its generic force in the phrase T(S...
rqdeQais, it is possible that we do not heve here a personal reference: we
might have expected to hear more about someone whose name could lend itself
to this economical use as a marker of a tprY The same attitude is manif-
ested in 5? §£. 901, where Pyrrandrus is given a stereotyped chsracter-
isation: TTOYV)G(\DS Kok 6‘0»(04)0’(\/1‘0\3'. The passage in which the name occurs has
been constructed for the sake of the etymological joke, and as at Lys.
1105 it is satisfactorily intelligible without the hypothesis of a personal
point: again & comparison, with Eccl. 329 f., can bring out the difference
between ihe joke which needs and and the joke which does not need to be
taken personally. Kn. 901 has, of course, been taken as a reference to
Cleon's hair, or his complexion, for neither of which there is any evidencgi
It is worth noticing that the scholis and their sources were not wholly ins-
ensitive to the possibility that apparent personal jokes might be no more
than etymological contrivances, 2V ¥. 1191 expresses doubt about the
pancratiast Askondas on the grounds that his name seems to be the vehicle
of an 'athletic' pun. Ironically, this caution is probably unnecesssry.
Ephovdion, with whom Askondas is paired, is an attested athlete, and As-
kondas is a good Greek name, though probably non—Atheniaﬁ? The combination
of real with fictitious athlete would serve no obvious purpose here, and for
an analogous case where a personal reference conveniently incorporates an
etymologicel joke we can compare the context in which Aristophanes produces
the name of Euathlus at Ach. 710,

In almost all the cases where we are faced by a choice between a
contemporary or a mythical status for the chasracter designated by a name,

the views of ancient scholars inclined to the former, though it is fair to

point out that disagreements are sometimes recorded on such issues., Plutarch
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inferred from the references to the misanthrope Timon in 0ld Comedy that
he was alive in the later fifth century, and Lucian supplies a patronymic
and deme for him, though the context does not require us to accept thez%
but the strongly proverbial force of his story at Av, 1549, Lys., 809 ff,
(set in the past) and in Phrynichus fr. 18 mekes this picture implausible,
It is not that in principle a real Timon living around this time, or not
long before it, can be ruled out of the question, but that a figure who
only ever}appears in a proverbial role, and to whom a life of intense
isolation is attributed, is by his very nature insusceptible to historical
rationalisation.

ZY ¥. 1178 has preserved for us Didymus's remarkable failure to
apprehend the mythical character of the reference to Cardopion in that
line: the coupling with Lamia (1177) and Bdelucleon's response in 1179 f,
could hardly make the matter plainer, Didymus failed to find Cardopion
in the meqﬁbgaamt, but found someone elée, Ancylion, with a metrically
equivalent name, who was ridiculed for doing something to his mother
(&aﬂee’mg&ow(baé‘em ?), and presumably wished to connect the two,

It is an extreme instance of the tendency to reduce the unknown to the
known. :Ev.!. 1238 records another case of confusion of the mxthical with
the real: Ammonius, and possibly Herodicus, compilers of Ka%ugai%xanw,
mistook Admetus for a contemporary poet? We may not always be so fortun—
ately able to detect aberrant interpretation as in these two examples,
>Ry Nu. 924, regarded as informative by a number of modern comment&torsg,2
describes Pandeletus as 8 sycophentes, $1Aodikuxtog KL veaduv @q&ﬂ?Awa. :
the presumption is that he is not only a real figure but also contemporary
or at least recent, But can we trust this description? To me it looks
like a mere set of assumptions or guesses; it is a stock scholiastic des-
cription, very like e.g. =° Ach. 702, 705, Z' 846, 2  W. 592, except
for the detail of @qéﬁvxxfd, which T suggest is a misconstruction of

/
»NLV&LS ('motions, proposals'): that the‘PW&féudfd did not come from Crat-—
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inus (fr. 242) seems intimated by the wording in >" after the reference to

Cheirones, 681v5 KoLk ¢q¢37uunz Zyea¢gv. There are a number of aspects of
the passage which do not fit the scholia's interpretation but favour the
view than Pandeletus was a legendary and proverbisl figure, and belonged,

if at all real, to an earlier age than Aristophanes', The uniqueness of

the neme, for one thing, better suits someone of legendary status. So does
the connection with yd%pdx, which must mean 'maxims' or 'sayings': this is
not a likely association for a contemporary or very recent figure, certainly
not one of the kind envisaged in the scholias here., More obvious, but also
more telling, is the fact that Pandeletus is introduced into an explicit
reference to an earlier time, before the flourishing of sophistry and

immoral rhetoric. Finally, the citation of Cratinus's Cheirones does not

rule out a legendary charecter for Pandeletus: we happen to know that it
was & play which had things to say about the distant (and imaginary) past
(see frs. 228, 231, 238, 240).

2V Av. 440 records a radical division of opinion among ancient schol-
ars about the referent of & wibyko(... © I-A'Rxweofre«c;; (440 f.). Callis-
tratus and Symmachus both favoured a non-personal interpretation, taking
the reference to be to a fable, though it is clear that neither of them had
independent evidence of such a Xéybg(n.b. Xéyov ?\'nnaéTau 'nvES 'Zeucs
oo SIV“V]}»U:!TI,O’U Tlvoly ). Didymus mey have sided with these scholars, or he
may have been a subscriber to the alternative explanation found in the
scholion, that we have a joke about a contemporary called Panaetiu;? This
interpretation too is conjectural (ékﬂkt), and if we do assign it to Didy-
mus then we must suppose that he had not produced evidence for it which
could convince Symmachus. It has, however, been found convincing by a
number of modern scholar:? Fortunately the scholion allows us to glimpse
the reasoning behind the interpretation. It amounts to a combination of
the fact that Panaetius was called W{GqHX‘in Islands, a play attributed

to Aristophanes (=fr. 394), with the suggestion that.,kgquQoﬂbnég at
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Av, 441 be understood as equivalent to p&yeqmg, the alleged profession of
either Panaetius or his father in the same passage of Islands., This is
not impressive., ﬂ{GvnsS wa.s a common term of abusgs(e.g._igg. 120, with
Archilochus fr, 187 VWest; Frogs 707, Phrynichus fr, 20, Den., 18.242), and
the explanation of }xxpxwomtmés is a specious fanc;? The possibility that
Islands was not of Aristophanic authorship, perhaps even was a fourth-
century p1&§t enfeebles the interpretation further, More fundmentally,
we need to ask whaot sort of élueﬁkq bhetween a contemporary husband and wife
could Aristophanes'! audience possibly hove been familiar with? Av. 441-3
need not precisely reproduce the terms of a fable, but it can herdly be
even a grotesque travesty of a domestic arrangement in a known contemporary
family., It is the character of the Ehdeﬁkq itself which constitutes the
best reason for returning to the reading of Callistratus and Symmachus,

It is likewise the intrinsic character of Kévvou n}:?]c%?cv at W, 675 which
affords the strongest argument for taking the phrase to be a variation on
a proverb, again the interpretation -of Callistratﬁs (:iv), who in this
case plausibly supplies the original, Kévvw ee?ov o« Euphronius, a counle
of generations earlier than Callistratus, had produced what I take to bhe an
explanation not of the joke itself but of the proverb: EXéXGV\ S T v(\gv/v
Tiva oV Kevvey ?E(di o The scholion contains other apparent attempts to
account for the phrase, all of which are probably guesswork, but also re-
cords the view of some ancient scholars that Connus here designates the
contemporary Athenian who taught Socrates music ( Tov K.GapGQQV). This
identification has been happily accebted by a number of modern commentat-
or;? but unless we abandon the proverbial interpretation altogether it
seems very unlikely that this could be right: a proverb well enough estab-
lished to be travestied will surely have been older thon the citharode.
Connus was a very rare name, and the temptation to assimilate the unkmown

to the known has some potency in this case; but unless positive reausons for

doing so are produced, ve should resist it here as elsewherec,



Many of the passages I have been discussing in the last few pages
have involved issues of éruwvrfR, but the possibility not just of éngu#ﬁx
but of Khvufﬁﬁfzvdl éréwﬁyctthrows up a special set of problems in the
scholis's and in our own understanding of Aristophanic satire. In Frogs
three different men called Phrynichus are mentioned (13, 689, 910), and
all of them are the object of a joke of some sort (though the tragedian is
too remote to fall within my circumscribed area of satire). Eucrates is
not the same person at Kn., 254 and Lys. 103, and Pamphilus may not be at
Ploutos 174 f., and 385? These examples alone are sufficient to show that
an 01ld Comedian could sometimes expect his audience to distinguish even
within a single play references to different possessors of the same name
without necessarily furnishing elaborate pointers to identity., The com-
pilers-of ancient commentaries on Aristophanes and the Kyyufgn}wwn were
certainly eware of the implications of this fact for the interpretation of

'personal jokes. 1 suspéct that it is to the f@»r&ﬁiéﬁéwn thot we owe the
occasional inclusion in a scholion of information on an éVéVUfDS of a tar-
get, but one whom we could hardly have confused with the referent of the
joke. Thus 3V Av, 822 and Peace 928 distinguish Theagenes of Rhegium,
sixth-century Homeric interpreter, from the contemporary of Aristophanes
whose satirical imege was that of a waﬂdd?&s. The )<w#&2£€ﬂ£%ﬂ may also
be responsible for firm identifications of comic butts with é?u3w7w\ known
from other historical sources, as in the case of Theognis the tragedian,
whom 2% Ach. 11 (~ 3F 140) identifies with the Theognis who was later one
of the Thirt;ﬁ though without giving a reason. But that earlier scholars
too interested themselves in such matters is proved by the reference to ot
Trie\\ ’Aqfo’fo(exov at =N Thesm, 31, and by the report in 2 N.157 of Callis-
tratus's uncertainty about the relation between the Dracontides of that
line and the oligorch Dracontides of Xen. llell, 2.3.2. (and Aristotle

Ath, Pol. 34.3). There is no special method for solving uncertainties

of this kind, but I shall indicote briefly some considerations thot need to
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be kept in mind, The passoge of Aeschines which I discuss at the stert of
chapter 3 clearly implies that the original Athenian audicences of Coumedy
need not always havg been able to distinguish between 5%uSVﬁro(, and this
implication should not disturb us unduly. In most cases, the poet c(ould
make the distinction for them, if it needed to be made, by a patronymic,
demotic or some other signal. If a joke was left opén in its reference,
as I have suggested is the case at Lys. 1105, we are near the boundary of
the area of personal jokes in the given sense, but we do not necessarily
cross it, for the dramatist might be aware that some spectators would be
likely to think of & particular person, Such vagueness csnnot be calcul-
ated, but it is still a perfectly intelligible comic procedure., Usually,
“however, we haove to suppose that if a joke does not in itself rule out
alternotive identifications, that must be because there was not a real
~possibility of misunderstanding. Aeschines was one of the cowsmonest Ath-
enian nesmes, but we cennot doubt that Cleon's associate of that name was
so familiar that, at any rate in Aristophenes' plays, a fifth-century
audience did not nced much help in identifying him in jokes. There is

always a prima facie case for identifying a target with an otherwise well-

known Equ$vvF05, because the original asudience would tend to think immed-
iately of the most familier person; this is a primery reason for rejecting,
for instance, attempts to posit a Cratinus other than the comic poet as

the target of Ach. 848 ff., But we must be sure that the person was widely
known st the time, which we cannot always safely infer from, say, an appear-
ance in a Plstonic scene, or from evidence of considerable wealth and oligar-
chic associations. The relative frequency of a particular name can be
helpful, even decisive (see Appendix I on Cleonymus at Th, 605). But we must
not just rumn together the étrict issue of é?uuvﬁpﬂx(where alternative targets
or identifications might reasonably be thought to exist) with the broader
questions of the audience's familiority with comic targets. My argument in

the following chopter is intended to shore up the belief that some jokes
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could be sppreciated (as, for example, entertaining abusc) without mucl or
any personal knowledge on the part of ot least o significent minority of
the original audience; but if one is ignorant of o certain target onc does
not necessarily think instead of someone else with the some neme: it dep-
ends on the charecter of the individusl joke. Although I suspect that it
may have arisen for the first sudiences more often than we con now reelise,
our understarndding of the issue of Bhwv%#ﬂx must be restricted to coscs
wherc we can specify alternatives or uncertainties.

The sometimes intricate difficulties to which %rwv%r&x gives rise are
apparent in confusions and inconsistencies to be found in the scholia.
SR Ach. 855, on Lysistratus, asserts: &l Iuothdk(o‘l &EP:{/\R&TO . 2" Wesps
. 787, on the some Lysistratus, claims: %J*K Se Kif Zﬂ?PQf4A07&?QdT05...
GKQWTérWOS Us KiveuSluy o Though contradictory, these two statements
.must be interpretations of the same material, Lys. 1105 (where there is no
rélevant-Z); and, as my earlier discussion of this line should have estab-
lished, neither of them may be true.. In S Av, 958 Phrynichus fr., 9 is
rightly cited as a joke against Diopeithes analogous to the one in the
text, yet in 2")_[. 380, where Diopeithes is also mentioned, we find un-
certainty: rw'\*ﬂo’ri &¢ os(ro’g %fTIV o Kv\\(.ﬂdeo\t ?QUV{K‘? sy @nd we are here not
given the quotation to help us choose. 2V Av, 822 distinguishes, apart
from Theagenes of Rhegium, two other men called Theegenes: one the subject
of the joke commented on, the other S & tAn()a(k(’o‘L o‘KuTm)’/.«svcy e In 3V
Peoce 928, however, (though there are said to be %/\XC& ﬂTo%}ou’) only one
Theagenes, who corresponds to the subject of Av. 822 and Peoce 928, is men-
tioned alongside the Homeric scholar, and both these men are said to have
been targets of jokes about MAM(K{X, There cen be 1ittle doubt that the
separation made in the former scholion is unnecessary, No evidence for it
is cited, but it is probably derived from the sort of material to be found
at Eupolis fr. 92.1 (Austin), where a Theogenes, who is probably to be

identified with the Aristophanic Thea-/Thcogenes, is portrayed in o scenc
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of sybaritic end probably sexuol indulgencgf 2V W, 1302 rccords the fact
the.t Symmachus thought o trogic actor called Phrynichus wes referred to in
this line, but the seme note also includes an identificotion with §¥UVLXPS
é'ﬂ?t\j{g (whether tragic or comic is not clear). Both identifications are
false, and it would be interesting to know where the K&vuf&ﬁﬂfwn stood in
all this. 3S® Av. 750 end Ran. 13 separate out the identities of four
different Phrynichi, thougli some suspicion surrounds the tragic actor?g
These lists are probably based on the work of Ammonius snd others, yet in
the application of the schme to particular jokes the Kk?uﬁﬁé?&Vot have
been disregarded - not just at W. 1302, but also in = Ron. 689, where a
joke about the oligarch is twisted into one about the tragedisn (could
£ul N}xK(g Sx Toaty o“)(v\l,u/cruv herc be a derivation from Wasps 1490
f£f.?). :ik‘égg, 850 runs together the identities of Anacreon's Artemon,
who is the one meant in the text, and the engineer who was reputed to have
helped Pericles at Samos: Plutarch Pericles 27 shows that the confusion was
older then the scholia,

The scholiastic trestment of %@éV%Mat is characterised by a readiness
to posit the existence of es mony different people with the same nome as a
Joke or group of jokes is capable of yielding - a fact which may be trace-—
able back to their dominant belief that individual jokes provide accurate,
characterful miniature portraits., Two simple cases will demonstrate the
typical mentality behind the aporoach. Eiﬁv'gx. 1556 cites Eupolis fr. 182
as proof of the existence of a second Peisander (ZR_I_.-z_s_. 490 separates
é»éVokﬂwﬂos g the politician in Zupolis 182, from Peisander the politic-
ian). Eupolis fr. 182 is reminiscent of Thesm., 29-34, the scholis on which
report that oC ﬂ‘ie\« ’Aqtlﬁ'oﬁexev Kotk A{SU}-LBV believed the passage to be
evidence for a real Agothon other then the tragedian ('25: but why only
one other, if one wants to play this game, when the kinsman refers to two,

at 31 and 33?). In both these cases the inference drawn by some ancient

scholers 18 very unsafe: a famous men in mentioned, but someone in the
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conversation does not know him (or at leost, in Eupolis 182, does not imm-

- ediately think of him); this is the rationale of the humour, ond might be
spoilt if the interlocutor's misidentification happened to involve a real
person, who would in eny case have to be himself quite well-known for his
name to mean anything to a lerge, popular audience. At Thesm., 31, moreover,
we are helped by the firm expression of scepticism recorded by the schol-
iast about the two-Agathons interpretation ( %yﬁl5£65x ﬂyé%4¢c KJXJ), for
this makes it virtually certain thst the esrlier scholsrs cited had??fovid—
ed any supporting evidence for their assertions, but were merely guessing.

The scholia are sometimes prepared to hypothesise the existence of an

étu:\\rulueg to a well-known person without any good reason. 2V Wasps 566

<

94
absurdly takes the Aesop of thet line to be a tragic actor, and 2 A%

¥. 1479 inexplicsbly refuses to accept thet the Thespis there named is the
-tragic poet. Less obviously wrong is the conjectural separation made by
Sk Av, 877, presumably on the grounds of a difference in the contents of
the jokes, between the Cleocritus of ‘this line and the subject of Eupolis
frs, 124 and 167, The second of the Eupolidean references comes from
Demoi, which was produced in the archonship of & Cleocritus (413/12), and the
archon is likely, though of course not certain, to have been the target of
it. At any rete, the joke in Birds falls in between the two from Eupolis
and is unqualified in a way which suggests that there was only one obvious
candidate at the time: it is therefore more economical to suppose that all
these jokes were directed at the same prominent citizen. The unnecessary
hypothesising of §y£w7uu more often results from either a misunderstan&ing
or the desire to save the superficial coherence of the satirical picture of
a papticular character. §EV‘53. 858 contains two attempts to reconcile the
Aristophonic (and Cratinean) references to an suletes called Chaoiris with
the joke in Pherecrates fr, 6 to a KuGuegégf of the same name: the one pos—~
its & single musician who changed instruments, the other asserts the exist-—

ence of two musicisns, These explanations are found, presented in factual
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form, in other scholia (one musician: SR Ach, 16; two musicians: 2“
22333.951). There is no reason why one man should not have pleyed two in-
struments, though the mojority of jokes about Chairis treat him as an aul-
etes, and there may have been a special joke in Pherecrates fr. 6. It is
certainly improbable, especially when we toke the rerity of the namg:into
consideration, thet two musicions celled Chairis were both ridiculed by
contemporary poets for being the worst on their instruments. Behind one
half of the scholia's comments on Chairis we can discern, I think, that
naive concern for the *'facts! behind the jokes which I discussed in detail
earlier, The important factors can be better focussed on if we contrast
this case with that of Execestides., The scholia qp‘ix. 11 refer to a
kﬂGMGQS?k of the nome (= Ar. fr. 671; cf. also Com. odesp. 24) and separ-
ate him from the Aristophanic target of that name, In this case there is no
" positive reason to question the'separatigﬁz the name does not seem to have
been especially rare, and there is mot the slightegt‘hint in Birds or
Phrynichus fr, 20 of a musical background. Besidés, the separation of
identities in the scholion seems to have had the backing of Polemon, tﬂe
creditable Hellenistic antiquarian and perhaps the first serious Greek
epigraphist, who is known to hzve attacked Eratosthenes! wgpi Thg &TX“L*S
keopwlies in his own Teet s Abwew “Eoutosbiveus | ¢mduplus 7 . The fact
that the reference to Polemon's worlk has found its way st some point into
Aristophanic scholarship strongly implies that he had reasons for insist-
ing on the separation in question, and these are likely to have been conn-
ected with the dates of the festival victories which LExecestides the
KLBalet'a&’S had won ( Z loc., cit.). The explanation of 2V Kn, 608, where a
Theorus who is given two of the attributes predicated of Cleon's associate
of that name elsewhere is also called a poet, seems at first to lie less
close to the surface, but I think it may be essentially the same, I find it

very hard, in view of the political nature of the play's psrabasis snd of

the immediate context, to doubt that the Theorus of Kn. GO3 is the assoc-
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iate of Cleon, ond hence, satirically, somecone who would like to be able

to escape from the ubiquitously patriotic Knights. But there is not the
slightest indication elsewhere in Aristophanes or the scholia that this
Theorus was a poete I do not think we need to hypothesise a lost jokc as
the source of X7 's assertion here, for there is a real possibility that it
is derived from Kn. 608-10 itself, Theorus is here made to speak through a
pseudo~skolion which, also in skolion fashion, he attributes to a crab?e He
uses his skolion narratively as a cryptic way of expressing his own annoy-
ance, but it seems likely to me thot ancient scholars tried to rationalise
E&n,,, ezﬂifv (608) by assigning to Theorus a profession in which he night
have had normal cause to attribute words to othersz It is also possible,

I suppose, that the claim owes something, perversely, to the view that the
poet Carcinus is referred to in line 608.

Wilful invention of an éruéwvws as a means of preserving a preconceived
imege intact can be found at zi&‘ﬁgh, 1173, where it is suggested implic-
itly that the desiderated fate of Cratinus must be morally deserved end that
Cratinus must therefore be, unlike the comic poet of that name, the sort of
disreputable person who might be wande?ing about drunk late at night. I
am not sure as some have been that SR Ach. 849, O’Shj ,.Ai,\C)v TTNv\TV{S ’
signifies that Cratinus here too was not thought to be the comic noet, but
if the identification was rejected it will heve been on the same grounds as
at 1173, and it is certainly curious to find a modern commentator offering
this on Ach, 848 ff,: "The Cratinus of this play is an utter rascal... fit
only to be pelted with dung, This is not the way in which one great poet
would satirize anotller'."'¢>° The approach is the scholia's; only the explicit-—
ness differentiates them. 2 W. 1187, vwhere a yivvi:og but not so well-
known Cleisthenes is svpglied to be the referent of what is naively token
to be too complimentary a mgntion for the man elsewhere characterised as

/
HAXJKDS, was mentioned earlier, and here too the motivation is pstent. At

least one ancient scholar, Panaetius (the Stoic?), had difficulty in believ-
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ing that Socrates the philosophcr was the torget of Frogs 1491 ff. (v
1491): it is a reasonoble surmise that his reason will have been a desirec to
avoid the moral offence which making the identification would afford, eand
that he will have defended his alternative interpretation, as TQOv ﬂeeT
sknvas PAvdgwv intimotes, by o literal-minded rationolisation of the joke
in the light of the theatrical themes of the ode,

I shall end by extending my general claim thot the scholia and their
sources were too ready to separate jokes, snd thereby a)u.lovu/-«ot, which might
be taken together to a kind of note, which almost certainly represents the
work of the compilers of wa&ts)kiv0l s 1n which a number of alut:wu/um are
carefully listed and identified. One such note, 2% Av. 750 (~ Ran. 13),
was mentioned above; another, which we are not in & position to scrutinise,
is 2 Peace 347, One note of this kind which can, I think, yield some
information is 2% Nu., 1022. It lists five men called Antimachus ( SRy
contains an abbreviated list of two; 2k Ach. 1150, s.uch are the vagaries
of the scholia, does not raise the issue of ;’Aw\ruﬁt’d): l. the object of the
joke at Nu. 1022; 2. © £mi Tovyeld Kw,ufgmspevos; 3. 0 PukaSos; 4. ©
Tg,(fr£§t/n\§; 5, O c\d"roe(oyétﬁoj‘. The scholiast himself expresses doubt about
the independent existence of 5, who may be identical with 1, One doubt or
uncertainty may easily generate others in such a context. We cennot show
conclusively that 5 does not represent a separate individual, but if we are
open, as we need to be, to the possibility thot he is the illegitimate off-
spring of a joke, it should be noticed that at Ach. 1150 Antimachus (3) is
described as TI\DV $U\/\/€o(49a'o,‘ one of the meanings of which is cto’frz:pnoyeo,l{mg
(ve LSJ s.v.). I suggest, therefore, that it is very likely that 3 and 5
in the scholion's list are the same person, and have become separated in
the confused transmission of material that led up to our scholia, If we
were also to accept the identification of 1 and 5, we would be left with only

two Antimachi. The existence of 2 is also precarious; it is hardly guaran-

teed by 'ﬂ’oW]P\/OL alone, The details of this note need not be questioned eny
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further; my aim is not to errive at 8 true pronosition about one or more

- persons called Antimachus, and the issue is really of no importance to our
understanding of either Ach. 1150 ff, or Nu. 1022. But I hope I hove succ-
eeded in casting some suspicion on the neat pnrosopogranhicel scheme of =€
Nu. 1022, and have managed to show the need, here as elsewhere, for fresh
scrutiny of what the scholia offer on personal jokes. Without such scrutiny,
set within the framework of an independent attempt to apnreciate the char-
acter of Aristophanic personal satire, we shall be cheated by the false and
simplified reality which they so often purport to discern and will be un-
able to moke use of the genuine assistance which they can sometimes givc us

in our own interpretation of the plays.
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Throughout this chaopter 'scholia' ond 2 signify scholio vetera. I have

not noticed any instance where the scholio recentiora offer anything of

value which is not in the older scholia. Some of the processes of
corruption and misunderstanding have simply been carried a stage further
in the later notes: e.g. 3'W. 1502 cites Menander for the use of the
adjective yi,o”o(‘ros s but in 2 this has become a claim that Menander
seems to have mentioned the sons of Carcinus! I employ index letters
to indicate vhether a given note is in R and/or V, or, where in neither
of these, one other MS. in which it is found (usually E). In general
'the scholiast! et sim, represent unattributed interpretations, without
implying anything about the origins of the material concerned.

Cf. White (1914) pp. xxvii f. Notice that in P. Oxy. xv. 1801 (= CGF
343) recto col. ii 40f. an opinion is attributed to €vioL which in =™
¥X. 1530 is specified as that of Euphronius.

And not just commentators. Ehrenberg (1951) contains much compiled
from paraphrases of jokes (cf. the review of Dover (1951-2) ), as do
articles such as that of Hose (1940).

For an analogous influence of scholia on modern scholarship see M.
Lefkowitz, C.Phil. 70 (1975) pp. 173ff,, esp. 176f,

Siiss (1911) p. 16.

There is no evidence that Aristarchus himself compiled a work on
Kk*“fgkérUiVU\ s though this is asserted by Roberts on P. Oxy. xviii.
2192, 28f.,, and repeated by Austin in his note on CGF 344,28, Cf,
Steinhausen (1910) pp. 17f,

Steinhausen mentions Callistratus' monograph on p. 47, but ignores the
link with Ammonius' work.

Jacoby FGrH 347 F 1-2, 348.1.

Athen, XIII1 567a. Cf. Cohn, RE I 1865,

But notice that Aristophanes of Byzantium discussed Lais (= F 1 Jacoby)
and therefore may have dealt with Pl, 179, See also the reference to
Z¥W, 1032 in the text.

The connection between the two groups of works is noticed by Cohn 1loc,
cit., and Jacoby FGrH IIIB (text) p., 113, T
Steinhausen (1910) pp. 45-8,

Steinhausen pp. 15ff. In so far as Steinhausen believes he can disting-
uish qualitatively between the work of commentators and that of compil-
ers of Kwyhfkﬁgavat (see e.g. his comments on Callistratus on pe 17),
I regard his arguments os circular.

In view of the contrast drawn I think the second clouse must mean 'ig
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not to be found in the Khyubeér&Vbt' rather than simply 'does not
appear. in comedy', though of course the former might imply the latter.
Cf. Didymus's af)So(th KU}*U?SQITGA in2' ¥, 1178, For other references
to hypomnemata in the scholia see index III in White (1914) 8.V,
'Anonymous Commentators', and Dubner's index for individual authors.

15, It is a fault in Rutherford (1905) that he attributes the aberrancies
of the scholia (of which he was, it should be said, properly avare: see
pps 381-8) entirely to post-Hellenistic times: see esp. p. 43l.

16, The scholia's approach to jokes in comedy reflects some widespread
ancient tendencies of historiography and biography: see e.g. Gomme
HCT i, pp. 69f., on Plutarch's use of comedy, and Lefkowitz (1979), esp.
p. 194, for comedy's contribution to Euriipidean biography.

17. I should note, however, that there are some scholia (e.ge Z¥ Av. 17,
997, ZR_'E_I_I_g_s_g. 31) where we get hints of an intelligent criticism
asserting itself amid confusion,

18. The case seems to have rested on a similarity between passages: note
ToutUTa and see Koster'!s note on the scholion. Compare Pohlenz's
convincing explanation of the claim (S'Kn. 1288) that Eupolis helped
Aristophanes to write the second parabasis of Knights: Pohlenz (1912),
restated in Pohlenz (1952) pp. 120ff. Cf. Sommerstein (1980) pp. 51-3.

19, See Wilamowitz's view, cited by Kock on Eupolis fr. 57, Rogers, Starkie,
van Leeuwen and van Daele ad loc., Geissler (1925) p. 6.

20, Other terms, e.g. ‘ITochrﬁeVos (S Av. 512) or }"0)(9‘\8‘,’5 (2*YRan. 87),
are similarly used. This habit is a symptom of & moralistic justific-
ation of 01d Comedy which may have been common in the ancient world:
cf. e.g. Horace Sat. 1.4.1ff. ('si quis erat dignus describi...', 1.4.3),
Anth.Pal, ix.186, Quint. 10,165 ('antiqua comoedia...in insectandis
vitiis praecipua'), Pliny Epist. 6.21.5.

21, P, Oxy. vi.856 fr.(a) line 12: see the Dutch edn. of the acholia, ed.
N.G.Wilson, p.vii. The handful of papyrus scholia that we have of Ar.
contribute very little to the understanding of personal references, but
it is clear that their comments are on the same lines as the latenr MSS.
scholia: in addition to the example in the text see the pap. note on
Ach, 386, Wilson loc.cit., and CGF' 63.45f.

22, Ussher (1979) p. 23 n. 3.

23. Murray (1933) p. 157. I deal with Cleonymus in more detail in the next
chapter,

24, See e.g. Neil on Kn. 1374, van Leeuwen on Ach. 117-22, Stanford on Frogs
422-30,

25, If the E£T¢gog is the sixth-century politicien, presumsbly a different

supplement is needed; cf. Koster ad loc.
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33.
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395.
36.
37.

38.
39.

40,
41,
42,

43.
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See van Leeuwen, Rogers, Merry and Kakridis ad loc.

See Rogers, Starkie and MacDowell ad loc.

Starkie seems to think there might be "authority" for 2", van Lecuwen
and Merry follow 2Y. MacDowell gives the correct explanation of Z&,
but faultily transfers 2.¥Y's inference to Sosias.

Z'ad loc., followed by Rogers, Starkie and MacDowell.

See e.g. van Daele ad loc., and Davies APF p., 404,

E.g. Suvern (1835) p. 45, Rennie and Elliott in their edns. of Ach,

The principles on which it should be rejected were set out by Hiller
(1874), esp. pp. 446f.

Kock!s attempt to introduce °ddXPé5 by emendation into Telecleides fr.
14 is tendentious and unnecessary: see his note ad loc.

E.g. Rogers and Platnauer on Peoce 951, Sommerstein (1973) p. 237 n.3.
Yet it is accepted by e.g. Leo (1873) pp. 4f., Miiller-Striibing (1873)
pp. 699f,, Diehl RE XVI 326, and Sterkie ad loc., who denies that it is
an inference from the text.

The only exception seems to be Dover, who does not mention the idea.

Cf. the equivalent Latin terms subscriptor and subscribere.

Secretaries went with administrative offices or committees, not indiv-
idual politicians: cf. Sterling Dow, 'Companionable Associates in the

Athenian Government', pp. 69ff, in In Memoriam Otto J. Brendel (1976).
RE XII 336. Similarly Murray (1933) p. 77.

It is true that Euripides in Ach. and Agathon in Thesm, are shown

composing at home with their Jkivéetx around them, but since the basic
comic idea in both cases is that the tragedians practically live in the
world of their plays I doubt whether we can trust the practical details
of the two scenes.

Accepted by Swoboda RE V 1047, Kock, van Leeuwen and Neil ad loc.

See Appendix I.

Cf. the horror vacui displayed by a note like 2°Nu. 541, where personal

targets are supplied for what Aristonhenes evidently intended to be the
characterisation of a general style of comedy (Geissler (1925) p. 45

unwisely uses this note as a clue to the date of Eupolis's Prospaltioi).

Even more absurdly, Z¥ Kn. 149 records different attempts to identify
the Sausage-Seller with contemporaries - including Cleonymus and
Hyperbolus!

This scholion should be related to Cratinus fr, 217a (Edmonds). It is
overlooked by Welsh (1979), who seems to believe that most Athenians
would be able to recognise Cleon's eyebrows!

See Kirchner under PA 1904, and Davies APF p, 57, The commentators

mostly show more sense here.
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47,

49,

50.

Sl.

S2.

53.
o54.

55.

56.

13

On Thcagenes see n. 68 below; on Ariphrades e.g. Blaydes and van Dacle

ad loc.; on Cinesias Murray (1933) p. 160 (ctr. p. 173 n. 1?).

For a possible archoeological identification of it see K.Kourouniotes
and ., A.Thompson, Hesveria 1 (1932) pp. 207-11,

See Honigmann RE XI 1112f., Kocly/Schrocder and Rogers ad loc., and
Cassio (1977) pp. 72-3. Pace Honigmenn and Cassio, Daitaleis fr. 26

(Cassio) sheds no light on the problem: why read Kodwvl ond not
Kohwviy ?

Cf. fié. 219 in J.Travlos, A Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Athens
(1971).

Most lately Fornara JHS 91 (1971) p. 28: "Surely we have no right to

doubt that some scandal of the sort occurred." What sort of principle
of credibility is implicit in this 'surely'? He overlooks the sense
made by the passage as a comic elaboration of Aspasia's satirical
reputation. For older believers see Cornford Thucydides Mythistoricus

(1907) p. 31, and the works cited in Starkie's suitably sceptical note

on Ach. 524ff. This is a case where the colourful rhetoric of Muller-
Strubing (1873) pp. 40ff. can still be regarded as necessary.

See Jacoby FGrH IIIB Suppl. i. pp. 500f. (on p. 501 read 422 for 423),
ii., pp. 405f, For unargued repetition of the old orthodoxy see e.g.
Newiger (;957) p. 128, Landfester Mnem. 29 (1976) pp. 31f., Reckford
TAPA 107 (1977) p. 296 n., 13.. Both MacDowell on W. 240-42 and
Mastromarco (1974) pp. 55-64 propose interpretations which would put
the trial in the future at the time when Wasns was produced, but their
views come up against the some chronological dilemma.,

Mastromarco (1974) p. 64 shows some embarrassment at the strong
Sicilian colouring of the trial-scene.

Todd's article on dramatic time in Aristophanes, HSCP 26 (1915) 1ff.,
does not mention the temporal issue raised by the trial in Wasps, and
on p. 22 he overlooks the fact that the trial gives a surprising
fulfilment to the prospect mentioned at 240-42,

Cf. also Hypothesis I to Knishts, lines 57f. (Coulon).

See Starkie ad loc. and his Excursus I. A historical background is

still, however, widely believed in: e.g. Connor Theopompus and Fifth-

Century Athens (1968) pp. 53ff. (he mistekenly believes there are

Venetus scholia to Ach.), Sommerstein (1973) p. 239 n. 1, Ussher (1979)
P 24 n., 12,

I cannot agree with Rennie on Ach. 6~8, who, accepting the theatrical
interpretation, also thinks that Kn. 404 and 1147-50 allude to the ssme
scene,

Hypothesis II to Peoce provides probable evidence that Crotes of Mallos



57.
o8,

59.

60.

61.

62,
63.

64,

65.
66.

67.
68.

7t

could still read Bab. in the second century, though the some hypothesis
gives us a glimnse of the uncertointies of survivel in the Hellenistic
period: while Eratosthenes, librarian at Alexandria, had no access to o
copy of the second Peace, Crates seems to have had a copy at Pergamum
in the following century.

See Rennie's edn. of Ach., pp. 14-18, for a good tr%ﬁment of this point.
The scholion does not refer explicitly to the assembly, but in viev of
Praxagora's intentions it is reasonable to assume this: cf. Ussheradloc.
Nevarre (1900) pp. 60-62 imagines that a decree about theatre seating
is meant, but quite apart from the doubtfulness of whether more than a
very small number of women attended the theatre in the fifth century
(see ch. 1, n. 33 ) it seems impleusible that the Athenians would have
needed statutory regulation of where women could sit if they did attend.
This is the reasoning of e.g. Starkie on Ach. 1150. The decree of
Syracosius may in fact just have been a faulty inference from Phrynichus:
cf. 2 Ran., 404, vhere Xcgém‘owj in Strattis fr. 15 is made Stélole‘ Basis
of some historical guesswork (see DFA* p. 87 n. 2), or 3Y Kn,,, where a
law about long hair is inferred from the text (Neil ad loc. seems to
accept the possibility that there is something in this!).
Horace AP 282ff. may reflect a Roman or a wider Hellenistic view that
01d Comedy's decline was due to legal measures taken against it,

For another possible factor cf. n. 10l below,

The bibliography on this subject is excessive but insufficiently
critical: see e.g. Leo (1873) ch. 2, esp. pp. 21ff., Korte RE XI 1234f.,
Geissler (1925) p. 17, Radin (1927) pp. 223ff., Meder (1938) pp. 20ff.,
Carriere (1979) pp. 43ff. Croiset (1909) pp. 118f. is exceptional in
doubting the esuthenticity of Syracosius's decree,

P. Maxwell-Stusrt, Historia 22(1973) pp. 400 and 401 n. 17, is typical
of many in believing in Syracosius's decree while admitting that it
seems to have been ignored!

For the form of the name see Molitor (1973).

There is no pertinent scholion on Lys. 1105 itself, but it is obvious
that the son of Makareus mentioned in 2V V¥, 787 is an identification of
the subject of Lys. 1105: I do not understand MacDowell on W. 787 when
he indicates that Lys, 1105 shows that the Lysistratus mentioned in
¥Yasps and elsewhere was the son of Maksareus.

See Appendix I.

See the commentators with MacDowell on W. 1183 and Sommerstein (1977a)
pp. 273f. Does the connection between Theagenes and Acharnae, found in

the scholia and accepted by modern scholars, rest on anything other than

Lys. 62f, itself? In view of thc size of Acharnae, I doubt, pace
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Andrewes and Lewis, JHS 77 (1957) pp. 178f., whether the existence in
the fourth century of an Idiotes son of Theagenes from Acharnae (PA
7445) makes much difference to Lys. 61-4. Even if we could be sure
that Aristophanes had & real person in mind here, I would remain
sceptical whether he intended most of his audience to find anything
amusing in the fact.

I would read Owketewov weeTo  at 64, I take the point to be that
the woman was asking a specific question at the shrine (and on a trivial
matter: should she leave the house?), rather as Strepsiades does with
the herm at Nu. 1481ff, This was not a normal Greeck way of praying

(in contrast to some later Christian practice), at least where ordinary
statues or way-side shrines were concerned: the speed of response at
Nu. 1483 underlines the artificiality of Strepsiades' behaviour.

In fact his name was Xenophanes: see Thuc. 6.8.2, 2"Ach. 270.

See under PA 7556.

For the form of name cf. PA 6582,

I infer this from the hypothesis that Tharreleides himself may be the
target.

K straightforwardly physical reference would be hard to sustain; a much
vaguer innuendo of mischievousness is probably intended: cf. Av. 571.
See MacDowell ad loc., who differs from most earlier commentators in
taking the reference to Amynias.

MacDowell overlooks this simple fact in suggesting that Philocleon

was meant to point to Amynias in the front row,

Marpsias is attested elsewhere as a human name (or niclkname?) only in
Eupolis fr. 166, a very uncertain fragment indeed. Muller-Strubing's
identification, (1873) ppe. 325ff., of Marpsias with Ctesias of Ach. 839,
an equally nebulous character, is groundless guesswork,

See Rogers ad loc. and Henderson (1975) p. 190.

There is a late Athenian instance of it: see NPA s.v. Ao(),&awaf .

See Plut, Ant. 70 and Lucian Timon 7, 50: in the latter the politician
Demeas is flattering Timon with a tissue of fictions, and the patronymic
may be part of this. On Timon s Lensdhau, RE Y1 1299-120).

I infer 'contemporary' from the mere fact that Admetus was included in
such compilations, and that he was taken to be a poet seems deducible

from the treatment of Cleitagora. Cf. Steinhausen (1910) pp. 6-8.

.It is quoted without comment by e.g. Starkie and Forman, and expressly

accepted by Rogers; cf. also Geissler (1925) p. 21. The name Pandeletus
presumably means 'all-enticing' or ‘'all-baiting': perhaps P. was
reputed for sayings that caught everyone out,

White (1914) p. xxviii attributes the Panaetius interpretation to
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Didymus, but the sketch of the mise en scene taken from Didymus better
suits a fable than the life of a fifth-century Athenian,

84. See e.g. van Leeuwen, Rogers and Merry ad loc., and White (1914) loc.
cit. and in his annotation to the scholion.

85. Cf. M.Dermott, TAPA 66 (1935) pp. 170ff. (he accepts the Panaetius
interpretntion on p. 172).

86, White (1914), n. on = 440, thinks it 'reveals an excellent Aristophanic
pun'. But deob«eo-woié_g suggests a r&&yueos no more readily than it
does, say, a barber,

87. See Geissler (1925) p. 80.

88, Starkie on W. 675 is wrong to think that the weakness of Euphronius's
explanation in itself casts doubt on the proverbial nature of the
reference,

89, See Blaydes and Starkie ad loc.; Rogers' interpretation is confused by
his refusal to make the obvious connection between the Connas of Kn,
534 and the musician Connus,

90, See the Index of Names s.n.

91. Followed by e.g. Kirchner under PA 6736 and Holden (1902) s.n.

92, See Henderson (1975) ¢ 364a.

93, Cf. MacDowell's note on W, 1490,

94, This presumably has something to do with the Roman actor Aesop who was
a friend of Cicero's: cf. 0'Connor (1908) p. 17 nos. 17-18. Probably
an original distinction between the two people has been lost.

95, See SEG XII 84.96, with Hereward ABSA 47 (1952) p. 116,

96, Kock, in his note to fr. 671, and White (1914), on =2 Av. 11, hawve
tried to alter the part of the scholion which makes the separation,
solely, so far as I can see, to suit their preconceptions. The formula
€61 5C koh g‘TieoJ‘ is found elsewhere (e.g. in 2 Nd. 1022) and is
unobjectionable, J. Davison, JHS 78 (1958) p. 40, gives no reason for
rejecting the prosonogranhical separation,

97. See R, Pfeiffer, A History of Classical Scholarship: From the Beginnings
1o the End of the Hellenistic Ace (1968) PP. 247 ff,

98, See my discussion of the parabasis of Knights in chapter 4.
99. Ribbeck and Neil accept the assertion that Theorus was a poet.

100. Rogers on Ach. 849.

101. Euyyexév'( may well be a corruption (Platnauer CQ 2 (1951) pp. 167f.)
but it may be an early one: cf, §€_:_\__t_:_l_1. 1150, It is possible that taken
in the sense of 'proposer of a motion' €uyyeol4>u“\ may also have helped
to create the belief in Antimachus's \bvl\zb(cr},u .

102, Compare the scheme in 2¢ Ach. 703 (~ X" W. 947), with Raubitschek,
Hesneria 24 (1955) pp. 287f,
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Comic Satire and Publicity in Fifth-Century Athens

In chapter 157 of his speech Against Timarchus Aeschines refers the jury

to a recent performance of a comedy at the rural Dionysia in the deme of
Collytus, in the course of which a satirical allusion had been made to
ﬂépvwg H"’Y"IO‘WS TL}AQZQXLL/)SGAS"'. Aeschines is trying at this point in his
speech to draw a distinction between youths who prostitute themselves,
°‘,‘6')(€“’n5 KA ¢aweeo':;5 s and those who, though they have known many homo-
sexual erqstai, live Ekaueeeﬂqg KoLl KaAGj- Timarchus the defendant falls
into the first category, it is of course alleged, but Aeschines adds

that there happened at the same time to be living in Athens a beautiful
youth also by the name of Timarchus who exemplified the proffered ideal
of the life of an %Qérﬁwog, and the purpose of the reference to the
recent comedy is to enable Aeschines to claim that on that occasiom no-
one in the audience had any doubt which Timarchus was the butt of the
allusion. The anecdote seems at first sight onlyign insignificant piece
of tendentious denigration; how could Aeschines have knoin so surely that
everyone had taken the joke the same way? But the rhetorical design of
the passage should not be allowed to obscure a very important implic-—
ation of the way in which the orator makes his point. Aeschines is

describing two purportedly exceptional reputations, and his point is a

colourful variation on the oratorical cliché, 'everybody knows'. But

if the possibility of alternative identifications of the targets of
personal jokes never arose his anecdote would be flat and uninteresting
to the jury% The passage must in fact imply, and Aeschines must have

been able to assume that his audience would understand, that passing
personal references in comedies were sometimes ambivalent, or that the
targets ;f them were not always so well-known that a succinct allusion to
their reputation could not fail to be universally taken., This general
implication about the intelligibility of personal jokes is of great velue

as a pointer to the conditions of publicity in classical Athens and to
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the character of the relationship between comedy and its public, and
although Aeschines cannot have known what he asserts of this one
particular audience we have to recégnise that the underlying implic-
ation is taken for granted. Moreover, it is pertinent to remember that
this speech was delivered at a time when personal references to contemp-
oraries in comedy were far rarer than they had been in the days of 0ld
Cbmedy?

In my examination in ch. 2 of the ways in which the scholia vetera,
often followed by modern scholars, treat personal jokes in Aristophanes,
I have tried to object to the presupposition that these jokes must have
a definable factual content (even where we cannot be sure of it) which
the satirist could take as given. What really lies behind this pre-
supposition is the belief that in his satire Aristophanes was essentially
a reflector of current reputations, of public opinion and gossip, of
established and prevalent notorieties. To be satirised by Aristophanes
was, it has been suggested, %in itself a certifica£e of notoriety"f' The
passage of Aeschines which I have just cited helps us to focus on the
implausibility of this generally accepted axiom, for while it allows us
& first-hand glimpse in a particular case of the relationship between
the theatrical foreground of personal jokes and the social background of
public knowledge and the dissemination of reputations, it gives some
grounds for supposing that this relationship was variable. My aim in
this chapter is to carry further the case for this supposition, and to
pursue in some detail, &s a positive éomplemen¢ to chapter 2, its sig-
nificance for the understending of personal jokes in Aristophanes. I am
not attempting to deny that in many cases 0ld Comedy drew on or reflected
existing reputations that were independent of the theatre; I wish rather
to challénge the inflexible use of this as a model of all personal satire,
and to propose in particuler that far more account needs to be taken of

two rather different factors: the possibility that a joke may contain

within itself sufficient information for the appreciation of it, whether



by actually supplying relevant facts or allegations, or simply, but just
as importantly, by depending not so much on specific details concerning
the individuval as on popularly familiar and accepted stereotypes of dis-
approved attributes or ways of life; and, secondly, the capacity of a
joke or a set of jokes to create or contribute to a reputation, and so

to provide material which other jokes may make use of, perhaps quite
independently of what is known or commonly believed outside the theatre.
There are other factors too which will emerge in the course of the chapter
and which have been insufficiently considered by commentators and critics
in the past. These cannot be combined into a simple key for the inter-
pretation of any personal joke, and I do not pretend that I can demystify
all those jokes which have previously been found baffling or too allusive,
My overriding intention is to argue that we should dispense with the
assumption that all jokes involve the same factual mechanisms, and that
those which do not yield immediate and familiar sense are to be put on

one side as secrets intelligible only to those who know more than we now
do about their subjects.

Yet it is easy to see the main reason for the attitude to personal
jokes in Aristophanes that has prevailed since exegesis of the author
began. The very notion of a personal joke might seem to entail that the
audience of it should know the target well, should understand what is
being got at, as though the object were simply to supply an sﬁuév, the
sort of Fé#qp« Aristotle mentions at Poetics 48b 15 ff. (though notice
that Aristotle understands that the pleasure of recognition may not be
the only reason for looking even at a copy: an analogy with personal
jokes could be sustuined); and the typical scholiasstic reading of an
Aristophanic joke is certainly motivated not just by a naivete about the
contents'but also by a desire to see the joke as authentically personal
(which is itself tied up with a moralistic predisposition to believe
that the target deserves the ridiculZ). It consequently becomes tempting,

and for some automatic, to assume that the original context was one in
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which author and audience had a shared body of knowledge, a familiarity
with both the person and his reputation, which made the joke a sort of

coded communication between them., But all that is necessarily real or

personal about our kind of joke, it has to insisted, is the identity of
the individual who is the target. There are, moreover, problems in the
way of the usual approach. Consider the fact that some of the butts of
01d Comedy were not individuals of a kind we can expect to have left any
clear traces in the records of the period outside comedy itself. This
ought, on reflection, to seem a fact not just symptomatic of our ignor-
ance but also indicative of the original nature of some of the genre's
choice of targets., If an Athenian happened, say, to have an extraordinary
complexion or head of hair, to lead a sexually unusual life, or to sell
birds, but did not play a part of any prominence in the political or
"military life of the city, did not get involved at any time in & major
lawsuit, did not perform in an individual capacity at a state festival,
did not have any contact with circles that might éarn him & mention in
Plato or Xenophon, and did not have his name inscribed on any durable
monument or public record (and a majority of citizens did not do any of
these things), then there is no good reason why we should expect to hear
about him from anyone but a comic poet., But leaving aside the publicity
of comedy itself, such an individual is no more likely to have been well-
known to a majority of an Aristophanic audience either, as I hope my
comments below on the general conditions of publicity in Athens will

help to confirm. There is, in other words, despite gaps in our evidence,
& broad correlation between figures identifiable by us and figures con-
spicuous in some way in their own lifetime., It might of course be objected,
end I think it is true, that only a minority of Aristophanic targets were
not at all well-known in their time; most had some political, cultural or
aristocratic standing, or had a topical significance around the time of

particular plays, and so were more or less familiar names outside the
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theatre. Yet if the principle that the audience of a personal joke needs
to know the target is to be maintained, it ought to be extended, and
usually is, to the specific details of the individual with which the

joke purports to deal - his appearance, private habits, family background
or whatever., But this extension would mean that the sort of problem
mentioned above would have to be faced in the case of many jokes where
there was no doubt about the general familiarity of the subject to the
original audience. The audience of Ach., for instance, must have kmown
who Cratinus was (he was competing at the same festival), but how many of
them lmew what sort of hairstyle he had at the time (cf. Ach. 849), even
if they had attended the proagon, and how does this affect our understand-
ing of this detail of the gibe at him? The problem is in fact a double
one, for we cannot decide how many are likely to have appreciated the
Jjoke until we make up our minds what appreciation of it would entail
(relating the joke to a memory of Cratinus's appearance or simply rel-
ishing, as I would suggest in this case, the degrading implications of the
supplied image).

The example of Cratinus's hairstyle serves to emphasise a further
wveakness in an inflexible approach to personal satire, which is that it
makes mo allowance for the possible presence within the same audience of
different groups or individuals who were in possession of varying degrees
of familierity with the target or background details of a joke. Although
we are certainly never in a position to quantify or to make at all precise
estimates of such variation, that it ﬁust have existed seems to me obvious
(it is aclnowledged by implicit contrast in the passage of Aeschines
discussed at the start of the chapter) and its relevance to the under-—
standing.of many particular cases is considerable. The argument is some-
times offered or assumed that because the audience of 0ld Comedy was a
large popular one, and because presumably no poet's work would be success-
ful or even acceptable if it consistently catered for the taste of only a

portion of that audience, therefore comic poets must always have provided
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entertainment which was equally congenial to all the spectators and we
cannot for certain purposes posit the possibility of different responses
from different kinds of spectatorf Yet Aristophanes himself draws dist-
inctions between types of spectator and levels of appreciation, and we
cannot explain them away completely in terms of the poet's polemical,
apologetic and competitive purposes, though these do play a part in the
formulation of some of the passages concernedz In the area of personal
satire, with its frequent references to or allegations about details of
appearance, specific incidents and items of private life or family back-
ground, it is inconceivable thet many jokes should not have made a varying
impact on different members of an audience, some of whom might be neigh-
bours or fellow demesmen of the subjects while others would be reliant on
gossip or comedy itself for their knowledge about himz The inevitability
of this variation can only be confirmed by consideration of the general
conditions of publicity in classical Athens, to which I now turn,

How well informed were the Athenian public? Where did they get their
information from, and how was it transmitted? This broad subject has a
historical interest independent of 0ld Comedy, though it seems to have
been little studied and we cannot attempt a proper treatment of it without
drawing heavily on the evidence of Aristophanes, The main result of the
failure to give serious attention to this issue has been, I think, the
spread of a gratifying but unrealistic image of the nature of Athenian
society. M.I. Finley has described "direct democracy" in the ancient
world, which presumably includes fifth-century Athens, as operating in
"small communities where everyone knew everyone else"? The same historian
has elsewhere labelled Athens a "face~to-face society":‘ This model is
comnmonly foundjz A leading Aristophanic scholar chearacterises what he
calls the 'Selbsbewusstein' of the Athenian citizen-body by cleiming that

)

. . . 3
its members "sich...gegenseitig weitgehend personlich kannten." The

Athenians, we are told, felt themselves to be an "einander wohlbekannte

"y
Gesellschaft", It is of course vital for our historical imaginations that
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we should apnreciate the scale of Athenian society, but we do not achieve
this appreciction simple by telling ourselves how small Athens was in
comparison to modern industrial towns and cities, "as if Athens were a
village and Attica a parish":s The tendency to imagine Athens as a sort
of village society can be particularly prejudicial when specifically
applied. In presenting the case for identifying the Amphitheus of Ach,
with Hermogenes the compenion of Socrateg, Rennie asserts that '"His
[Socrates{} mother Phaenarete and her wvocation must have been well-known
€0 the Athenian public."v This is an especially striking instance in that
it ignores the peculiar limitations on public knowledge about citizen—
women in Athens, but the whole model which underlies it and which I have
illustrated above will not in fact stand up to scrutiny, even if we wish
~to posit an inordinate amount Of'ﬂb)UﬂPdYFDGJWq of the average citizen.
For the duration of Aristophanes' career we have to reckon with a citizen-
body of at least 20,000, and probably a higher number than this for part
of the period. It should not take much reflection to see that general
personal familiarity within a group of this size is out of the question.
In Aristotle's ideal polis the citizens would all need to know one anothegi
but in Aristotle's own Athens this would have defied the physical facts
of social life. Vhen the defendant in Lysias I, Euphiletus, denies that
he had ever set eyes on the man who he claims was his wife's adulterer
before the night on which he killed hi&i there is nothing inherently

implausible in his claim, whether or not he was actually being truthful,

At the beginning of Plato's Euthyphro Socrates explains to Euthyphro that

he does not know Meletus, the man who has recently brought a lewsuit
against hiéML and again we must separate the particular question of
historical accuracy from the fact that the cleim was a plausible and
unremarkable one for classical Athens. The situation in which one
citizen is ignorant of another is made the basis of a joke at Thesm,

29 ff., where Euripides and his kinsman are standing outside the door of
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Agathon ¢§l&Aavég. It is significant for the Athenian system of personal
names, and hence for the understanding of personal jokes in comedy, thet
Mnesilochus is portrayed as not simply ignorant about Agathon: he lknows
more than one person called Agathon but is not sure which one is meant?
But we need to recognise that the humour does not lie in the mere fact
that Mnesilochus has never seen Agathon, though that does produce the
comedy of his guesses, and it is also insisted on to permit the gibe at
35; it lies rather in the way he ignores S Kkiwés and © TQctYL\d(YO’ITOléS
(29 f.) and tries to identify Agathon by his own memories of people of
that name, There is a confusion, in other words, between the way one
recognises the well-lknown (Mnesilochus should have heard of him: cf, 164,
ToOTov yp ooV &Kvi;cooLS ), whether or not one has seen them, and the way
one identifies any individval whom one has personally encountered;
ignorance makes him ebsurdly replace the first by the second. This
confusion is the chief cohic point, 'and we therefore cannot infer that it
would have been absurd for an Athenian not to know what Agathon the poet

22
looked like. A similar situation seems to be involved in Eupolis fr. 182:

A. aKovE VOV ﬂeftfo(vé‘gog fog AMoAA Y T&C .
B. 6 6tpeBALs 3 A. obxk IAX © }»éyozg'\ ouvokivdtog.

Here too it looks as though the joke depends on a confusion between the
well-known and the ordinary citizen, but not necessarily on any special
familiarity with the former.

The main ways in which Athenians would acquire information about
other citizens outside their own circle of acquaintances are clear enough.
"Information about public affairs was chiefly disseminated by the herald,
the notice-board, gossip and rumour, verbal reports and discussions in
the various commissions and assemblies that made up their governmental
machinery"21 in other words, necessarily by predominantly oral means; and
if we shift the emphasis slightly from public meetings to informal and

private gatherings, this picture is valid as a description of the way
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information in general, not just political information, wos collected and
transmitted. The important feature of this system for my purposes is
not so much its small scale as its irregulerity and uncertainty. Modern
means of broadcasting do not just spread information quickly and widely,
they intrude consistently into the lives of most people in such a way

as to make it difficult to avoid the proffered information or report.,

The only regular means (other than comedy itsef;) of anything like broad-
casting in Athens, assemblies, the courts and the notice-board, cannot
normally have provided an outlet for the sort of personal details in
which many jokes deal, Gossip and allegations concerning such metters

we would expect to circulate more informally, and this inevitably means

a more limited circulation. A man might be expected to know a good deal
ﬁbout his neighbours, and to be reasonably familiar with many of the mem-
bers of his own deme, in both its topographical and its technical post-

25
Cleisthenic sense, The defendant in Lysias VII cynically comments that

one's neighbours know even what one tries to hide from the;t though of
course it suits his case to subscribe to this particular generalisation,
The speaker of Lysias XXIII explains how in order to check the claim of
one Pancleon to belong to the deme of Decelea he decided to go and ask
known Deceleans in a barber's shogl and there is no doubt thet, as in
eighteenth-century London, these were places where much gossip and report

changed hands., The cripple defendant of Lysias XXIV tells the members

of the boule what he must believe they are prepared to accent on this

pd \ < A >, A 3 \ \ ’
subject: EKAGTof YyAp vy 1Ottt 1Teoo‘4>0uro<v o/\«GV Noog },Lueo‘nwk\ov,
o §¢ Trec‘a_g kouptiov | o 5¢ T(g?)g o’ocu‘rowy‘z.?ov , o 8§’ Omot Ry Té){(\ b e
‘OI(TTO(VT‘E,;' y&p é’ewez Tfeoo‘CbOlT;l‘v Kot Sta(TQl,FEJV &,w(} \{g' Tou (2‘&-. lo),

Someone in Eupolis's Marikas, perhaps Hyperbolus himself, learnt a lot in
barbers?! shop:f For the majority of Athenians, however, especially those
who lived outside the city and had a livelihood to think about, opportun-
ities for sitting in.such places cannot ever, and particularly during the

wvar, have been quite as frequent as the last quotation from Lysias would
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seem to imply, and it would in any case be fanciful to imogine that
informal gossip systematically transmitted a body of report which coin-
cided with the material drawn on by comic poets., We have here, in other
words, a means by which a variety of rumour might circulate rather err-
atically, and by which occasionally a widespread notoriety might be
created or at least filled out, but we cannot equate the efficiency of
such oral communication with that of, say, modern popular newspapers, or
hypothesise an amount and consistency of gossip sufficient to explain the
supposed familiarity of Aristophanes' audience with the range of subjects
and details covered by his personal jokes.

Within any given comic audignce we must assume that there will have
been some exceptionally well-informed citizeéﬁ, a few who lived the life
of the man described in Aristophanes! N‘:}o”m, ;(ﬂdey£VTd TV ko(T”B(YcQ;lv
only/Jg(vag? and & majority who fell somewhere between the two extremes
but who might find themselves understanding some personal references and
allugions better than others. Most will certainly have been up-to-date
with the major figures and events of politics - knowing what they needed
to exercise their democratic ability Tz;t TOM Tk P“\’\ ’aint’:)f yvavo(?: But
even in this area we need to distinguish between political familiarity as
such and more intimate knowledge of the individuals concerned. The sSube
Ject of physical appearance may be taken as fairly representing the‘sort
of issues involved., We cannot doubt that many Athenians could have rec—
ognised Cleon or Peisander in the street (though they would probably be
helped by other things than simple physical appearangt) but can we really
suppose that they were able or intended to understand Cratinus fr. 217a
(Edmonds) or Peace 395 as identifiable references to the real appearance
of these politicia;:? It is in fact striking how little can be learnt
from 0ld Comedy about the physical appearance of prominent citizens, and

although a cursory reading of some of Aristophsnes' plays might leave one

with the impression that the original audiences were expected to be fam-

iliar with the features of a large number of pot necessarily eminent
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contemporaries, it is important to realise just what the cowmic character
is of tae jokes which give rise to this impression, and what can and can-
not be lecitimately inferred from them about the Imowledge of most spec-
tators. In many cases the joke contains everything needed for its apn-
reciatio;? This is so, for examplie, with the comparison of Meidias to a
stunned quail at Av. 1297-9, where it is impossible to tell, and
unnecessary to lmow, whether the indguéj hints at the man's real app-
earance or simply teases him for his sporting pastime;i rather as at

Av. 284-6 Callias, the aristocratic gamester, is given the attributes
which provide him with his sporzkthough in neither case, note, would one
need to know the sporting penchant in advance). The success of the Joke
against lleidias could hardly depend on the audience'!s capacity to remem—
ber the shape of his head. The Lysicrates whose nose and hair are mention-
ed at Eccl. 630 and 736 is no longer known to us, but the succinctness of
the gibe at him gives us, I think, a clear pair of alternativegc either he
was actually notorious for the oddity of the features in question, or he
was familiar to many of the audience for some other reason. The first of
these options I find incredible, unless we add the speculative sunposition
that Lysicrates had been given much comic exposure in earlier blays. If
we prefer the second, the truth-to-life of the jokes ceases to matter, from
the audience's point of view at least, for the abusive suggestiveness of
each could provide its own satisfaction., This is similarly true of Eccl,
71, though without the help of Plato Com. fr. 122 we might have been
uncertain whether the gibe was aimed at the largeness or the smallness of
Epicrates' beard. Epicrates' political importance makes it likely that a
large number in Aristophanes' audience would have some familiarity with
his face, but even in this instance the joke is not merely designed to
drav on such familiarity: the woman's boast makes sufficient comic sense
in the context if we know only who Epicrates is. The references to the

politician Phormisius at Frogs 965f, and Eccl. 98 are analogous: in both
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passages an extra pleasure might be derived from the allusion to hairiness,
but neither depends solely on this, On a different level, aoprarent des-
criptions of appearance can carry a special comic momentum which makes
any relationship to the reality redundant: this is evidently true of the
fantastic image of Cleon at W. 1031 ff., even though some of the details
might have meant something to anyone who lknew Cleon well; or of the virt-
voso accumulation of Peace 789f. and 810-14, where the colourful abuse
would make any attempt to extract a real portrait perverse., In just a
handful of casesy, I believe, is it necessary to possess independent know-
ledge about a target's appearance for appreciation of a joke: such are
Ach, 389f. and Irogs 55, where it would require instant ingenuity otherwise
to see the point in time. But these are much rarer than jokes whicli in-
volve physical details that can be fully understood in their context as
ridiculing or degrading; note, for instance, the phrase é»rukeés at Frogs
709, one comic stroke in a richly painted satirical picture, or Archedemus's
nickname éiyk%uwv, which was used, whatever its origin, outside come§§, and
which clearly could not have depended for its humorous effect on the
6bility of everyone who spoke or heard it to check its accuracy for himself,
A case which crystallises these issues nicely is that of the son'of Chaireas
at VW, 687—98? The use of this form of appellation probably intimates that
the father and family were reasonably familiar, but Bdelucleon's language
as he mimics the advocate's swagger and pretentious posture strongly sugg-
ests that his act is meant to be recejved as a caricature of a type of
behaviour rather ‘han the identifiable peculiarity of the named individual.,
It would surely have been beyond the appreciation of most of the audience
if it had been otherwise.

What has been said so far in this chapter has been directed to the
understanding of how the general conditions of publicity in Athens affected

the Imovledge of Aristophanes' audiences and their appreciation of personal
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jokes, and it is obvious that such an enquiry is onc route towerds the
comprehension of the dramatist's intentions, for those intentions were
necessarily limited and in part shaped by the character and exnectotions

of those to whom they were offered in entertainment. But before I try to
carry further my analysis of the relation between the satirist and his pub-
lic it is proper to attempt to see the issues from the poet's own point of
view, How did the poets of 0l1ld Comedy choose the targets of their jokes,
and for what kinds of reason? We cannot, of course, pretend to give a
complete answer to this question, even in Aristophenes' case, but I think
we can discefn several of the main elements which would constitute an
ansver, The first and most general thing to be said is that the consider-
able overlap between the jokes of different dramatists, on which I commented
in my introductory chapter, points principally towards the tendency of the
'.génre to concentrate on targets of some prominence, most often of a pol-
itical or cultural nature. Two important and related cautions, however,
'are in place here. Because it is very often difficult for us to be sure
Just how well-known a particular individual was, we are in danger of slip-
ping into uncertain , and possibly even circular, assumptions if we autom-
atically infer from the mention of an individual in more than one comic
poet or in both comedy aid other sources that he was familiar to the number
6f citizens present in a theatre audience. Each case needs careful consid-
eration. The sécond caution, about which I shall say more later, is that
there are good grounds for believing that comedy itself was a major agent
of certain kinda 6f publicity in classical Athens, and consistency of
exposure in comedy cannot therefore be reliably teken as an index of a
person's independent reputation., But that a large number of those targets
common to two or more comic poets owed their popularity in the genre to
their estaﬁlished standing or fame in the city is beyond question. Aris-
tophanes! comments on the comic treatment of Hypgrbolus by his rivals (gg.

551ff.), though somewhat disingenuous in their implications about his own
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practice, aclmowledge this fact: note especially the phrase ﬂueéﬁ*fv Xﬂﬁﬁ@.
The whole context of those remarks in the parabasis of Clouds sugcests an
important point which puts another qualification on the above generalisat-
ion about the sharing of material by dramatists, for Aristophanes is claim-
ing both that Cleon was a special target of his and that comic poets could
choose whether to be repetitive and femiliar or to aim for originality. Ve
are fortunate that the fairly full, if sometimes sketchy, record preserved
in the scholia from the Kﬂk%ﬂb%HiVOL of the occurrence of Aristophanic
targets in the work of other comic poets enables us to spot some interesting
cases in which Aristophanew seems to have picked on individuals made littk
of by his rivals. Perhaps the most surprising instance is that of Lam-
achus. Although this general was a military figure of importance from the
430's onwards and occurs in four of the extant pleys as well os in a
fragment from the Georgofﬁ no tarace survives of any mention or satire of
him in other contemporary comic poets. It would take quite extraordinary
carelessness on the part of the scholia ér the earlier work out of which
they grew to explain this away as an accident of survival; the compilations
of the Kﬁr&ébQMﬂML have left their mark on so many notes on much lesser
figures that it would be unreasonable to shirk the inference that Lama-
chus cannot have been at any rate a prominent or regular target outside
Aristophanes, While we cannot be sure of the reasons for either Aristoph-
anes' concentration on or his rivals' avoidance of Lamachus, the explan-
ation may be quite simple. Aristophanes saw the happy coincidence between
the man's profession and his name, and he seized on him early in his own
career, though possibly at a time when Lamachus was not especially in the
foreground of military affairs, turning him through his appearances in

Ach, into a caricature of the blustering and vainglorious commander.

This was such a substantial piece of sétire that for other poets to make
Lamachus a target might then have seemed too blatantly plagiaristice.

Nothing in the Aristophanic picture of the general suggests any personal
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or private motivation behind the satire, and indeed that nicture con it-
self be regarded as less a portrait than a slightly individualised mockery
of an exaggerated type. The case of Agathon in 0ld Comedy has similar
features to those of Lamachus!. No evidence of any treatment of him out-—
side Aristophanes surviveg: and again this may be at least partly due to
the way that Aristophanes himself hed used him, giving him a prominent
appearance in Thesm,, which may well have been the first play in which

he made him a butt, and exploiting it to fix for him a sharply defined
comic persona which he sustained in later pla;g; other comic poets may
have felt preempted. Causes or motives sre much less easy to impute in the
case of Lysistratus, another target peculiar to Aristophanes, but never
Ainvolfed in anything more than an incidental joke. An element of inscrut-‘
6ble whim cannot safely be ruled out, though where the choice of targets
wvas a large one and Aristophanes came back repeatedly to an individual I
prefer to suppose a more concrete reason for the satire. The one thing I
think we can be sure of in Lysistratus's cese is that there was a consider~
able disparity between the man's real life and the surface impression of
the jokes about hi&? The possible working of a motivation which may not
come through explicitly in the jokes themselves is illustrated by the
perhaps best known of Aristophanes! lesser targets, Cleonymus the so-called
%ﬂ%ddm15. We have only one certain comic reference to this man outside
Aristophanes (Eupolis CGF 100); this does involve éu@a&n{&, but is
unfortunately undeteable. We know that Cleonymus was politicelly prom—
inent eround the mid-420's and again at the time of the scandal of the
Hermocopidae; W. 592 portreys him as & forensic orator, end it is not
unlikely that he was conspicuous in tﬁe politjcal wvorld for much of the
period during which Aristophanes weas naming him in his plays. But while
such prominence would help to justify his inclusion in so many plays,

there may have been a further motive. At Kn. 951-8 Cleonymus and Cleon

are linked closely together by the device of the Paphlegonian's ring, and
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the passage seems to intimate that hoth men &are SnrﬂYéFOL e In the line
of Wasps cited just above Cleonymus is indeed enviseged in the part of a
demos-flattering leader of the dicasts, and he is titled Ko)(olKL:NU)UOS .
146)AK£3 are especially associated in Aristophanes with Cleogz and the
hypothesis strongly suggests itself that there was in fact some connection
between the two men, and that this association was part of the reason for
the comic poet's repeated gibes at Cleonymusfg

Any attempt to estimate the extent to which Aristophanes might have
allowed personal or private motivation to influence his choice of targets
must take account of two passages in the parabases of Wasps and Peace
where he purports to contrast his own practice in this respect with that
of other comic poets, though I think it is significant that in neither
casé does he name, or intimate that he has in mind, particular rivals. At
¥. 1025ff, he explains that in his career to date he has used his success
and position modestly and responsibly, refusing to exploit it for personal
gain outside the theatre or to put his resources of satirical publicity
at the disposal of private individuels. These avoided activities are
sketched, I would suggest, with a deliberate ingenuousness which is meant
to act as a foil to the hyperbolical description that follows of Aristoph-
anes as a Herculean aﬂi§(deqg' locked in battle with the enemy of Athens,
the many-headed Cleon: what the poet might have, but has supposedly not,
become is a cheap puﬁliciser - as & service to clients -~ of people's
private affairs. But exaggerated though the details of both halves of the
contrast may be, there ought to be in the first option mentioned, as there
is in the account of the feud with Cleon, some reference to actual practice
and real possibilities. Underlying Aristophanes® disclaimer.is the sense
that festival comedy is a communal affair in which everyone 1s entitled to
take pléasure. The poet has a responsibility to his citizen audience; for
him to use his plays as vehicles for private attacks and Jokes would invoke

neglect of his cultural duty. But this implicit principle should not be

automatically accredited as a guide to practice, if only because privete
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motivations and special meanings need not prevent simultancous cutering

for the general appreciotion of the audience. When we turn to the slightly
altered version of the argument which Aristophanes included in the parabasas
of Peace, the kind of activity that he claims not to have engaged in is seeninn
significantly plainer wey. The previous sexual colouring of the orgument,
with the poet acting both as pederast himself and &s a pimp for others!
pederasty, has been removed, and we are now offered the simple assertion
that he has eschewed satirising ordinary men and women ( 0OK SwdTug
&Vequndkkcus ..... ovse yuvufwdg o750 ) and has assailed the monster Cleon
insteed. The combination of the two passages presenis an essentially
plausible picture, I believe, of one possible dimension of the satire
featured in 01d Comedy, and once we have made allowance for a disingenuous-
" ness which is reminiscent of the claims made in the famous passage at Nu,
537ff., we are left with a revealing glimpse of part of the background
wﬁich may sometimes be hidden behind personal jokes. There is, after all,
no a priori reason for doubting the possibility that & comic poet might
have used the publieity of his plays to pursue personal enmities, expose
~information or allegations which he had gathered privately, or even

include jokes that were motivated by the wishes or feelings of other;:
provided they could be turned into enteftaining materﬁalfo A curious
parallel to W. 1025ff. is to be found at Machon 272f., where the courtesan
Gnathaena is afraid that the comic poet Diphilus will give her adverse
publicity in one of his plays. Whether they were dealing with fact or just
with slander and rumour, comic poets must have obtained a good deal of
their satirical material from private and individual sources, and
Aristophanes' rather misleading contrast between his large-~scale treatment
of Cleon and incidental jokes about ordinary citizens should not be
allowed to obscure the probability that he too depended on such channels

of supply. If there is a tinge of unrealistic colour at W. 1025-7, we

should not be lulled into thinking that we are being given a mere fiction.
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When we consider the role of other kinds of publicity employable in the
relationship between Zedd?ﬁg and ﬂulgtkés: and remember the obvious appeal
of this subject to poets and audiences who could enjoy the special festival
licence for frank treatment of sexual matters, we should be able to see
that the area in which Aristophanes chooses to illustrate a poet's possible
service to a 'client' is a particularly credible one. Moreover, the likely
implications for Aristophanes himself, behind the assurance of the
disavowal, come more sharply into focus if we disentangle the two related
but distinct issues of satirical practice which, in the version of the
argument found in Wasps at any rate, his explanation confuses:: whom, what
sort of people 0ld Comedy picked out as its targets; and the sources or*
motivations of the jokes about them,

0# the first of these issues our evidence shows that Aristophanes did
not differ much in kind from his rivals, and there are good grounds for
believing that he was no more individual in relation to the second.

Indeed, an apperently straightforwvard demonstration of a kind of motivation
akin to that disowned in the parabases cited is presented by Ach. 1150ff.,
where the chorus delivers a curse on Antimachus, the Lenaean choregus for
Aristophanes in the preceding yea;?' The explicitness of the given reason
for the curse should not seduce us into assuming that this is necessarily
a quite straightforvard reference to part of Antimachus' choregia: %ﬂTéXui'
xSerrvey might be an exaggerétedly simple cover for a more complex com—
plaint, or may even be altogether much less grave than it appears. None-
theless, Aristophanes is here certainly prepared to give the impression of
airing some sort of private grievance, and this is at least as telling

for his general practive as the rhetorically structured arguments in VWasps
and Peace. It is just as important for my larger argument, hovever,

to observe that Aristophanes! motivation in the first place, whatever it

wag, for composing this ode need not be identical with his comic purpose,

Although I take Ach. 1152 to be at least an implicit acknowledgement of



ds

how the satirist might sometimes conceive of using his powers of publicity,
the ode as it stands does not communicate much informetion; the motivetion
has been turned into an elaborately entertaining joke, which an audience
could satisfactorily follow and appreciate for its intrinsic humour, and

it is remarkable how far from the starting point the chorus's imaginative
train of thodght has travelled by the end of the ode. We start with
Antimachus, but we finish with a wish for Cratinus, and in that shift we
can discern Aristophanes' mind moving from one of last year's festivals

to the present Lenaia.

A more complicated blending of original motivation and final satirical
entertainment is involved in the attack on Ariphraties in the sec¢ond para-
basis of Enights, at 1274fff$ The manner of Ariphrades! introduction is
unique; nowhere else does an Aristophanic chorus show any self-conscious—
ness about indulging in personal satire, and this fact has to be accommod-
ated in any interpretation of this passage, It is equally striking, though,
that the remarks with which the chorus preface their descrintion of Ariph-
rades are not really defensive or apologetic., We should note in particular
the clause Ov S¢& WAN Xikcloo kit KoKe (1276), which is a sentiment that
points, whatever the tone of the context, to the general acceptance in
Athenian society of the role of bad reputation, and the concomitant prac-—
tices of ridicule and frank condemmnation, in giving expression to popular
moral feeling and judcement — a reflection of the enphasis on public
~estimation in Greek moral thinking, and a corollary of the fact that
"goodness divorced from a reputatioﬁ for goodness was of limited interest."g’
The chorus purport, then, to renresent the comic poet in his function as
exposer of private immorality, on the grounds that such behaviour is of
justified public interest. An illuminating parallel of ungquestionable

seriousness is to be found at Lysias 6.6, where the sneaker asserts that

the impiety of Andocides is familiar to everyone in the city, and for good
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reason: vlywolig yap ert X7y Thov oAV S bepdvToy ’v\) KL KOV W) X o Biov
quwv Uy ‘WOWI\W‘("RS Y')’V‘:JWWQU‘—L. &V“Y"O‘"‘«JS....%,XEl is not intended, I think,
simply to describe the way things happen to be ("you can't stop people
talking"”) but also to express approval of this state of affairs, intimating
that reputations ought to exist as reliablc indicators of the truth about
people., It is to be noted further about the chorus's exposure of Ariph-—
rades that it contradicts, on the face of things at any rate, Aristophanes'
disclaimers at W. 1025ff. and Peace 750, for the Knights here admit that
they are picking out someone who is not z&gﬁkgs; and, as at Ach., 1150ff.,
the surface bose ig as revealing in its implications as what we may finally
judge to be the reslity (see belov)._ The whole preparation for the spec-
ific indictment against Ariphrades seems calculated to highlight it as
something of exceptional interest; even the comic 'praeteritio! of the
preceding ode is partly intended to prepare the ground for the graver mo.t-
erial of the epirrhema, lending to the transition at 1274 a sense of pass—~
ing from the merely pathetic inadequacies of Lysistratus and Thoumantis to
a subject of genuine depravity; and the contrast between established comic
butts and a person supposedly not yet known to the audience also reinforces
the apparent darkening of the tone. All this would seem to bespeak an in-
tention of unusual satirical intensity on Aristophanes' part, and one can
certainly understand the grounds for the verdict that the attack on Ariph-
rades is "savage"ﬂ;r that it shows explicit "hatred and disgust"?; But are
these judgements secure? There must in the nature of the case be room for
differing assessments of tone, but I want to indicate some reasons for
regarding the passage as only mock-serious. In the first place, the care-
ful build-up to the main revelation at 1284 could be felt.to be more of an
attempt to arouse curiosity and accumulate an aura of the sensational than
& serious moral preface; copious analogies could be located in titillating
yet purportedly responsible forms of modern journalism, though I am suggest—
ing that Aristophanes need not have expected anyone in his audience to take

his posture seriously. It is not that Aristophanes could not be serious;
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ve can see that he might be from an analagous passage of rhetoric such as
Andocides 1.95, where Epichares is called O WavTwy T%vneéTdTbj Kool
Favkgkivoj ész('RnaGTDS , and the idea of wanting to be wicked might
have been an established way of suggesting extreme corruption: cf,
Philocleon's mischievousness at W, 320-22, the wilful sycophantes at Av.
1450, end Phrynichus fr, 58.3f7 But several other features of the attack
do not harmonise well with a serious intention. The chorus spend more time
prefacing their revelation than they do on the revelation itself, and the
description of cunnilinctus is certainly coloured more by prurient detail
than by moral outrage. It is followed, moreover, by & final couplet (1288f.)
which turns the subject into a wry joke. And despite the fact that our evi-
dence gives ground for believing that cunnilinctu; was a rarely practised
and generally disapproved forﬁ of sexual behaviour for Athenian malegf it
~ remaings 6pen to doubt whether it would have aroused genuine outrage.
There might even, in other words, have been a kind comic bathos in the
exposure of extreme ﬂbvqeﬁx which turns out to be a private sexval pec-
uliarity, especially since Tﬂwqfﬁx and its cognated tend to be used of
behaviour with more easily calculable practical consequences, real or pot-
entiale. I am not trying to eliminate all sense of disgust from the pass-
age of Knights, or to turn it into completely light-hearted terms, but to
point out that the presentation of Ariphrades' alleged perversion can be
seen as an effective comic design rather than an earnest moral one, prov-
iding more of an entertaining relish than a sense of righteous indignation.
.Whatever Aristophanes! oﬁn feelings, he has composed the passage chiefly
with a view to giving his audience a particular kind of pleasure,

But a final judgement on the case of Ariphrades needs to take more
into account than the apparent content of Kn. 1274ff. Two other factors
in particular are germane, the identity of Ariphrades and the treatment of
him in later plays. Both of these seem to me to point towards the same

o [3 L3 5?
conclusion., Ariphrades was not a common Athenian name, and there is thcre-
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fore a prima facie case for considering whether we should identify the
Aristophanic Ariphrades and the person of that neme nentioned by Aristotle
Poetics 1458b 31ff. The possibility of this identification is streng-
thened somevwhat by the likelihood that the Aristotelian Ariphrades was a
comic poet, coupled with the evidently artistic leanings of the family of

6t -
the Aristophanic target., It has also been pointed out that yAerbﬂvcuv

at W, 1283 would make a nice joke as a pointed substitution for yikUTU“V“foz
and I would add that at Kn. 1287 we have a reference to a kind of poetry
or sonéswhich sits rather oddly in a description of cunnilinctus in a
brothel, but would take on a clearer comic meaning if Ariphrades were him-
self a poet (and note Motldv )e When we examine the two certain later ref-
erences to Ariphrades in Aristophanes, we encounter an obviously lighter
tone than in the second parabasis of EKnights, quite free of any moral
colour, and we receive the impression that the target and his supposed
behaviour are familiar.to the audience: this is evidently true at P,

883-5, though the joke would not be completely wiihout interest for anyone
who had not heard the subject before, and even at W, 1280-83 the heavy
irony of the makarismos suggests that Aristophanes is counting on his
audience's ability to relish the mockingly delicate and allusive handling
of a coarsematter. Firm inferences from this would be out of place, as

we cannot know how much exposure Ariphrades had had between Knights and
Wasps, but I think it is reasonable to say that these later jokes cast
further doubt on the ingenuousness of the attack in Knipghts, and are at
least consistent with the supposition that Ariphrades was not as unknown
to the Athenian public as the original revelation might have made us think,
Even if Ariphrades vas a comic poet, hovwever, we are left with a question
about the jokes against him which takes us back to the way in which poets
prepared their satirical material, Did Aristophanes actually know that the

man practised cunnilinctus, and if so how? As the allegation does not

appear to have been a standard or common one, it is probable that there
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was a perticular reason for it, thoush this is not tantamount to saying
that the jokes necessarily contain biogranhical truth. For a subject of
such personal intimecy Aristophanes must have had a specific source of
information, and it is tempting to relate this to the fact that in two
places he pays compnliments to Ariphrades' brother, Arignotu;f There may
lie here a trace of a connection with the family of the sort which could
have given the satirist sufficient personal information for him to work out
into full comic form his victure of the target's private life,

Two issues of some general importance which have been involved in
my discussion of Ariphrades deserve to be picked out briefly for special
emphasise, One is the distinction which needs to be drawn between what the
satirist presents to his public and actually expects them to get out of a
joke, and, on the other hand, the nossible layers of private motivation
which lie beneath the surface of the final satirical product. We saw
earlier that such a separation may have to be made in cases like those of
Cleonymus and Antimachus, though the precise degree of the separation
is bound to vary: in Antimachus's case the poet makes at least part of his
motivation public, in others it would obviously be possible for some spect-
ators to appreciate the special relish of, say, Aristophanic concentration
on associates of Cleon. It is worth rememberiazg in this context the very
large number of tergets in the extant plays with a theatrical connection
(see ch. 1); yet when we look through the jokes against these figures, many
of them are not at all related to the theatre, and the status of the people
involved could often not be guessed from them. If our ignorance were
smaller, we would probably discover many more jokes with & tacit dimension
of this sort. In some we can expect the first audiences to have been
capable of appreciating the implicit, but not ky any means in all, The
suggestion made by Sterling Do:’thdt the Amphiiheus of Ach., the Simon of
Kn. 242 and possibly certain other individuals mentioned by Aristophanes

were real friends of the poet!s should be brought into relation with the



00
kinds of motivations that may lie hidden behind some personal jokes, for
there is certainly no obvious reason to believe that these identifications
were meant to be recognised by most of the original audiences: they are to
be taken, rather, as private communication between poet and friends, the
complimentary converse of the sort of practice envisaged at ¥W. 1025ff,

The second general issue to be emphasised goes closely with the first;
it is the use of particuler privete sources in the gathering of satirical
material. Wasps 1174ff. shows thet Athenians might recount personal
anecdotes at dinner-perties, and one imagines thot it'was on such occes-
ions that comic poets would be particularly able to scquire the personal
informetion or gossip which they, if not their audiences, needed for the
crestion of good jokes‘:6 Aristophanic choruses sometimes connect their
gibes Qith current rumour by words such as cfwko“( or &Ks&t«:‘? this represents
them drematically as ordinary gossipers but cen also be seen as an indic-

ation both of the broadcasting role of comedy and of the nature of some
of its sources, We may treat Kn., 983ff. es a fiction, which it evidently
isy, but it cen still serve to remind us that Aristophsnes could have found
ways of telking to those who had known Cleon well as a younger man or who
Had interesting things of other kinds to tell about him, end in their
case, to connect the two practices which Aristophanes separates at W,
1025ff., he might well have been prepared to put his satirical Muses at
their disposal.

I have been trying in the last few pages to offer tentative idess
about some of the processes that may have led to the production of pers-
onal jokes. I went now to return to an sspect of satire which will enable
us to stand on slightly firmer ground and to reuvnite the poet's intentions
with the sort of appreciation of which his audience was capable, How far
did the personal jokes of 01ld Come@y depend on topical issues, events snd
reputations? It does not need to be demonstrated that recent or current

affairs have the advantsge that the poet can count on them being fresh in

the minds of his audience, but there are no a priori reasons for assuming
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that this is alwoys an advantage to be exploited in personal satire, ond to
the degree that we accept my contention that mony Aristophanic jokes do
not presuppose or require a full familierity with the subject-matter, the
importance of topical humour to the genre will be correspondingly dimin-
ished. A highly relevant factor is, naturally, the reletive infrequency
of performances of comedies in Athens, even allowing for those at locel
festivals such as the Rural Dionysie, together with the lengthy period tak-—
en up by the preparation of individual productions, though it has to be
remembered that incidental jokes, especially in dialogue, are the sort of
things that could where necessary be emended or changed even at a late
stage in the prepara.tions‘:8 The time-scale of productions means that we
ought\to apply a looser conception of topicality than would be appropr-
iate for more regular and quickly composed types of entertainment. ihen
we encounter references to actually current events, however, a set of
interpretative problems opens itself up. A concise illustration of this
is provided by Lys. 102f., where Calonice tells Lysistrate that her husband
is on service in Thrace, <DU>§°’(T11JV Ex’mea/tﬂ‘. The joke is v«eh ‘tTeoCTSOKl/o(v
in the very last word, and rather similar to the one found at Av, 513.‘;9
That Eucrates was a general at this time is certainly a fair inference
from this passage, vhich would otherwise be pointlessly flet. But the
same principle does not apply to the implication that Eucrates is corrupt,
yet it is remarkable how easily and automstically commentators and his-
torians have been prepared to believe thet the joke is evidence for at
least a suspicion of "some improper practices", "Unzuverlassigkeit",
"corruption", or even, and quite absurdly, cowardic;? While we cannot
with certainty rule out the possibility of a current suspicion or even of
the grounds for one, two things need to be emphasised in the face of this
uniformity of interpretation. One-is thet the joke implies that Eucrates

is still serving as general at this‘time, and that in itself should qualify

any keenness to believe that thousands of Athenians had douvbts about his
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reliability. Equally important is the fundamental comic fact that the joke
need not be reletable to eny actual astete of affairs: in this case we can
properly say that the technique is the joke, snd for the humour to be
effective the only prerequisites are that Eucrates should be a known
military officer and that we should understand what it would mean to
éul&ﬂﬁtﬂ'a general, What matters is the implicit cynicism about official
honesty in general (the corrupt official is one of comedy's commonest
stereotyp;Z); Eucrates may be no morethan a convenient representative of
his profession. To claim that "the fact that he [Eucrateé] would appor-—
ently have been acceptabie as one of the Thirty... raises doubts as to
how strong his democratic loyalties really vereziis to ignore the response
that he actually gave on that occasion, and in any case we can hardly use

evidence from a later and very turbulent period to make sense of the joke

in Lysistrata., If there was any connection between the joke and Eucrates!

reputation at the time of the play,. I would be inclined to suppose that
the accusation made against him in 415 over the affair of the Hermocopidai
(Andoc. 1. 47), though inconclusive, left a stain on his name which the
satirists were able to exploit.

The moral of Eucrates' case is that we cannot safely treat jokes whose
appsrent reference is to a present state of affeirs as reliable evidence
for topical scandal, not, at any rate, unless they contain a different kind
of satirical material then at Lys. 102f, A contrast with the reference to
Thorycion'at.§£2g5_362-4 may be useful, Here we have an explicit alleg-
ation, and it occurs in a context of topically patriotic sentiment, An
outright and specific imputation of treason requires to be taken seriously
in a way which need not obtein for a passing and vaguely cynical insinu-
ation about a commander in office (end in the mouth of a 1ight~bearted
woman, not a chorus—leader, it should be added): it would be much harder in
Thorycion's case not to relate the joke’to & known reality, and it is

plausible to hypthesise something like a recent courtcase as background. A
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rather different sort of problem can be posed in cases where we know
independently of the historical background, and are tempted to read allus-
ions to it into the text. A well-known instance of this kind is Lys.
490-92, where the coincidence between the phrase O‘L ‘nz,TS ?J(eXob?S %ﬂ{xov'fif
end Thucydides' description of the clubs on which the oligerchic coup of
411 was based as existing 2 5ﬁaxg'xyﬁ &exuigi in conjunction with the
fact of Peisander's involvement in the coup, givés a superficial attract-
iveness to the idea that we have here an allusion to contemporary political
undercurrents, even though the «el of 491 clearly indicates "a course of
action sustained over a long period;Hand the politicians meant are to be
classed with the Gﬁbu319xfgxc of Ach, 595. But this conclusion about one
passage must not be allowed to determine how we read everything else in

the pley, and the possibility of a reference to oligarchic clubs at 577f.
remains a very strong oné?' If the interpretation of Lys. 490-92 is chiefly
a matter of keeping apart two independent sets of facts, the long involve-
ment of Peisander in democratic politics (cf. Andoc. 1.36) and his shift

to an oligarchic position in 411, the understanding of the two jokes about
.Nicias in Birds, at 362f. snd 63gi has generally foundered, I believe, on
the tendency to try to make the references more precise than they need have
been for the original esudiences, Av., 362f. is in fact not uncomplimentary
to Nicias; it qualifies as a mild joke by virtue of the ridiculous context
in wvhich the comparison is mede, and possibly also because of an ambiguity
in the word ﬁleotvocff. ru‘)(oiwu' in general are apposite to the activities o
& general: Xenophon's Socrates includes it among the essential qualities

of strategia that a man should be rnx#vwnésvl We cannot rule out the
pdssibility that some of Aristophanes' audience would have been induced

by the word at‘gz..363 to think specifically of siege-engine;i especially
perhaps given the use of aﬂégdkovT%iJg in the same context, though it is

not to be forgotten that Peisetairus is being admired for exercising in-

genuity in defence. But the error of all those who have pinned their col-
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ours on a specific interpretation of Fuelpides' remork is simply to have

ignored the fact that the original spectators necessarily could have taken
the joke in slightly different weys, and that for Aristophanes to have
made such an open reference to a general who had been involved in many
well-lmown actions over the years could}hardly have been intended by him as
anything other than an invitation to a populer audience to make what they |
would of it, Here is a perfect demonstration of the principle that the
satirist's intention can sometimes only be understood in terms of the
responses available to his audience. The point becomes clearer if we
consider this joke in conjunction with the later one in the pley and admit
the possibility that-kkqx#Vdfg at 363 may have suggested delaying tactics,
thus making the first joke similar to the seconde The inclination to
attach one specific reference to the coinage ,Askhovckxg\r at 639 has been
Just as automatic for most scholers from ancient times onward§>as it was

in the case of the earlier Nicias joke, and the fallacy thus entailed is
precisely the same. 0f course, we may speculate that Aristophanes had

a particular event in mind when he conceived of both jokes, and if this was
a topical event it is likely that it yill have sprung to the mind of a
mdjority of spectators at the first performance., But the fact remains that
both jokes are open-ended and ill-suited to make everyone in & large aud-
ience think of just one thing. This is particularly true of the coinage
’Ae)kovu&4&V', for most if not all Athenian citizens at this time could
surely have remembered several episodes in Nicias's career which had in-
volved some sort of hesitation or delay - and indeed the very formetion of
the verb seems to indicate thsat a supposedly habituael disposition or char-

&1
acteristic is the target. Topical allusiveness there no doubt is in both

g2
these jokes, but not a straightforward topical reference; and the desire to

narrow down the comic scope of either passage implies above all a faulty
conception of the relationship between the satirist and his public which

it is the main purpose of this chapter to illuminate,
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The business of relating personal jokes to the events of the period
around the time of the production of a given play is, then, a delicate mat-
ter, and against what may sometimes seem to us in our rather nectly arr-
enged historical perspective to be an unmistakable connection we have to
balance the precise details of each joke, its comic character in context,
and all the possibilities of understanding available to the original aud-
iences. In some cases, however, the central problem is our ignorance, and
the danger is simply that of reading too much into & reference. I suggest~
ed in the last chapter that, for example, such a faulty method of inter-
pretation may have led to the use by the scholia of certain jokes as evie
dence for fictitious psephismata restricting the freedom of comedy. In
a similar way, Av, 1071ff. has almost always been accepted as a reliable
description of 8 very recent proscription of Diagoras (note Tﬁgé‘...eﬁrék{),
but legitimate doubts can be raise;? That Aristophanes could distort or
exaggerate contemporary reality is shown clearly, I believe, by the trial
of Laches in Wesps, which 240-42 implies was a topical event but which,
if it happened at all or was even threatened, which I doubt, cannot have
been concerned with a Sicilian charge, though the play's trial-scene is
based on the notion of one? We ought to consider more seriously than most
scholars have been prépared to do the possibility that Aristophanes is
here turning a current political enmity into a graphic but fantastic dram-
atic allegory; and if Cleon had been trying to rake through Laches' past
career to find material for 8\¢PcX% against him, the original audience
will easily have interpreted an allusion to this which we are now in danger
of treating too literally. But individual problems and uncertainties still
do not obscure the fact that many jokes had some sort of topical element in
them. At the most fundamental level, figures who were prominent around
the time of & play would be more likely to suggest themselves to the comp-
osing poet, though jokes against them would not necessarily be related to

the reason for their prominence. One of the implications of Vasps 62 is
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germane here. The satire of Cratinus in Ach. and Kn. acquircs an extra
nuance when we remember that he was actuolly competing against both these
plays. Similarly, Aristophanes introduces a gibe against Phrynichus
Comicus, a competitor at the Lenaia of 405, very early on in Frogs (13),
in a passage which uniquely drematise the satire of rivals' work that is
customarily found in the parabasis. Laispodias was elected strategos for
414/13 around the time of gizgéf and so may have been particularly in the
public eye during the period of the play's preparation. Charminus had
been general in the year leading up to Thesm., and the joke egainst him at
804 evidently owes something to his recent naval defeaé? More pointedly,
Frogs 1196 is an unambiguous allusion to Erasinides' condemnation after
Arginusae, while Adeimantus, a replacement general in 406/5, seems to be
picked out at Frogs 1512 as little more than a topical nmn;? The topical-
- ity of the jokes about Cleon's and Brasidas's deaths at Peace 267ff. needs
no explication, but the reference to a @Gkgv PF)u’ov/TsXS,ou TU at Av.
1024f. is a rather more discreet allusion to Teleas's status as secretary
to Athena's treasurers in this year, Many other more or less certeinly
topical jokes could of course be mentioned, but I want to round off my
observations on this subject by noticing two cases which illustrate, at
least suggestively, very different kinds of topical interest. VWe have
four references to Execestides in 01d Comedy, all from plays produced at
the Lenaea of 414, and all concerning his entitlement to citizenship,
Other references may naturally have been lost, but a plausible hypothesis
is simply that the man had been involved in & fairly recent courtcase.
Cleonymus is the target of two jokes in Birds, and both rest essentially
on the comic portrait of him built up in earlier plays, but at 1479
~Aristophanes slips.in the word 6UKo¢avr£? s Yhich may well have been
c@pable of carrying an allusion to the man's involvement in the reaction

to the affair of the Hermocopidae. This detail is part of an elabomate

treatment of Cleonymus as an exotic tree, and the comic spirit of the
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passage could be well followed without this particular point being taken:
it is there for the appreciation only of those who are sharp enough to
spot it.

Although the issue of topicality sometimes gives rise to rather specil
problems and considerations, the interpretation of jokes which are affected
by it confronts us with essentislly the same challenge as do other personal
jokes, and in their own way the cas s that I have discussed in the last
few paregraphs should have helped to sharpen the definition of my general
thesis about the variable relationship between the satirical contents of
Jjokes and the network of facts, rumours and attitudes in the world of the
audience. I want now to try to crystallise this thesis somewhat more
positively. Underlying all the material in this chapter, as well as the
observations made in ch. 2, is the conviction that personal jokes should

be understood and analysed as the varying product of two main factogzz
.on the one hand, the real personality, life and attributes of the individ-
ual target; on the other, certain depreciatory categories and stereotypes
(including, for example, the corrupt politician or official, the mn-
Athenian masquerading as citizen, the pretentious intellectual, the promisc-
nbus pathic, the fat coward, the fawning parasitie, the loud-mouthed
charlatan) which embody popular velues and prejudices and therefore cerry,
even when they are only implicit in a piece of ridicule or denigration, an
immediate intelligibility and appeal. The interplay between these factors
has been recognised to some extent in discussions of the role played by
major contemporaries who appear in the play;b(though I think it is an
interesting cultural reflection on many commentators and critics that they
have been far more prepared to see the functioning of the stereotype, and
to distinguish this from reality, in the portrayal of the Aristophanic
Euripides and Socrates than in that of, say, Cleon or Lamachzg). But
interpretation of individuol jokes has strongly tended to ignore the
importance of stereotypes as an independent factog; with their own comic

rationale, notwithstanding the irony that the tradition of interpretation
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which the scholia represent effectively picks up the typical terms of much
personal humour yet treats them as nonetheless true to reality. The range
of variability produced by the two factors indicated is a wide one. Toward
one extreme the reality is dominant, and where this is the case jokes can
provide a true picture of an individual or & reliable impression of a

state of affairs. Towards the other, the stereotypes are the main determ—
inant of the way in which personal references are constituted, and the
effect of them is to belie or distort the reality, or, closer to the middle
of the range, to give a reductive or comically simplified version of the
truth. In erguing for a full range of satirical possibilities I intend to
contest, among other things, a commonly invoked but highly misleading
principle aceording to which every joke that purports to convey something
about real people or affairs 'must have something in it'f The principle

is misleading simply because of the way it gets used as a tendentious means
of bringing into operation the disposition to regard a joke as more or

less fectually accurcte, a use which implicitly denies the possibility of
one extreme of my renge of satirical variability; as a principle it does
not help us to know how to approach jokes, but merely makes a presupposition
about what we can find in them. On Yaesps 579f., where Philocleon claims
that the actor 0iagros would not be acquitted in court before he gave

the jurors a recitation, MacDowell suggests that the claim "would have
little point if it did not heve some sort of basis in fact", end, in & man~
ner which justifies my belief that the use of this principle is tendentious,
continues: "It may therefore be assumed that he Ibiagroé] had recently been
accused of some offence, that in the course of his speech in his own def-
ence he quoted some lines from Niobe, end that he was acquitted." What

we have here is a vreference, stated as though it were made inevitable by

the lines themselves, for treating the joke as historically accurate., But
what is to be opnosed to this is not merely a different preference or a
straightforward rejection of this reading, but a recognition thot the joke

need not be taken this wey, and could make satisfactory comic sense in oth-
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er vays. Provided we kmow who Oiagros is (and thot he was an actor is an
inference, but a fair one) and appreciate the humorous irrelevance of Phil-
ocleon's criteria of acquittal, the lines yield an adequate joke., Whether
there woes in fact more to it for the original audience we may wonder, but
we cannot deduce it from the texg? This case can be compared to that of
Eucrates at Lys. 102f., which I commented on eariier, proposing thet in

this instance the technique of the joke does not warrant an assumption that
anything more then the popular stereotype of official corruption is in play.
I quoted in a footnote to the last chapter Fornara's approach to Ach.523ff.:
"Surely we have no right to doubt that some scandal of the sort occurred":%
Here the principle in question arrogates an even greater authority to it~
self, even though there are several hypotheses (an absurd Herodotean fantasy,
5n exploitation of popular cynicism about Pericles, a fanciful extension

- of the satirical idea that Aspasia was herself a prostitute) on which we can
make perfectly good sense of the passage without supposing thsat it contains
some historical truth?' It may be in the interests of historians, but this is
not a sufficient or good reason to give an a priori favour to the interp-
retation of & joke which will secure the maximum reference to actual cir-
cumstances and facts,

If we recognise the comic poet's licence end willingness to distort,
manipulate and even invent, then we are committed to seeing his satirical
role in relation to his audience as a much more positive one than the not-
ion of a reflector of current affairs and reputations would allow, Instead
of simply and consistently catering fﬁr the known quantities of established
public knowledge and report, dressing up the familiar in a comic present-
ation, he can sometimes be far more creative in the composition of his
jokes, ipviting and'leading his audience to enjoy and to understand in the
festival spirit of the occasion the satirical allegations and insinuations

that he makes, fitting individuals and ridiculing images together with a

plausibility which may owe more to comic lbgic or the intrinsic force of
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a passage than to what the spectetors lmow or believe to be the cesec. Onc
simple factor to be considered here is that mucli personal humour has
essentially the character of abuse, and the mechanisms of abuse are such
that it does not need to be justified to be funny ar appealing., The nature
of a wide range of Greck ridicule and abuse of the kind thsat many Aristoph-—
anic joles exploit can be seen in a crystallised form in a group of words
with a specialised meaning which has become worn down, though not necessarily
erased, leaving them serviceable as general terms of reproach: these in-
clude &vfeawo&oﬂn(;z Pwpéxoxosqg, SQqTré'rv\g’z Ej)eé'lremcrc;’oo, taqéo'u)aojl?
kx?amﬁy:f\%, Rwﬂo&f‘n\l;s, o’tno/"reu;:w: Tol xwetlj)(ogu:s Even where & term is not att-
ested in an evidently metaphorical or loose sense, an abusive application
by its very nature does not need to be understood as a strict description;
and individual terms are in this respect only concise versions of what may
be conveyed by fuller means., The satirist's own creative or distorting
role con be seen clearly in outline in a case like that of Androcles.
Although we do not know very much sbout the man, he was obviously a pol-
itical figure of some importance for quite & long period, and Aristotle.

. {oé
was able to quote from one of his speeches in the later fourth—century.

o7
If we believed the comic poets, we would suppose that he was of slave
origin but obtained citizenship deceitfully, thet he prostituted himself,

that he spent part of his life as a‘ﬂTwKJf and ka)xv7101épog, and that

he indulged in O’Ulcocf)o(vf(oz. 0f course, even if we balk at swallowving all
this literally, we might still make more or less reasonable attempts to
translate each of these allegations into real terms that we would be pre-
pared to believe, working on the presupposition that each 'must contain
some truth', Without the original comic contexts it is not actually worth
trying to work out a judgement on this case, though the beoring of my arg-
ument is thet it would be extreme naivete to accept the comic picture at
anything like face value, and that to do so would be to exercise a pre-

Judice about the truthfulness of personel humour in 01d Comedy ond to ig-



H

nore the simple satirical potentiecl of alleging decply disreputable
activities against an important citizen. The 'basis of fact'! which some
find it so difficult to do without was probably solid cnough in some of
these jokes (ee.g. JUKO¢HVT{; as a cynical interpretation of political
activities in the courts), but it is at least as likely that in others
it waes immaterial,

The same issue can be explored in more profitable detail in connect—
ion with the Aristophanic treatment of Cleonymus, to whom the poet may
have been attracted, I suggested earlier, by an association with Cleon.
The first observation to be made about Cleonymus is that a repeated joke
or allegation in Comedy isy strictly speaking, no more likely to be hist-
orically or biographically reliable thsn a single assertion of the same
thinge It is also to be noticed that Cleonymus is the butt of two jokes
.'about his size in Ach., and so was probably familiar as a political figure
before Aristophanes! first gibe of éﬂ%xwﬂ&x against him, This probability
is strengthened by the references at Kn., 958 and 1293, neither of which
has any military implications., It is only in the third joke against him
in Knights that military matters come into the picture, and it has been
insufficiently emphasised that in this first instance the immediate back-
ground is not cowardice in battle but evasion of service at an earlier
stage, in the composition of the registers of hoplites.While it is nat-
urally tempting to connect the specific detail of Tev Wopmak« (En. 1372)
with the image of éﬁ&x&wtf found in later plays, to do so would reduce the
logic of the context., If we assume that Cleonymus had actually been in-
volved in an act or accusation of military desertion sometime between
Ach.and Kn., I find it odd that Aristophanes should have introduced two
jokes in Kn, which leave out this fact before making an allusion to it in
& third. There is at any rate a prima facie case here for questioning

whether the é(*d6%n5 image found at Nu, 353 and later accurately corres—
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ponded to anything Cleonymus had actually done. We should also beware of

- assuming that an apoarently oblique joke like Xn. 1369-72 necessarily
implies a preexisting familiarity among the audience with what is insinu-
ated. This joke in fact exnlains itself, and it is therefore conceivable
that Aristophanes is here feedinz out a suggestion which was new to most
of his audience. Two more relevant points, mentioned earlier in this
chapter, should be reiterated: that Cleonymus seems to have been a special
target of Aristonhones', and that all the signs are that he was politically
active for much of the period during which he is ridiculed in comedy. My
aim in juxtaposiny these different factors is to try to indicate the plaus-
ibility of the suggestion that Aristophanes was creating in Cleonymus

the éﬁkddm{g & comic personea which was only tenuously related to the truth
about the man, and that his audiences' appreciation of the jokes based on
-it may have depended more on the contents themselves than on anything

they had learned outside the theatre. It is still legitimate, however, to
ask why Aristonhanes should have wanted to develop this particular image
for his target, and to this question I think we can offer an interestiné

~if speculative answer., Xenophon includes in his Memorabilia (III.xii.lFﬁ)

an occasion on which Socrates reproached his companion Epigenes for being
in poor physical condition. Socrates regards a fit body as being above all
valuable because of the adventage it gives one in warfare, and kxkiﬁfx

or QEDVdr&X of body as disgraceful because of the inability of those in
such a state to fight well for themselves or their city. Particularly
pertinent to the comic treantment of Cleonymus is the assertion that TOANel
oo &;{ow "&‘XC:‘V KTV T &:t T?\V U d‘éfutmy &guv«r(u(v &mo'ﬁvrtj

Lo X v s and the general susnicion of cowardice is closely tied to the
claim that in actuality the unfit find it difficult to fight well, The
nature of fichting in a hoplite phalanx makes Socrates' remarks easy to

understand, and it covld well be thet Cleonymus's fatness, safely infer-

able from Ach. 88, Kn. 1290ff. and other passages, helped to make alleg-
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‘ations of éukawwﬂx against him comically intelligiblé? especially in view
of the probable ease with which by their very nature general charges of
covardice could be trumped up (cf.lgg. 3623. More than onme person in the
Athens of the Archidamian War might have had occasion to notice that
Clconymus had not been seen to go out and fight for the city - and no
wonder vhy! Whether fatness was all there was to it we cannot lmow, but
Aristophanes may have picked up some other information about the man which
motivated him to pursue this particular satirical line, Theaet we should
not, at least, be too literal-minded about the jokes which developed out
of this is confirmed by Peace 1172-86, which proves that és’({wd\mg falls
at least marginally into the category of terms which I mentioned above
and could be used abusively of a wider range of behaviour than the strict
desertion of the battlefield.':o This lest fact should be considered in
conjunction with the observation I made above on the precise insinuation
at Kn,1369~72; and the whole argument can be concluded with the important
point, overlooked by the many who take it for granted that an "occasion"
lies behind the comic reputation, that not a single one of the jokes aga-—
inst Cleonymus does specify a particuldr event or even remotely hint at a
time or place - a curious consistency in such a sustained image, if it is
taken to reflect biographical reality.

The passage cited in the last paragraph from the second parabasis of
Peace illuminates not only the comic treatment of Cleonymus but also that
of Lamachus and Peisander, both of whom are portrayed as blustering off-
icers with formidable paraphernalia, the trappings of status, but without
real qualities of authority or leadership, The appeal of this sort of
caricature to audiences containing large numbers of men with military
experience needs no special comment; analogies could be furnished from
popular humour about commaending offi;ers in other periods. Peace 395

furnishes: a miniature image of Peisander of the kind that is worked out

in detail for Lamachus in Ach. The concentration in both cases, as in
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the description of the taxiarch in Peace, on the apporel and eccoutrements
of office encourages the supposition that these targets are being picked
out as representative of their profession, and not as unique individuals.
We should bewaré, yet again, of taking the comic presentation for the
truth, The technique seems to me close to that qf the visual cartoonist,
relying above all on striking imoges and exaggerated details, and the
content is correspondingly limited. To say that "Lamachus, with his crests
and Gorgon shield and fiery talk, was an obvious choice™” for a comic poet
who wished to characterise the "pro-war partyJ"is to measure a satirical
creation against a supposed reality drawn largely from the satire itself,
am well as to give the picture a political dimension which I find it by

no meaﬁs easy to discern in Aristophane;? Even where we have independent
information to make such a comparison possible, we do not by performing
it necessarily simulate the sort of appreciation which Aristophanes ex-
pected or which his audiences would be inclined to give, for in the spec=
ial circumstances of festival productions of comedy we have to allow for a
mentality which would enable an audience to keep separate, when appropnre—
iate, its response to personal jokes and its serious knowledge and opinion
of their targets outside the theatre. To put it another way, one of the
implications of the important principle that "the tacit assumptions nec-
essary to understand a joke may not be assumptions about real life at all,
but assumptions within a field of convention and myth;Bis the very fact
that an audience accustomed and attuned to the character of the genre
would not expect a joke toT;ecessarily accurate or fair to the target.

I believe that'such appreciation is just as possible where elaborate or
repeated jokes are concerned, as in Cleonymus's case, and may even be fac-
ilitated by a sense of familiarity with the comic picture. With brief
individual references, which allov an audience little time for reflection,

the intrinsic humour of an abusive gibe or the intimation of a recognis—

able satirical stereotype can easily dominate over any concern with the
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truthfulness of the joke. Av. 521, for instance, is not intended to
constitute evidence about the real behaviour of Lampon., Its comic effect
derives simply from the irreverence of Euelpides' allegation against such
& well-known seer. Lampon cannot have been popularly thought of as a
quack, His association with Pericles and Thurii, and his involvement in
the signing of the Peace of Nicia:r show that he held the status of a
major representative of an important depertment of Greek religion. But the
Athenians could be sceontical enough about the honesty of seers to apprec—
iate such a joke, just as they might enjoy cynical suggestions about the
trustworthiness of men whom they nonetheless elected as generals. This
Joke momentarily exploits the potential of these feelings, and it does so
with a sharp effect of surprise, for Euelpides' remark seems to be in tune
with the preceding lines uwntil the last three words of 521: a slight pause
at this point would heighten the impression thet the sentence is confirm-v
ing the piety of bird-oaths. I would say thet the joke actually seems to
evoke Lampon'!s respectability in order to undermine it comically, and to
understand Aristophanes! intention we need to apprehend the particular
technique employed as well as the conceptual content of the implied stereo-
type. Something not dissimilar to this may be in play at Wasps 74-6, where
it is again quite unnecessary to take the personal suggestion seriously.
The joke is compounded of the disreputable associations of gamblinésand

the projected embarrassment of imegining Amynias giving himself &wway. The
satirical relish depends as much as anything on the simple act of picking
out and mocking an important person. I suspect that there is little more
to the two scatological jokes about Antisthenes at Eccl. 366-8 and 806-8,
though we cannot be sure of the familiarity of this target. But whoever
he was, both jokes supply all that is needed to appreciate them, and the
construction of each, whereby the terget's name comes at or near the start,

and the scetological point is held back as a climex, makes it even hoarder

than it would anyway be to believe that Aristonhanes was exploiting an
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established reputation, Whatever motivated the poet's choice of comic
motif, and as in many other cases this is not to be necessarily equated
with what the audience are intended to see in the joke, the intrinsic force
of the crudé“defecatory words, Kéfew' and x%§qjlﬁv , gives the references
all the abusive justification that they require, especiolly if Antisthenes
were reasonably familiar as just a wealthy man. No-one inclined to read
more than this into these jokes has ever supnlied a reason for regarding
them as less inconsequential than, say, Ploutos 176,

A corollary of the use in many personal jokes of popular and stereo-—
typed c;tegories of humour is the general tendency of the genre to fix
individuals as representatives or types, the epitome of a particular vice,
weakness or discreditable activity. In individual jokes the two satirical
processes may sometimes be identical, though where & series of jokes ere
- concerned they can be related as cause or meens snd effect; and it is
opportune to remember here thet with more popular tergets the operation
of these processes is to be celculated not just within the work of the
individual comedian but as something to which two or more poets c¢en con-
tribute., This general tendency in 0l1d Comedy, which is reflected in the
teéhniques whereby nsmes are applied with metaphoricel force to someone
other thén their owner or are employed as if they were ordinary nouns:'7
presents us in some cases with the difficulty of distinguishing between
real contemporaries with very familiar and sharply defined comic imeges and
the nemes of notorious choracters from the past or even perhaps from pop-
ular oral fiction. The two most troublesome cases of this kind, which I
discuss elsewhere, are those of Orestes and Phrynond;gz and in neither
can we attain to certainty. But the point thet I wish to make here is
thet we cannot lightly assume that Aristophenes' first sudiences would
have been better off in this respect, for once a name is popularly estab-

lished as a 'Gattungsname! or acquires an unavoidable and eutomatic set of

connotations, the origins of the use can easily become forgotten, or the
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mixture of truth and legend cen become inextricable., Attempts to rescue
the reel Faust from the myth can perhaps never fully succeed, for the
conditions in which the myth developns are inimical to objective enquiry.
The important difference between such figures and the reguler contemporery
targets of comedy is that the former would be familier purely end simply
for their standard connotations, while at least some of the latter had
reputations outside the theatre thet were independent of what comic poets
said about them,

It is much easier to show, es I have tried to do in this chapter,
that comic poets were free to some extent to make theif personal jokes
satirically creative, inventing and shaping the images of their targets
as well as giving expression to ready-made rumours or reputations, then to
estimate how far the creetions of the poets in turn impinged on or coloured
- public opinion. While it should be evident that the comic stage had a
special licence for frank abuse, intimate denigration and general
odfxgokoyﬁx , and that comedies were watched by larger numbers of citizens
than ever gathered together for a political assembly or any other occasion
on which they could be addressed en masse, a licence for speech does not
necesssrily imply or lead to a corresponding practical or ideological in-
fluence, though it has often apnerently been taken for granted in assess-—
ments of Aristonhanes's political purposes that the influence could have
matched the freedom':‘i It is certainly wildly question-begging to bracket
comic satire and ostracism together as institutions in which "the power
of public opinion is deliberstely harnessed as a force of social control"':°
we can point to ostracised individuals, but no-one has discovered a single
instance in which comedy can be shown to have demaged a target ( though
Plato thought he knew of one). Where we should most expect to be able to
observe the influence of personal jokes, in connection with standing

targets such as Cleonymus and Lamachus, there is none easily discernible;

indeedyit is more plausible in such cases to supnose that the continuing
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political importance of the targets just helped to provide a basis for the
continuing satire: some jokes are themselves imnlicity an index of their
incapacity to make a serious impact, I suggested earlier that we need to
reckon with a mentality which would allow the denigration even of lesding
politicians and military to be enjoyed but would be capable of keeping
that enjoyment separate from attitudes and behaviour outside the theatre.
Indeed, it is wvirtually inescapable thet such a mentality should have
existed, given the scope of satire in 0ld Comedy. Appropriaste comparisons
from other societies are not easy to find. The application of modern
analogies needs particular éantion. One could point, for example, to the
influence in sixteenth-~century Italy of perhaps the earliest satiricel
journaiist, Pietro Aretin;t‘or to attempts in late eighteenth-~century
England to stifle the political freedom of cartoonist;?l But the critical
facior which differentiates from 0ld Comedy these and other similar
instances of formidable and apparently influential satire is the frequency
of publicatio;? a regular output of material, permanently available, is
obviously far more capable of insinuating its criticisms or allegations
into the minds of a public than special performances of plays, not easily
consulted afterwards, on only a handful of occasions each year. It
vwould therefore be dangerous to employ analogies to supporti an xference
from the political interference known to have been sometimes made wiith

0ld Comedy's freedom of speech. It is not worthwhile to venture into this
overworked subject yet again, but I have to insist that none of the scanty
evidence on it provides a fim indication of any general worries about the
potential influence of comedy on public opinion. This is not to rule out
the possibility of less tangible kinds of influence in some cas;;:‘ A
fragment of Lysias (53 Thalheim) is worth some considerotion in this con-

D >
text, The speaker refers to the poet Cinesias as follows: OGX'OUT{} E6TY
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We certainly hove here testimony to the special‘ﬂueeqsi&. of 01d Comedy,
and also to the power of the genre to broasdcest its material: it is not
quite clear, though, how far the speaker is suggesting that the jury only
knows about Cinesias's misdemeanours from comedy, or whether they hear

in the theetre what they already kmow (I think the former might be implied).
The fragment might also seem to be evidence for a close reletion between the
satirical conients of comedy and the serious activities of the courts, but
we have to make a liberal allowance for the tendentiousness of the prosec-
otion, in whose interests it obviously is to treat Cinesiss's persone in
comedy as an accurste reflection of his life and of public feeling about
him, which is similar to Aeschines' purpose in the passage cited at the
start of this chapter. It is not that the claim.is necessarily fsalse, but
we cen infer froa it very little about the general reletion between 01d
-Comedj and its society, especially if we bear in mind the wide range of
"variebility that I have tried to demonstrate among the different elements
that constitute personal jokes.

I shall complete this chapter with a few observations on the satir-
ical treatment of individual women in 0ld Comedy. It has been cleimed that
"in politics snd comedy alike an opponent's mother was not spared slander
and ridicnle"?sbut in practice this was a rather rare line of attack, and
the total number of identifiable women involved in Aristophanic jokes is
very small, The claim, which I cited earlier, at‘ggggg_751 thet Aristoph-
anes did not attaeck ordinary citizens cole yuvuIK«g ought to be interpreted
with a greater stress on the second part, for women of any sort in Athens
were naturally less sccessible butts then men, their lives being so much
more private and less politicaii‘and consequently somewhat less interesting.
But the social condition of women could in some circumstances be an advan-—
tage to the satirist, as we can see by examining the references in the

extant plays to Euripides' mother. In addition to Thesm. 387, which is the

most explicit of them, there are two other references to Euripides! mother
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which undoubtedly rest on the some satirical base (Ach. 478, Frogs 840)

and two more jokes about Euripides which it is plausible to interpret within
the same framework (Thesm, 456,‘££2g§'947)?7 They are thus spread out over
a long stretch of Aristophanes' career, and it is to be borne in mind thst
the woman may well haeve been dead even at the time of Ach., and very likely
by the time of Thesm.: on a conservative estimate, she must have been at
least seventy in 425, Many of Aristophanes! audience can have known
practically nothing about Euripides! mother: perhaps her name and one or

two other details., It could be highly significant that Ach.478 seems to
rely on a familiarity with the object of the joke, and in view of the age

of both the tregedian and his mother it would not be surprising if Arist-
ophanes were taking up en existing comic theme, Very few reliable facts
about Euripides'! life have surviveg§ nothing at all which can help us to

" unravel the jokes about his mother and T A&xdvu. But the satirical ration-
ale of the jokes themselves is clear enough. Euripides'! mother is portrayed
as a common saleswomen, a person whose occupation was socially end econom-
ically incompatible with the status and way of life of an upper~class
family. The )gxﬂvérnokgy, a8 Lysistrata's great compound call for help

to the ordinary women of Athens reveals (Lys. 457f.), belongs with other
disreputable and stock figures of fun like the 1uv5bK66TQu( and the
&QTﬁvwkgy in the day-to-day world of the agora from which women of wealth-
ier families were carefully exclude&? All that appreciation of the jokes
therefore presupposes is acceptance of the degrading force of this putative
profession in the case of the motner of someone as prominent and culturally
important as Euripides. When at Ach. 478 Dicaeopolis requests some skandix,
supplied by Luripides' mother, the poet is deeply offended: &v&e 6Fe(§6\
(479). The contempt conveyed by Thesm. 387 is also eviden:: the tragedian
slanders decent women when his own mother is the commonest market trades—

woman, At Thesm. 456 the social stigma is explicitly transferred to

Euripides himself, though here the satire is ironically highlighted by the
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fact thot the speaker, unlike most of tie other women in the play (cf.
esp. 330), is herself of low status. The two gibes in Frogs, 840 and

947, likewise concentrate on the shame for Euripides himself: if the ned-
ieval conpnilers are to be believed, Aristophanes may have carried the pro-
cess even further by calling Eurinides a 6XAVSHQﬂW3qu§‘

But the mechenics of the setirical theme do not tell us why Aristonh-
anes should have chosen this particular insult, or how much truth there was
in it. Two obvious hypotheses present themselvéﬁi Euripides' family may
actually have had a connection with merket-gardening, and if so it is
certainly conceivable thet his mother nlayed a part in the control of it,
an aspect of her OiKOVorfu ; alternatively, Euripides' mother may have
been of foreign origin (the poet was born, of course, well before Pericles'
citizenship law) and the .k«xdvéﬂkﬂyf imsge may have develoned out of this
- fact through comedy. The former of these is more likely, I think, but
either way two points of generel importance emerge from this set of jokes.
One is that they ore essentially a méans of gettidg at Euripides himself,
snd may have continued after his mother's death. The references are never
introduvced simply for incidental amusement; they always come in where thought
is anyway focussed on the tragedian. The other is that the rationale of
the jokes is a simple one and intrinsic to them, and not meny of Aristoph-
anes'! audience can have known much independently about Euripides' mother,

I have discussed this set of jokes in some detail because they provide a
model for the other cases in which a well-known figure's mother was rid-
iculed in comedy, perticularly those of Hyperbolus, Lamachus and Cleophon.
Hyperbolus's mother seems to hcove hed the unique distinction of being made

133
& character in two comedies, Eupolis's lerikos and Hermippus's Artonolides;

in both cases the main target must have been Hyperbolus himself, though it
could be that the mother gave more scone herself for satire than did
Evripides'. A remarkable feature of the references to Hyperbolus's and

Lamachus's mothers at Thesm, 839ff, is that both men were dead by this
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date; but even here we do not have a gibe at citizen women for their own
sake, for the jokes would herdly have been possible without the background
of their sons' comic reputations. The line of attack through the mothers
is determined simply by the sex and point-of-view of the chorus, but the
audience's probable ignorance about the two women would not affect their
appreciation of the implicit gibes at the male side of the families. The
suggestion that the two mothers operate as money-lenders in the agora has
something in common with the debasement of Euripides' mother, but as money-
lending was not & normal femele occupation, and certainly not for the lower
classes, the satiricel point cannot be exactly the same. In the few cases
where citizen wives are mentioned or involved in comedy, the aim seems to
have been to embarrass & male target, whether of the same family or not.

It would be interesting to know more about the attacks on the wife of
MHenippus reported in Plutarch's Life of Pericles, 13.15, which he cleims
were a means of getting at Pericles himself; we are reminded of the comic
treatment of Aspasia, none of which, it dpuld be noted, betrays any detail-
ed familiarity with the woman herself. The most notorious Athenian woman
in comedy during Aristophenes' career annears to have been Rhodia, wife of
Lycon snd mother Autolycus. The reference at Lys.270 implies that the male

134
sudience knew who she was, and Eupolis's Autolycus hed no doubt helped to

ensure that, but nothing more can be deduced from it; and it is difficult

to supnose that the comic ridicule of her cen really have been independent

of the reputations of husbend and son: it would be unwise to draw biogr-
aphical inferences from it. In the case of Coisyra, at Ach. 614 and Nu,

48 and 800, the ncme looks like a ready-made way of evoking the luxury

and pretensions of the Alcmeonidae: even if a specific woman is meant, which
is far from certain, she is less an individual than & representative of the
associaotions of her family. Unless a citizen womon committed some misdemesan-—

our that scandalised general feelings, she was uhlikely to become at all
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139
well-known to the mass of Athenians., It is therefore fanciful to try to

attach specific significence to the references to the wives of Theagenes and
Cleonymus at Lys. 63 and Thesm. 605, though I think it is probable in the
latter case thet Aristophanes intended his audience to see a mild joke
against the husband. But all in all, comic poets did not regvlarly draw
citizen women into their plays. An inhibiting propriety mey have operated
in this area, despite the genre's freedom in other respects. If the arg-
ument of this chapter is correct, lack of information alone could not acc—
ount for the zeneral avoidance of female targets; but to subject individual
women even to the satire of stereotyved ridicule might heve touched on a

sensitivity in the Athenian male that had not been dulled by the traditions

of the festival.,
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Aeschin, 1.157 = C. adesp. 298.

It is germane to add that there were other Athenians alive at the time
called Timarchus. We know at least two more, PA 13627 and 13635, the
second of these a possible son of Proxiteles the sculptor: see Davies
APF p. 283.

I assume this means that uncertainty should have arisen less often;
with a steadier flow of personal references it would be more acceptable
for a poet to include some obscure or open-ended ones.

J.Burnet, note on Plat Euthyphro 2b 9., It is clear in the context thot

Burnet means a certificate of pre-existing notoriety.

Cf. ch. 2, n. 20,

This seems to me to be the argument of Walcot (1971), esp. ppe. 36-~9.
He dismisses (pp. 40, 46ff.) the distinctions drawn by Ar. himself,
See esp, Nu. 520ff. (with Halliwell (1980) pp. 42f.), ¥. 64~6 and
1048-50, Peace 43ff., Eccl. 1154ff., For the notion of clever spectat-
ors see also Cratinus fréT%O%iind Pherecrates fr., 154,

Note e.ges Ach. 835, which might give a special pleasure to members of
this deme.

We should not forget the presence of boys and, at the Dionysia, visit-
ing foreigners. The theory, which I do not suBscribe to, that Ar,
adapted his plays to the different audiences and circumstances of the
two major festivals is certainly not borne out by the pattern of
personal jokes in the extant plays: Peace and Birds especially are
peppered with references to contemporary Athenians.

ps 16 in 'Crisis in the Classics'!, in Crisis in the Humanities, ed.

J.H.Plumb (Penguin edn., 1964). It is interesting that Finley's

reference to ancient democracy is linked to a suggestion that the study
of the ancient world can provide us, who are "reared in the romantic
tradition", with a view of a profoundly different society; but the
exaggeration of the face-~to-face nature of Athenian society has itself
romantic overtones of the organic community and similar concepts.
Finley (1973) p. 17 and n. 22, where Finley refers us to an article by
P.Laslett which contains the seriously erroneous statement that no
Greek polis had a citizen-body larger than 10,000 (cf. on this figure
H.Schaefer, Historia 10 (1961) pp. 292f.).

An early instance: Schlegel (1846) p. 157 talks of Athenian citizens'
acquaintance "with the personal circumstance of all their contemporar-
ies of any note or consequence",

Gelzer (1971) col. 1532,
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22,

23.
- 24.

25,

26.
27.
28,
29,

30.
31.
32.

33.
34,
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K.Reinhardt, p. 57 in Newiger (1975).
Dover, edn., of Clouds p. 1l: the whole context is relevant to my argument.

Cf. ch., 5, n.101.

Note on Ach. 30, Plato Theoet. 149a hordly supplies the support
required for Rennie's assertion. Plato's dialogues ususolly centre on

a small section of Athenian society in which connections of fomily and
friendship tie everyone into a single network. A passage such as Lysis
204e needs to be read in the light of this fact,

Politics VII. iv., 7, 1326b 16f,

Lysias 1,45,

Euthyphro 2b 7ff, Cf. also Charm. 153a and Laches 180cff.

The passage is constructed to lead up to the punch-line in 35, and it
is a way of introducing the ironic allusions to Agathon's nature in 31
and 33, But this last aspect of the humour would not necessarily
strike everyone, and Mnesilochus's ignorance would be sufficiently
funny without it; the joke does not, therefore: show that everyone 1in
Athens knew what Agathon looked like (Euripides' assefion at 189, which
makes good sense of a celebrity of seventy or more, seems to imply the
opposite). There may be a further nuance in that Agathon's rise was
relatively recent: perhaps Mnesilochus is meant to be out of touch.

If &ﬂ£XXUT&A refers to Peisander's death, which is far from certain,
then the joke is a fiction, for the fragment comes from Marikas of 421.
Compare Peace 700ff,, which is not reliable evidence for Cratinus's
death, though often taken as such,

Finley (1973) p. 18.

Comedy's powers of publicity were of course limited by the infrequency
of production: cf. n. 123 below,

Dem., 57,10 shows that the two senses, on which c¢f. J.Traill Hesperisa
Suppl. XIV, pp. 73f., did not always cdncide.

Lys. 7.18.

Lyse. 23.3.

Eupolis fr. 180.

Cf. Theophrastus's kdkoléyos (Char, 28.2), who practically learns
genealogies: it is not coincidence that this gossiper's insinuations are
similar to those of comic poets,

Ar. fr. 387.3.

Thuc, 2.40.2,

It is easy to imagine that Cleon's 'hundred heads of flatterers! (v,
1033) will have been something that any Athenian could see for himself.
Cf. ch. 4 on Peace 395 and see ch, 5 n. 9l. |

Note the case of Chairephon: the jokes about his pallor make sense in
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themselves, since they draw on a stercotype of the ascetic indoor lifej;
familiarity with his pallor (if it wes real at 0ll) was probably only
spread by comedy itself.

35. Merry, for example, on Av. 1297 seems to take it for granted that M.'s
appearonce is alluded to, but then his note reveals that he takes comic
ridicule in general to involve faithful exposure of the disreputable.

36, Cf. E.Borthwick, CR n.s. 17 (1967) p. 249.

37. Ussher's notes on both passages suggest that he tokes it for granted
that the jokes give an impression of L.'s appearance,

38. Lysias 1l4.25,

39, Cf. pp. 263 ¢,

40, For Lamachus's early career see Plut. Per. 20.1-2 with Gomme HCT iii
pp. 536f,

41, Fr. 106.

42. See the Index of Names for the very remote possibility of an exception.

43, See frs. 169 and 326,

44. Kn, 1267 need not imply enything about jokes in other comedians! work.

45. See my discussion under Ach., 836ff, in ch. 4.

‘46, See Meiggs and Lewis (1969) p. 188, ond Andoc., 1.27 with MacDowell's n.

 47. See esp. W. 45f., 418f., 1033f,

48. I note that Phanus, Theorus, Thouphanes and probably Aeschines, all
associates of Cleon, are mentioned only in Ar,

49, Hyp. V to Clouds contains the wildly imaginative suggestion that Ar,
wrote this play on the orders of Anytus and Meletus!

50. I mention as a suggestive parallel the part played by smateurs in
contributing hints, sketches and information for political cartoons in
eighteenth~century London. These contributions were sometimes acknow-
ledged on prints, anonymously, and publishers might even invite them:
see M. Dorothy George, English Political Caricature (1959), vol. 1
pp. 147+, and Draper Hill, ed., The Satirical Etchincs of Jemes Gillray
(1976), p. xv.

51. See Dover (1978) pp. 111-24,

52, Cf, my discussion of this ode in ch. 4.

53. See Degani (1960) for a detailed but too speculative treatment of
Ariphrades and Ar.'s reasons for attacking him,

54. Dover (1974) p. 226.

55. See Henderson (1975) p. 185, § 389,

56. Dover (1978) p. 102.

57. Dover (1974) p. 150.

58. See Dover (1978) pp. 101f. Henderson (1975) p. 52 (cf. pp. 185f.)

makes several wild assertions on this subject, for which he does not
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60.
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62,

63.
64.

65,
66,

67.

68.

69,

71,
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produce proper documentation, and in particular I fail to see how or
why such o difference in attitudes as he alleges (between '"no feelings
of disgust or obloquy" in ordinary cases, p. 52, and savage condemnation
in that of Ariphrades, pp. 52 and 185) should have been produced by how
exclusively one practised cunnilinctus,

See PA s.n. D.W.Lucas overlooks this important fact in his note on
Poetics 58b 31, where he resists the identification that I argue for.
Lucas loc.cit. denies this a little hesitantly, but %Kkyuééek is
hard to take otherwise in this context, and in any case the verb's
usual meaning at this date is 'to make fun of in comedy'.

See Kn, 1278 and W. 1275ff. Pace D. Mervyn Jones, CQ 50 (1956) p. 158,
the misconstruction of 86113 in Kn, 1279 by‘zy ad loc. (though the
scholia here also contain the correct understanding) does not affect the
identification of Ariphrades' brother as Arignotus at W. 1278, unless
we doubt that Kn, 1279 implies that Arignotus is a musician.
Sommerstein (1977a) p. 276.

See the schol. ad loc. (= Cratinus fr. 305, with Kock's note).

En., 1278-80 (where 1278 plays on the etymology of Arignetus's nome) and
¥. 1277f., which I see no reason to suppose with MacDowelll ad_loc. to
be "sarcastic",

Dow (1969).

It would not be surprising if comic poets themselves were sometimes
expected to entertain at dinner parties: note Aristophanes' part in.the

Symposium, together with the role of Philippus (the name of one of

‘Aristophanes' sons!) in Xen.'s Symposium. Socrates is quoted at Plut.

de lib, educ. 10c as saying that he had been made fun of in Clouds

"as at a big symposium",

See Kn, 980, 986, 1300, Frogs 422, 428, Ar. fr, 580, Eupolis CGF 92,2,
Rupbel (1913) is concerned for the most part with larger elements than
personal jokes. Mastromarco (1974) makes some use of Jokes in arguing,
unconvincingly to my mind, for revisions in Wasps in the course of
preparation: see e.g. pp. 20ff,, 55ff., 97ff, Cf. also Dover (1972)
ppe 170-72 and 180f,

Here too the scholiast and some later scholars have taken the joke as
an infallible pointer to actual corruption; but the implicit pun makes
such an interpretation unnecessary.

See Rogers, Wilamowitz and von Daele ad loc., Davies APF p. 404, and
MacDowell on Andoc. 1.47. They are in different ways following 2"
here. Van Leeuwen's naiveté on this passage, when he obserwves that the
scholion "bene congruit cum verbis mulierculae nostrae", is astonishing.
Cf. Dover (1978) pp. 147f.
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76.
7.
78,
79,

80.

81.
82,

83.

84.
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Davies APF p. 404,

8.54.4.

A majority of scholars have denied that Lys. 490-92 hos a topical point;
e.g. Woodhead AJP 75 (1954) p. 138, Raubitschek AJP 80 (1959) p. 87,
and Sommerstein (1977b) p. 114 (the source of the quotation). But the
strength of the temptation can be gauged by the fact that even Sommerst-
ein, art.cit. pp. 114£f,, tries by a very artificial hypothesis to
accommodate his reading of the joke to his knowledge of contemporary
events. He suggests that the first assembly in the oligorchic plan may
have taken place so recently "as not to allow time for any rewriting of
this passage beyond necessary changes of tense and mood" (n. 23): but
hov long did Ar. need to rewrite a few lines? For the sake of a differ-
ent argument, on p. 119, S, describes Lys. 490-92 as "a passage that...
could easily have been cut'"! The topical interpretation still lurks:
cf. Westlake (1980) pp. 47-9. |

Here the connection with Thuc. 8.54.4 (and cf. Peisander's words at 8.
53.3) is a real one, as de¢€¢a+&évau9 intimates (cf. Thuc. 8,48.2-3,
65.2, 66.1-3, and Kn. 862f.). Note especially TouTous (577), indicating
the topical immediacy of the reference. I take Lys. 577f. to be a
symptom of public rumour and unease at Athens in the period immediately
before the oligarchic movement got under way.

The numbering of line 640 is misplaced in the Budé edn.

Mem, 1II.i.6.

Cf. esp. Nu, 479-81.

See bl ad loc., with Suda s.v. Brreeaxov—r(few ¢ the siege of Melos;
most of the commentators and e.g. Gill (1975) p. 70: the use of siege-—
engines against Minoa in 427 (cf. Thuc. 3.51.3); Goossens (1946) pp.
50ff, and Taillardat (1965) ppe 305f.: the surprise landing at Syracuse
in the preceding summer (Thuc. 6.64f,).

See Plut, Nic. 8.1-2 (Pylos), Suda s.v. peddovikiky (Sicilian debate),
Rogers and Merry ad loc., Goossens (1946) pp. 56ff., and Taillardat
(1965) p. 306, For Nicias's strategy in Sicily, which reports in the
assembly will presumably have made familiar, see Thuc. 6.47 and 7.42.3.
Cf. Peppler AJP 42 (1921) pp. 154f., and Teillardat (1965)§ 529.
Phrynichus fr. 22 is remarkably similar to Av, 362f.,, ond comes from
the same festivel. This helps to suggest that Nicias was very much in
the public mind in 414, but the Phrynichus joke itself looks just as
open as the two in Birds.

See Rosenmeyer (1972) pp. 232ff., but the proscription is not easy to
discard altogether: cf. Lys. 6.17f. with Dover (1976) pp. 26f.

Cf. p. 43.
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104,
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106,
107,
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Probably not long before the Dionysia, sometimc during February: sece
Aristotle Ath, Pol. 44.4.

See Thuc., 8.42.2-4 with Sommerstein (1977b) p. 116.

Cf. the references to Arginusaelat.ggggg 33, 48, 190f., (?430) and 0693,
and the ode on Theramenes at 533ff,

(uKO(PoU(Ti? here, in other words, is equivalent to ykekkw;Kl&v at
Av, 639, in that a suggestion of bBehaviour over a period of time, but
with possible topical overtones, may be meant,

In offering this model of two factors I am not forgetting the realm of
reputation and rumour, but these can best be understood not so much as
an independent factor as a medium in which the other two may be
reflected and operate.

An esrly and interestirg instance is the claim of Schlegel (1846) p. 149
that historical characters brought onto the stage in Ar. always
represent a whole class; likewise Vischer (1877) pn. 463ff.

A striking demonstration of this disparity can be found at many points
in Murray (1933): see e.g. the contrast drawn on pp. 103f.

For some recognition of the tendency of jokes to turn targets into
stereotypes see Dover (1972) p. 213, McLeish (1980) pp. 17, 90 and 128.
Cf. Dover (1978) p. 143 n. 14, and see Vischer (1877) pp. 474-9.
Indeed, the structure of W, 579f., with the name at the start, seems to
me to go against the likelihood of a reference to something the
audience had previously heard about.

Ch. 2, n. 49,

See Gomme IICT i. pp. 449f.

E.g. Kn, 1030, Thesm, 818.

E.g. Kn, 1358, Nu, 910, Thesm. 818, Frogs 1521,

E.ge Men. Aspis 398 with Gomme and Sandbach ad loc.

E.g. Nu, 1088ff, with Dover (1978) pp. l4of,

E.g. Men. Aspis 227 with Gomme and Sandbach,

E.g. Nu, 529, 909, with Dover loc.cit.

E.g. Thesm. 817. '

E.ge Thesm. 426 and Men. Sic. 78 with Gomme and Sandbach.

E.ge Nu. 1327 with Dover, Men. Dysc. 447, 558,

For references see MacDowell's note on W, 1187,

See Index of Names.

It is to be noted that Peisander, who was the subject of gibes about
cowsrdice (Av. 1556f., Eupolis fr. 31), also seems to have been very
large: cf. Hermippus fr. 9, Eupolis fr. 182, and the conjunction of
Cleonymus and Peisander in C.adesp. 64 (where Kock's uncertainty about

identity is unnecessary).
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It is just possible, in view of Kn. 389f. (and cf. Ach. 664), that
something specific about Cleon lies behind the Sausage-scller's threat,
but the generol comic trestment of Cleon mekes this hard to believe

(W. 970-72 is onother matter).

On é(¢d6ﬂ15 c¢f. also Mochon 231-51 (Gow), and for a distinction

which would heve mattered in real life but which Ar, may have dispensed
with see Plato Laws 943-4,

Sommerstein (1973) pe. 43. S. shows some caution in judging the comic

picture of Lamachus, but not enough. P,Green, Armoda from Athens (1970)

pp. 5f., takes the comic picture at face-value without even admitting
that comedy is the source for his description of the general.

Apart from a briefly indicated connection with the Acharnians (568)
Lamochus is & rather patheticelly isolated figure in Ach, (note esp.
620 and the circumstences of his later expedition), a feature of the
play which goes right across the grain of any 'war-party'! view of L.
Dover (1951-2) p. 638.

See Plut, Per., 6 and Thuc. 5.19.1, 24.2.

See e.g. Eccl. 672, P1, 243, Eupolis CGF 92,85, Xen., Mem, I.ii.57, QOec.
1,20, Lysias 16,11, Aristotle NE 1121b 31ff., Aeschin. 1.42, 53f., 95.
For ku§24f4v = cheat cf. G.Zuntz PBA 42 (1956) p. 229.

Henderson (1975) p. 35 is wrong to call xé§£4vA a 'proper' word; its
virtually invariably comic use (éf. Henderson § 399!) gives away its
tone: contrast gﬁnfﬁdﬁiiv « Henderson seems unable to make up his mind
what the Antisthenes jokes are about: "chronic constipation" (§ 401;
likewise Ussher on Eccl. 806-10) or pederasty (!) (p. 102 and § 472,
wvhere JTEVJyﬁdfu is translated es 'narrows' !). Would Ar.'s audience
have found it much easier?

On both techniques see ch. S,

See pp. 165 {. aad 213.

Cf. Lloyd Stow (1942).

S.C.Humphreys, Anthronolocv and the Greeks (1978) p. 229. She assumes

that comedy was aggressively political from the start.
See J.Burckhardt, The Civilisotion of the Renaissance (Engl. trans. by
S.Middlemore, 2nd edn. 1945) pp. 100ff., and E.Hutton, Pietro Aretino:

The Scourse of Princes (1922), esp. ch., 3.

See M. Dorothy George op.cit, (n. 50 above) and J. Wardroper, Kings,
Lords and Wicked Libellers (1973).

Sommerstein overlooks this factor in Barrett and Sommerstein (1978) PDe
9f., where he compares Clouds to a hynothetical "series of satirical

shows on television, reculorly attacking the same person" (my emphases).
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For those with unfettered imaginations almost anything can be posited

and believed. Stanford, The Sound of Greek (1967) p. 31, claims that

the mirth caused by Hegelochus's slip of the tongue "probobly helped to
drive Euripides into exile soon afterwards" (he had stated the same
divination a little more cautiously in his commentary on Frogs 803f.),
from which can be inferred the grave moral that '"so much could turn on
a lapse in the pitch-accent"!}

Dover on Nu., 552.

Pericles' dictum in the funeral speech (Thuc. 2.45.2) is highly relev-
ant to the treatment of women in comedy: its emphasis on the advisable
lack of K)éq; of any sort is revealing. Also worth mentioning in this
connection is the relative scarcity of female names in Kdﬁéy-—inscript-
ions on contemporary vases: see Dover (1978) pp. 114f.

I exclude Ach. 457, which I take to be a plsiner insult, in paratragic
vein,

See Lefkowitz (1979).

Cf, Eupolis fr., 243.

The speaker's vehemence is underlined by the forceful whole~line
description of the target (cf. Ach., 705, Av. 14, Lys. 397, and compare
the ironic appellations at Soph. Trach, 541, 1105f.), and also by the
striking suspension of Gﬂé at the end of 386, which is perhaps meant
to suggest an artificial or rhetorical hesitation before the outburst.
The closest analogy I cen find to this latter feature is W. 504f.:
compare also Men. Georz. 26, 69, Samia 36, 235, Machon 324f. Preposit-
ions normally occur at line-end in Ar. only in anastrophe: e.g. Lys.
1145, Frogs 1244, Eccl. 4.

See Hsch.,, Phot., Suda s,.v.

A third interpretation was proposed by Ruck (1975).. He rejects the
notion that social status is relevant on the grounds that "Athens was
an egalitanian society'" where jokes about class could not be made (p.15)!
His own sexual/religious interpretation is a tissue of to4many false
arguments to be unravelled here, and his conclusions seem in any case to
differ from place to place: compare pp. 16, 29, 31 and 32, I am
utterly unconvinced by his srticle.

See Nu, 555 with Eupolis fr. 194, and Nu. 557 with Hermippus frs. 8 and
10.

The use of the husbend's nome is standerd: see Sbmmerstein, Quad., di

Storia 11 (1980) pp. 393ff,

I mention here the ostonishingly perverse theory of Guthrie, A History

of Greek Philosonhy, vol. 3 (1969) p. 385 n. 3, that Xenthippus at Nu,

64 is an allusion to Socrates' wife Xenthippe. For one thing, Guthrie
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absurdly infers that Xanthippe was well-known from scenes in Plato and
Xenophon involving smoll numbers of acquaintances. And then there is
the fact that the nome at Nu., 64 is masculine and chosen by Strepsiades’
vife - and, one should add, before any mention of Socrates in the play.
Guthrie's "One can only guess why Aristophanes did not malte her the wife

of Socrates himself" speaks for itself.
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Chorsl Satire

At the start of their first ode after reconciliation the combined chorus

of the Lysistrste make an emphatic announcement to their audience:

> /7
Ov "U'alqacrneuo@o)‘w Ox
MWv MATWY <08év’ | Gvdpes,
$ Ao £iv v €v. (1043-5)

A similar proclamation is delivered by the female chorus of Thesm. at the
height of their celebration of the bpriﬂi:

¢u & g

Teoofond Kary Spetv

&V :.%Q::J YoVl ka ,Co%b’olv ;Yfeot_g,m)m 2@%4{0@\(962—4)

Both plays were written and nroduced against 8 baekground of severe social
and poiitical unrest at Athens: and these two passages allow us a glimpse
of Aristophanes' recognition of the need in these exceptional conditions
to avoid injudicious perspnal satire or criticism, of which there is
indeed less in these two plays than in any of the other extant works except
Plutus. Even so, Aristophaones is not being entirely ingenuous in either
place; he could simply, in the dengerous circumstances of the time, have
chosen his material carefully, so as to avoid topically sensitive areas.
The recognition of possible danger musti have been reel enough, for both
plays do seem to bear out the chorus's message; but Aristophanes has
signalled it to his audience in a way which wes probably meant to be
savnured‘ip itself, at least by more lmowing spectators, even if it did
have a rather bitter tang. W¥hat is clear, however, and significant for my
purposes is that in both the cited passages the chorus suggest, implicitly
in the first and explicitly in the second, that they are disappointing a
reasonable exnectation. We can discern here a paradoxical testimony to
the strength of one of the major functions of the Aristophanic chorus, the
provision of entertainment, and sometimes of apparently serious comment,
by means of the satiricael treatment of individuals., Although there is much

material of this kind outside choral passages, it is hardly conceivable
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that an Aristophanic protagonist should declare an intention not to indulge
in such an activity. It makes sense for choruses to do this not because
there is a greater quantity of choral satire than non-choral but because
such satire is an essential and characterising feature of the Aristophanic
chorus in general (and passages like Ach., 628 snd 1150 intimate the sense
of a continuity between the choruses of different plays, desoite changes

in dramatic'identity) and also becouse choral satire tends to be elaboratied
in more detail, inviting, by the manner of its delivery and‘thebrominence
of its exposition in the interstices of the drama, a more direct attention,
than does much of the personsl satire found in the flow of dialogue.

Horace therefore had a point, even if the accompanying historical picture
was false, when he chose to crystallise 0l1d Comedy's 'ius nocendi'! as a
function of the chorué%

I have divided up this chapter by a formal criterion into sections
covering particular kinds of choral passage, but in an effort to define
something of the essential quality of choral satire I have put my main
emphasis on the more extended forms. When the other charscters go out of
view and the action of the drams moves to a location which the audience
‘cannot see, it is only the chorus which remeins to engage and interest
the spectators, and it is at these points that they have full scope to
provide satirical entertainment and that this entertainment shows its
dominant tendency away from the defined world and immediste concerns of the
play towerds the realms of independent amusement. It was this tendency as
much as anything else, I believe, which may have led to the fourth-century
separation of drama and chorus in comedy. Some of the Aristoohanic odes
which Ikxamine later in this chapter may give us the best clue we have to
the kind of entertainment which fourth~century choruses supplied at those
points where our manuscripts or editors offer XOPOY} Outside the clearly
marked sections of interlude, however, the chorus's satirical functions in
Aristophanesvare much less distinctive, and although some regulerities or

tendencies can be noted it would yield a spurious satisfaction to nretend
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to discern special patterns. In including observations on some of these
other passages, therefore, my concern is as much with generol features and
igsues which crop up elsewhere in this thesis as with peculiorly choral
aspects, for when the chorus is closely involved with the moving action of
the play its jokes about individuals often serve the same purposes as those

of other characters.

Parodoi: I consider in this section only jokes which are made by the chorus
in the main entrsnce song or recitation itself, not those which occur later
on in what we might still want technically to call the parodos. The value
of this approach is that it enables us to focus on a coherent if small
group of references, each of which forms an importent part of the charact-
erisation of the chorus as it first appears. Because of their position
these jokes all have a close connection with the physical action as well as
the aim or mood of the entering chorus. The context. of purposeful intention
and movement has therefore to be kept in mind: unlike most of the other
choral satire we shall consider, these passages are not incidental enter-
tainment but stem from the immediate situation of the chorus.

At Kn, 254 the reference to Eucrates is fully integrated into the
Knights' vivacious display of animus. By the start of 253 the chorus's
movementét recognisable as aggressive equestrian manoeuvres (note 243-6,
the war-cries at 247 and 251, and the force of the trochaic rhythm), must
have reached the stage where all possible routes of escape for the Paphleg-
onian are covered, and indeed some physical contact, at least mimetically
represented, should occur (T&ﬂTbHuA s 257). The Jjoke accompanies and gives
bite to the completion of the first stage of the attack, but it alse
expresses a particular political spirit behind the careful strategy.
Eucrates is not simply a diverting illustration of how to escape from a
tight corner; his case is supposedly that of a political leader who managed
to evade the opposition of a group of Knights or similar opponents, and it

must make sense to imagine Cleon taking to an equivalent political 'flight'.
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I see no velue in pursuing speculations about just what sort of event in
Eucrates' career is here alluded tof but it is necessary to observe that
the joke may be of a tendentious kind. We need not, in other words, posit
something to which the situation in Knights would closely correspond; a
retirement from volitics (Ar. fr. 100 sheds some light on the notion),
without any obvious scandal, might have provided a sufficient background
for the joke, esnecially since the nub of the humour seems to lie in
2060 v KU@QPQJV, and this phrase combines an allusion to the target's
commercial connections with a proverbial expression of the sort found at
¥. 1310. It should be noted that a slight pause would be natural end
conically effective after EQEUYQV, & fact which reduces even further any
need to extract historical facts from the line,

An analogous historical issue is raised by . 240-44, and I have
elready dealt with it in an earlier chapter. It is the joke's dramatic
function which 1 want to highlight here., These lines help to mark a change
in the mood end behaviour of the entering chorus. There has been nothing
of the predicted wasp-likeness about their entry up to this point; they are
qlow and disorganised, old and nostalgic. But with this compound joke
(part agoinst the intended target, part ironically mediated through the
jurors' reverence for Cleon) there is a new note of urgency and a change
in movement, though the latter need be nothing much more than & quickening
of steo or even just some busy gestﬁring to that effect from the leader.
The comic exploration of the jurors' infirmity is not yet complete, but
Aristophanes is making sure that the oudience do not forget who these old
men sre and where they are going. The reference to Laches should be
compared with Philocleon's &%)’ %K%€$§€TKA AfoovTaﬁLg; ati 157f Both
reveal & wilful disposition to condemn in their phrasing: note especially
the presumably colloguiel relish of Ekh&g at 240, and the reliance on pre-
trial hearsey in the following line. Cleon's patronage of the jurors has
already been signalled at 133f. and 197, The term Kwﬁﬁuﬁérnov adds a

fresh colour to it, but the intimscy of the word is belied by the spiteful-—
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ness both of their own ettitude to the forthcoming trial and of Cleon's
leadership. As well, then, as satirically exsggeroting the current
antipathy between Cleon and Laches, this joke serves nicely to characterise
the underlying temwerament of the jurors: as they enter in their pathetic
state they hanker after the military strength of their younger days, end
when they remind themselves of their destination their imsgery gives away
the fact that life in the courts, at least when Cleon is involved, is &
surrogate military service for them.

The chorus's entry in Peace is much more even in tone, end the gibe at
Lemachus at 304 fits perfectly in their mood of joy. Although the chorus
is conceived of as Panhellenic at this point (292, 302), this joke is for
the appreciation of an audience of Athenians whe have fought in the war,
The sentiment crystallised in r«é‘o)\o’(rokxos , it should be stated, is just
as readily intelligible as the disdein of soldiers for those who can no
longer command them as it is (what most historians would like it t® be) a
faithful indication of Lamachus's personal attitude to the woer. The
preceding lines (302f.), which pick up Trygaeus's words in 293 and are
reminiscent of 269f,, where Lamachus is also singled out as the symbol of
what is detested in the ordinary man's experience of military service, help
to confirm that there is no particular political animus against the man
himself, For a fuller but more realistically generalised exposition of the
kind of satirical feeling hinted aﬁ.in these passsges we need only turn to
Pesce 1172-90. If, as there is some reason to believe, Lamachus had an
independent reputation for military boldness or fierceness? it would be
naive to suppose that this must have been combined with a political inclin-
ation to belligerence. The lamachus of Ach., who does look uncompromising
(620-22; but contrast 1077ff.), is to be treated with caution as historical
evidence, not least because he is used as the main vehicle for an attitude
to war which the play suggests that the city as a whole is committed to.

The personal jokes at Lys., 270 and 283 both occur at emphatic points

in the old men's entry song. The first forms the climax of the exhortotion



138

to action delivered by the leader (compare the jokes from Kn., and Wasns
above). It translates the men's feelings of aggression into a personally
vindictive form, and its comic force would be bolstered by its prominence
at the very end of the long sentence, a rolling ismbic section, 266=70.
But although the joke is integrated into the chorus's drematic purpose at
this point, it perhaps has a diverting piquancy which is not to be found
in the other jokes collected in this section: as well as implying that
Rhodie is the most scandalous of Athenian women, the reference suggests
that the old men are not pronerly informed about what is Happening on: the
.Acropoliét but are nomtheless quick to run together in their minds two
different notions of female misbehaviour (Aristophanes parodies a similer
piece of psychological behaviour in the proboulos¥s opening speech, 387ff. ).
The second joke, at 283, coincides with the return of the men's thoughts
and sattention from their nostalgic and inaccurate reminiscences to the
surrounding crisis: it must be accompanied by at least a gesture of emphads
on ﬂxci(, if not by a more striking movementi. In this case the integration
of the subject of the joke into the chorus's sentiment is not conceptual
but purely formal, managed with an economy made possible by the familiarity
of the phrase into which the name is interpolated, The burlesque effect is

of course very similar to Thesm. 337.

Miscellaneous inter—scenic comments: I consider in this section a group of
jokes which do not neatly fit into my other, more uniform categories.

Two rough but releted divisions mey be seen, however, within the untidiness
of the group: on the one hand, between those jokes which come from a chorus
closely involved, sometimes ewven physically, in the action of the play

and those from more detached observers; and, on the other hand, between
comments or reflections which are more or less relevant to the dramatic
situation and those whieh constitute a brief distraction from it. The
first member in both these pairs of antitheses points in the direction of

the parodos jokes discussed above, while the second is closer to the
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typically diversionary satire provided in the odes and prrabases on wvhich
I comment in the later sections of this chapter.

Ach, 299-301: This joke presents an unusual combination of features, though
not quite of the kihd normally imegined. The expression of hatred is
drematically motivated and appropriate, fitting in well with the rest of
the Acharnisns' display of an uncompromising character. But the orthodox
view is that this drematic point is overridden by a prospective reference
to Knight;f so much so that what we are really being offered is 'en
unusually clumsy &side"y This orthodoxy should be displeced. Whatever
Aristophanes himself may have had in mind, he cannot have intended the
words to suggest a future play to his audience, and unless we believe that
he included lines with an entirely private meaning we need to find some
_other~way of taking the passage. The lack of any historical justification
for the choice of Cleon as a target by the Acharnians is not in itself
problematic, provided that a different justification can be discerned. I
believe that the necessary element is an authorial one, but that it hes
nothing immediately to do with Knights. What is likely to heve sprung to
the minds of the first audience of Ach., was the playwright's own recent
clash with Cleon, and the antipathy which had been portrayed between the

politician and the Knights in Babylonians, for which our evidence is the

1”
well-lmown passage at Ach. 5-8. The controversy that had followed the

production of Babyloniens must have helped to keep the play in people's

memories and to spread familiarity with its details. Aristophanes had
deliberately introduced a reference in the opening lines of Ach. to the
play which had causgd all the trouble, and in such a way as to suggest
that he was ready to fight back against Cleon. Against this background

I feel that Ach, 299-301 would be immediately intelligible as a sentiment
which combined a relevant dramatic point with an allusion to the poet's
own experiences during the past year. There is nothing necessarily clumsy
about this, since the brevity of the passege and the meintenance of the

dramatic situation allows the authorial significance of the words to be
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taken in economically, to be heard as overtones. The tiechnique involved
is akin to the one cmployed at Kn, 400f., though in this later possage the
chorus speak more from the side-lines, albeit with commitment, and the joke
carries us momentarily further away from the dromotic situation thon ot
Ach, 299-301., But in both places Aristophenes is to some extent drawing on
the conventional capacity of the chorus to speak from different points of
view and in different identitieés. At Kn., 400f. a double shift occurs:
firstly from the dreamatically pertinent asseveration of hatred to the
self-consciousness of the theatrtical chorus; and secondly from the perform-
ance of comedy to that of tragedy, after kd: gs&dkobwp'had seemed to prepere
us for a further reference to a rival (Cratinus was competing with Knights).
The economical play with the confusion between the world of the drama and

. 13
the theatrical performance is analogous to Xanthias's joke at Frogs 12-14.

Ach., 389f.: A difference of fine shading distinguishes this from 299-301.
The chorus can here easily be understood as unambivelently intending the
whole force of the remerk, and it is legitimate to characterise its tone

as sarcastic hyperbole or something similar: note ,i)ws \{‘é'\/é\co( sy 'for all

I care!, This slightly less aggressive attitude goes with the fact thot

the Acharnians have since 346 retired somewhat from the immediate confront-
ation with Dicaeopolis into the role of observers (at 299 they are surround-
ing and attacking, by 385ff. they have withdrawn to allow an arena for the
protagonist'!s chopping-block speech) and their remarks are now more of an
entertaining commentary. Even here, however, the chorus's choice of personal
'ﬁarget may not be entirely free of theatrical overtones: if this

Hieronymus really was a dithyraembic poet (Z Nu. 348), it will not have been
for his hair alone that Aristoplianes picked him out and expected his

audience. to be familiar with him.

X, 342: The jurors' abusive description of Bdelucleon utilises a technique

about which I shall say more in the final chepter. A degree of dramotic
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intelligibility is preserved by the evident indignation, but the choice

of appellotion is inadvertently self-satirising. There is nothing
"over-subtle"“;bont this: when someone seys something which goes against
the grain of his known affilistions, and irony is out of the question,

no fine percipience is required to see the comic pointis The possibility
that ZSnprodeébv could mean 'an inferior Cleon' is hardly to be

reckoned with, The two halves of Aristophanic compounds of this sort are
usually meant to complement one another (e.g. Kn. 18, W. 466, 592, Av, 639)
and it is almost inconceivable that Cleon's name and Snfo)éﬁg could be felt
40 pull in onnosite directions, given the politician's comic image:

K
whotever the normal force of‘SquAéyos s the combination here is surely

mutually defining,.

M, 409: It is worth noting briefly how Aristophsnes here employs a joke

of the type illustrated in my previous section, and how this fact is &
symptom of the peculier character of the chorus. Although I earlier cited
¥, 240-44 as a parodos joke which marks an injection of life and purpose
into the chorus's entry, the parodos as a whole in this pley exploits an
unusual ambiguity in the chorus's nsture. Their true nature is at first
latent, overleyed by the superficial ineffectuelness of old age. At 404ff.
this latent waspishness, with all its Xdlﬁk, suddenly bursts out, and the
joke at 409 functions as 8 sharp indication of the transformation, picking
up the earlier momentary thought of Cleon at 242-4. Aristophanes has
avoided one obvious kind of perodos, in which the Vasns would rush in
agegressively to rescue Philocleon, and substituted a more complex portrayal
of the chorus's dual nature: personel jokes make a marginal but interesting

contribution to the unfolding of the portrayal,

¥. 418f., 466, 475: For convenience I consider these three jokes together,
since all are contained in vocative or exclamotory expressions of partisan

sentiment., Comic elements show up well in grand or emotional exclemotions,
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prayers etc., because of the large dispority of tone that they creste.
Aristophanic choruses are particularly fond of lenghy end eloborate vocoative

17
phrases. As a general stylistic feature this no doubt owes something to

the conventions of lyric and tragic poetr;: but we need always to be on the
watch in comedy for an effect of comic inflation rather than actual
elevation, and this is evidently what we have to deal with in the three
passages of Wasps in question. Part of the disparity between the superfic-—
ial show of grandiosity or vehemence and the resulting tone is due to the
dramatic setting: at W. 418f, the old men have just stripped tm reveal
their wasp costumes and are now gathering to launch an assault on the
figure of Bdelucleon, who is clutching the suspended Philocleon; and both
466 and 475 bélong to the idignation which follows on their swift and
rather humiliating defeat. The language of impassioned politicai rhetoric
~grates comically om the bizarre physical facts of the situation. In each
case the personal reference heightens the absurdity. At 418f, the effect
is pungently blatant; as at 342 the chorus are made to betray their own
cause unwittingly, giving away the true nature of the leaders whom they
purport to admirevand depend on. Ewen more obviously than at 342 the
self-satire is mediated through a disparity between form and content, with
the intention to be portentous being ridiculously undermined by the escape
of 5n unfortunate truth, precisely as at Ach. 88f., The comic mode at .
466 is less bold, and less of the humour is directed against the chorus
themselves. Iven so, I think that the force of their choice of target is
meant to be less compelling than the emphasis of the two compounds would
seem to indicate, I doubt whether ’quTﬁruvﬁx cen sustain a precise

1y
political point of view, which is what the chorus's argument in the context

requires for proper justification. As Amynias is elsewhere satirised for
arrogance (W, 1267) end has been the subject earlier in the play of a
suggestion of raffishness (V. 74-6), and since Bdelucleon's behaviour

smacks to the poor chorus of the haughtiness of the higher social clesses,
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it is sufficient if Amynias is taken vaguely as a representative of arist-
ocrotic wilfulness, though this is certainly the sort of joke which leaves
open the possibility of different shades of interpretation for different
members of an audience. VWhat I am essentially suggesting, however, is that
we should not treat this reference in isolation from the wider comic tone
of the passage in which it is set, where the absurd bandying of terms such
as Tupotvvfs. /uud‘o&\#{a'ﬁoVozexfoc%reflects comically on the chorus's wild
naiveté. There is a similer element in the third of this trio of personal
Jokes, at W, 475, Brasidas is the only contemporary Sparten mentioned in
the extant plays of Aristophsnes, though some earlier figures are referred
to. Jokes egainst leading enemy personsges, & feature of populsar war-time
satire in other eges, do not seem to have appealed to the authors of 0ld
Comed;? and we certainly cannot explein this fact in terms of ignorance on
the sudience's nert: the nemes of Spartsn kings and military leaders must
have been familiar from discussions in the assembly, and will hawve circul-
ated in the stories told by men who had served abroad. The plain signific-
ance of Brasideas's nsme at ¥, 475 and Peece 640 is patent (Brasisdas did
not need to be nemed at Peece 281-4), and Aristophanes inserts it in a
context which relies on & popular stereotype of Spartan life. Yet the
ineppropriate fervour with which the chorus allege this psrticuler set of
associations egeinst Bdelucleon (note the reaction in 477f,) cannot be
ignored, and as in the preceding cases the joke combines & piece of persons!

satire with a contribution to the portrayal of the speakers,

Peace 395: Peisender, like Lomachus at Peace 304 or Brasidas at W. 475, is
here used to give a sharp personal characterisation to a ceuse which is
much lerger then him. But this satirical process of concentration is more
than a succinct convenience; it is a popular pretence or evasion, shifting
responsibility which in fact attaches to many different acts and decisions
onto a particuler, easily identifiable target?2 The appeal of this

mentality where a war sustained by democratic votes is concerned should be
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obvious, though what would be much harder to ascertein is how far the
satisfaction derivable from such humour need be correloted with the
attitudes held and acknowledged in public life. In Peisander's cose, &t
any rate, the comic character of the miniature portrait does not seem to
bespeak any strong animus. ké&oc are obviously evocative of militery
pomp and swagger, intimeting the special multiple crest of a commander
whose outfit may belie his true nature. Lamachus has a triple crest at
Ach, 965 and 1109, as does the typical taxiarch at Pesce 1173. The image
of cm'tfoO\iKTQUév applied to military officers in this last passage (1177f.)
and att Av. 800 depends perhaps above all on the cock's cres*l:.%.s Lyebrows
are coupled with crests at Frogs 925, in Euripides' description of
Aeschylus's év(rtot‘rzx ...Fw’&d . This passage of Frogs is relevant to the
discernment of a nuance at Peace 395 which the commentators have overlooked.
There is no doubt that the importance of eyebrows in various facial
expressions had been exploited in comedy even before AristonBenes for the
purpose of portraying the ethos of a personality or a style of beha.viouxa'.':
but it is not easy to see what kind of temperament,ought to be suggested
by the combination of crests and eyebrows. However, comparison of Pesce
395 with Ach. 566ff., Peace 473f. and Frogs 924f, gives some ground for
supposing that a connection between a "wel’“‘g and eyebrows and crests may
be involved. The nature of the connection is clearesti at Frogs 925,

where the )Aoe,,ub is imagined as a creature with large eyebrows and crests
(the latter presumebly standing for a mass of hair)., In the passages
vhere Lamachus is concerned the use of a gorgon or similar bogey as an
emblem on his shield is certainly pertinent (see esp. Ach, 574’) but
YOQ‘/O}\&;";‘ (Ach. 567) is sufficient to show that this is not the whole comic
picture: Lamachus himself is tolsome extent presented as a frightening
larger-than-1life creatur%s, a’; ?;vgsggggg 474, where I do not believe there
is any explicitly visual reinforcement of the jokel,‘ need not be restricted

to a reference to the man's shield. If it were possible to gecify the

/
appearance of a 'Aoe,.uu, I'rogs 925 suggests that something on the lines of
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a gorgon, with huge eyes and therefore huge eyebrows and a striking mass of
hair, would give the eppropriate picturgt The term r«pyokuxdbv for a tyne
of comic m&sisis worth & mention here, since the exaggeration of features
on the mask is presumably the reason for this use of the word, and the
features likely to be exaggerated to produce something that could be
considered frightening are the eyes and hair. I think that the group of
passages I mentioned above at least supply some evidence for an association
of images in Aristophanes' mind, and I would more tentatively propose that
at Peace 395 the combination of crests and eyebrows mey have overtones of
the appearance of a weird bogey such as the t(oqlu::.

nct

Peace 950-55: It is|simply on account of its brevity that I include this
joke here &nd not with other interlude odes in the final section of the
chapnter, though in fact it is similar to some of those longer odes in its
function., The chorus's reference to Chairis is ostensibly tied to the
immediate dramatic situation, but of course it contributes nothing of
significance to it, Its function is just to create a brief moment of
humour to cover the interval in which the sheep is brought out from the
skene. It might therefore be considered as standing in the same reletion
to its context as, say, Ach, 836ff., does to its. But the critical fact
which does distinguish these two passages is that Peace 950ff. does not
constitute a complete break in the éction of the play. The stage is not
emptied, and the preceding exit of the slave to fetch the victim creates
the expectation of a sneedy reentry. What the chorus say at 950 itself
indicates that the action is not really being suspended, and whatever the
menner of delivery used for a short stronhe such as this it is doubtful
whether any substential choreogranhy would be involved. So despite the
comically diversionary function of the joke, the drametic setting remains
too much in view for this passage to be classified with those interlude
odes which are precisely characterised by the way in which they distract

attention away from the world of tlhe drama. The reference to Chairis at
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Av, 858 is in this respect closer to Peece 950ff, than to the longer inter-
lude odes. It too covers a brief gap in the action while something is
fetched from the skene, and although I think it is meant to give the cue
for a short musical diversioiz the link with the movements of the protagon-

ist remains too tight for a proper interlude to be felt.

Lgé, 621: This joke is of an incidental kind which could occur anywhere in
a play, though it is here reinforced by its position at the end of a phrase
which in this lyric context could receive more emphasis than would normally
be possible in an iambic passage, and if I am right about the construction
of the joke it is likely that a carefully designed delivery would have

been used to catch the point. The sentiments of the whole strophe up to
this point are political, and until‘the words Eig kXﬂ695quthe impression
is clearly of a political suspicion. The personal reference need not
entirely change this impression, especially if Cleisthenes were known as a
political figuré: but two factors, the standing comic reputation of the man
and the obvious allusion to it in the following mention of women in his
house, strongly encourage the belief that Aristophanes intends the joke to
cause an unexpected shift in the movement of thought from a political to a
sexual line - though it is only a momentary diversion, and the strophe
returns at the end to a clear image of conspiracy. By comic logic
Cleisthenes would be a natural go-between for the Spartans and the women of
Athens, and it might even be legitimate to sense a sexual connection
between Cleisthenes and the Spartans, as well as between him and the women.
The humourous thought is here rather compressed, but this would not be a
difficulty if, as I have suggested, the choral delivery were careful enough
40 allovw time for it to operate. It is interesting and significant that
Aristophanes should in 411 have allowed his chorus to develop a reference -

to conspiracy, only to use it as the basis for a sexual gibe of this sort.

Thesm. 440-42: I include this joke here and not with interlude odes because
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it would be tendentious to claim that the personal reference is the raison
d'etre of the whole strophe, as it certainly is in the somewhat similar

ode at Frogs 533ff., where the joke, once we get to it, gives a richer
comic meaning to what has preceded. Thesm. 440-42 is, by contrast, only a
flourish to give the song an extra bite. But what sort of bite is it?

Some might infer that Xenocles "had a reputation as a clever orator"-fl This
would make the reference equivalent to Peace 1032 or Av, 692, so that
Xenocles would be a genuine standard of measurement. But a considerable
reputation would be necessary to allow this sort of humour to be spun out
of it, and the treatment of Xenocles elsewhere in comedy certainly gives

no hint of such a rhetorical standing. I believe, rather, that the joke
involves a curious irony. Xenocles is not a particularly obvious choice
and there may be some humour intended in this comparison itself, but the
way the chorus proceed after naming him is unusual: Sbkiﬁauég ;yéb*xc

is clearly cautious, yet what it thus sets up seems to be an unimaginative
punch, If this is not just a case of feeble compaition (though could
Aristophanes really not have thought of something more incisive?) the

point must lie, I think, in the very simplicity of the ultimate dismisézi:
ﬁaving picked out Xenocles as an apparently major exponent of the art of
rhetoric, the women eventually just brush him aside. It is interesting
that the earlier joke about Xenocles in this same play, at 169, also relies
on a colloquially simple expression‘of rejection, though there the bluntness
is unqualified by any irony, a difference to which the use of the
patronymic in the second but not in the first passage is relevant.

32a
Parabases: As is the case in those interlude odes of incidental satire

vhich I exemine in the final section of this chapter, the frequency and
prominence of personal jokes in the parabases of the extant plays is
essentially tied up wiith the fact that here the chorus directly address
the audience, the action of the drama fades out of view, and contact

between the imagined world of the play and the contemporary world of the
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nudience is at its closest: at these points the sense of comic performance
as an event in a general gathering of the community, shared by the actors
with the crowd sitting round them, is at its strongest. It makes little
difference to the possibilities of a peculiarly direct kind of satire that
the chorus sometimes preserves a layer of its dramatic identity, for what
matters is the way in which their comments now have t§ be explicitly
related to the real polis of the spectators. In the extant plays personal
jokes occur most frequently in the anapaests or parabasis proper, and
roughly equally in the other sections; but there is no significant pattern
in this distribution, and given the natﬁre of the parabasis we should not
expect to find one. A further general factor of some importance is the
scope afforded;by the parabasis for lengthy and detailed jokes; there is
more room for imaginative satirical colour than is usual in dialogue.
Personal references are naturally produced by the chorus to support or
illustrate the arguments which are conventionally offered in theAparabasis,
but even where the purpose is supposedly to make a serious point or advance
a real cause, the indulgence in extravagant imagery and coarse irreverence
often suggests that the primary aim is really racy entertainment in the
spécial spirit of festival “I5X€°A°Y(& e The way in which the chorus may
preface a section with talk of dispensing responsible criticism or praise
(Ach, 676, En. 565, 595, Nu., 576, W, 1016, Thesm., 785, 830) should not be
allowed to disguise the frequently flippant or inconsequential nature of
what they go on to say, and it has been insufficiently remarked by those
who wish to make much of references to the traditional right of the poet,
and on his behalf the chorus, to teach and exhort that the finest criterion
we have of the tone in which such references are made is the substance of
the putative advice it=lf, The extant plays of Aristophanes, furthermore,
lend some plausibility to the hypothesis that the parabasis was becoming

a more lightweight entertainment in the later fifthb century, before it

dropped out of use altogether. One of my main aims in the particular
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observations I make below is to show how personal jokes can help us to
understand the tone of the parabatic arguments which give them their
contexts. Although parabases have received much attention from Aristopharc
scholars, the material in them has too often been taken at face-val&ﬁi I
hope to give here some indication of the kind of comic thought which they
characteristically contain.

Before proceeding to the individual plays, it may be worthwhile to
set out briefly the main categories of joke involved:
(a) Jokes against the poetl!s rivals, especially in Kn. and Nu. These are
evidently related to the occasions of first performance, and may have been
traditional., The references to Carcinus, Morsimus and Melanthius in the
strophe and antistrophe of Peace could be regarded as a sub—species of this
category.
(b) Jokes against the poet's enemies: a special category for Cleon, who
comes into the parabasis of each of the first five plays.
(c) Jokes about the enemies of the chorus in their drametic role: see
especially Ach. and Thesm., but cf. also e.gs Kn. 608~10 and Nu. 586,
(d) Incidental jokes, unrelated to chorus or playwright: see especially

Av. 762ff., 790ff., Frogs 679ff., T06ff.

Acharnians: The satirical material in this parabasis falls neatly into

categories (b) and (c) above, but it is relatively unusual in that it is
closely related to some prominent themes found in the body of the pleay.
The gibe at Cleon brings to a climax the series of references to the polit-

ician and the trouble over Babylomians in the first half of the play (5-8,

299-301, 377ff., 502ff.), and the treatment of the class of young forensic
orators ties in with the general portrayal of young dishonest Athenian
office~holders in the assembly scene and at 599ff. Moreover, these two
themes are themselves connected: as the anapaests show, it is for exposing
the chicanery of ambassadors, among other things, that Aristophanes has

bYeen accused of Kw)uf&r:»l ‘rr\\v oAV by Cleon and others. The author has
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continued to explore this area in Ach., and the parabasis offers a compound
justification by combining a defiant reply to Cleon with a sustained attack
on unscrupulous wielders of power. Some detailed points of contact between
the parabasis and other scenes may be noted: deception by ambassadors (114 ~
634-40), gullibility of Athenian audiences ('Kguvémyucrog gy 104=6, ~
X@wv0ﬂvkér¢5 , 635), flattery of Athens (144 ~ 370-73 ~ 636ff.). But the
intricacy of the pattern of ideas running through the play does not detmact
from the independently intelligible satirical liveliness of the parabasis.
Cleon is in sight throughout the anapaests of Ach.,, though Aristiophanes
perhaps gives the impression delilberately that he is shying away from a
direct confrontation, until the pnigoes: 630 in particular suggests a wider
criticism and hostility than that of Cleon alone, and the whole section is

addressed to audience and polis in a manner which implies thati the poet is

fighting against a general reaction to Babylonians. Although the specific
initiative against him may well hawe Been a personal.one of Cleon's, ¥.
l284ff?*makes-it likely that Aristophanes felt a little let down by a lack
of public support, and I suspect that the rather pointed emphasis of
'nxqu56R015 and rurraF:é)cvs s Ach, 630b2, intimaties his feelings aboutt a
change of attitude between the occasion of performance (when‘ggh. may have
come fir;i) and his arraignment by Cleon. It is safe, at any rate, to
assume that the audience were aware throughout the anapaests of Ach., that
Aristophanes was defending himself with a particular view to the politician's
attack on him, and this adds force to the way in which the direct reference
to Cleon is held back for the pnigos. It is not until the extravagantly
humorous positive claims have been made for the poet's work that the
implicit rebuttal is made explicit. Of all the Aristophanic jokes which
occur at the end and climax of a passage few if any carry quite the cumul-
ative weight of this one. The parabatic pnigos usually contains a sharp
comic point of some sort, but this is the only one in the extant plays with

a personal joke. The crude gesture towards Cleon crowns the preceding
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argument, butt on top of this the pnigos itself moves from a paratragic
opening, through a reiteration of the claim of ¢£ §larov (see esp. 500f.,
645, 655), to an ultimate explosion of abuse. The spirit of AqkaTRTUYyWV
is one of pure indulgence in free vilification and name-calling: although
weakened by generalisation, the sexual specificity of Kuwawﬂrav had not
been completely lost (cf. Kn. 639, Thesm. 200) and it is preferable to see
some shade of it here. But nowhere else in the extant plays is Cleon
subjected to a gibe of homosexual charact;r; so despite the serious implic-
ations of the issues on which the anapaests touch, Aristophanes finally
resonts to his licensed comic resources to answer Cleon, rather than attem-
pting a coherent defence. Nbr does this crude satirical thrust seem to me
to be out of tune with the spirit of what has preceded, for behind the
discursive lines of the argument there is little more than a mock assertion
of comic freedom.

The antepirrhema of Ach. does not simply continue the theme of the
epirrhema and nntode; it picks up points and ideas that have already been
mentioned, but now translates them into a personal and topical form: notice
the verbal connections, ’rooaﬁ‘m% £K£r¢(692)~ 'TL'E! \f:aq eikos (703), XN £6ue
(692)~ EfoNsban (704), &mopopfiuevev (695) ~ Ewipogfipuny  (706),
kunﬁv'(688)«»bdnu5ﬂ£V&v (707). Enathlus is to be taken as the main target
of the whole passage, 703-12, This necessitates acceptance of Hamaker's
emendation Kv\éta‘o&{r«ru in 705; if we keep R's Kv\cjh&o&\'ruta we: have an
unsignalled change of target between 705 and 706. The image of Sbythian/
Tb§éTus, which is also applied to Euathlus in fr, 411, binds the lines
together (704, 707, 711f, )3.7 Besides, oomwv @V WaTpds (712) fits well with
a recent use of the patronymic, and it makes obvious sense for the father
to be brought into the picture of allegedly foreign and servile origins., But
I think that the patronymic at 705 serwes another purpose: it allovws

Euathlus to be referred to without the use of his own name, which can thus

Be reserved for the sarcastic pun in 710, The joint involvement of father
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and son may mean that Aristophanes is perpetuating an old slur on the famly
analogous to the case of Acestor discussed in chapter one. It is interest-
ing that the scholiast on 705 asserts of Cephisodemus, whom his text makes
the main target of the joke,ﬁﬁeqvuzqyéz Kol égTDS . This is a very
unusual contradiction of the allegation mede in a joke, and it is likely
that there was some specific reason for it, mostt probably a reference
preserved in the )’\u:pu:s&-érévm or elsewhere showing Cephisodemus involved
in a political activity restricted to citizens. The scholia being what
they are, it is less likely to rest on the commonsense observation that
whoever is meant in 705 is called a §u¢4yoeog and therefore cannot in
reality have been of patently non-Athenian birth.

Thevbrief reference to Alcibiades in 716 adds the coup de grace to
the chorus's portrayal of the city's young advocates and politicians. Part
of the punch in the phrase used to desaibe Alcibiades is due to the abrupt
shift from the general and impersonal expression of 715 to a blunt ad
hominem completion of the antithesis, Although the abusiveness of the
description may look rather arbitrary, it does in fact tie up with comic
economy the whole of the preceding argument. )\.olc)\o; in 716, as at 705,
is often used in Aristiophanes to depict the slick, ruthless world of clever
speakers or poets, and in such cases it is inadequate to translate by the
conventional 'gabbling' or the like: it is strongly associated with
sophistic 'modern' culture and probably hes something of the force of
Ysmooth talking' (cf. e.g. Kn, 1375-81, Nu. 931, 1053, 1394, Frogs 89-91,
1069ff., 1491ff,, Eupolis fr. 95). The combination €0PUTeWKT Kl X«dog
therefore suggests a stereotype of Athenian satire: the clever young
political fipgure whose career is promoted by passive homoéexuality (see
esp, Eccl. 112-14 for the popularly cynical association (note kiyva‘ )

Betwveen rhetorical ability and buggery).

Knights: In this the most overtly political of his plays Aristophanes
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makes the parabasis a diversion from the torrid disputes for demagogic
supremaocy that lie on either side of it, and it is to motters purely theat-—
rical that he devotes most of the anapaests. Cleon cannot be entirely
neglected, however,-and the one parabatic reference to him (574 alludes to
his supposed influence) is placed near the start. Though this is the
shortest treatment of the politician in any of the pdrabases of the 420's
plays, it is not the slightest; indeed, it is the only parabasis in which
the struggle against Cleon is really represented as anything more than a
personal feud, as an opposition that can be related to a wider political
context, and it is surely very unlikely that Aristophanes would offer this
explicit political justification of his use of a chorus of Knights unless
he had a genuine foundation for it. ;szi (510) recalls the declarations
of hatred for Cleon made by the chorus at 226 and 400; Afyew T &ikaia
(510) was a recurring theme in the first part of Ach., both in the defence
of Dicaeopolis' peace~treaty (317, 373, 500f., 561f.) and in the apologie
for the poet in the parabasis (645, 655, 661); Y&VV“{UT (511), with
combined social and political associations, is the adverb used by the
Knights of their own patriotic behaviour later in this same parabasis (577)
and by Aristophanes at Nu, 532 for the fitting ‘upbringing! which his

cultured audience gave to Banqueters (cf. Frogs 356), and in the present

line it suggests well-bred courage and political principle in the face of
the monstrous uncouthness of Cleon. Yet it has to be said that despite the
suggestive terms in which Aristophanes indicates his alignment with the
Knights, he chooses to avoid developing his political position in any detsl
at this point, though it was open to him to do so, When we consider this
fact in conjunction with the absence of any specific political characteris~
ation of the chorus dsewhere in the play (it is notgable that in the Syzygy
of the parabais the points of view of Knights and sailors are run together)
we have a clear illustration of what differentiates Aristophanes, for all

the hints and implications we may like to discern in his work, from a



IS4
seriously committed style of satire. I think it is also the case that the
miniature anticipation in Kn. 511 of the allegorical terms found in a
developed form in the parabases of Wasns and Peace only lends a colour of
inflated comic brawado to this statement of the playwright's purpose and
does not sustain the impression that the joke contains an earnest claim.

The nature of Aristophanes! discussion»of the difficulties of
Kwﬂuz)SoS(Smd*KaO\Ca in the anapaests of Kn., with its illustrations from
the careers of predecessors in the genre, seems to me to have been imperf-
ectly perceived. It will not do to regard the passage as & sincerely
admiring and sympathetic account of the poets namegf The first thing to be
observed is that the scrutiny of predecessors does not quite square with
the declared intention, which is to explain why Aristophanes did not apply
for a chorus in his own name during the years 427-5, The explanation
offered at 541ff., that the author did not feel competent or experienced
enough to take on the entire production himself, may have some truth in it,
but such &géepféwq is a matter on which nothing said about predecessors in
the main body of the passage has any bearing. Aristophanes had written his
earlier plays without help and presumably composed the music for them,
Getting assistance or support in other areas connected with the productions,
including Xceov &Tt—?vv, cannot have affected responsibility for text and
music except perhaps in some fine details, Yet the failure of Magnes and
Cratinus, 8s Aristophanes describes it here, is presented as a failmre to
go on pleasing their audiences in just those departments of dramatic art
where we have no reason to doubt that Anstophanes himself carried full

responsibility from Banqueters onwards: Magnes ceased to produce good

jokes: or satire (525), and Cratinus is alleged to have lost all his poetic
and musical coherence (531ff.). The fact that Crates' failure to prove a
" consistent success is not accounted for helps to make the transition from
predecessors back to the poet himself (540/541) seem plausible, but we can
see on closer inspection that it is not: while fear of theatrical failure

might make a young dramatist proceed cautiously and use assistance where he
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could, the sketch of Aristophanes' career before Knights which we get at

512f, and 541-4 does not make it any easier to understand how he could be
sure of avoiding the sort of shortéomings attributed to Magnes and Cratinus
or of evading the fickleness of Athenian audiences.

The speciousness of the whole argument of these anapaests seems to me
characteristic of Aristophanic parabases. An apparently logical or didactic
framework is designed to contain an essentially comic and entertaining
train of thought. The clue to what is aimed at in Knights comes in the
centre-piece, the portrayal of Cratinus. it K?O‘Tl,vw )—le/xvq'rivas it
begins (526), but it required no efffort to remember Cratinus, for his carer
was still an active one: he had competied with Ach. in the preceding year,
he vas,competing against Knights itself, and he was of course to defeat
Clouds in the following year. If we simply accept Aristophanes! satirical
.angle of vision, we may get a8 very distorted picture. It is usually assumed
. that Cratinus really was an old man in 424, but we actually have no reason
to put his birth much before 470, and it was not customary for Greek poets
to be pensioned off once they passed forty. Cratinus was still a leading
cpmie playwright in 424; Aristophanes' audience were well aware of this,
and must have taken this comic portrait accordingly. I believe that it is
one of the chief aims of the anapaests to provide a setting for this
speciously compassionate and admifing treatment of Cratinus, an elaborately
ironic way of indulging in the custémary denigration of rivals., Far from
supplying an ingenuous account of a sincere 6w§gc€6vv1 Aristoplianes is
seeking to entertain his: audience and win a favourable verdict for his own
talents (is ov \(;e th’ :)lFV\g (524) a hint at Aristoplianes' own age?). The
mere fact that a young dramatist should reflect in public on the failures
of earlier poets ought tio alert us to a keenness of purpose. To some extnt
Aristophanes may be deliberately drawing attention to his age in order to
attract approval of his well-developed talents, implicitly setting himself
up as the best of a new generation of poets: there is after all something

of an emphasis on the age of the playwrights supposedly rejected in the
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past (519, 520, 524, 533). But in the case-of Cratinus the image of
"senility must be tendentiously satirical. The mockPHomerigcrespect for his
former glory, as though Cratinus belonged to an archaic world of lost
greatness, gives way to a thinly ironic picture of the present decadencé?
in which personal details are mixed with a picture of the collapse of
artistry'(cf.‘égh. 847ff.). Unlike the more oblique condescension regard—
ing Magnes and Crates, this treatment of a rival should be transparently
offensive, It is a striking reminder of the compound nature of the original
productions of Greek plays that in both the reference to earlier repute and
the joke about present debilities it is the choral and musical aspects of
Cratinus' work which are highlighted (as also, apparently, in Magnes'case).
But this musical emphasis is also designed to lead up to the Connas joke.
In the context Connas can only be the well-known musician, and since the
.distortion of his name seems to have originated in one of Cratinus' own

. plays (fr. 317), Aristophanes is presumably turning one of his own creations
against himself, as Cratinus did to him in fr, 307,

The joke against Theorus at 608~10 not only rounds off the parabasis
bnt also takes us back to the political statement at 510f., and at the same
time turns our attention back to the theme of Cleon and the play's demagogc
strife, about to be renewed; for Theorus here is patently to be identified
with the associate of Cleon mentioned a number of times in ¥Wasps. What has
always been found puzzling, however; is why Theorus' allegorical despair
about the ubiquity and prowess of the Knights should be attributed either
to a crab or to a person called Carcinus, depending on how one chooses to
print the line. The solution, I believe, is that Aristophanes here parodies
not just one but two skolia, thereby making Theorus express what we take to
he his own despair in the form of a skolion or type of fable. Although
still a little bizarre, this comic technique is one which Aristophanes

certainly employs at W, 1219ff, One of the songs concerned, the skolion of

Timocreon's quoted by the scholiast on Ach. 532, had been parodied before
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in Dicaeopolis's version of the Megarian decree at Ach, 533f.; in the pres-
ent joke Aristophanes keeps slightly closer to the original, quoting
pate yA pdt’ iv Bulitry directly. The other skdion, and the one which I think
clinches the solution, is preserved in the collection at Athenaeus xv.
694c £f. Only ome detail of it matters, the fact that it contains the
utterance of a crab: o &t Kotew'vog :33' %{m k™ . There are a very limited
number of circumstances in which one might want to talk about the saying of
a crab, even in comedy; and for Greeks the one obvious context would be in
& skolion or fable of the type citeds I suggest that at Kn, 60810
Aristophanes is putting a mock-skolion into Theorus's moutﬁ? compounded out
of two existing skolia, as a witty means of portraying his annoyance at the

recent Corinthian success of his and Cleon's enemies, the Knights.

.Clouds: The personal satire in this parabasis is such as to meke a curious
- but neat fusion of fiuee of the types listed at the start of this section -
the disparagement of the poeti's rivals and political enemies, and ridicule
of the chorus's own bétes noires. Aristophanes encloses jokes about Cleon
and Hyperbolus within the framework of a contrast between himself and his
rivals in the eupolideans of the parabasis proper; then, in epirrhema and
antepirrhema, when the chorus deliver a ieproof to the audience both on
their own behalf and on thati of the moon, their own imagined hostility is
again directed against Cleon and Hyﬁerbolus.

The coalescence of political and theatrical subject-matter in the
eupolideans involves a movement of thought from a defence of Clouds itself
and its sophistication to the merits of Aristophanic comedy in general, an
exemplification of which is the originality and force of the attack on
Cleon; then on to the contrasting satirical sterility of other comic poets.
The fefefencexto Knights is made something more than a simple boast: it
helps to open up the perspective of the playwright's earlier career ( these

lines are probably of the same datte as 551ff.) and it implies a broader
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argument about his principles of comedy. Xnights itself was a me¢\75{x

. (547) but it is also singled out for the impetus of its personal satire
(the imagery alone carries this point), a quality which makes the more
compelling Aristophanes' main contention, that he went on to produce other
fresh and clever themes - and in particular, it is implied, to compose
Clouds: the train of thought still has its bearing on the defence of that
play. In saying KUK é’ré)\,u\a’ otzéxs Emrfﬂ‘q?ﬁf’ azﬁ'n:’ k&rue'w:: Ariistophanes
must intend to describe the avoidance after Knights of plays in which Cleon
formed the centre of interest (this is confirmed by the later remarks on
his rivals'! treatment of Hyperbolus); he is not claiming he left Cleon
altogether alone. Nonetheless, careful consideration of 549f. suggests two
different and father conflicting emphases. On the one hand the aggressive
imagery of the lines seems to imply that Aristophanes regards his political
satire, in this case at any rate, as being capable of achieving a practical
aim, victory over an opponent, and that the success of the satire involves
damage of some kind to the object of it On the other hand, if we take the
direction of the whole argument into account, Aristophanes seems to be -
declaring that his paramount principle as & comic dramatist is not the
fullest exploitation of his power as & satirist but the achievement of
creative originality and the constant provision of new and ingenious
entertainment. The one is the sentiment of a committed satirist, the other
is not; they are not properly reconcilable. But line 550 leaves little
doubt about which is truly dominant. The tone of the argument here can

be illuminated by the similar combination of ideas to be found at W. 62f.:
008" £1 Kddwv y'ZkﬁVQG ThE TUXAS X;@vfs
ot?:etg TOV TV vaé‘px )w'rfw'reéo‘oluev.
In both these passages the attitude to the past attack on Cleon is one of
triumph and condescension bred of supposedly easy mastery, but in both it
is equally true that the primary or predominant point is the avoidance of
repetition and the capacity to continue being original - with the qualific-

ation already mentioned, that it is large-scale satire and not just
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occasional jokes which Aristophanes has in mind. Moreover, in both the

- given passages the intrinsically comic point of view ought t® be evident:
if we ask in what sense Aristophanes had 'made mincemeat! of Cleon or left
him'lying vulnerable:%on the ground, the only answer is that these were
victories won in the autonomous world of dramatic satire and festival
licence, a world in which Cleon himself was as practically defenceless as
anyone else., There is perhaps the further nuance that the poet has been
able in his own medium to pay the politician amply back for the discomfitp

ure suffered over Babylonians. On closer scrutiny, the aggression of Nu,

549f, turns out to be illusory; it has something of the mock-heroic, the
burlesquing manner of ¥. 1029ff, (~ Peace 752ff,), as the correspondence
of }Ae/\(to“rovqat Nu, 549 to TSt /AAi\((,G‘rcLS ati W. 1030 helps to show. The
boast is deliberatﬂy.inﬂlated. Cleon was poverful, and Aristophanes could
only deflate him on the comic stage. That is itself one reason why it
would have been boring to go on attacking him in the -same vein.

The final section of this same argument combihes contempt for Hyperbolus
and for rival poets.into a single joke. The two targets reflect on one
another: Hyperbolus is a poor and esy subject in comparison to Cleon
(TasTov Sitlz\ouov as opposed to rus'\{co’*rov SV T ) and the comedians! treat-—
ment of him has been dull and unimaginative (note Kok&?g55L48(552) which
may designate a clumsy trampling, in contrast to the sharp blow or powerful
jump of the wrestler (550) ). Aristophanes mastered his enemy Cleon by his
owvn strength; Hyperbolus vueégbkev kxﬁﬁv (551). oelduuev (552), a tragec
word found elsevhere in Aristophanes only in first-person exclamations,
probably conveys an ironically condescending sympathy, to which the colloc-
ation of Ko 1ﬁv rwfﬁ%a. perhaps emotively adds. Aristophanes thus gets a
joke out of an avowedly bad target, rather as the coﬁic 'praeteritio' of
Kn, 1264ff. allows him to do with Lysistratus and Thoumantis,

The satire of Cleon in the epirrhema presents little of special

interest. The humour of 581-86 lies not in the subject~matter but in the
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connection now made between two sets of events that were already familiar.
The vilification is flat, employing in Bupsolédyv (581) and Axpov (591)
images already used in Knights (44, 956). It is enlivened only by the
projection of the author's dislike for Cleon onto divine beings (thereby
lending some literal freshness to Tov Beolawy éxekév , 581) and by the
bluntness of the degrading suggestion (it was probably a slave's punishment)
that Cleon whould be executed by &mw’a?\’awf,&.{g ‘"(592) —~ & simple desire
for the physical discomfiture of one's eremy, the spirit of which I shall
discuss in connection with Ach, 1150ff. later in this chapter. Whatever we
may take the tone of this suggestion to be, the chorus's advice is not very
practical. Indeed the joke nicely illustrates the sort of implications
which I tried to draw out of the earlier reference tio Cleon in this parab-
asis, for Aristophanes' chorus are only ostensibly omn political ground:
_their rules are utterly comic ones.

About the ridicule of Hyperbolus which rounds off the parabasis (623-6)
I make only one observation. If the satirist is simply reminding his:
audience of something they have already heard about, he does little to
freshen it up comically., The spreading of the clause k&ﬂt&ﬁ’ KTA. over
the line—end of 624 in sncﬁ a way as to keep the comically critical words
for the start of 625, and perhaps allow a momentary pause at the end of 624,
helps to encourage the suspicion that whatever exactly is referred to it
was not completely familiar to everyone. I do not think we can rule out

the possibility that we have here a picturesque fiction.

¥asps: I restrict myself to just a few comments on the well-known allegor-
ical description of Cleon at 1031-35, The picture of Cleon as a Cerberus-
like monster forms part of Aristophanes! grand claim to have provided his
audience in the past with a very special kind of satirical comedy, something
much more impressive and important than the mean, self-interested ridicule

of ordinary Athenians which is by implication attributed to other comic
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poetts at 1025-8, I argued in an earlier chapter that the description of
vhat Aristophanes claims to have eschewed may not be as implausible as it
seems at first glance, and that there is in the desaiption a comic distort-
ion, which obscures the relevance of the picture to Aristophanes' own work,
due to his focussing entirely on: the source and motivation of satirical
material rather than the final use made of it. The distortion sharpens the
intended contrast. 1In explaining how he has gone beyond common practice
Aristophanes allegorises his attack on Cleon into a Herculean effort to
combat a monster who is not just a personal enemy, or the enemy of a
telient?!, but a threat to humans generally. With grandiose rhetoric and
mock-heroics, spiced with harsh alliteration, he carries a stage further
the antithesis employed at Nu, 549ff, betiween cleon.rAéwa%y and Hyperbolus
8'&4/)«0((05 « Cleon is still om of Tegt rtis(\lo"‘muj (1030) but the term
now takes: on a suggestion of a different kind of magnitude, a Gargantuan
monstruousness. The allegory is signalled by o6vS’,.. ,ONGeéTrmg and
‘ﬂQoLKAECcuj 3914\/ , and begins in earnest at the end of 1031, NB’G% 'D:«\)
KxexéQéEbVTW, is emphatically placed at clause and line end; it has the
additional comic relish of being not just an abusive appellation but the
only appellation used to identify the monster: Cleon's real name is avoided,
perhaps because it would spoil the tone of the fiction, In the picture
vhich follows two interesting comic techniques are to be observed. The
first is the division of the description into phrases and clauses that
could be separated deliberately in delivery, to point the effect and allow
for impact, without damage to coherence. The second is the use of the
series of clauses to create a progression to a climax, With each element
in the series the focus changes to a different part of the body (though
ddwys 8‘36‘fu’1v is indefinite), and in the last three there is a rapid
increase in the intimacy and offensiveness of the reference: conpare Nu,

711-15 and Lys. 962~4. The pace of the joke comsequently accelerates in

the last three clauses, which are much shorter and crisper than the preced-
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ing three. This shortening of clause length makes a nice contrast to the
orator's employment of expanding clauses for the production of an elevated
or stirring effec£?> The result at W. 1035 is a kind of satirical bathos:
after the elaborate descriptions of Grand Guignol we are offered blunter
and cruder images which make Cleon sound simply repulsive rather than
daunting.

Y. 1037 might seem to run against the grain of the interpretation I
gave earlier of Nu, 549f., but Aristophanes' claim to be sustaining a war
against Cleon, it ought to be noted, is part—-and-parcel of his burlesque
assumption of a Herculean role against monstrous foes, which is maintained
down to 1043; and the comic pretence in the term mke,wt is underlined
by 1036, where the poet implies that he had refused bribes from Cleon to
silence him, an implication which, quite apart from its obvious implausib-
ility, rests on the humorous assumption that comedy is simply part of the
activity of politicéﬁ If, indeed, we take the whole.argument of the anap-
aests of Wasps, we can discern a neat confirmation of the scale of values
which I have suggested underlies the relevant passage of Clouds, for at
1043ff, the turn of thought intimates what really matters to Aristophanes.
#Although I fight a Herculean effort against the city's enemies, you have
betrayed my comic originality." The argument only makes acceptable sense
if we have understood the allegory aright — not essentially as a genuine
claim to political services but rather as an entertaining reminder of a

prize-winning comedy.

Peace: As in Frogs, both the ode and the antode of the parabasis contain
personal jokes. In view of the usual seriousness of these songs and the
apparent influence of cult~hymns and lyric poetry on them, there is a

primd faéie case for believing that satirical elements represent a 'secular?
development away from an original type of 'Parabasenlied'?' At any rate,

the ode and antode of Peace certainly exploit a Stesichorean framework
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chiefly as a foil to the exuberant jesting which is contained within it.

The incongruity between the two compounds is played up by the specious
integration of them. The abuse of Carcinus and sons is the justification
for a negative exhortation to the Muse (781ff.) that balances the positive
request preceding it (774ff.,). Despite the mischievous tone of this abuse
the antode puports to continue a lyric worthy of '7%V Goéév quTﬂv (798)
and once again the satirical material which occupies the second part of the
strophe is syntactically incorporated into the 'poetic! train of thought.
The Muse is invoked at the close as at the start, but this final request to
her conclusively erases any vestige of seriousness,

The descriptions of the sons of Carcinus and of Morsimus and Melanthus
are formally pﬁrallel both in their position in the two strophes and in
the extravagant asyndetic accumulation of epithets and appellations; they
are also connected by the theme of failure to obtain a chorus (see below).
What is most striking about 789f. and 810f, is that the accumulation of
derogatory terms is unified not by any underlying image but simply by the
delight in elaborate and carefree vilification - so much so, I would suggest,
that neither joke can really rely on a pre—existing familiarity with the
targets' appearance, nor can they be intended to supply a clear impression
of what that appearance wa;?: Coherent visualisation of the given terms is
hardly possible. But it is nonetheless probable that the effect of some
of the abuse was meant to be completed by expressive gesture or mimicry.
This would be particularly appropriate in the strophe, for here we have a
chorus ridiculing other dancers (comic ridiculing tragic, moreover) and it
is not difficult to imagine the sort of movements that might underline the
point of yukt&éxev&g ’ wvoe{we?g, and tx\xocvoﬁ'cbocg « The vwhole
sung section of the parabasis is framed by invitations to the Muse to join
in the dance, and it would be odd if the imaginative colour of the two
passages in question did not involve & visual element to match the verbal

elaborateness.



T4

It has sometimes been thought that Pcace 781ff. contains an allusion
to the exodus of Wasps, on the grounds that the finale of that play may
have been not well received, a cause of the play's 'failure'f* Leaving
aside the problems of ascertaining just what prize Wasps did win and who
the author of Proagon was, there are three considerations which badly
undermine this thesis., Firstly, the assumption that the sons of Carcinus
appeared in person in the final scene of Waps is open to question, It
seems to me unlikely that Aristophanes would have wanted an "expert" 55
display of tragic dancing to occupy the finale of a comedy, and Carcinus
and his sons were probably already Aristophanic targets by 422 (see Nu.
1260f, and = 1264). Secondly, Peace 781ff. makes perfectly adequate sense
as an intrinsically abusive reference, providing a contrast to the preced-
ing request from Aristophanes! own chorus. Carcinus' sons are to be
regarded as worthless dancers, rejected on simply artistic criteria, as are
the two poets in the antode. The final consideration against finding an
allusion to Wasps in these verses is that it is tendentious to regard the
attainment of a second prize as a failure which requires explanation or
apology, and this means that there would be little incentive for the original
audience of Peace to recall Wasps at the mention of Carcinus, The eanlier
part of this strophe takes on a fuller meaning when we reach 791-&? for
this last sentence is explanatory of what has preceded. Nicole's suggest~-
ion that a dramatic failure is referred to is not likely. It would be very
odd to describe a dramatic failure as the work of a WA\ij, whose character-
istic activity was stealthy thefi: see 1151, W, 363, Thesm., 558f. As this
last passage seems to indicate, blaming something on the y&hﬁ might have
been practically proverbial for giving a thin excuse for a suspicious
disappearance. Accepting the equation of zxuv T’\o E‘QQILU{ with éxav )(ogév
(cf. 801f,, 807) I would hypothesise that Aristophanes is here referring to
a failure by Carcinus to supply a play for a festival for which he had
obtained a chorus., On this interpretdion, 791-5 helps to explain and give

humour to the implication at 781f., that Carcinus might be desperately
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trying to find a choral Muse - in other words, to be given a fresh chance -

and would also carry a thematic link with the personal joke in the antode.

Birds: The reference to Orestes at 712 is the first comic twist in the
section of thought that starts at 708. Like the joke about Prodicus at
692 (which can go without comment), Stﬁ)u»;eto‘clv (706) and Svov (721), it is
one of the elements which help to give some comic shape and tone to this
long discursive passage. Much of the force of 712 derives from the brealkng
of an apparently serious pattern established in the preceding lines; we
-gshift suddenly from a generalised picture of typical human activity to the
peculiar individual case. The joke obviously also depends on just what we
think qf Orestes as being's:7 All three references to Orestes in Aristiophanes
imply that he is a living individual, and in every case the image of a
violent Aorwditng is unmistakable. This is not, of course, to say that the
.image must have correspdnded to 8 historical reality, but it has to be
remembered that the life of a successful brigand would by its very nature
give rise to guesasavork, suspicion and ornamentation, and therefore that im
such a case the layer of fiction and exaggeration may be more important
tﬁan the basis of ﬁruth. Orestes might be comparable to a legendary figure
like Procroustes (cf. Eccl. 1021) or to the misanthrope Timon; the common
reputation is all that we have to deal with., There is a strong possibility
that the name Orestes was in origin a sobriquet: Plato Crat. 394e may
supply some clue to the sort of associations underlying such a use, and it
might then be that at Ach, 1167 ( ja\wopivos ) and Av. 1490 (4gw ) Aristoph-
anes is exploiting a connection which was already part of the point of
applying this name to a )uNW55qu . It would not be surprising, given the
nature of this material, if Orestes became a 'Gattungsname! for brigands or
related ¢riminal type;? and the use of Tty at Ach, 1166 might be taken as
a sign of such a tendency, but it does not seem to me possible to suppose
that this is the way the name is employed in the three given passages of

Aristophanes. Nor is it plausible that Orestes was really a disreputable
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6o
aristocrat, a Mohock who spent part of his time in high society; none of

the Aristophanic jokes gives any hint of such an identity, and if we place
any faith in Eupolis fr. 166, which is the most insecure sort of fragment,
it is preferable to believe that Eupolis used him, or referred to him, in
an imaginatively comic role in Kolakes. The balance of evidence is in
favour of supposing that Orestes was: at least popularly thought of as a
neal AwwodimG, and the basis of the joke at Av. 712 is an absurd contra-
diction of the footpad's activit;g I take Orestes to be the subject of
§§HIVQUI (parallel with VduKkéqy in 711), and would translate Vo )ua
6*\(‘3\/ gﬂm&jh as 'to stop him feeling the cold when he's stealing others!
{cloaks)!'. To understand.é|y6v as a causal participle and thereby to make
the chorus claim that they prevent Orestes from having recourse to Awmduax
is linguistically quite possible but it would involve a pointless negatiion
of the target's comic reput&tioh.

As in Ach., the epirrhema and antepirrhema of Birds are concerned with
a single subject, formulated in different terms at the start of the two
sections, The superiority of the bifds' world over the human is exemplified
by a series of eight hypotheses, four of which involve real individuals,
aﬁd the argument for it is then clinched by a final personal case which
blends the ideas of *rising in the world' politically, or 'through the
ranks'!, with the theme of transforming humans into birds. But the irony of
this piéce de résistance consummates the comic paradox of the whole train
of thought, for although the programmatic proposition at 753-6 gives the
impression that the chorus will deal with desires and pleasures common to
all, when they start to illustrate their thesis it turns out that they
réfer to0 states or behaviour of a kind with which no-one would want to
identify. No real wish-fulfilment is entailed, and when particular iargets
are picked out it is easy for the audience to distance themselves from
them. This is not quite truevof the joke against Patrocleides, the only
one which calls for special comment., By the addition of T Grﬂh((790) to

the name, Patrocleides is imagined as suffering the sort of embarrassment
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which might happen to anyone, but as being particularly likely to find

- himself in this situation. Appreciation of the technique of this joke is
important, because it removes the need for the absurdities of biographical
speculation to which some of the commentators would no doubt have treated
us, if they were not so careful to avoid soiling their hands with the
subjec€?. The addition of T Gﬂﬁw to the name shows that the point of the
joke is meant to be obviously recognisable, and we ought not to suppose
that it depends on some relevantly intimate knowledge of Patrocleides
himself even on Aristophanes' part, still less on that of his audience.
Whether or not Patrocleides is the same man as the political figure mention-
ed at Andocides 1,73, the joke makes it likely that he was someone whom
-many of the spectators could be expected to recogn{se, but hardly that he
had a ready-made reputation for ‘zfuf(av s‘»}S Qofra’cru:v e It is always
.potentially relevant to the understanding of a personal joke to observe
where the name itself is introduced. In the five personal jokes in this
epirrhema and antepirrhema the names twice occur at the end of line and
clause (762, 764), where their comic impact is that of a satirical person-~
alisation of a more general idea already indicated; but in the three other
cases the names stand very near the beginning of the joke. The design of
790f. suggests to me that Patrocleides is set up in order to be degraded

by what follows, and 'X£§q116v ought to spring more of a surprise than
would be possible if the man already had some sort of scatological reputat-
ion:; this could be heightened in delivery by a slight pause after Tbyx;vet-
after hunger, what next? (note the characteristic progression within the

section from innocent to risqué).

Thesmonhoriazusae: The two personal jokes at 804f, form a chiasmus with a

specific comic effect. In the first element the point is made or completed
with the naming of the male subject, but in the second with the neme of his

female opposite. The first establishes a simple formula (in accordance
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with what the women have just offered to do, compore names (803f3) but the
- second joke derives part of its force from its failure to follow the
pattern: Kok rt\iv Sv: KAeo{JSv Xa’ewv eee invites us momentarily and mis-
leadingly to anticipate a political equivalent to fV«ufviixq s but the
comparison turns out to be more offensive. The similar use of Salabaccho
to debase Cleon at Kn. 765 and Cleophon here might encourage the guess that
she was reputed to be a high-class hetaira who associated with politicians
and the like, but the jokes would perform their function of demeaning
eminent males down to a female level if the woman had a reputation closer
to that of a vulgar prostitute. It is worth adding that in Cleophon's case
the choice of Salabaccho may have been partly motivated By the intention of
making her at ieast Thracian-sounding name carry an allusive gibe at the
politician's comically alleged origins (cf. Frogs 679ff.,). Although this
might seem a little recherché, we should remember that the preceding context
would prompt an audience to look for a comic point in the woman's name.

The parahasis ends with a joke introduced like the case of Thucydides
at Ach. 703 as a complaint ('ﬂ? y;e efkég in both places). The personal
example is introduced after the principle on which it is based has been
expounded (832~39), and the detail of Hyperbolus's mother's hair, Kéydg
kot O (out v s which is perhaps meant to indicate the freedom and gaiety of
the festivalu: has to be referred back to o“ico/t&(ov amKererxéw\v (838),
the haircut of slawes and implicitly more suitable for this wom:;; At 842
the joke is given a new turn, for the sake of the punning punch-line, 845,
Money-lending does not belong with prohedria at a female festival?' It may
conceivably have been an activity which Hyperbolus's family was known to
engage in, but in any case, as Dem., 37.52-4 shows, it was one which could
easily arouse contempt and the suspicion of base greed. The attribution of
it to an Athenian woman is unlikely to be more than an offensive comic
fiction, saved from arbitrariness by the concluding pun. It would be

insufficient to assume that some money-lending was practised between women

at female festivals, for at 842 we slide from a festival scene to one
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better suited to the agora, as can be clearly seen from the presence of

meles in the situation envisaged at 842-5. Once this slide is perceived,

it is tempting to feel that the chorus really move away from festival

prohedria at 839, but without revealing the change explicitly till 842, in

which case the place of Lamchus! mother in the scene, taken as a genuine

compliment to the deceased general since at least the time of the Ravennas
1

scholion on this passage, may itself acquire a humorous aspect from the

second part of the joke.

Interlude Odes: The distinguishing feature of the choral odes which I

include in this section is that they provide satirical entertainment that
is largely or wholly divorced from the events and themes of the surrounding
drmm;?h‘A corollary of this thematic independence is the general irrelevance
to the substance of the odes of the chorus's identity, though in some cases
their dramatic identity smpplies the starting-point or ostensible justific-
ation for their utterances, and in one instance, at £g§. 1150ff., it is
their point of view as performers which lends some colour to the material.
Together with this independence from the dominant concerns of the drama,
and the consequently diversionary and autonomous nature of the amusement
offered, what characterises most of the odes examined below is a reliance
in their style of humour on very simple interests and felings. Though not
necessarily lacking in verbal subtlety or inventive wit, their comic appeal
is for the most part of a primitive or childish kind, permeated by an
imaginative manipulation of the world for the gratification of basic urges.
Explicitly imaginsry situations are conjured up or hoped for (égh, 836ff.,,
1150ff., Plutus 302ff.), and tales are told of bizarre-and distantt places
(Av. 1470ff., 1553ff., 1694ff.). Some odes toy in a crude way with the
thought of the physical discomfiture of the target (égg. 840f.,, 1150ff,,
Pl. 305), a rudimentary satirical motivati&ﬁ, or even their death (Ach,

I150f., Kn. 973ff.), or with the idea of a society from which enemies and

undesirables are excluded (Ach. 836ff., Frogs 354ff., 1491ff,.,). The spirit



of ridicule and denigration that underlies them is one of & simple but
liberal relish of the activity of satire in itself - a spirit epitomised
by Frogs 416ff., in & setting which significantly evokes the licence of
festival K:Cxeo')ko\( u sy and by Pl, 302ff,, where the O’Kuls[.t[.mw have no
justification other than the pleasure of the participants. This type of
humour is not, of course, found only in odes of personal satire; essential
elements of it can be sampled at, for example, Ach, 1037-46, 1190ff., Kn,
927ff., Peace 1009-15, Lys. 973ff., 1049ff,, 1189ff., Frogs 542ff,, Eccl.

906ff.

Ach, 836ff.: This ode is in iambics, a particularly appropriate metre for

oh.?wma : cf. Frogs 416ff. and P1, 302ff., discussed below, the phallic

song at Ach, 263ff., and the parabatic ode of Eupolis' Demoi (CGF 92). It
stanrts from the point dramatically established in the preceding scene, that
Dicaeopolis'!s private peace is working and is enabling him to control the
world around him, dictating terms to others and living free from the restr-
ictions that obtain in the rest of the city. The ostensible purpose of the
ode is to amplify and extend imaginatively our picture of this utopian
existence, but in so doing it goes beyond the dramatic circumstances and
deals with individuals whommt only Dicaeopolis but any ordinary citizen
might find it pleasurable to be able to avoid or abuse. With the exception
of the sycophantai, the choice of tafgets has no particular bearing on the
remaining scenes of the play; it is determined predominantly by the extra-
dramatic function of the ode, which is to provide the audience with a
hypothetical and vicarious escape from some of the disadvantages and the
disagreeable aspects of conditions in the polis through the idea onworld
like Dicaeopolis's where one's selfish interests would mll be catered for.
The calculated effect is clearly meant to be popular: that is, to appeal in
a direct way to the common experience of all Athenians, by means of stock

attitudes (towards sycophantai, passive homosexuals, adulterers) and

reference to basic physical unpleasantness (dirtiness, obesity, malodorous~
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ness, starvation). Although other kinds of personal or social factor would
Be emphasised in a more considered statement of disapproval, the chorus's
popular mentality reduces the targets to crudely physical terms. Given the
femiliarity of some of the individuels involved (Hyperbolus, Cratinus) end
the unparalleled density of personal references -~ six, or eight if we
include Ctesias and Cratinus's father, in four stanzas - the intended spirit
is one of uninhibited disrespect rather than accurate criticism. For a
scene of bustle in the agora as the setting for the indulgence of one!'s own
basic pleasures and for the satisfaction of witnessing others'! frustration
we should compare Trygaeus' lyric prayer at Peace 1005~15, where the naivete
of the joke (K& U6Tgov €is DV Xyopsv 5 TAS §¢ TeTedsBac )is
intended to draw both on commonplace experience and on the most accessible
feelings of glee at others' bad luck; in both these passages the targets

are men who can normally afford to enjoy themselves better than most. Wust
may have been right to suppose that such Rupel-Lieder have something of the
ethos of y&&UQWG}»Jgn; they are, at any rate, patently popular in the given
sense, and the impulse behind them tends not so much to criticise as to

compensate for thé facts of life.

839~41: The sycophantes and his 'ﬂbAuﬂ?uyroﬂqu are.rejected from Dicaeop-
olis's world in the scenes on either side of this ode. There is some reason
to believe that it was the wealthy who had most to fear from this menace,
yet the portrayal of sycophantai in Ach. and elsewhere in Aristophanes
supports the assumption that their activities were not restricted to the
rich, and the consistent comic ireatment meted out to them shows that
their exclusion from the agora can be thought a popular measure. How far
at this date general public opinion had crystallised on this issue, or how
far 01d Comedy itelf contributed to the creation of a stereotyped image of
the Sycophantes, we have no adequate means of determining; but it should be
noted that the term 6bka¢&vfjg and its cognates do not appear before

Aristophanes. It is reasonable to assume that the notion of a sycophantes
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and his characteristic behaviour gained currency gradually with the increa-
sing work of the popular courts and the establishment of certain patterns
of litigation in the fifth century, but Aristophanes' plays demonstrate
that comedy was capable of giving a particularly vivid and personal realis-
ation to what might otherwise have remained a rather vague concern about
self-interested use, or threatened use, of the courts, In practice the
nature of sycophantia must have been such that it was less an objectively
definable or testalble form of behaviour than an imputation to be made

El
prejudicially ageinst an enemy. This is relevant to deciding whether

Ctesias at Ach, 839 is meant to be a particular individuaf? Although we
mey simply be ignorent of a person who would have sprung to mind for the
first audience, I think it is safer, in view of the commonness of the name
and the existence of an adequate etymological joke on it, to suppose that
this is not a personal joke. The use of Ti¢ is not a decisive factor, but
on this interpretation the phrase 39‘ o‘uk_oc()o,wﬂ\g le\)c_og , which looks a

little odd if Ctesias was a well-known individual, works vell as an

indication of the fictional and etymological point of the name,

843f.: The distaste for Prepis and Cleonymus is couched in a form which
suits the agore. It is direct physical contact with these characters, of
the sort one might have to tolerate in a crowd, which is imagined to be so
disagreeable. In Prepis's case a number of ideas are run together:
;§crééfgnkx suggests that a pollution is involved, and at the same time
denotes the leaving of an impression both physical and behavioural. Yet
the clarity of the feelingls evoked means that there need be no established
connection between Prepis and £3€vﬂpau076x ; & gratuitous sneer, in these
reductive terms, would be comically sufficient. The more concise gibe at
Cleonymus probably banks on a knowledge of his obesity. Both these jokes,
like some others in the ode, would lend themselves attractively to some

visual support in the chorus's movements,

845f,.: We might wonder whether possesion of a X}MSVMV'°° %NV4V is some-
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thing that the countryman Dicaeopolis would put a high value on, or whether
- Hyperbolus was likely to be a particular worry to someone of Dicaeopolis's
social status. But any incongruity here is explicable in terms of two
factors: firstly, the shift away in the second half of the play from the
s8trictly rural character of the protagonist's aspirations at 32-6 and of
the Rursl Dionysia scene towards the portrayal of enjoyment of a selfishly
idealised urban world, focussed on the agora; secondly, the principle of
satirical selection in this diversionary ode, whereby the choice of targets
is intended to charscterise some typical menaces to unfettered social life
in the city. One ever-present threat to the stability of any citizen's
life is that of a legal prosecution, and Hyperbolus, as & leading political
figure with perhaps 8 special reputation for vaq;ve(d (cf..gg. 1358-63),
can be made satirically to represent a class of people, the éﬁ?oesg
~attacked in the parabasis, who are thought to practise the profession of
prosecuting people. The fact that Hperbolus would normally be involved in
cases of political consequence, not prosecutions of private citizens, adds
a note of hyperbole to the joke; it may be regarded as a corollary of the
way in which Cleon and Hyperbolus are portrayed.elsewhere in Aristophanes
as lending their weight to ordinary individuals. Yet even here any strict
social implications are submerged beneath the plain physical imagery used
40 express disapproval of Hyperbolus: the &kt in which he deals become
material, even, as &w:é‘n'?w"o’ﬂ probebly suggest?;, a kind of disease or
pollution to be transmitted; and getting into trouble with him is graphic—

ally imagined as a face-to—-face encounter.

847~52: For the accumulation of detail in this stanza compare Eupolis fr.
163, As with some other satirical portraits (see esp. Peace 789f., 810f.)
the particulars are not integrated into & single image. Indeed Cratinus
seems here to be the object of two different satirical charges at the sume
time, which helps us to see that the force of insult is dominant over

accurate description. As the humour of children sometimes demonstrates,
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the public effect of neme-ceclling may be juét as successful when it is
gratuitous or outrageous as when it exposes personal facts, and this
principle counts for even more where satire intended to entertain on a
specific occasion is concerned. Cratinus is first given an 'adulterer's
crop', which the phrase }“@ r&dx;éfi encourages us to think is a substitute
for a 67@£anv cut, & short rounded style apparently associatled with
slaves and athlete;?. But the following image of the proverbial Artemon

is probably intended to convey an imputation of'effeminacéy(perhaps also
with an implication of base origins). The two imeges may have been linked
in Aristophanes! mind by the description of Artemon in Anacreon fr. 43
(Page PG 388): l<équ 1ﬂsyuv; T %KTllerépvg‘. The comment on Cratinus’
art, which the scholiast aptly glosses f:JS er‘u Teo)(aﬁ ‘mno{}v*rog L TET
ﬂiﬂﬂrJurd s is patronising rather than denigratory, a foretaste of the
'irony and condescension with which Aristophanes was to treat his rival in

. the parabasis of Knights. There is no reason to suppose that the presence
in the joke of Cratinus's father, who may well have been dead by this date,
and who may never have been very well-known for anything, is due to anything
other than its convenience as a witty peg for the adjective 1dedU¢QOS ’
though it happe?s to add, for what it is worth, the nuance of a suggestion
of non-Athenian birth. The stanza as a whole is a rich illustration of some
of the satirist's stock themes of ridicule: the victim's personal apearance,
his bodily cleanliness, his moral chéracter, his sexual preferences, his
"family origins and his professional art are all purportedly described and
impugned. Yet, with the exception of the latter, none of these subjects

is one of which more than a handful of people in'Aristqphanes' éudience are
likely to have had any independent knowledge, and I think it is equally
true that not many spectators will heve seriously believed that they were
being given information about Cratinus. Moreover, the first audience of
Ach, will certainly not have suffered the difficulties which some modern
scholars have felt about believing that Aristophanes could ridicule a

17
fellow comic poet in such terms, for they probably had recently heard, or
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/
were soon about to hear, the chorus of Cratinus's Xe()udgo}iﬁ\lct say

similarly rude things about Aristophsanes.

853=59: Pauson and Lysistratus seem to have formed a satirist's pair.
Pauson is here presented as someone with a penchant for jokes, just as
Lysistratus is at W. 787ff,, 1308-10 and, possibly, in fr., 198.2. Both
can be pictured as starving: Lysistratus here and probably by implication
at Kn., 1267-73; Pauson at Thesm. 949-53 and Pl. 602, Yet both are some-
times shown in high social circles: Lysistratus especially at W, 1301ff.,
Pauson in the ode of Eupolis CGF 92. What is the reason for this strange
mixture of attributes? I think we can safely rule out the possibility that
the two men were actually very poor and always going hungr}f Apart from
the element in their comic treatment which goes against this, I would
doubt whether there was any incentive for Aristophanes or other comic poets
to make personal humour out of the circumstances of straightforward pverty.
A gibe at poverty is intrinsically degrading, but it is most likely to be
made in comedy against those who can be for some reason felt to deserve
their circumstances, or against those in whose case it has piquant
implications. One obvious possibility is that Pauson and Lysistratus are
ridiculed for being economically not as well-off as the social life they
lead would lead one to expect. Although not invariable, there must have
been a general correlation between anévﬁut or social status at Athens and
the possession of wealtg? Vihere a disparity existed between the two, there
would be an opening for the satirist, Something of this sort may have been
involved in the comic treatment of Theagenes, ridiculed as a boaster without
wealth yet evidently of some social standing: see esp. the reference to him
in Eupolis CGF 92 . Likewise, perhaps, with Proxenides, coupled with
Theagenes at Av. 1126: his name does not prompt one to believe that he was
of mediocre social originse. But I doubt whether such a hypothesis is
sufficient to account for the cases of Pauson and Lysistratus, though one

contributory element moy have been the emberrassment of relative impecunio-
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sity. A prefersble explanation, which will accommodate all the factors in
the comic treatment of Pauson and Lysistratus, is to suppose that they are
satirised as men who make a profession of earning their dinner by witty
entertainment, humorists of the kind later crystallised into the stock
comic figure of the parasite. The most illuminating analogy that we have

]
is the character Philippus in Xenophon's Symposium. Philippus is well

enough known in: the circles to which Callias the host, Charmides (who, as
it happens, is an impoverished aristocrgi) and the others belong to turn up
uninvited at Callias's house for dinner; his 'profession'! is \/i))wro‘rrm'{'ac,
and it is for his jesting abilities that he is regularly invited to dinner.
The impression is given, though the seriousness of it is difficult +to
judge, that Philippus himself is not well enough off to be a socialising
host. fet it is evident from his manner of arrival, and from the fact that
he becomes one of the diners, that Philippus is not strictly a professional
‘performer or entertainer; the contrast with the Syracusan who provides
‘entertainment after dinner is a clear—-cut and significant one: Philippus is
part of the same social set/ as the other guests, the Syracusan is not;
Philippus earns a dinner, not money. One of the humorous practices that
Philippus has a particular reputation for (6.8—10) is that of Eikdd}&;g,
the same game of witty personal comparisons which Lysistratus is shown
indulging in with Philocleon at ¥, 1308f§? Although this form of humour
seems: to have been a common pastime at symposia, and could be practised by
anyone, it may have been cultivated by jesters or wits like Philippus. It
is something of this sort, I suggest, that Pauson and Lysistratus are
imagined as engaged in at Ach. 833ff, Why should starving men approach one
in the agora and make jokes (% GKJLPQTM\ signifies a humorous remark such
as an £7Kl:w , not a piece of abuse) unless to ingratiate themselves and
earn a dinner? They are parasites looking for work: compare Plautus's
Ergasilus, who approaches the rich young men in the forum and offers thenm

jokes in the hope of being picked up for a meal (Capt. 478ff.). The truth

about Pauson and Lysistratus is now inextricable from the comic presentation
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of them, but I think that Aristophanes gives away enough for us to see that
his aim is to deflate any social standing that they may appear to have by
suggesting that it is not founded on respectable wealth but depends on

84

others! tolerance of their parasitical ways.
es
Ach, 1150-73: This ode, which covers the passing of dramatic time occupied
by Lamachus's disastrous campaign, demonstrates the comic exploitation,
similar to that at Kn. 1274ff., of the sort of public exposure, employed as
an act of aggression or revenge, which we find in the customs of many
societies - the flagitatio, pasquinade, charivari and the like. But, as
also at Kn., 1274ff., it would be rash automatically to infer a particular
intention or a strong animus from the publicising form and purported tone
of the piece, The chorus, speaking on behalf of the paet, deliver a curse,
reminding. us of the primitive connection of satire with magic through the
‘.attemp‘bed use of words to effect the@iesired harmg.‘ T}§e apparently simple
spirit of spite and revenge, couched in an imaginative hope for the
victim's suffering, is very close to that of Hipponax fr. 115 (West), which
ends: TR ée'ékct}«’ 2y 8y,
Of W aflkyde | A:;(§ §'em égm’otg ZFV‘,
To Tov €Talpos sy,
But for a poet to air a personal grievance in a comedy must involve turning
it into a design which his audience can appreciate, and this complicating
factor at once raises a doubt about how well preserved the original motiva-
tion is in the final product. The curse itself, far from guaranteeing
sincerity, might be thought to be comi.call overdone: compare the mock
pracription of the bird-seller Philocrates at Av, 1077ff. Two other relevant
factors are the mundanely idiomstic use of KdKL‘aS Zm{»;\ciO, Kth:\)g
,dm)(m:[\i—w:s etc. (se e.g. Ach. 865, Thesm. 757, 879, 1006, and cf, Eccl.
187), which mokes such curses an outlet for the expression of superficial

emotions, and the patently more embarrassing than dreadful character of the

sufferings wished on Antimachus in the main part of the ode. The appeal of
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the humour in the imagined incidents is recognisably akin to that of Peace
1005-15, which I mentioned above in connection with Ach, 836ff., The wishing
of frustration on the target has a childish unsubtlety about it, but this
may be less a symptom of fresh spite than a mark of the poet's attempt to
give his interlude a plainly entertaining content. It is important to
observe that though Antimachus is named and elaborattely described at the
start, enjoyment of the ode scarcely depends on a knowledge of the man or
of the reasons for the ridicule of him. Aristophanes gives some information
on both points, but this is to justify the ode, not to add to the pleasure
derivable from it. From 1156 it is the internal dramatic interest of the
envisaged situation which carries us along, and the way in which the comic
surprisgs are managed (see below). Another pertinent consideration is the

. &s
possibility that choregoi were established material for jokes. Eupolis

fr., 306 reads: ‘g&:j )@evpﬂ;v TOTIOTE éumxec./iﬂ.eov
| T°08%
and since the reference appears to be to the choregos of th#play to which
the quotation itself belongs, we should hardly in this case assume that the
contempt is real, given the competitive interests of the poet in the merits
of the whole production. If it is true, as I believe it is, that ’eluz'
at Ach., 1155 means the chorus of an Aristophanic play produced at the Lenaia
of 426{9ve must also take into account the fact that jokes about choruses
and their liking for Seltve  are made at Ach. 886 and in Cratinus CGF 74.
30-32, If there were a natural association of this kind, it would add a
nuance to the effect of bathos which surely accompanies :«(E’)\ua) Zzgia‘rr\(ovz a
missed meal seems a cause diéproportionate to the energy spent on a curse
as: apparently strong as this one.

Textual uncertaint;%in 1150 cannot obscure the grand, quasi-official
character of the opening of this ode, which may be partly intended as:
necessary identification, but which also fulfils the function of setting up

a seemingly important subject who can then be rather degradingly shot down.

Even if we emend the text so as to produce a second offensive appellation
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after the comic patronymic, there would remain a humorous jolt in the
tran:sition from the elaborateness of the noming to the succinctness of the
curse itself. An accumulation of appellations or descriptions is a feature
of a number of personal jokes in choral passages (e.g. Ach, 704f,, 849-51,
Frogs 708-10), where there is time and scope for dilated ridicule; though
an analogous technique, the whole-line description of a target, is sometimes
to be found in stichic metres (see Nu. 581, Av. 14, Lys. 397, Thesm. 387).
It may be relevant to note that 'defixiones' often begin with the victim's
name followed by a description or other identific&tioZ; there is at least
an analogy between the curser's desire to hit the mark and the chorus's
emphatic desire to publicise,

A further observation on the style of this ode may contribute to an
appreciation of its comic charactier. The whole design is contrived to
express a sharp but simple relish, and the narrative of imagined events
mirrors the artificial or engineered kind of consequence that the wish
needs for its fulfilment. This is particularly highlighted by the rather
naive use of Sl at 1159, 1166 and 1172, coupled in the second case with
the jerky and presumably colloquial anacolouthon, The chorus's imagination,
in accordance with a principle shared by routine fantasising and much
joke~telling, focuses only on certain moments in a make-believe sequence,
and the triple izku conveys the lack of concern with the ggs between them.
This use of %ifu and similar conjunctions can disply a mentality; it is not
simply & matter of syntaxf. Instructive parallds are the speciously connec-
ted account of the ornigins of the war given earlier in the play by Dicaeop-
olis, which makes even clearer use of the loose 'and then..' construction
(xxb'*, 526, kavTaoBev, 528, eviedlev, 530, ZvTedbey , 535, ravizoOev |
539) to express a vision of events in a few, quick, apparently inevitable
stages; the picture of the downfall of an old men at the hands of a young
advocate at Ach, 676ff,, where the effect is one of pathetic ineluctability
(f%T” 687, 689 ("and the next thing he knows he's leaving court with a

fine"), 1T 690); or the indications of Philocleon's garbled way of telling
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anecdotes at W, 1403 and 1411. The three main comic moments in the undoing
of Antimachus all involve a frustrated intention, which in each case turns
out with a twist., The twists are saved for the end of their clauses (1160,
1170, 1173) to spring the surprise with maximum effect. The final twist,
in the last word of the ode, shows how far this neat comic design has

carried us from the purportedly personal curse with which we started.

Kn, 973-996: Aristophanes chooses this short interlude ode to make the only
mention of Cleon's name in the whole play. But despite the considerable
freshness which this lends to the blunt wish for the politician's death at
976 (comically increased by the bathos after the poetic flavour of the
first clause),.the satirical content and technique of the ode are very
simple and unremarkable. The distribution of clauses within the stanzaic
‘form is organised to allow the force of surprise to the shorter pherecrat-
ean lines at the ends of the first, third and sixth stanzas. The reference
to Sikdv (979) contributes something to the effect of the images at the end
of the following stanza: we are to understand thatt the behaviour of Cleon's
that justifies the descriptions 5b{8u§ and 1bern~lhas its connections

with the law-courts. Cleon's aggressive characteristics are a well establ-
ished part of Aristophanes' portrait of him, but the suggestion of C%TVC&
in the later part of this ode is more striking, As the chief point of the
three antistrophic stanzas is to prepare for the final gibe about wvenality,
it is not immediately clear how serious an allegation of cultural deficiency
Aristiophanes intends to make against Cleon. Although Cleon is supposed to
excel at the demagogy characterised in adverse cultural terms at Kn, 191-3,
and though Thucydides 3,37 puts some anti-intellectual sentiments about the
political preferability of Zz)u&(a to 8e§\6mg and §Jveny into Cleon's
mouth, it is noticeable that Aristophanes makes nothing specific of this
theme outside this one ode, even though it would have been perfectly possib-
le, had there been a personal basis to work on, to get satirical material

out of it: it is a fact which distinguishes 01d Comedy and the Athenian
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demos (the muddle at [XenJ Ath.Pol. i.13 is a perverse testimony to this)
from popular comedy and its audience in many other societies, that the
former presupposes a general subscription to the cultural values of FJUGIKQ
{cf. e.g. Frozs 1482ff.), though this of course implies nothing about
actual attainment. Cleon may well have been less conspicuous for his
enjoyment of cultﬁral pursuits than Pericles had been, and he may certainly
have used the sort of argument attributed to him by Thucydides, but it
would be rash to draw any firm conclusions about his education or

cultural attitudes from the contrived joke at Kn. 984ff.

Birds 1470ff., 1553ff.,, 1694ff.: All three of these odes, interspersed
among the later scenes of the play, use a superficially fairy-tale manner
to recount the strange and distant places visited by the birds. But the
fantastic mode of narrative, which well suits the far-reaching flights of
'birds (cfe Av, 48 and 1058~61) and the bizarrerie of the whole plot, turns
out to be an amusingly ironic way of extending the scope of )Qi&iAOKokKuyﬂx
while in fact venturing into the real Athenian world of the audiemce: in
this respect the songs are miniature paradigms of the play as a whole. So
all three odes involve another variety of that characteristically Aristoph-
enic bathos, whereby we dron from the level of a lyrical, grandiose or
solemn style to a coarse comic or satirical banality. 'Eathos', however,
does not quite fit the incongruity embodied in these odes, for the contras-
ting elements are integrated in the sustained atmosphere of make-believe.
Although no detailed comments seem necess&ry, I would make two points to
illustrate how the fictional nature of these passages affects our underst-
anding of their satirical contents. On the one hand, the satirist's scope
for the creative treatment of individuals is only increased by the weird
and exotic settings here devised for them. It is quite illegitimate, there-
fore, to infer from 1556ff. that Peisander "seems to have had some
deﬁlings with the Socratics"?‘ This would in fact be a dangerously naive

way to treat any joke; an equivalent inference from Nu, 876, for example,
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would have no greater validity. But the follj of trying to extrsct informa-
tion from the imeginative fabric of one of these odes is extreme, On the
other hand, the fictions tiold by the chorus are intended to communicate
& satirical meaning of some sort (it is clear enough in Peisander's casezs
and has nothing to do with his relation to Socrates), and though this may
be oblique it may also, because of the interpley between fiction and
reality, be a richly suggestive one. This is most important in the third
ode. Here there is a concentration of imagery not found in either of the
earlier songs. The theme is heavily marked by the fourfold use of YAZ}TTR
and compounds, but the purpose of this is more than to emphasise the
unquenchable babble of rhetoric. %yykuﬂﬁbYJJW%ﬁg insinuates the idea of
orators who talk to feed themselves, while ei()(foum’v T K o”ﬂ’izpwcﬂ
falx Tqv\fa)a’c (cf. &Wukglfets of Cleon's political prosecutions at Kn. 259)
combines a visual suggestion of curious &nimalg%possessing long and useful
tongues (forensic ant—eaters) with a similar implication of rhetoric used
to 'reap rewa.rds'z7 The picturesqueness of it all does not completely block
out a patch of ominous colour. These %yy)affbyémnqiy are foreigners, and
the distant origin of what is described is a significant detail in this ode
in a way which is not true of the other two. Likewise, the shift from a
foreign land to the country of the audience is here not just a comic
ambivalence as in the earlier passages; it is used to intimate that this
foreign tribe is encroaching on Attiéa itself., We are not really in a
position to put a more concrete interpretation then this on the final
sentence of the ode, nor to say how seriously it was meant; but it does,
after the satiricall implications of the preceding description, seem to

allegorize a contemporary reality in a manner that calls for an interpret-

ative response,

Frogs 416ff.: It is relevant to my purposes to make a few observations on
the relationship between this passage and certain forms of ritual

dL;keokony, s though I cannot discuss in detail the question of precisely
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what Aristophanes intended to represent in fhe whole scene in which this
passage belongs. Fluck, in his study of o‘mérr-wat and scurrility in Greek
religion, came to the conclusion, dlready reached by Radermacher in his
commentary, that the common understanding of the chorus's behaviour in
these lines as modelled on Eleusinian \(idfuewrolg was ill--founded.98 I would
.make two principal criticisms of Fluck'!s case., In the first place, our
evidence for the form that gephyrismos took is extremely thin?9 Hesychius!
-entry under \/zc{we(’g is unoble to reconcile conflicting testimonies on
whether a man or a woman delivered the G‘tcc./.\rlud‘rd ; the following entry,
ander Yi&vew'-rou, s suggests that more than one person may have been
involved. Fluck ignores the lack of clarity here; and finds the chorus's
use of KolVﬁ at 416 a decisive refutation of the gephyrismos reading of the
passage., He also finds it incompatible with gepliyrismos that the chorus
.do not pick on TBA \feuérivu s but again Hesychius' evidence wavers
. between two types of target, "\b:u_( iv&fécvg 'ﬂbX("“d.f and T:n:y ‘(Ta(elolVToLS' R
My second criticism of Fluck is that he thinks by ruling out gephyrismos
one rules out all possibility of Frogs 416ff., being a representation of a
ritual practice. But Wasps 1362f:wprovides evidence for other forms of
licensed abuse taking place in an Eleusiniean context (TTPB Thov rLUG'ﬂ"e{LJV
is no empty chronological indication), and for my purposes this fact of
more extensive practice of 2irgKeedoyix is more important than the specif-
ic question of the relation of _lf‘_r_'_ggé 416ff, to gephytismo.'so.‘ For in: the
dramatic context of the whole scene it seems to me inescapable that
Aristophanes is using his chorus of initiates at 416ff, to depict part of
the mood and style of the festive occasion, to dramatise a particular form
of 'Festesfreude!, It is impossible to account for the carnival spirit of
the satire at this point entirely in terms of the established functions of
the comic chorus. When the initiates turn, prompted by the new participat-
ion of Xanthias and Dionysus, to personal abuse of an unfettered kind,

their behaviour grows naturally out of the insistence on 'ﬂ‘oulfecv (vhich

includes dance) and FKUTTELY in the preceding songs, and it is impossible
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to doubt that what they are doing fulfils part of their prayer to Demeter
at 384ff., to produce \iXotd ... Tig 69s €0pris X§iwg . T would
suggest that the manner in which the chorus enter into their iambic jests
at 416ff, may be intended to catch the style of gephyrismos or some

similar form of festival practice. The simple, unexcused directness of the
opening is impossible to parallel elsewhere in Aristophanes. The boldness
of it suggests the indulgence of a licence to ridicule which requires no
Justification. This spirit is confirmed by the way in which the targets
are named at the beginnings of the stanzas, picked out for public exposure
and celebration, A deliberately publicising no® is struck by &Kwa (422)
andlédﬁk (428): such touches are found sometimes in other choral passages,
but in this dramatic context, with the initiates not addressing the audience
but acting out their celebrations, they help to catch the distinctive tone
of a traditional festival entertainment,

The joke against Archedemus is three-pronged, and in each case it is
the last word of the clause that carries the sting{ &eéTie&j ’ VeKeozft ’
}*°Xﬁ}%?:“5 o The rather neat simplicity of the humour is heightened by
the twist given to what must have been a familiar proverb at 418?1 A clue
to what may have been behind the allegation of foreign. origins against
Archedemus (also found in Eupolis fr. 71) perhaps can be found in the
description of him at Xen., Mem. I1.9,4.: tkave§ WY TE Ko Ted bt
‘K{Vqs &€ o Relatively humble origins mey have been sufficient to give
the comic poets a basis for jokes about a politician's Background. . The
image of Archedemus as demagogue %V'Wéiy ZVR) V&Kgofft draws the audience
into the joke by hinting at the idea of inert political masses (cf. e.g.
Y. 34) but there seems to be no parallel for a metaphorical or abusive use
of Vtkeés : compare the Latin 'cadaver' at e.g. Cic., in Pis. 9.19,

The overwhelming weight of manuscript evidence at 422 is for the
reading t(ki&deé;tvg . Although the father was still a target at this
datgﬁ(cf. 48) there is no sufficient reason to reject this reading. What

we have here, though there may have been further significance now lost, is



185

a transference of Cleisthenes' comic reputation to his son, o satiricoal
procedure of which we have exomples elsewhere in connection with the

issue of foreign birth“:4 It makes more natural sense for a charge about
origins to be passed down in a family than for a slur on sexual mores, but
even in a case of the latter sort the humour is supported by the available
assumption that sons grow up to resemble their fathers. The comic plausib-
ility of this particular joke would be increased if Cleisthenes' son was
still in the earlier years of manhood at this date: gibes of ruikanfu
would have most force against thoseAwho had not long passed the age at
which it was respectable for them to be quﬁ&evat .

The final joke in this series is much the most difficult, and no
entirely satisfactory interpretation has been proposed“:s I cannot pretend
to offer a complete solution, but one comic factor seems tio have been
generally overlookeds, As the chorus sing and dance this song they are
'parthered by Xanthias and Dionysus, the latter himself clothed in a lion-
skin over a women's dress (46, 108f., 496), Could this visikle fact be
ignored when the chorus refer to Callias's lion-skin? Is it, moreover,
fortuitous that Dionysus breaks into the song immediately after this joke,
end so must be reasonably prominent in the dance ati 430? I cannot believe
that this connection between the joke and the context is coincidental, and
whatever we take the precise significance of the gibe at Callias to be I
suspect that Dionysus's visible presence as a pseudo-Heracles (and his
inadequacy in this role has already been demonstrated: see 38ff,, 280ff.,
307f.) was meant to reinforce the joke: a gesture from the chorus leader
and some sort of response from Dionysus would be easily manageable within
the choreography. About the intended satirical point I would make only one
suggestion. Editors have been very ready to emend KOGBTL  to KJO’G‘L‘J ,
thereby turning V““fuixejv into a sexual metaphor. We should, however,
congider the possibility that Kl;O'GUU is in apposition to tImF(Vc:J“; this

is linguistically very straightforward, even if it slightly upsets the

rather ncat correlation of phrasing with metrical pattern. An objection to
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this interpretation is that K&Gqu nowhere else seems to be used as a term
of abuse, unlike its counterpart in many other languages, but it could here
be justified and made intelligible as a special usage by the preceding
travesty of Hipponicus's name asCIBTUbF(vau « On this reading the joke
would not be essentially sexual but rather a suggestion of a mock-heroic
performance by Callias at Arginusae: for the topical reference of Vd%HAXFﬁf
in Frogs compare 33, 49, 191, 693. This would at least have the merit of
making thejsatirical point consistent with the hackground of Dionysus's

wearing of a Heraclean costume,

Pl. 302-15: It is appropriate to ehd this section with a note on the most
incidenfal and frivolously irrelevant choral interlude in Aristophanes,
though the personal jokes in it are obviously only one element in its comic
character. Although quite without any ritual associations, this song has
.some interesting points of contact with the iambic stanzas at Frogs 416ff.
The chorus are accompanied in their dance by an actor, and in both passages
there is a mood of wilful indulgence and improvisation: this is particularly
marked by Carion's insouciant FUUAﬁEoFAA (290), which is reminiscent of
the apparently arbitrary invitation offered By the chorus at Frogs 416

( §abhecec SAt* )« By introducing contemporary characters into the second
half of this mimed recreation of fantastic and legendary events, Aristioph-
anes is also producing a humorous effect kindred to that of the songs in
the later part of Birds, where the incongruity of placing familiar individ-
uvals in strange fictitious settings is exploited. But what really disting-
uishes thisviambic ode is the absence of irony in the mixing of contempor-
ary and mythical. Carion and the chorus are engaging in a self-conscious
game of ludicrous make-~believe, working within the framework of a dramatic
pretence and yet deliberately manipulating it for their own pleasure.

These are giddy quthAI&(316), and despite the superficial formality,
marked by the alternations and repetitions (302/309, 307/311, 308/315), the

spirit is of improvised zest, and this would be communicated in performance
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above all by the visual antics of the dancers, including various ecatolog-
- ical movements and gestures in the second pair of stanzas. It should
hardly need to be said that amid all this exaggerated miming and physical
comedy the references to Philonides and Aristyllus are not intended to
carry a very precise satirical point: there is little more than a wvague
insinuation of indecent sybaritism in Philonides' case; and whatever
Aristophanes himself may have known or liked to believe about Aristyllus,

I doubt whether his audience would have been inclined to rationalise the

jokes about him here and at Eccl. with quite the meticulousness of modern

scholars.
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Notes
1. Cf, Meder (1938) p. 32, Sommerstein (1977b) and Westlake (1980).
2. AP 283f,
3, The drunkenness of some of these choruses, as well as motivating the

4.

5.

6.

(8

8.

9.

10.

11.
12,

exit of those who see them coming, perhaps suggests that the entertain-
ment they provide will be in the spirit of a KQPog ¢ cf, e.g. Alexis
fr. 107, Men. Aspis 246-8, Dysc, 230-32, Perik. 71f.,, with Maidment

C€Q 29 (1935) pp. 22f. Maidment, p., 6, is right to dismiss the idea,
implied at e.,g. Hor. AP 283f,, that the decline in the importance of
the chorus was caused by legal restrictions onlzwcrﬁdki quu?SQ?v.

It is possible that the chorus enter from both eisodoi; Neil ad loc.
thinks they divide on entry.

See Neil ad loc. for a concise summary of some alternatives. For what
it is worth, Kn. 129-32 does not imply an obvious downfall or an
awkward withdrawal from political leadership. I can see no cogent
reason for the generally accepted identification of this Eucrates with
the one said to have been called Mslitda vciﬂ@wv' in Ar, fr. 143: e.g.
Kirchner under PA 5759, Gomme CR 55 (1941) p. 61, Newiger (1957) p. 19
n. 1, Fornara (1971) p. 76.

I do not accept, pace MacDowell ad loc., that this reference is necess-
arily evidence for a forthcoming trial. It would be just as suitable

& joke if, for example, Dracontides had recently been in court
(Philocleon eager to condemn a defendant already acquitted) or if it
were picking up a more general scandal or reputation - something on the
lines of the Laches theme, as I see it. There is, at any rate, no
reason to exercise an a priori prejudice in favour of the most plainly
factual interpretation, _

The term suggests lack of independence on the old men's part: cf. 731
and Kn. 1342,

See Plut, Alcib, 18 and 21, together with the glimpses of Lamachus that
we get at Thuc., 6.49 and 101.6,

Murray (1933) p. 178 seems to think that Tv (\lkwves may be Lysistrata
herself; but he has overlooked the other evidence for Lycon.

This has been an orthodoxy since at least Ruppel (1913) p. 9: e.g.
Murray (1933) pp. 28 and 39, Pohlenz (1952) p, 103, Newiger (1957) p. 63
ne 1, Sommerstein (1977b) p. 118. But see the caution of Rennie ad loc.
and the objection of Wilson CR 19 (1969) p. 156,

Sommerstein (1973) p. 241 n. 30.

Cf. pp.48 f. That Ar. was building on some sort of actual antipathy
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betveen Cleon and the Knights seems likely in view of Cleon's connect-
ions with policies which 'stung' the rich: cf. esp. Kn, 773-6. For one
ingenious possibility see Fornara (1973). However, if there had been
a major political confrontation, we would surely get some hint of it in:
Knights, and it would be a stronger one than the oblique and obscure
allusion at 390,

MacDowell suggests an analogous interpretation of W, 150f., but it is
not at all certain that Capnias is there the nickname of Ecphantides.
MacDowell ad loc.

Whether Ar. also intended his audience to realise that the abuse involv-
es a distortion of Bdelucleon's own name is hard to say.

See MacDowell ad loc., but the one Platonic passage citled may not tell
us anything about ordinary fifth-century usage, for which we simply
lack proper evidence., It might be safer to assume, on the analogy of
words of Ewuwywy - root (cf. XKn. 191, 217, Frogs 419, and Thuc. 4.21
vith Gomme ad loc.), that such terms depended on context for their
precise colour.

Some are catalogued by Wendel (1929) pp. 35ff.

The connections with lyric can be seen clearly in Ar. himself: see e.g.
Av. 676ff,, 1748ff., Lys. 1143, Frogs 324, 397f, .

The case for one is put by MacDoﬁell ad loc. and on 74, and Davies APF
under no. i2250. There is no positive reason for finding a reference to
Amynias in Hermippus fr. 71.

Cf. Ar, fr, 108, where 'rugewvfg, }-&16“06‘4“(« and oligarchy (P\Keo,v ) are
discerned in a Spartan fig.

The Spartans are in general treated very lightly in the extant plays;
note that no Spartan turns up at Dicaeopolis's market, despite the
conditions of trade (623~ 720). This may just be one symptom of the
faect that although Ar. often evokes the background of war, he rarely
focuses on the true details of it: how far would we get if we tried to
reconstruct the Peloponnesian War from his plays alone?

See Thuc. 8.1.1 for an example of this collective mentality in real
life,

See Taillardat (1965) 8§ 14 and 266, but He overlooks the relevance of
the crest, which is particularly obvious at Peace 1177f.

See Taillardati (1965) § 326, For later satirical use of eyebrows see
Koster (1980) p, 227 and n. 756.

Cf. ayetwﬂév B’},\)-«ol roeyo’vof o‘re‘é'.@wv of Heracles' manic vissge at Eur,
HF 990,

Cf. pp.168¢f.

So far as I can ascertain, there is nothing on a Greek vase or in a
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sculpture that we can identify as a y¢erbs . For gorgons, which give

/
the right sort of idea, see T. Karagiora [opyein KebaAq (Athas 1970).

28. Ar, frs. 31, 131. For masks with grotesque eyebrows cf. Koster's
Prolegomena to the Dutch edn. of the scholia, I 63f. (p. 6).

29, See pp. 269 §.
30, Ach, 117ff, end W. 1187, which is not (ctr. MacDowell ad loc.) evidence

for a real embassy nor an absurd choice of e%udeo( y give some reasom
for conjecturing that Cl. was a public figure, But there is, of course,
no sign of a connectiom with oligarchy, and had one existed I doubt
vhether Ar, would have made this joke in 411.

31, MacDowell on W. 1501.

32, o0Sey /}-w\&gv ké\(uv seems to vary in precise sense from 'to tell lies'
(e.g. Av. 66, Thesm. 625, 634), through 'to miss the mark' (W. 74), to
'to talk nonsense' (e.g. Nu. 644, 781, 1095, Av. 986, W.1194), Cf. also
the impersonal use at Kn. 334, and the related idiom at Eccl, 144,

32a. I have omitted the jokes in the ode and antode of Frogs, and I do not
discuss second parabases: some of this material is dealt with in detail
elsewhere in the thesis,

33, Cf. Dover (1972) pp. 51-3,

34, Cf, Halliwell (1980) p. 35 me 11.

35. See DFA" pp. 112, 118.

36. Henderson (1975) p. 214 no. 20 thinks otherwise, but I do not accept
that any of the passages he cites, least of all Kn, 876ff, (!), has
anything to do with passive homosexuality.

37. Cf. Taillardat (1965)8§ 428f,

38, So Murray (1933) pp. 16-18, and e.g. Rogers ad loc. ,

39, Mastromarco (1979) pp. 181f, believes that before 424 Ar. applied for
a chorus with Callistratus. Whether or not this is right, I incline to
the belief that it was for the purposes of obtaining a chorus that Ar,
chiefly needed Callistratus's help, and that Ar. may have played a
‘larger part in the practical production than is usually assumed: see
Halliwell (1980) pp. 41ff,

40, See Taillardat (1965)§§ 504 and 819,

41, There may be a double image in this passage. Taillardat (1965)$ 762
ignores the possibility that Crotinus is being likened to an old bed,
for which see the scholia here and LSJ s.v, T{vos .

42, = PMG 892, Cf. Reitzenstein (1893) pp. 19f.

43, It might be preferably less bizarre to accept V's reading Z¢9‘)
¢Theorus was quicker than a crab to say...'), so that Theorus himself
would be a like an animal in a fable.

44, For the further possibility of kdekaxg being a sobriquet for a
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Corinthian see Taillardat (1965) & 835, but there is not a scrap of
evidence for this and I do not see much point in it.

I prefer MacDowell's punctuation of 62 to Coulon's; on. the historical
problem cf. Mastromarco (1974)‘pp. 40f., though I am not convinced that
Ar. need have intended a specific reference to be taken.

Murray (1933) p. 9 end Taillerdat (1965) p. 353 n. 1 think there is a
reference to Cleon's death in lcay.i/\(ce at Nu, 550, but I think this is
against the sense of the passage; the date of composition is not in
itself pertinent.

Those who find an obscene sense in ;;éqcﬂ%bv at Nu. 549 (see Hendersom
(1975) pe 116 and Stone (1978) p. 428) reveal more about themselves
than about Ar. (why not also at W, 1023?!) For the true force of the
vord see it in context at W. 1030 and Peace 752.

Taillardat: (1965)§ 61 tries to assimilate kwkiﬂ@&v to Ar.'s descrip-
tion of his own attack on Cleon, but a contrast would be more in place.

See M. Hengel Crucifixion (Engl. trans. 1977) p. 70 and n. 2, with

references to more detailed discussions.

Cf. ch. 5 n. 5.

Compare the language used at Ach, 657f.,, with che 5 n.54.

See Fraenkel (1962) pp. 191-215,

Taillardat (1965)§ 247 finds a reference to the small stature of the
sons in most of the terms of 789f., but I find the effect less clear.
Cf. Borthwick CQ 18 (1968) p. 50 and Platnauer ad loc. On 810 see
Taillardat § 158, but 811 introduces unrelated terms which he does not
discuss.

See Nicole (1884) (who does not believe that the sons of Carcinus
appeared in Wasps, but that the play's finale was a flop), MacDowell
on 1501, and Ussher (1979) p. 16.

MacDowell on W. 1516-37. I find his whole reconstruction of the scene
tendentious, and it makes to clean a break between choreography and
text,

See Marzullo (1970—72) ppe 91-3 for a discussion and emendation.

See Miller-Strubing (1873) pp. 29ff., Higham (1932) pp. 103ff.,
Taillardat (1965) pp. 238f.

Compare the mass of stories about Jack the Ripper in nineteenth~century
London, or the reputaﬁions/legends of early European alchemistis such as
Faust in Germany or John Dee in England.

So Muller-Strubing and Hjghem locc.citt., and Hofmann (1976) pp. 200ff,

But they treat Tiy at Ach., 1166 as more conclusive than it is: c¢f. n.
73 belovw,
E.g. Rennie on Ach. 1166 and Higham (1932) p. 104.
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Higham's discussion of this line, loc.cit., makes unnecessarily heavy
weather of it.

Most report the nickname é‘x€¢§S found in 2 ad loc., but if this was
actually used of Patrocleides in comedy, and is not simply a later
crystallisation of this one joke, it makes little difference to what
the first audience of Birds are likely to have known about the man.
Although Tbﬁvqp? (803) need not imply 'with a view to etymology', the
following line immediately gives it that point.

Athenian women normally wore their hair up in some form. If Terence
HT 290f, is evidence for Greek practice, loose hair might suggest simple
informality, free of any attempt to look attractive, in a private
setting; but in a public situation it is more likely to seem careless
or unrespectable. The woman's white dress probably denotes festival
gaiety: cf., Ach, 1024, Aesch, Eum. 352, Xen. Mem., II.i.22, Plato Crito
44 a-b,

Cf. - n, 75 belovw,

D.M.,Schaps, Economic Rigchts of Women in Ancient Greece (1979) p. 65, is

sceptical about this passage as evidence for women as bankers. Baldwin
(1971) p. 153, despite some lip-service to caution on p. 152, seems to
treat it as a reliable historical reference.

The only dissenting voice I have noticed is Harwardt (1883) p. 62. C#f,
nn.l8f. to Appendix I.

My
67a. One of[main objections to Moulton (1979) is his largely far-fetched

68,

69.
70.

71,

72,

73.
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attempt to forge connections between several of the odes I discuss

"below and the themes of their plays.

Cf. the strophe and antistrophe of the parabasis of Frogs: the downfall
of both victims is predicteds It is instructive in this context to
think of the dramatic suffering that Lamachus in Ach. and Socrates in
Clouds are made to experience.

The parabatic ode of Eupolis's Demoi, CGF 92, is comparable.

Wust (1921) pp. 40ff,, equ p. 45. Wust's scheme as a whole is too neat
but he highlights some important features.

Cf. Menander Georg. fr. 1 (Sandbach) for the ease with which sycophantia
could be abusively alleged.
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